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Critically evaluate whether the use of mock juries is a useful tool in the study of the psychology of jury decision making.

























This essay aims to discover whether mock juries are a valuable tool in informing psychology study of the true nature of decision-making, within an actual real trial setting. It also highlights other aspects of mock juries which support actual juries in reaching informed and fair verdicts. For this purpose, this essay will critically examine literature highlighting the usefulness of mock juries as a predictor for verdicts, and the validity of the models used to include both experimental and theoretical research.
Juries in criminal trials have been an interest for social psychologists for several years, however, systematic review and research into juries in attendance at a live trail, are not permitted, as nothing can interfere with a trail and the processing of a jury. Mock trials and juries have been used in researched, to understand the likely variables which could influence the decision-making process during a trial. Variables include the attributes of the defendant, the crime committed, the jury’s judgement of the evidence, and group dynamics. Subsequently, there has been criticism against research using mock juries, due to limitations including the situation being artificial (Ormston, et al. 2019).
	In order to answer whether mock juries are appropriate in informing us of the true nature of decision-making within an actual real trial setting, this essay will critically examine, strong, reliable and contemporary evidence pertaining to mock juries. 
	Mock juries are described by Willmott (2017), as being the most common form of study used to inform social psychologists of jury behaviour. Mock juries are often made up of students or members of the general public eligible for jury service, who take part in a mock trial. The considered reasoning behind mock juries, as indicated by Willmott (2017), is that the best possible predictors are used for unbiased selection of actual jurors for real life trials, although Willmott (2017) highlights limitations, in mock jury research, due their artificial nature. In addition (Willmott 2017) indicates that mock jury research, needs to move forward and develop a more realistic trial environment for the purpose of increasing the validity of mock trial research.  
Research by Wiener, Krauss, and Lieberman (2011) investigates the validity of mock juries, highlighting four types of validity: internal, statistical conclusion, external and construct validity, which impact on the results of a mock jury trial. Wiener et al. (2011) also discuss the importance of mock juries, in discovering how a jury responds and the behaviour trends they portray in the constrained environment of court, while making moral and ethical judgements. Wiener et al. (2011) also highlight the disparity between mock jury samples, as most mock juries are made up of either students or general members of the public eligible for jury service. Their research indicates that students interpret things differently, from general members of the public, when participating in experimental research studies, and reach different verdicts, which may affect the ability to generalise the research findings to an actual jury.  
In addition (Wiener et al. 2011) specified limitations which may affect the outcome of mock jury research, include the lack of realistic trial simulations, disproportionate use of students in sampling within mock jury research, reduced jury discussion compared with actual jury discussions, and mock juries concentrating more on punishments than elements of charged crimes. Wiener et al. also emphasise the disparities between the verdicts of mock juries in contrast to actual jury’s verdicts and highlight a high level of misunderstanding in mock juries using eligible-for-jury members of the public. 
Research study by Bornstein and Greene (2011), emphasize the interest psychologist have in mock juries, relating to their perception, their recall, how they interpret and how they are influence in group decision making, which impacts of their decision making ability, along with their comprehension of both physical and expert evidence.  Psychological research into mock juries examines many of the facets of theoretical concepts, including attribution, group behaviour, stereotyping, persuasion, judgement and decision making. Research into mock juries is used as a predictor of verdicts to inform trials and selection processes.  Bornstein and Greene (2011), also highlight how research supports the selection process of mock juries, as jurors often make judgements using their own pre-existing cognitive schemas and their personal experiences, which can be contrary to legal regulations relating to certain cases, and lead to biased verdicts.  
[bookmark: _Hlk37600360][bookmark: _Hlk37602516]Bornstein and Greene (2011), also discuss the styles of jury deliberation, which psychological research has identified via mock juries. The verdict driven approach, is when juries take an early vote, followed by a structured discussion based on verdict options.  Whereas, evidence driven jurys, assess available evidence and weigh conflicting facts prior to a vote to ratify a decision.  Research into mock juries is beneficial as jurors can be selected based on their personal attributes, which is likely to result in a more reliable and unbiased verdicts.
[bookmark: _Hlk37247190]Baumeister and Bushman (2014), discuss the fundamentals of whether there are realistically reliable predictors across differing types of criminal cases, for the use of jury selection, for the purpose of constructive jury decision making. Jury selection often use demographic characteristics for the purpose of exclusion when selecting jurors, as stated by Baumeister and Bushman (2014), nevertheless the majority of research (Baumeister and Bushman, 2014) supports hypothesis that demographic characteristics are unreliable for the purposes of predicting verdicts across criminal cases, with the exception of cases used as a proxy for attitudes in case-specific circumstances. Research has proven that individuals who have an authoritarian personality, are more likely to uphold values and push for conviction, however, research has also shown (Baumeister and Bushman 2014) that individual case specific attitudes are a reliable predictor for jury verdicts.     
