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ABSTRACT
This study addresses individual and group-level effects of jury deliberation and decision
making. Using a real case, this study tests pretrial publicity (PTP) effects over time, starting in
the pretrial phase and evaluating for media effects throughout the mock-jury decision making
process. The sample was composed of mock-jurors (N = 49 deliberating groups of five/six
persons). Results address (1) a primacy effect of PTP exposure over time and general perceptions
associated with the PTP exposure, (2) attributions of individual cognitive story and verdict
preference confidence, and (3) juror- and jury-level characteristics associated with deliberation
and communicative influence. Results reveal that the order in which participants saw PTP had
differing effects on individual pre-deliberation decision making, but had no significant differing
effects on final verdict decisions across groups. The only juror characteristic that had significant
effects on the deliberation were perceived communicative influence, perceived participation,
need for cognition, and motivation to process and discuss case evidence. In terms of discussing
PTP in the deliberation, the only aggregated group effect on the verdict was trust in the jury
system. Past research suggests that juries are formed to make unbiased decisions (Gastil, 2008),
and in this case, jury deliberation potentially attenuated the presence of media bias.
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INTRODUCTION
Malcolm X once said, “The media’s the most powerful entity on Earth. They have the
power to make the innocent guilty and the guilty innocent, and that’s power.” Jury deliberations
for high-profile criminal cases are often influenced by pretrial publicity (PTP). Media often
frame news coverage of criminal cases in order to attract and keep viewers, and such framing can
influence public (and juror) perceptions about the cases. Prominent examples include the trials of
Patricia Campbell Hearst and O.J. Simpson – both cases were well covered by news
organizations, and it was reported that jurors were influenced by the coverage (Meringolo, 2010;
Toobin, 2016). The questions addressed in this dissertation are as follows. First, how does the
presentation of news coverage of high-profile cases vary, and does audience perception vary on
those different media frames? Second, how do individuals process information, especially, in
terms of how perceptions of high-profile cases are formed, maintained, and/or modified over
time? Finally, how are jury deliberations affected by exposure to and processing of information
presented in media? In some cases, deliberation helps to attenuate biases related to media
exposure, and in other cases it amplifies them.
Thus, I propose a model in which various features of pretrial publicity affect individuallevel processing of case-related information, which in turn influences jury deliberations and
outcomes. Frequently, in the context of high-profile criminal cases that are the subject of
continuous news coverage, individuals often decide the guilt or innocence of the defendant in
question privately and usually remember or give precedence to information that confirms that
decision. For example, jury selection in high-profile criminal cases such as the O.J. Simpson,
Rodney King, and Jerry Sandusky are complicated by PTP, as it is often difficult to find jurors
who either have not been exposed to PTP or have not been affected by it (Klein, Tolson, &
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Longo, 2013). Jury deliberation then potentially is influenced by both the distribution of pre-trial
preferences regarding guilt as well as the tendency of individuals to use information in support of
their preferences (Mojzisch, Grouneva, & Schulz-Hardt, 2010).
In what follows I describe research on media framing, focusing primarily on
characteristics of media frames and the goals of journalists and news organizations for
constructing frames in a certain way. Building on literature from psychology and jury research I
introduce a new type of frame, the legal frame. Next, I discuss the cognitive processing of
narratives and stories, focusing on how individuals develop biases in general and regarding the
events depicted in news stories, specifically. Finally, I address how deliberation has the potential
to either amplify or attenuate individual biases related to PTP.
Media Framing
Overview
In this section I describe media framing in terms of the types of frames used by media
and the purposes to which they are put. Following that, I introduce a new kind of frame, the legal
frame, in which elements of a story are presented to support either the prosecution or the defense.
Frame Types
The media develop stories to attract and inform an audience. In addition to providing
information, news media offer a lens to conceptually connect new information with existing
information about a continuing story (Tewksbury & Scheufele, 2009), often reflecting the news
values (e.g., social, cultural, and ideological values) of the source (White, 2005). This
storytelling concept is known as framing. Framing theory suggests that news media cannot report
all information related to an event, so instead, news media use certain constructs to form and
package a news story. Researchers have identified five general types of news frames: conflict,
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responsibility, economic consequences, human-interest, and morality (Burscher, Odijk,
Vliegenthart, de Rijke, & de Vreese, 2014; Matthes, 2009).
Conflict frames highlight disagreements or problems that exist between individuals,
groups or institutions. Conflict frames, also known as issue frames, usually refer to “winners”
and “losers,” and present two sides of an issue (Matthes, 2009; Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000).
Altheide (1997) argues that the conflict frame consists of six elements ordered as follows:
something undesirable exists, an explanation of why it is relevant, identifiable and questionable
facts, an offering of possible solutions, proposed mechanisms to fix the problem, and a
proposition of who can fix the problem. The depiction of conflict is common in political news
coverage (Neuman, Just, & Crigler, 1992; Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000) and in stories
perceived to have inherent news value (Eilders, 1997; Galtung & Ruge, 1965; McManus, 1994;
Staab, 1990). Several scholars have observed an increase in the portrayal of conflict in political
reporting (Blumler, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1995; Cappella & Jamieson, 1997; Patterson, 1993;
Vliegenthart & Van Zoonen, 2011). Within the field of political communication, the conflict
frame has been employed to promote civic engagement and mobilize citizens to vote (e.g.,
Schuck, Vliegenthart, & De Vreese, 2016).
The responsibility frame describes an issue in terms of the parties involved.
Responsibility frames often highlight government involvement in an issue (Semetko &
Valkenburg, 2000), the risks and benefits associated with an issue (Matthes & Kohring, 2008),
and implications of individual or societal responsibility (Shah, Kwak, Schmierbach, & Zubric,
2004). Research shows that the attribution of responsibility portrayed in media frames may focus
on one particular problem or person (e.g., individual-level responsibility), or speak to society as a
whole (Shah et al., 2004). Responsibility frames often call attention to the problem and can shape
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public opinion (Iyengar, 1991).
The human-interest frame adds a face to news coverage by emphasizing an individual or
emotional issue. According to Iyengar (1991), news coverage can be framed in a thematic
manner, taking a macro perspective, or in an episodic manner, focusing on the role of the
individual affected by an issue. Episodic organization in human interest frames are discrete,
appearing one time, describing one person’s experience with the issue (e.g., a news interview
with a crime victim). In contrast, thematic organization focuses on the “big picture” and may
have repeated elements illustrating the event (e.g., discussing the occurrence of mass shootings
in relation to the gun control policy). Semetko and Valkenburg (2000) found that human-interest
frames are characterized by revealing personal details about the individuals involved. Humaninterest frames in news coverage have been labeled by several scholars as a frame that connects
audiences to the story on a personal level (Iyengar, 1991; Neuman et al., 1992; Semetko &
Valkenburg, 2000; Zillmann & Brosius, 2000). Dramatizing the story peaks audience interest,
and in turn, keeps viewers tuned in (Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). Iyengar (1991) suggests that
human-interest frames are often coupled with an attribution of responsibility frame employing an
attitudinal slant toward the responsible party. This type of slant may paint a certain party
responsible and is largely seen in political (Iyengar, 1991) and crime news media (DaftaryKapur, Penrod, O'Connor, & Wallace, 2014).
Economic consequence frames describe an event in terms of its financial impact on
individuals, groups, countries, or institutions. Semetko and Valkenburg (2000) suggest that
economic consequences are among the top three types of frames used in media, focusing on the
costs and rewards of actions proposed by policy makers. Covering an event with respect to its
economic consequences has been argued to possess high news value (Graber, 1993; McManus,
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1994) and to increase the event’s pertinence among the audience (Gamson, 1992). For example,
the recent (late June, 2016) “Brexit” vote was portrayed as either an economic boon or
catastrophe for England and/or Europe. According to Semetko and Valkenburg (2000), economic
consequence frames can focus on gains or losses. Gain frames are used when media focus on a
positive outcome, while loss frames are focused on a negative outcome (Kahneman & Tversky,
1979). For example, Valkenburg, Semetko, and de Vresse (1999) used an economic consequence
frame to describe the financial impact of crime deterrence, focusing on the outcome if the
financial burden is not attended to. This sort of gain or loss element has shown to affect viewers’
attendance to the story and perception of importance given to the stories (Valkenburg et al.,
1999).
Finally, the morality frame puts moral prescriptions or moral tenets central when
describing an issue or event. Morality as a news frame has been the subject of several studies and
is used in the context of various issues, such as gay rights (Brewer, 2003), stem cell research
(Nisbet, Brossard, & Kroepsch, 2003), and biotechnology (Nisbet & Huge, 2006). These types of
frames emphasize, among other things, religious perspectives, traditional values, scientific
progress (Nisbet, Brossard, & Kroepsch, 2003), or family values (Brewer, 2003). Research
suggests that moral frames are the least common news frame used, given the journalistic practice
of objectivity (Matthes, 2009; Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). Journalists, however, do employ
morality frames if and when an interview leads them toward that theme (Neuman et al., 1992).
For instance, McKenna, Thom, and Simpson (2007) found that questioning a witness or victim
about possible motives underlying a criminal’s action tends to be framed in a human morality
tone in media reports.
Frame Purposes

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

16

As noted, frames are shortcuts that offer some (but not all) story elements within
organizational structures that emphasize aspects of the narrative. Beyond structural
characteristics, a media frame can serve four purposes (Entman, 1993): promote a problem or
event, offer causal interpretation, provide moral evaluation, and promote plausible linkages
between the event and its causes. A news source might use a frame to promote a problem
(Altheide, 1997; Grabe, Zhou, & Barnett, 2001). Semetko and Valkenburg (2000) found that
problems are framed predominately using conflict, human-interest, and responsibility frames, but
can be found in morality and economic consequence frames as well. News stories designed to
highlight problems tend to include pictures, providing emotional scenes that highlight the
problem (McKenna et al., 2007). For example, a study (McKenna et al., 2007) comparing media
coverage of two types of convicted homicide offenders, ones who sought an insanity plea and
others who did not, found that news stories emphasizing the mental illness of the offender were
most often accompanied by photographs of the crime scene, used more sensationalism in their
titles, and included more quotes from the victims’ friends and family. Frames used in this
manner describe the problem by connecting audiences to the issue and related events in a visual
and emotional format.
Media frames can also serve the purpose of providing causal interpretation (Entman,
1993). By this, media can provide a particular narrative that links an issue with one of several
plausible interpretations (Tewksbury & Scheufele, 2009). Other narratives may focus on the
sequence of events that can lead viewers toward an interpretation of events (Semetko &
Valkenburg, 2000). Together these frames provide an issue-interpretation link, presumably
leading audiences toward causal interpretation. For example, a mass shooting could be framed as
a “gun control issue” or a “mental health issue.” These are both conflict/issue sub-frames, but
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offer two different perspectives on the same issue. By providing causal interpretation, news
media can provide different ways to view the problem.
Moral evaluation is a third function of media frames. In terms of crime news, the
morality of the event becomes a discussion that highlights how “justice will be served”
(Altheide, 1997). Among other things, Altheide (1997) suggests morality and human-interest
frames are used to reveal religious truths and redemption expectations (e.g., justice achieved by a
higher being). Morality frames are also used to promote public support for a cause or crisis.
Human-interest frames are often used in conjunction with moral evaluation to promote sympathy
toward a group or individual who is being affected by a moral issue (Semetko & Valkenburg,
2000). Specifically, in their analysis of crisis news coverage, An and Grower (2009) found that
when a large corporation was under crisis, media frames offering moral evaluation were likely to
gain public support for the organization as a result. Given that journalists are expected to report
on an event in an objective fashion, journalists use quotes from witnesses and victims to frame
the story with an implicit moral purpose (Neuman et al., 1992).
Last, media frames can provide solution recommendations. Solution recommendations
for a problem are presented by news media and/or public opinion through interviews with
community members (Entman, 1993). For example, after a mass shooting or a homicide, news
media may report on politicians calling for stricter gun laws. Birkland and Lawrence (2009)
found that, following the Columbine school shootings, the media provided information about the
Second Amendment, school violence, gun violence, and violence in the popular culture. Even
though the event did not explicitly drive policy agenda, it brought attention to the problem,
creating concerns for public safety and a desire for stricter gun laws (Birkland & Lawrence,
2009). Evaluation of the debate on gun control regularly enters the picture in reaction to a mass
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shooting or similar heinous events (Birkland & Lawrence, 2009; Ngan, 2015). Media frames can
provide solution recommendations to increase public support and provide a narrative for change.
Cappella and Jamieson (1997) argue that solution recommendations can be framed strategically,
providing a potential solution for the problem, or an issue manner, calling attention to the
problem, implying that a solution is needed.
Legal frames
Numerous researchers have studied media narratives related to pretrial publicity (PTP),
focusing on juror perceptions (Ruva & McEvoy, 2008; Ruva, Mayes, Dickman, & McEvoy,
2012), public opinion (Studebaker, Robbennolt, Pathak-Sharma, & Penrod, 2000; Warr, 1995)
and juror verdicts (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014; Entman & Gross, 2008; Steblay et al., 1999;
Studebaker et al., 2000). Although not specifically presented within models of media framing,
these narratives have all of the elements of existing media frames (e.g., morality, conflict, and
human interest frames). Therefore, I call these PTP-based narratives legal frames. This type of
frame can be found in two forms, pro-prosecution and pro-defense, and are evident in both
criminal and civil trial news.
Pro-prosecution pretrial publicity (P-PTP) is defined as news stories that are biased
toward guilt (or liability in a civil case) and/or supporting the prosecution (or plaintiff’s, again, in
a civil trial) view of the case. Regarding criminal cases, P-PTP stories often dehumanize the
suspect (Haney, 2005) by describing him or her with words such as “wild,” “dangerous” and
“incorrigible.” Butler (2007) suggests that by repeatedly emphasizing details supporting the guilt
of a defendant, media create the potential for retributivist support (belief in a just world and
public support for justice). With regard to civil cases, P-PTP might focus on character judgments
against the defense, bolstering the party’s responsibility (Bornstein, Whisenhunt, Nemeth, &
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Dunaway, 2002). For example, medical malpractice, automobile accidents, and product liability
are among the most common civil litigation cases that attract media attention (Bailis &
MacCoun, 1996; Robbennolt & Studebaker, 2003). Researchers found that P-PTP in civil trials
has the same biasing effect on liability as it does on criminal sanctions (Bornstein et al., 2002).
Negative media coverage, supporting the guilt or liability of the defense can affect trial
outcomes.
In contrast, pro-defense pretrial publicity (D-PTP) occurs when media present stories that
support the defense’s position. This type of media frame is less common for both civil and
criminal cases, nevertheless, these frames are still found in news media content. For example, DPTP may frame the district attorney as overzealous, and/or having political motives driving his
or her behavior within the case (Entman & Gross, 2008). D-PTP may also emphasize the
defendant’s alibi, giving audiences reason to doubt the prosecution’s case (Haney, 2005). Haney
(2005) suggests that D-PTP occurs when media publicize mitigating factors that humanize the
defendant, such as his or her mental health history or problems. In civil cases, D-PTP frames
have been found emphasizing “frequent litigation [referring to the plaintiff], frivolous lawsuits,
greedy plaintiffs, or high damage awards” (Robbennolt & Studebaker, 2003, p. 9). These subframes (i.e., inductively established frames used for a specific case study) might increase public
support for the defense.
In regards to criminal PTP, research shows that P-PTP news stories typically frame
criminal offenders in a negative fashion by emphasizing, when relevant, the alleged criminal’s
race (Dixon & Linz, 2002; Park, et al., 2012), prior criminal history, poor upbringing, negative
personal characteristics (Imrich, Mullen, & Linz, 1995), and privilege, as was true of the recent
case involving “affluenza” (Kendall, 2011). Beyond the negative characterizations, P-PTP also
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uses elements of responsibility, morality, and human-interest frames using emotional phrases to
describe the defendant and the victims involved, confessions (if any), presence of DNA
evidence, hypotheses regarding the defendant’s motives, and the presence of a witness to the
crime (Entman & Gross, 2008; Studebaker et al., 2000). These pro-prosecution legal frames have
been associated with leading the audience to assume the accused is guilty (Entman & Gross,
2008; Imrich et al., 1995; Steblay et al., 1999; Studebaker et al., 2000). On the other hand, DPTP frames highlight the presumption of innocence, mental culpability (i.e., the sanity of the
defendant comes under question), or self-defense where applicable (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014;
Greene & Wade, 1988; Kovera, 2002; Ruva, Guenther, & Yarbrough, 2011; Ruva & McEvoy,
2008). Other framing research has found that condemnation of eyewitness identification and
discrediting witnesses is associated with D-PTP (Studebaker et al., 2000). This paper focuses on
the characterization of criminal actions and the associated media attention.
Individual-Level Information Processing of Media Frames
Framing theory does not solely rest within the characteristics of media frames. Scheufele
(1999) suggests that a second aspect of framing theory is individual (or audience) frames.
Individual frames are cognitive associations used to interpret media stories. For instance, Entman
(1993) argues that individuals interpret media frames based on information stored in long-term
memory. Individual frames include features that affect the interpretation and subsequent
perceptions of case-related information (Studebaker et al., 2000).
The associated network model of memory (Berkowitz, 1984) describes characteristics of
individual-level information processing and is especially relevant in terms of how participants
respond to media frames. Berkowitz (1984) contends that human memory is made up of a
collection of networks, structured by nodes (thought elements) and pathways (connections
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between thoughts). Nodes have an activation threshold and a node is “fired” when activation
from a stimulus exceeds some threshold. Once a node is activated, nodes can spread activation
though associative pathways. By making certain attributes salient (e.g., through framing), related
nodes are activated and audiences are able to make connections between new events in the news
and related knowledge stored in long-term memory.
Cognitive nodes are at times, socially shared with others, but can also be unique to an
individual based on their independent life experiences (Price & Tewksbury, 1997). Depending on
the proximity of the cognitive linkages, nodes can spread activation quickly (activating several
other associated cognitive nodes), or could just be linked to a few other nodes. This act of
spreading of activation is highly dependent on the semantic relatedness of other nodes to the
node that was originally activated by the prime. After a short amount of time, if a node is no
longer being primed by some sort of stimuli (e.g., media frame), the node activation will
dissipate and return to a person’s cognitive storage.
Audiences interpret media frames based on prior knowledge, expertise, involvement,
motivation, ability, and interest (Scheufele, 1999). Individuals have different life experiences,
opinions, and world views that can lead them to interpret mediated information differently (Price
& Tewksbury, 1997). Media frames potentially create links between individual frames,
presumably increasing the strength of a framing effect (Roskos-Ewoldsen, Roskos-Ewoldsen, &
Dillman, 2009). Associations between cognitive elements are potentially strengthened when
certain frames are repeated in media (Tewksbury & Scheufele, 2009) leading to associated
perceptions of the accused and judgments of guilt or innocence (Staggs & Landreville, 2016).
For instance, Metzl and MacLeish (2015) argue that repeated media stories connecting mental
illness and mass shootings leads viewers to assume “mental illness causes gun violence,” and