Mock juries are held for many different types of criminal cases, for the
[bookmark: h6][bookmark: h7][bookmark: _Hlk37173158][bookmark: _Hlk37184048]purpose of discovering attitudes, traits and abilities best suited for differing trials. Lorek, Centifanti, Lyons, and Thorley’s (2019), experimental mock jury study, was designed to discover how best jurors can recall aspects of evidence. Their study indicated that previous experience of jury service improved the juror’s ability to note take during the trial, which in turn improved recall. Their study involved two separate sessions of mock juries with sixty student participants and consisted of watching one of two trial videos lasting less than an hour, one criminal and one civil. During this phase, participants could note-take, however, when reaching a verdict, access to notes was not permitted. Their study found that although on the second session, when participants became more accustomed to the procedure, more accurate and critical note taking of evidence had been observed, there had been negatable improvement in the ability to mentally recall elements of the evidence.
 Lorek et al. (2019), emphasize the importance of actual jurors’ ability during a trial to recall evidence, which is essential in reaching an accurate and informed verdict. Their study found evidence that mock jurors recall of evidence had often been imprecise, omitting essential trial information, which can have an adverse effect on the verdict of the trial. They have found, however, that allowing actual jurors to note-take, has been shown to be beneficial to their ability to recall evidence. Although studies for this purpose have been conducted on mock jurors’ ability to recall, these studies have been conducted on a singular mock trial, whereas actual jurors often serve on more than one trial, during jury service.
 It has been suggested that there is a need for mock jury studies, which have been conducted on participants partaking in multiple mock trials (Lorek et al. 2019), because actual jurors may serve on more than one trial during their service, and can also be called to serve as a juror more than once. Additionally, a juror who is serving more than one trial or has experience in jury service, has improved ability to constructively note take and has better recall ability, than a juror serving for the first time, although this can be person dependant, however during the course of their study they found that juror’s previous experience was immaterial to the verdict of the trial (Lorek et al. 2019). 
In addition, Lorek et al. (2019) highlighted limitations to their study emphasising the disparities between mock jury experiences and actual jury experiences, which could affect the validity of mock trial research. For example, their sample was taken from students who were eligible to be jurors, and their mock jury trial lasted for a maximum of 35 minutes, whereas actual trials can last for weeks (Lorek et al. 2019). They also highlighted that although note taking improves over time, note taking over long periods can have a negative effect on an individual both physically and cognitively, which in turn impacts negatively on their ability to note-take, whereas the mock jurors in their research, were only required to note-take for a short time period. 
Qualitative analysis research by Gavin and Scott (2016) on mock juries to understand actual juries’ perceptions, pertaining to trials of stalking by ex-partner perpetrators, consisted of twelve mock trials. Each trial was served by five or six mock jurors, and each set of jurors was presented with one of three versions of the same mock trial. Each version had the perpetrator as either an ex-partner, stranger or an acquaintance, and with either a man stalking a woman or roles reversed. Gavin and Scott’s (2016), thematic analysis, highlighted that mitigating factors on the perpetrator’s behaviour and judgements on the victim’s behaviour had proven to be key themes in all the mock trials. Although this only marginally affected the verdict decisions when the perpetrator was female, their research found that the normal relationships and stalking boundaries differ between genders. Gavin and Scott (2016) highlighted that normal behaviour is a difficult concept in cases of stalking, for instance their research highlighted, it is more acceptable for a male to portray behaviour of pursuit, if he has previously been in a relationship with the victim, as it is seen as normative masculine behaviour, whereas normal behaviour for females is more truncated than males, thus making the distinction between normal and stalking behaviour simpler.
 Gavin and Scott (2016) had broadened previous studies as they analysed student mock jurors’ deliberations, when reaching a unanimous verdict in hypothetical trials of stalking and investigated how they perceived gender and prior relationships between the perpetrator and the victim. Their study found that there is variation in the perception of the history in each case, therefore causing differences in the interpretation of stalking cases, which seem to favour the perpetrators especially if they are male. Gavin and Scott (2016) found that mock jury perception was that male victims would be considered less manly, male perpetrators would be seen as portraying normal male behaviours, yet female perpetrators were more likely to be found guilty and female victims were more likely to be blamed for causing the stalking by their actions.Gavin and Scott’s (2016) sample group of 64 participants were all students and all had been known to each other, which may have influenced the results of the study. Their study found mock jury research to be beneficial to highlight possible unknown biases by juries in actual stalking trails, which may prove useful in jury selection.  