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

22

“shootings represent the deranged acts of mentally ill loners” (p. 240). This association between
audience frames occurs when media repeatedly described mental illness and gun violence in the
same news frame (Metzl & MacLeish, 2015). Moreover, the way media frame a case may have
an effect on the individual frames, cognitive associations, and interpretations about the
defendant’s guilt.
Formation of Perceptions About the Defendant
Research shows that PTP can produce juror bias that can hamper a defendant’s right to a
fair and impartial trial (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014; Entman & Gross, 2008; Imrich et al., 1995;
Steblay et al., 1999; Studebaker et al., 2000). Some PTP research has addressed the effects of
PTP as a whole (Daftary-Kapur et al. 2014; Kramer, Kerr, & Carroll, 1990; Steblay et al., 1999;
Studebaker & Penrod, 1997; Wright & Ross, 1997), while other research has tested the
differences between P-PTP and D-PTP on the formation of perceptions of a particular defendant
and the verdict preferences for that individual (Ruva & Guenther, 2015; Ruva & Hudak, 2013;
Ruva et al., 2012; Ruva & McEvoy, 2008). In an experiment comparing the effects of two types
of PTP, exposure to P-PTP caused biased judgments of guilt (Ruva et al., 2012) and caused twice
as many convictions than when participants were exposed to D-PTP (Ruva & McEvoy, 2008).
Ruva and Hudak (2013) also found an interaction effect between age and the nature of PTP
exposure on individual verdict decisions. Specifically, D-PTP had stronger effect on older adults’
verdict decisions, while P-PTP had a stronger effect on younger participants’ verdict decisions
(Ruva & Hudak, 2013). Ruva and Hudak (2013) contend that this relationship is potentially
attributed to older adults attending to positive aspects of media stories, while younger adults are
more affected by negative information (Mather & Carstensen, 2005). Mather and Carstensen
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(2005) suggest that as people age, individuals begin to seek more positive information, devaluing
negative information.
Exposure to P-PTP is associated with prejudicial public perceptions of guilt (Studebaker
et al., 2000) and an increase in the proportion of guilty jury verdicts (Steblay et al., 1999). For
instance, in their framing analysis Park et al. (2012) found that news stories that covered the
Virginia Tech shooting used a “racial generalization of criminal culpability” frame
(responsibility sub-frame) to describe the defendant. Dixon’s (2008) research also shows that
prosecution-type media frames can have detrimental effects (e.g., prejudgments of guilt) on
public perceptions regarding the relationship between race and crime. Public opinion research
corroborated this framing effect suggesting that exposure to P-PTP frames describing the
Oklahoma City bombers was associated with negative perceptions of the defendants (Studebaker
et al., 2000). Both Studebaker et al. (2000) and Staggs and Landreville (2016) found in two cases
(i.e., Oklahoma City bomber trials and the Colorado theater shooting trial, respectively) that
increased exposure to P-PTP was associated with negative perceptions of the defendants in each
case and an increased likelihood to consider the defendant(s) as guilty.
Audience frames also exhibit a pro-defense bias. Research examining D-PTP found that
participants analyzed the prosecution’s storyline and reasoning with more scrutiny compared to
just accepting the prosecution’s reasons for pursuing the case (Ruva et al., 2012). Ruva and
McEvoy (2008) also found that participants exposed to D-PTP perceived the defendant to be
more credible (honest, trustworthy, and the testimony was perceived to be confidently delivered)
and more likely to be innocent. In Ruva and McEvoy’s experiment, they compared the formation
of “credibility” and “innocence” biases toward a defendant after having participants watch
positive and negative PTP. D-PTP can also be in the form of eyewitness testimony that is called
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into question (e.g., discrediting of witnesses, eyewitness misidentification). For example, Shaw
and Skolnick (2004) tested audience perception on PTP with witness testimony and PTP with
physical evidence (e.g., fingerprints, bruises on the defendant). They found that PTP with
witness testimony had a less biasing effect on audience perception of guilt, given the notion that
the public knows about the vulnerability of witness memory and the inaccuracies of witness
identification.
Given that researchers have shown that the characteristics of PTP can influence audience
perceptions, we can expect that a given frame leads to cognitive bias for or against the defense or
prosecution.
H1: Exposure to P-PTP will elicit a perceived pro-prosecution audience frame,
while exposure to D-PTP will elicit a perceived pro-defense audience frame.
Stability of Perceptions About the Defendant
Price and Tewksbury (1997) show that there are three ways in which constructs, activated
by audience information processing, are used to process information. One means of activation is
when an idea or thought is chronically accessible; the activation threshold for the construct is
low and easily activated. For instance, a person who works in a legal profession may experience
chronic accessibility regarding the idea “criminals get caught” (a conflict frame). A second way
to activate a cognitive construct from long-term memory is through temporary accessibility. If a
construct has recently been activated, then the current activation potential is high. For example,
as of this writing (July, 2016) the constructs of “mass shooting” and “ISIS terrorism” have been
linked in the news. If media present a breaking story about a mass shooting, individuals’
cognitions may be primed to think about ISIS terrorism. A third mechanism of construct
activation is through applicability, which is the correspondence between information in the
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current frame and the applicable information stored in long-term memory (Price & Tewksbury,
1997). An applicability effect of framing theory is when an individual’s judgment of an issue can
be attributed to the salient attributes and message features of a story (Tewksbury & Scheufele,
2009).
The applicability of an individual’s judgment is also based on the fit of the current
stimulus, the strength of the associations between the stimulus and the judgment, and the recency
of the activated judgment (Wilson, 2002). An example of an applicability effect is when an
individual is exposed to P-PTP story that links being arrested with being guilty; the viewer’s
initial thought might be that the accused is guilty. Once a construct is activated, one can evaluate
the negative and positive aspects of the issue, thus evaluating its applicability for judgments.
Devine (2012) posits that activation of pretrial constructs from media exposure, given the
public’s interest in crime (Hitlin & Matsa, 2015), never fully dissipate with time. Frames then
have the potential to activate relevant crime-related information.
During a trial scenario, jurors are expected to leave biases outside the courtroom.
However, when the trial narratives seem to be fairly plausible supporting either side, jurors may
be left with a difficult decision. They are encouraged (by the judge) to rely on life experiences,
common sense, and reason, though, applicability of PTP elements may subconsciously leak into
their preference and arguments for a verdict. Wilson (2002) argues that when a situation is
ambiguous, the fit (or applicability) of a judgment varies by person. Depending on how much
exposure an individual had to PTP, their applicability of PTP elements in their personal narrative
may begin as early as opening statements and remain throughout the trial. In other words, an
ambiguous trial may lead jurors to use activated “media” constructs alongside their message
processing of trial information.
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Frames used in high-profile criminal cases are generally prejudicial in the sense they are
skewed to one side of the issue or the other (Entman & Gross, 2008). Devine (2012) suggests
that because high-profile crime news is prevalent, attributes from the frames can linger.
Persistence of frame-generated attributes lowers the threshold of activation potential, making the
applicability effect stronger (Price & Tewksbury, 1997). Indeed, Daftary-Kapur et al. (2014)
tested the effects of PTP exposure with a murder trial stimulus that was lacking detail and
evidence. They found that exposure to PTP for 10 weeks before rendering verdicts was
associated with participants subconsciously filling in the gaps of the trial story with PTP
elements (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014). Daftary-Kapur et al.’s study shows that story elements
from media can persist in viewers’ minds over time. This frame applicability effect is a product
of repeated story construction of the target issue and node activation of related concepts
(Tewksbury, Jones, Peske, Raymond, & Vig, 2000).
Modification of Perceptions Toward the Defendant
Perceptions of a defendant can either remain stable (i.e., exhibit a strong anchor) or adjust
with new, incoming information (Carlson & Russo, 2001; Pennington & Hastie, 1991; Ruva et
al., 2012). Perceptions that are modified with new information exhibit an anchor-and-adjust
pattern. The anchor-and-adjust pattern starts with an initial exposure to a storyline or frame (i.e.,
the anchor). The anchor is an individual’s perception of the events as described in the initial
story. Subsequent stories add to the narrative, causing the interpretation and perception of the
event to be adjusted (Pennington & Hastie, 1991, Ruva et al., 2012). Carlson and Russo (2001),
however, argue that individuals often interpret new information in ways that are consistent with
the original story. Interpreting information in this way is known as having a strong anchor,
leaving an individuals’ perceptions of the defendant unchanged. Perceptions of the original story
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become hardened, creating an anchor that individuals use to evaluate incoming information
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Having a strong anchor can result in a “case leader,” which refers
to anchors that favor one version or side of the story over others (Ruva et al., 2012). Carlson and
Russo (2001) suggest that a case leader is the result of pre-decisional distortion, and this
cognitive story distortion is associated with the relatively low amounts of cognitive processing
and the desire for story consistency over time.
Ruva et al. (2012) tested the strength of the pre-decisional distortion effect using seven
experimental conditions, two of which are relevant here. Ruva and her colleagues presented
participants with two sequences of PTP over a period of 10 to 12 days. In one condition,
participants saw two different P-PTP print stories followed by two D-PTP stories. The ordering
of the PTP was reversed in the second relevant condition. A week after the last PTP exposure,
researchers measured individual verdict preferences (Ruva et al., 2012). Findings indicate that
jurors experienced a primacy effect, such that the initial exposure to PTP better predicted
perceptions of the case leader (i.e., the perceived story bias) and verdict choice (Ruva et al.,
2012). Participants gave less weight to information provided later in the process in their decision
making and more weight to earlier information. Ruva and her colleagues (2012) also tested for
the existence of the anchor-and-adjust pattern. They found that immediate judgments (from
measures made following each PTP exposure) reflected the anchor-and-adjust pattern, but case
leader judgments, made one week after the last PTP exposure, showed the influence of the initial
anchor, indicating a primacy effect (Ruva et al., 2012). The present study seeks to replicate Ruva
et al.’s findings regarding the effects of primacy and recency in the mock-jury setting with
audio/visual PTP stimuli. Therefore, the following hypothesis is posed.
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H2a: Participants who are exposed to P-PTP then D-PTP are more likely to
perceive the defendant as guilty before the trial begins.
H2b: Participants who are exposed to D-PTP then P-PTP are more likely to
perceive the defendant as not guilty before the trial begins.
The Story Model of Cognitive Juror Decision Making
Scientific research on juror and jury decision making began in 1953 with the Chicago
Jury Project (Devine, 2012). The judicial system began studying juries to uncover patterns in
jury behavior. This investigation sparked the publication of Kalven and Zeisel’s (1966) The
American Jury, a text that demonstrated the importance of scientific jury research. Specifically,
the Chicago Jury Project revealed a 25% discrepancy between how judges would have privately
ruled a case and the jury’s subsequent verdicts in 3,576 criminal trials and nearly 4,000 civil
trials. This discrepancy sparked a host of questions, many of which are relevant today. These
questions include the following: How do juries process information in court? What elements of
the testimony have more weight? Do juries understand judges’ instructions?
Since the 1950s, several models of jury decision making have been proposed. The
Bayesian and algebraic models were initially popular, using mathematic formulas to predict how
juries would process evidence. Both of these models were premised on the likelihood of
guilt/liability and weighting of evidence in terms of importance (Hastie, 1993). A third model is
called the stochastic model in which it is assumed that jurors process critical events in a
sequential manner and filter out non-evidential information (Thomas & Hogue, 1976). More
recently, the story model has been proposed in which “jurors are active information processors
rather than passive registers” (Devine, 2012, p. 26; Pennington & Hastie, 1986, 1988, 1991,
1992, 1993; Ruva & Guenther, 2015; Ruva et al., 2012). The model assumes that jurors
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individually sift through incoming information and create multiple plausible chronological
narratives in an episodic-like structure (Pennington & Hastie, 1991). Jurors then privately choose
the best fitting story based on coherence, completeness, and uniqueness (Pennington & Hastie,
1991). Research to date has largely treated story construction as an individual-level and has only
been tested a few times at the jury-level (Ruva & Guenther, 2015; Ruva & LeVasseur, 2012).
By organizing trial information in an episodic manner, jurors are more likely to
accurately comprehend the evidence and testimony, enabling them to independently develop a
cognitive representation of the event before deliberating the case as a group. There are three
general components of the story model: (1) jurors process evidence and construct a predeliberation story, (2) jurors are introduced to decision alternatives and decision rules, and (3)
individuals reach a verdict based on the episodically arranged evidence and the best fitting story.
Stories depend on three certainty principles: coverage, coherence, and uniqueness (Pennington &
Hastie, 1991). Coverage is defined by the amount of information, evidence, and testimony
accounted for by a given story. The greater the coverage, the more believable the story.
Coherence is directed by the logical assessment of the story, consistency of information, and
plausibility of the alleged events. Adequate coherence requires the story to have (a) an absence
of internal contradictions, and (b) no obviously missing information—it has “all its parts”
(Pennington & Hastie, 1991, p. 528). Last, when a story is complete and coherent, it will be
deemed unique, standing out from other competing stories in the mix of court and pretrial
accusations (Pennington & Hastie, 1991, 1993).
How Stories Influence Preferences
Pennington & Hastie (1986) posit that pre-deliberation verdict preferences derive from
the comprehension of evidence and individually developed story construction. This model of
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comprehension is called an “episode schema,” and is made up of an evaluative sum of the
characteristics of the incident in question: initiating event, psychological state, goals, actions, and
outcomes. The initiating event is defined as the provocation that brought on the actions of the
defendant. The psychological state is the mental state of the defendant at the time of the incident
and the mental culpability of his or her actions. The goals speak to premeditation, or the plan that
was put in place due to the defendant being in a provoked state of mind. The actions and the
outcomes of the event are the specific actions taken by the defendant and the outcomes of his or
her actions (Pennington & Hastie, 1991).
An individual’s pre-deliberation preference and story construction is also affected by the
reasonable man [sic] standard, defined as the actions a “reasonable” person would likely take
during the same event (Dressler & Garvey, 2012). If the actions of the defendant are justified by
the reasonable man standard as appropriate in the given situation, the episodic schema and predeliberation preference should lean toward a “not guilty” verdict or a verdict of guilty of a lesser
included offense (assuming this is an option for the jury). For instance, consider a retributive
killing in which a father of a slain child kills the child’s murderer. A jury may find the father
guilty of manslaughter rather than premeditated murder. Finding the father guilty of
manslaughter is an option when premeditation is not supported by the prosecution’s argument
(Dressler & Garvey, 2009). The father’s actions were wrong, but jurors’ processing the case
information under the reasonable man standard may find that his actions, in a sense, justified by
extreme provocation. In contrast, if an individual juror’s constructed story falls short in detail, or
deviates from the reasonable man standard, the verdict preference may lean toward the
premeditated murder charge (Dressler & Garvey, 2012; Pennington & Hastie, 1991).
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The case State v. Guthrie serves as a useful example demonstrating how a juror may
construct a plausible narrative based on case evidence presented in court. On the night of
February 12, 1993, the defendant, Dale Edward Guthrie, and his co-worker were working as
dishwashers. The two men had a good history as friends, but on the night of the incident the
victim teased Guthrie (initiating event) who appeared to be in an irritable state of mind
(psychological state). The victim snapped a towel at Guthrie’s nose, which caused Guthrie to be
enraged (exacerbation of the initiating event and psychological state). Guthrie stormed toward
the victim (initiating the goal to get the victim to stop teasing the defendant), drew a knife from
his pocket and stabbed the victim in the neck (the defendant’s actions). For years Guthrie had
been treated for daily panic attacks, chronic depression (dysthymic disorder), obsession with his
nose (body dysmorphic disorder), and borderline personality disorder (evidence to add to the
psychological state). Guthrie claimed to have had an intense panic attack the night of the offense.
The victim died as a result of the Guthrie’s actions (outcomes). State v. Guthrie was not a matter
of “who did it” but instead of matter of murder at what degree? The jury had to decide whether
Guthrie had enough time to think through his actions, justifying that the murder was
premeditated. A juror may analyze the case facts in an episodic-like manner, taking into
consideration all pre-diagnosed psychological states, evidence and testimony, to decide whether
the defendant committed 1st or 2nd degree murder. (In the end, Guthrie was convicted of 1st
degree murder with premeditation.) Given the story model assumes that jurors analyze incoming
case facts in conjunction with their existing knowledge and beliefs toward provocation and selfcontrol to create a plausible storyline (Devine, 2012), one plausible interpretation of the outcome
is that jurors on this case concluded that the best fitting story included Guthrie’s premeditation to
the murder of his co-worker.
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How Stories Influence Information Processing
Judicial scholars and judges expect jurors to construct a plausible story of the incident by
processing three types of information. The first type of information is trial evidence, which can
be in the form of DNA evidence, visual simulations of the event, testimony, and statements made
by witnesses or experts. A second type of information that influences the story construction
process is world knowledge (i.e., societal knowledge) about similar events. For example, a juror
or lawyer may compare the actions of the defendant to the reasonable man standard or to a
similar case from the juror’s memory (either experienced or seen in media) (Greene & Wade,
1988). World knowledge and an individual’s frame of reference may be highly affected by media
and knowledge of similar cases. For instance, Greene and Wade (1988) found that jurors exposed
to PTP can at times confuse trial evidence with extra-evidentiary information publicized from
similar trials. The third type of information used for story construction is general experience with
story structure and logic, allowing one to construct logical, plausible stories of what “could
have” happened (Pennington & Hastie, 1993). Research suggests that jurors will often privately
construct multiple competing stories with these three types of information (Pennington & Hastie,
1991).
Most jurors are considered to be active story builders, using the three types of
information to privately justify their story and verdict preference (Pennington & Hastie, 1986).
As courtroom stories are not always linear (Pennington & Hastie 1993), jurors are required to sift
through courtroom evidence and testimony, as well as their own feelings about the case to
construct a story. Each juror is expected to use inductive and deductive reasoning to weed
through witness testimony, making individual credibility judgments, so by the end the trial, a
logical story will emerge. This makes jurors active story builders (Pennington & Hastie, 1991).