Mock jury research conducted by Goodman-Delahunty, Martschuk, and Cossins (2016), for the purpose of reducing bias in child sexual abuse cases, highlighted the importance of jurors, and used social science research to find jurors who would add community values to trials, be diligent in their duties and reach verdicts considerably similar to that of the judges. Their findings highlighted that within child abuse cases, jury attitudinal biases level out across the 12 jurors and do not impact or influence the outcome of the trial.  Goodman-Delahunty et al. (2016), discuss experimental research, which indicates that approximately 80% of evidence predicts the verdicts of a mock trial. They also highlight, that other elements such as a mock jury’s individual demographics attributes, personality traits and general attitudes, are only marginally reflective in the jury’s verdicts. Although their systematic research on experimental studies found that a key issue of misinterpretation and inaccuracies, lay predominantly with a mock jury’s lack of experience and expertise, they also found that the mock jury which had been exposed to educational information intervention pertaining to child abuse for the case at hand, had fewer misconceptions regarding the child’s accusation, than the mock jury who did not get exposed to the same information. However, the mock jury that had educational information presented to them via an expert witness such as a clinical psychologist had even fewer misconceptions than the other two groups of mock jurors. This highlights the benefits of professional and bespoke to the trial interventions on a mock jury, which could therefore benefit and reduce actual jury bias in a real trial setting, although this is dependent on the selected juries' ability to accepted information which challenges their on understanding (Goodman-Delahunty et al. 2016).
[bookmark: _Hlk37249492]A research study by Fawcett, and Winstanley (2018), investigated the impact that a child witness’s age and confidence had upon the perception of a mock jury in relation to mock juries’ decision-making abilities. Their findings highlighted that the evidence provided by a child witness, who portrayed more self-confidence at trial, occasionally impacted on the verdict, as the jury held the perception that the evidence was more accurate than that of evidence provided by a child witness who lacked self-confidence. However, their findings also state, that the younger the child the more credibility is afforded to their evidence, as a younger child is seen as being less capable of deceit due to their underdeveloped working memory, however the child’s ability to deceive increases by age 8. Fawcett, and Winstanley (2018), also highlight that the age of the child witness had little bearing on the verdict reached by a mock jury, although the self-confidence of the child witness did impact how the mock jury viewed the child witness’s credibility. There are special measures in place to increase a child witness’s confidence for an actual jury to view their evidence favourably. Fawcett, and Winstanley’s (2018) study indicated the need for further research into this due to the complexity faced by child witnesses, taking into account the fact that mock jury setting are different to actual jury settings, however their study has strengthened the need to improve a child witness’s confidence and to emotionally support the child during the process of the trial, to alleviate any misconceptions of the child’s ability during the trial.   
According to Lorek et al (2019), although mock juries were imperative in selecting actual jurors, in their study they also highlighted the limitations of mock jury studies, when compared to the actual juries, due to the difference between a mock trial and an actual trial. Whereas Goodman-Delahunty et al. (2016) and Fawcett, and Winstanley (2018), both highlighted the importance of mock juries in relation to actual juries receiving education interventions or support to allow the actual jury to come to an informed unbiased verdict, they also emphasised that the benefits of any intervention and support is often person dependant. Nonetheless, Gavin and Scott (2016), highlighted that mock juries can provide impeded results, as participants are often students who are known to each other. This can impact the dynamics of the group, and whether the mock jury is made up of students or members of the general public, a mock trial differs greatly from a real trial, and the strain of a real trial will impact differently on a real juror in comparison to a mock juror. Although Baumeister and Bushman (2014) emphasized that it is a person’s attitudes and personality, which impact a verdict, attourneys can only speculate on personality traits, attitudes and behaviours to support actual jury selection, which is conducted over a short period of time with limited background information. 
In conclusion, the use of mock juries, as shown above is a useful tool in the study the psychology behind the decision making of an actual jury. They can be used to better understand personalities, biases and attitudes across several settings and to provide an insight into prospective juries’ abilities and how best to inform the selected jurors, to improve their decision-making abilities and reduce biases prior to exposure to the trial. However, mock juries and mock trials have limitations, as they differ from actual juries and trials, for a number of reasons including the selection process, the setting of the situation and also the time scale of the trial itself which differs from the time scale of the mock trial, all of which can impact on an individual to different extents.  
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