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

33

Once arguments made in court begin to converge, jurors form a best fitting story (Pennington &
Hastie, 1988). The best fitting story is one that is the most complete, coherent, and unique, and
that the best fitting story should predict an individual’s confidence in his or her verdict
preference (Pennington & Hastie, 1991). This research seeks to test that prediction with the
following hypothesis.
H3: Perceived levels of story (a) completeness, (b) coherence, and (c) uniqueness
are associated with confidence in an individuals’ pre-deliberation verdict
preference.
It should be noted that one cannot assume that all jurors are active story builders, nor will
they all construct the same story. Some jurors rely on heuristics and mental shortcuts to render
initial preferences (Ruva, 2016; Ruva et al., 2012). Ruva and her colleagues (2012) suggest that
these jurors often default to using PTP elements in their story construction due to an increased
level of completeness and coherence of the media story as opposed to the competing courtroom
stories. Differences in cognitive processing might be the reason that Lisnek and Oliver (2001)
suggest that attorneys should assume a sixth grade reading level when speaking to jurors. People
with less motivation and ability to process information are likely to rely on heuristics to make
decisions (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).
To the non-active story builders, the best fitting story is not always delivered in court, but
can be portrayed by media (Ruva et al., 2012). News media stories are often reported in a
chronological manner, accompanied with a background story for audience understanding
(Mencher & Shilton, 1997). As media are notified about a potential criminal or civil litigation
event, it is natural for media to report about the event repeatedly with very few additions,

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

34

potentially cementing the episodic structure of the story (i.e., initiating event, psychological
state, goals, actions, and outcomes) in viewers’ minds (Pingree & Stoycheff, 2013).
Research also shows that the best fitting story is correlated with the original leading story
(i.e., the initial breaking news story) (Ruva et al., 2012). This original story leader can then
provide an “anchor” for which to compare future stories to (Ruva et al., 2012). Pennington and
Hastie (1988) found that when jurors latch on to a leading story, (or anchor) alternative stories or
information detracting from the leading story have less influence on the final story construction.
Moreover, individual interpretations, evaluations, and story construction using trial information
can be affected by PTP.
News stories of similar cases can also alter information processing in the courtroom
(Devine, Clayton, Dunford, Seying, & Pryce, 2001; Greene & Wade, 1988; Steblay et al., 1999).
For example, Greene and Wade (1988) found that jurors used PTP elements from a similar trial
(seen previously in news media) to fill in details when the trial presentation left large gaps in the
episodic storyline. Jurors are instructed by the judge to ignore extra-evidentiary information,
such as media reports and similar case stories; however, when the trial information reveals, for
example, uncertain details, details from PTP exposure may unintentionally fill those holes
(Devine et al., 2001). The best fitting story can then become a frame that influences the
processing of subsequent information, including testimony and evidence (Ruva et al., 2012).
How Stories Influence Decision Outcomes
Once the evidence has been presented and closing arguments have been made, each juror
has likely constructed one or more plausible stories to bring into the jury deliberation room
(Pennington & Hastie, 1991). Prior to deliberation, the judge reads instructions to the jurors
about the deliberation process (e.g., information to include and exclude from their deliberation),
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the burden of proof (e.g., beyond a reasonable doubt or by a preponderance of evidence), the
decision rule (e.g., a unanimous decision rule or majority rule), and the possible decision
outcomes (e.g., first-degree murder, second-degree murder, manslaughter). In a criminal trial, a
jury is often faced with verdict and sentence alternatives. For instance, in the case of State of
Ohio v. Mark Ducic, jurors were given four different sentences to choose from (Meyers, Seibold,
& Kang, 2010). In a civil trial, a jury is given recommendations toward how much the defense
will award the plaintiff, assuming plaintiff provided enough evidence. Jurors often sort through
the severity of the consequences caused by the acting party, the mental state of the acting party,
and any mitigating or aggravating circumstances to make their verdict and sentencing decision
(Bonito & Sanders, 2010; Devine, 2012; Dressler & Garvey, 2009, Pennington & Hastie, 1986).
Therefore, it is important that the prosecution prove each element of the charge beyond a
reasonable doubt (in criminal trials), or prove the plaintiff’s case with a preponderance of the
evidence (in civil trials).
With murder trials, research suggests that when the prosecution’s case is weak, jurors
will alter their stories with inadmissible evidence or juror biases (Devine, 2012; Lisnek & Oliver,
2001). As mentioned, when information about the situation in question is ambiguous, the
applicability of adequate judgments varies by person (Wilson, 2002). Ambiguous trial elements
or holes in the prosecution’s argument can be filled with PTP elements, or inferences from
jurors’ outside knowledge (Kerr, Neidermeier, & Kaplan, 1999). Depending on the fit of the PTP
element, individuals may use certain elements to make their episodic story whole. Nevertheless,
if an individual story can be altered or influenced by PTP, a judge cannot assume that the
deliberation is entirely void of these inadmissible elements.
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Even though Pennington and Hastie (1991) assume jurors will use the anchor-and-adjust
model to develop the best fitting story, research by Ruva and her colleagues (2012) and Devine
(2012) have found that PTP elements can influence a juror’s pre-deliberation story when the trial
has obvious holes in the prosecution attorney’s reasoning. Based on this prior research (Devine,
2012; Ruva et al., 2012), there is evidence to show that an anchoring effect (primacy effect) can
affect an individual’s story building implicitly. Stories from the courtroom and news media may
get muddled together within a juror’s cognitions, and this muddled information has shown to
influence verdict preferences (Devine, 2012), information processing (Pingree & Stoycheff,
2013; Ruva, 2016), and decision outcomes (Kerr et al., 1999; Ruva et al., 2012). Given that Ruva
et al. (2012) found a primacy effect with the story leader (i.e., first story exposure) predicting the
verdict preference, this research seeks to replicate that effect with a mock-trial. In other words, in
this study I expect that the first PTP exposure will act as an anchor, the second PTP exposure
will solidify that anchor (framed in the same fashion as the first exposure), and together these
exposures lead to a primacy effect on an individual’s pre-deliberation verdict preference.
H4: After hearing/watching a trial, there is a primacy effect of PTP on
individual’s pre-deliberation verdict preference.
Jury Deliberation: Self-Reinforcing Model of Deliberation
Devine (2012) argues that most jury decision-making research is flawed in that
researchers do not observe and evaluate mock-jury or real jury deliberations. Jury researchers are
prevented from observing jury interactions, mostly because doing so might influence deliberation
and outcomes, and might lead to a mistrial. Nonetheless, observing deliberation is crucial for the
explanation of why jurors act and communicate the way they do. Analyzing deliberation will
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assist in uncovering how individually-constructed stories are transformed to construct a grouplevel story, and what pieces of evidence are paramount in jury deliberation and verdict decision.
One way to characterize jury deliberation is to use the structuration approach to group
communication (Poole, Seibold, & McPhee, 1985; Seibold & Meyers, 2007). The structuration
approach conceptualizes group processes as the production and reproduction of a social system
and structures. Society consists of social structures with contextually-based rules, roles, and
obligations. In society, human behavior, including group interaction, is driven by rules and
resources within those structures. Social behaviors are then, reinforced by expectations, attitudes,
beliefs, and habits that are generally conducive to the interaction (Seibold & Meyers, 2007). For
example, research suggests that, at times, juries initially take a straw poll upon at the outset of
deliberation (Davis, 1992) and proceed to discuss decision rules, legal definitions, and personal
beliefs about the incident (Meyers, Seibold, & Kang, 2010). These behaviors are based on
expectations of how a jury should operate. In addition, argument-reasoning and argumentdefending patterns develop and often provide a consistent structure for future interactions
(Seibold & Meyers, 2007). According to the structuration approach, within discussion,
individuals discover other group member’s identities, argument tendencies, and moral and social
values associated with the decision task (Hewes, 1996; 2009; Meyers & Seibold, 1990).
One purpose of deliberation is to attenuate individual biases. Indeed, research has
revealed that groups tamp down biases in order to arrive at an optimal decision (Kaplan &
Miller, 1978; Ruva, McEvoy, & Bryant, 2007). However, contrasting research has found that
biases can be exacerbated rather than attenuated in jury deliberation (Kramer et al., 1990).
Kramer and his colleagues (1990) tested the effectiveness of three judicial remedies (e.g.,
judicial instructions, jury deliberation, and continuance) to reduce the effects of prejudicial PTP.
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Kramer et al.’s study indicated that jurors either ignored or disregarded the instructions –juries
still discussed PTP elements in order to make a render a verdict. During jury deliberation, PTP
elements appeared infrequently; individual jurors, however, had either positive or negative views
toward the defendant based on PTP. These views in turn biased individual juror’s argument
structure and contributions during the deliberation. Continuance (the natural effect of forgetting
information as time goes by) had a positive effect on jurors’ memory, suggesting that factual
PTP was somewhat forgotten (but not entirely absent) by the time of the trial. However, Kramer
and his colleagues found that emotional PTP was not forgotten and did bias jury deliberation
(Kramer et al., 1990).
The potential biasing effect of PTP has also been linked to the strength of trial evidence.
For example, Kerr et al. (1999) found that deliberation reduced individual biases and prejudices
when evidence strongly indicated guilt or innocence. In contrast, when the case was lacking
detail and was ambiguous regarding guilt, individual biases and prejudicial heuristics (i.e., PTP
elements) drove the deliberation and the resulting verdict (Kerr et al., 1999). Depending on the
individual differences in cognitive processing of the jurors (i.e., whether they are active story
builders or rely on heuristics), PTP is likely to be brought up during a jury deliberation when the
trial evidence is ambiguous. The questions that I seek to answer are who in the jury is likely to
contribute PTP information in the deliberation room, and how, if at all, do their contributions
affect the jury’s verdict.
Deliberation
Based on the underlying tenets of structuration, Burkhalter et al. (2002) define
deliberation as “(a) a process that involves the careful weighing of information and views, (b) an
egalitarian process with adequate speaking opportunities and attentive listening by all
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participants, and (c) dialogue that bridges differences among participants’ diverse ways of
speaking and knowing” (p. 418). By this definition, participants are expected to carefully weigh
all relevant information, evaluate a range of solutions, and develop criteria for choosing an
appropriate verdict (Gastil et al., 2007). Given that juries, not jurors, render verdicts the judicial
system expects a group to rigorously examine the evidence, discuss competing stories, and come
to a well-reasoned solution (i.e., group-level story) (Burkhalter et al., 2002; Gastil, 2008). This
expectation holds jurors to the presumption that all opinions are discussed and weighed during
deliberation. However, researchers still question whether and how the story construction process
unfolds in the deliberation room (Devine et al., 2001).
Jury deliberation researchers contend that the concept of deliberation upholds the
integrity and legitimacy of the judicial system, filtering out the use prejudicial biases and verdictdriven decisions (Burkhalter et al., 2002; Gastil, Burkhalter, & Black, 2007; Hans, Vidmar &
Zeisel, 1986; Kaplan & Miller, 1978). Gastil (2008) identified two types of jury deliberations:
verdict-driven and evidence-driven. Evidence-driven deliberations focus on the structures of the
legal terms, legal implications, evidence, the testimony presented in court, and promote a fair
examination of all parts of the trial. In contrast, verdict-driven deliberations start with an initial
straw poll and tend to focus on initial verdict preferences (Sandys & Dillehay, 1995).
Researchers have shown that a large percentage of actual and simulated trials (a) are verdictdriven, often due to the desire to reach a verdict quickly (Hastie, Penrod, & Pennington, 1983;
Hope & Waller, 2011), (b) have participation rates that are not equal (Hope & Waller, 2011;
Kalven & Zeisel, 1966; Saks & Marti, 1997), and (c) use PTP and extra-evidentiary information
during deliberation that potentially biases verdicts (see Devine et al., 2001 for meta-analysis on
jury deliberations; Greene & Wade, 1988; Kramer et al., 1990; Ruva & Hudak, 2013).
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From a communication and judicial standpoint, evidence-driven deliberations are
generally a better deliberation practice. Hastie et al. (1983) posits that evidence-driven
deliberations focus on testimony and evidence to construct the most plausible group-level story.
With this type of deliberation, group members equally discuss key facts in the case that
eventually lead the group toward a verdict decision (Kameda, 1991). Instead of being directed by
verdict preference, evidence-driven deliberations concentrate on constructing multiple narratives
based on the facts of the case and then take a post-discussion vote on the most plausible narrative
(Pennington & Hastie, 1991). Devine, Buddenbaum, Houp, Stolle, and Studebaker (2007) found
that compared to evidence-driven deliberations, juries using a verdict-driven approach to their
deliberation recalled less information about the case, experienced more normative influence from
perceived influential individuals, and experienced lower overall group satisfaction. Therefore, an
evidence-driven deliberation style seems to promote a more deliberative experience and higher
confidence in the group-level story construction process.
According to Burkhalter et al.’s (2002) self-reinforcing model of group deliberation, the
first element of deliberation is the process of group members carefully weighing the evidence
and voicing their unique views toward a solution. Jurors tend to pool information in support of
their initial story construction and verdict preference (Burnett & Badzinski, 2000; Hastie &
Pennington, 1991), pushing discussion toward an outcome that reflects their initial preference
(Gastil, 2008). The information presented in court is considered shared information –each juror
has heard and/or seen it (Stasser & Titus, 1985). However, individual story elements are unique,
such that each member of the group is likely to have different perceived storylines and a different
interpretation of the same evidence (Pennington & Hastie, 1991). PTP is another source of
information that might be mentioned during deliberation (in some conditions, that is shared
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information, and in another, PTP is unshared information). Whether PTP is shared or not,
participants are expected to develop different stories, which in a sense, create the potential for
unique information to emerge during deliberation.
Researchers have uncovered several factors that bias information sharing. Hinsz et al.
(1997) suggest that individuals are likely to pool information that is perceived as common
knowledge, which in the case of jury trials is shared understanding of evidence and the stories of
which they are part. Unshared information is often held back (Stasser & Titus, 1985), and in the
case of jury trials unshared information is in the form of discrepancies or variation in storylines.
Another biasing effect on information sharing is discussion of related personal experience with a
similar case (Kalven & Zeisel, 1966; Ruva et al., 2012). Meyers et al. (2010) and Gastil (2008)
argue that personal experiences are a valid base for argument and story construction. A third
biasing factor, specifically affecting high-profile cases, is the unintentional or implicit influence
of PTP elements in the deliberation room (Steblay et al., 1999). Hastie and Pennington (1991)
argue that in most mock-jury deliberations, jurors who discuss extra-evidentiary information
(e.g., PTP) during deliberation are often reminded by others to strike the information from the
discussion. Despite the reprimand, the information may still affect an individual’s story
construction, thereby potentially affecting how the group as a whole, come to a final group
decision.
Hastie and Pennington (1991) argue that while group members are discussing the
evidence and testimony (i.e., shared information), individual group members share their views as
to how the criminal or civil event happened. In this process, members construct multiple stories,
weighing each piece of evidence presented in court, matching the stories against each other to
see which one is most, complete, coherent, and unique (Hastie & Pennington, 1991). Juries
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rarely come to a decision right away, and as result, researchers have found three mechanisms
underlying the consensus-seeking process. First, after individual stories have been presented,
group members will attempt to persuade each other about the credibility of their storylines, or try
to correct problems in the storylines of others. For example, returning to the State v. Guthrie
case, a juror may argue that Guthrie’s phobia about his nose is not relevant or believable, while
another juror may respond with a reminder of the psychiatrist’s testimony documenting the
phobia that Guthrie suffered. The second juror’s response serves as a reminder in the first juror’s
story. Second, jurors may make moral or social appeals in support of or against a certain
storyline. This mechanism closely resembles Deutsch and Gerard’s (1955) normative social
influence, such that, a consensus-seeking strategy may derive from persuasive appeals
advocating the most socially acceptable verdict. Meyers, Seibold, and Kang’s (2010) analysis of
the jury deliberation in the State of Ohio v. Mark Ducic case provides a good example. They
found that one juror could not support the death sentence on moral grounds. Many of the other
jurors, after extensive discussion, realized the first juror’s position was not negotiable, which
necessitated consensus on a lesser penalty. The third mechanism for consensus-seeking within
group-level story construction is through power. Hastie and Pennington (1991) posit that
majorities will discredit the reasoning of the minority, which is especially important in cases
where unanimity is the decision rule. These three mechanisms of consensus-seeking and grouplevel story construction provide evidence of the underlying structure and patterns of jury
decision-making processes. Moreover, evidence-driven deliberations and subsequent jury
decision-making should start with careful weighing of relevant information and voicing opinions
toward possible problems and solutions.
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The second requisite of deliberation is to support adequate speaking opportunities and
active listening by all participants (Burkhalter et al., 2002). Research has shown that groups
rarely achieve this ideal. Bonito, Meyers, Gastil, and Ervin (2013) measured speaking turns in
groups over a four-day period and found that groups tend to have fairly high inequality of
speaking turns. Hewes (1996) also argues that individuals within a group tend to talk at each
other rather than responding to each other after actively listening to opposing stories. This type
of egocentric communication is potentially problematic for deliberation. Hewes (1996) contends
that communication influence in small groups only occurs when communication is mutually
influential.
Kameda (1991) and Propp (1999) suggest that decision rules and evaluative criteria also
affect the amount of deliberation or discussion. Kameda suggests that groups are likely to have
better discussions and more adequate deliberations when unanimity is required rather than when
the decision rule is “majority wins.” For example, Nemeth (1977) found that groups that were
assigned a unanimous decision rule discussed their conflicting opinions more, which allowed
group members to feel more confident in the groups’ final decision. Conversely, decisions by
majority rule tend to lead groups to ending the discussion early when the majority has made a
decision. Therefore, there is more room for influence because of the increased number of
speaking turns when unanimity is the decision rule (Kameda, 1991).
Propp (1999) argues that during interaction, group members pool potential solutions
based on the rules of the task, then reason through and listen to each other’s stories and
arguments. Group members then determine criteria to evaluate solutions, and last, they analyze
the stories to decide which solution is appropriate (Propp, 1999). Propp’s model of group
interaction is similar to Pennington and Hastie’s story model of cognitive jury decision making.
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Pennington and Hastie (1991) suggest that group members should develop a range of solutions,
discuss each story, and by the end, the most coherent story influences the verdict. Hastie and
Pennington (1991) posit that individuals often begin deliberation with different stories of what
possibly happened during the incident in question. Some aspects of these stories are shared and
others are unique to the individual. Several factors influence whether and how jurors discover
differences in their stories and how such differences are reconciled.
The third requirement of deliberation is that “communication can promote logical,
informed, and reflective decisions” (Burkhalter et al., 2002, p. 405). The goal of jury
deliberations is to allow different perspectives and knowledge structures to guide the group
toward the best decision (Devine 2012, p. 177). The judicial system uses groups instead of
individuals to make these important decisions (Gastil, 2008), and thus juries are expected to
make the best decision based on the evidence presented (Devine, 2012). The pressing issue for
the success of the trial-by-jury system and the act of deliberation is how to promote individuals
to express their unbiased opinions about the decision. Burkhalter et al. (2002) suggest that
communication within the group about the decision alternatives requires individuals to become
cognizant of different reasoning and argumentation styles. Once groups feel comfortable
expressing personal opinions, better deliberations are likely to follow (Burkhalter et al., 2002;
Nemeth, 1977).
Jurors are highly affected by their individual world knowledge and beliefs, but may have
culturally and morally similar perspectives (Devine, 2012; Lisnek & Oliver, 2001; Pennington &
Hastie, 1991). Sharing these perspectives gives individuals a way to express their verdict and
provide moral justification for it. In effect, the act of sharing may increase similarity of group
perspectives, or at least allow members to discover an appreciation for other’s perspectives
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(Burkhalter et al., 2002). A successful deliberation allows for everyone in the room to have their
time on the floor, to discuss their story and justification for their verdict preference (Devine,
2012; Hastie & Pennington, 1991). Nemeth (1977) shows that under a unanimous decision rule,
group members have more robust discussions, discussing all relevant case facts, allowing each
individual to present their views on problem. Allowing each individual time to present their
unique interpretation of the evidence is likely to produce better quality deliberations (Burkhalter
et al., 2002), better quality decisions (Devine, 2012), and increase group confidence in the
decision (Hastie & Pennington, 1991). Given that equal participation rates underlie quality
deliberations; this research contends that perceived participation rates will moderate the
relationship between good deliberations (i.e. evidence-driven deliberations) and group-level
confidence in the decision.
H5: Perceived participation rates among jurors will moderate the relationship
between perceived quality deliberations and perceived confidence in the decision.
Juror and Jury Level Characteristics That Can Affect Deliberation
Using Burkhalter et al.’s (2002) self-reinforcing model of deliberation, this study tests
how individual and group-level differences affect, and moderate the effect, of using PTP
elements in individual story construction and the group deliberation that follows. Researchers
have used this model in a jury context to test the effect of general juror characteristics on
deliberation (Gastil et al., 2007), three of which are relevant individual characteristics. The three
individual characteristics include (1) trust in the jury system, (2) level of cognition and
discussion skills, and (3) motivation to process evidence and participate in the jury deliberation.
The three individual characteristics of jurors will also be aggregated across the group to establish
jury-level characteristics.
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Trust in the Jury System
The first assumption of the self-reinforcing model of deliberation is that small groups are
more likely to have a rigorous deliberation when members perceive the activity as a normal and
important social practice (Burkhalter et al., 2002). Trust in the jury system is defined as, “the
degree to which jurors view the human elements of the legal system as fair and competent”
(Devine, 2012, p. 192). The general public expects that the jury system should be fair, just,
impartial, and honest (Warr, 1995). When trust in the system is high, jurors should be motivated
to discuss the case with other jurors (Gastil et al., 2007) and to uncover the motives and
psychological states of the people involved in the criminal case or civil suit (Devine, 2012).
An individual’s mental representation of “what happened” when the incident occurred is
affected by his or her trust in the jury system and beliefs about society (Devine & Caughlin,
2014). Meta-analytic results show that juror trust in the legal system had the strongest
moderating effect ( ̅ = .22) on perceptions of guilt (Devine & Caughlin, 2014). For instance, if a
person generally believes that “bad guys get caught” and perceives that the jury system works
well, he or she might perceive an alleged criminal as guilty simply because the criminal was
arrested. In addition, differences in societal beliefs and life experiences moderate the effect of
trust on an individual’s story construction (Devine, 2012). Life experiences dealing directly and
indirectly with the jury system will define and mold an individual’s beliefs about and attitudes
toward the jury system (Lisnek & Oliver, 2001). Devine (2012) suggests that an individual’s
belief in the integrity of police officers, lawyers, witness testimony, and scientific evidence all
affect an individual’s trust in the jury system. Devine (2012) argues that beliefs in society and
trust in the jury system potentially bias an individual’s motivation to organize and process
evidence and to come to the “correct” decision.
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As noted, trust in the jury system has been shown to affect individual verdict preferences
(Pennington & Hastie, 1991). At the individual level, low levels of trust in the jury system have
been correlated with the likelihood of adopting an alternative story, one that may not have been
entirely representative of the courtroom evidence (Devine, 2012). This individual story
constructed by someone who has low levels of trust in the jury system may have elements of
PTP, though this is relationship has never been tested. In addition, researchers have not
examined trust in the jury system nested within groups. Given that groups work together to make
judicial decisions, the distribution of individual trust in the jury system within groups might
influence both deliberation and outcomes. Thus, this study poses a research question asking
whether trust in the jury system moderates the relationship between their likelihood of discussing
PTP and the deliberation verdict outcome.
RQ1: Does trust in the jury system moderate the relationship between the
likelihood of discussing PTP and the deliberation verdict outcome?
Belief in a just world (BJW) is an individual-level construct, similar to trust in the jury
system, that describes the belief that punishment is a necessary result of the problems caused by
the offender (Finckenauer, 1988). BJW affects how individuals process courtroom information,
media information (Devine, 2012), and affect how individuals construct his or her best fitting
story (Pennington & Hastie, 1991). For instance, Staggs and Landreville (2016) found a negative
association between BJW and perceptions of a criminal defendant after exposure to case-specific
PTP. Individuals high in BJW linked a particular defendant with “guilt,” “maliciousness,” and
deserving a harsher punishment (Staggs & Landreville, 2016).
At the individual level, researchers have found that biases stemming from BJW and
exposure to PTP together can act as filters for individual-level story construction (Devine, 2012;
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Lisnek & Oliver, 2001). For example, if a person has high levels of BJW, he or she is more
likely to process courtroom information, PTP information in support of the prosecution (Devine,
2012; Lisnek & Oliver, 2001), and ignore mitigating circumstances (Butler & Moran, 2007). In
contrast, those who have low levels of BJW use more mitigating factors to justify their decision
(Butler & Moran, 2007) and tend to believe the victim’s story (Foley & Pigott, 2000). Research
suggests that BJW is a juror characteristic that affects individual-level story construction of the
incident.
Based on prior individual-level research suggesting a moderating effect of BJW on the
use of PTP on individual verdict preferences, BJW is likely have important group-level
implication on jury decisions. As an individual-level variable, BJW reveals how individuals
process judicial information. Given the cognitive characteristics within this variable, one can
assume that, as a nested variable, thoughts toward BJW are likely to affect the group story
construction and deliberation verdict. To my knowledge, researchers have not tested this variable
in a nested context. Thus, this study poses a research question asking whether BJW moderates
the relationship between the likelihood of discussing PTP and the deliberation verdict outcome.
RQ2: Does BJW moderate the relationship between the likelihood of discussing
PTP and the deliberation verdict outcome?
Cognition and Discussion Skills
The second juror characteristic that can affect jury deliberations are the differing levels of
communication and analytical skills amongst jurors. Burkhalter et al. (2002) suggests that better
deliberations arise with higher levels of individual and group analytical skills. The need for
cognition scale (Cacioppo, Petty, & Kao, 1984) has been used to measure analytical skills.
Devine (2012) suggests that association between need for cognition (NFC) and discussion
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influence is important. Indeed, research shows that jurors with high need NFC are more likely to
scrutinize information, are more influential, more talkative, and perceive themselves as more
assertive toward the decision task (Shestowsky & Horowitz, 2004). Individuals who score low in
NFC tend to speak less during deliberations, tend to join the majority, and align their story
construction with the strongest argument for the sake of consensus (Ruva, 2016; Shestowsky &
Horowitz, 2004). Based on this line of reasoning, the following hypothesis posits that NFC will
be positively associated with perceptions of influence during group deliberation.
H6: Need for cognition is associated with perceptions of influence during group
deliberation.
As an individual-level variable, the correspondence between NFC and the use of PTP in a
deliberation has only been tested once. Ruva (2016) found that high NFC jurors who were
exposed to P-PTP were (a) less likely to favor a guilty verdict than those who scored low in NFC
and (b) were more influential in the deliberation room. However, Ruva (2016) did not test who,
from the jury, was more likely to bring up PTP elements, nor did she test the effects of D-PTP
exposure in this study. This research seeks to test exposure to P-PTP and D-PTP in a groupdeliberation setting. The following research question addresses the relationship between NFC
and likelihood of discussing PTP in the deliberation room.
RQ3: Nested within groups, is there an association between NFC and the
likelihood of discussing PTP in the deliberation?
Motivation to Process and Discuss Evidence
The third juror characteristic is individual motivation to participate in the deliberation.
The self-reinforcing model of deliberation assumes that motivation and efficacy will be
positively correlated with a rigorous deliberation (Burkhalter et al., 2002). In order for people to
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want to participate in the discussion, they must be motivated to share information. Additionally,
they must have the ability to participate (communication skills). Motivation in this case has four
components: motivation to process the evidence in the courtroom, motivation to come to a
correct decision, motivation to share their individual case story, and motivation to argue for
one’s preference. Gastil et al. (2007) tested the relationship between motivation and deliberation
and found that motivation (measured as political self-confidence, eagerness to serve on a jury,
and interest in the trial) to deliberate was positively correlated with individually perceived
deliberation experience.
Motivation to participate is largely an individual trait, however, it can be evaluated at the
nested level as well. Along the lines of information processing, motivation and ability are
considered a requisite individual characteristic for the success of small group deliberation and
consensus building (Gastil et al., 2007; Hastie & Pennington, 1991; Laughlin, 1999). As a nested
variable, an increased motivation to participate is likely to be associated with perceived better
quality deliberations (Gastil et al., 2007), and potentially unbiased deliberations as well. Based
on prior research addressing motivation as an individual-level variable, higher levels of
motivation have shown to attenuate PTP bias, given that jurors who are highly motivated are
more likely to scrutinize evidence and follow judges’ instructions, thus avoiding PTP bias
(Steblay et al., 2006). Though, to my knowledge, no researchers have tested the variable at the
nested level. Based on this reasoning, the following hypothesis and research question are posed.
H7: Individuals with low motivation to process and discuss evidence are more
likely to discuss PTP during deliberation.
RQ4: Does motivation to process and discuss evidence moderate the relationship
of PTP talk during the deliberation on the group verdict outcome?
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H8: Individuals who are more motivated to process and discuss case evidence will
be perceived as (a) participating more, and (b) as having more influence.
Group Composition
One last aspect addressed in this study is one feature of group composition: some
groups that have members that are alike on some dimensions, and groups that have
members that are different. For this study, homogeneous groups are defined as groups
with the same shared information (i.e., exposure to the same experimental treatment). In
contrast, heterogeneous groups are defined as groups with elements of shared and non
shared information (i.e., exposure to different experimental treatments). Testing the
differences between these types of groups will allow me to elaborate on (a) the effect of
PTP as a whole (with no primacy effect) and (b) the effect of PTP potentially having a
primacy effect through the deliberation.
If a group meets and members find they are in agreement regarding the outcome, the task
may end there with very little discussion. Davis et al. (1978) found that juries whose members all
favored the defense or the prosecution initially, were likely to choose the verdict consistent with
initial group preference. If the homogenous groups do, in fact, choose a verdict outcome based
on a primacy effect (e.g., first initial exposure to PTP predicted the verdict outcome), then the act
of deliberation may result in a muted effect. In other words, we will see that the deliberation did
not attenuate PTP bias. In contrast to Davis’ (1978) findings, homogenous groups may also have
competing justifications for the same verdict preference, and choose to compare their individual
stories (Pavitt, 2014). This type of deliberation still has the same effect, but jurors may be more
confident in the deliberation given that all participants were able to voice their congruent
opinions. Thus, we may see differences among participation rates and influence within
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homogeneous groups, even if the distribution of initial preferences were all leading toward one
end of the spectrum. These differences can lead to competing stories for the best group-level
story, potentially sparking a robust deliberation for an agreed upon group-level story.
In heterogeneous groups, the final decision may be more influenced by individuals who
have higher participation rates. Given that unshared information is often held back (Stasser &
Titus, 1985), heterogeneous group decisions are likely to be most affected by the persuasive and
talkative individuals in the group. Lisnek and Oliver (2001) suggest that there are three type of
jurors: persuaders, participants, and non-participants. Persuaders speak most frequently and often
direct deliberation; they are often perceived to be influential and have higher status within the
group. Participants are those who jump on board with the persuaders and help to influence the
others, adding to the “persuader’s” arguments. Last, the non-participants are those who tend to
sit, listen, and nod, rarely exerting their opinion on the decision task (Lisnek & Oliver, 2001).
Based on the idea that perceived influence may mediate the relationship between participation
rates and the verdict outcome, the following hypothesis is posed.
H9: Perceived influence will mediate the relationship between individual
participation in the group deliberation and the group verdict outcome.
The questions that still remain are, which type of group is PTP bias likely to arise in the
deliberation, and will that PTP bias be attenuated or amplified by either type of group
deliberation? PTP may appear within those who participate more or within those who are most
influential. It hypothesized that homogenous group verdicts will be significantly affected by their
initial PTP exposure. It is also hypothesized that heterogeneous group deliberations will be less
affected by the order of the PTP, but can still be affected by PTP as a whole.

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

53

H10: Within homogenous groups, the initial PTP exposure will predict the grouplevel verdict.
H11: Heterogeneous group deliberations are less likely to be affected by PTP as a
whole.
In sum, framing theory, the story model, and the self-reinforcing model of group
deliberation underlie the model addressed in Figure 1. This model assesses the structure of jury
deliberation and the factors associated with individual and group-level verdict outcomes.
METHOD
This section describes procedures used in this study, including, (a) the sample of
participants used in the main study, (b) materials and stimuli created for this study, (c) the
measures used, and (d) a description of the experimental protocol. All phases of this study
received IRB approval.
Study Overview
The primary purpose of this study is twofold. First, this study sought to compare ordering
effects of PTP related to a court case on individual assessments of guilt over time. Second, this
study wanted to assess whether and how PTP manifests itself during deliberations about the case.
I reasoned that the effect of PTP during deliberation is related to group composition—in some
cases, groups are composed of members who have been exposed to the same PTP and in other
cases members have been exposed to different forms of publicity. Finally, in other cases,
members have minimal exposure to publicity.
This study has two phases. In the first phase participants were asked to view and respond
to questions about a series of PTP clips regarding a murder case, and in the second phase they
were asked to deliberate the case after having watched a video of the trial. The pretrial news clips
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were manipulated such that some were biased toward the prosecution and others toward the
defense. Another set of news clips had no relationship to the murder case in question. In the
deliberation phase, groups were composed such that (a) all participants saw the pro-defense news
clips followed by the pro-prosecution news, (b) all participants saw the pro-prosecution news
clips first followed by the pro-defense news, (c) some participants saw the pro-prosecution news
clips first, some saw the pro-defense news clips first, and others saw unrelated news clips, and
(d) all participants saw news clips unrelated to the case.
Participants
Three hundred twenty-five participants completed the PTP phase of the study.
Participants were recruited from an introductory undergraduate communication course at a large
southwestern university. Participants’ age ranged from 18-41 with an average age of 19.9 (SD =
2.2). There were 198 (61%) females and 127 (39 %) males in the sample. The majority of
participants were Caucasian (230, 69.1%), followed by Hispanic (47, 14.1%), African American
(19, 5.7%), Asian (14, 4.2%), American Indian (1, .3%) and “other” or “not disclosed”
comprised of 14 (4.2%) of individuals. From the sample, 127 (38.1%) participants identified as
Republican, 95 (28.5%) as Democrat, 39 (11.7%) as Independent, and 64 (19.2%) identified as
“other” or “no party.” A large percentage of the participants identified as moderate (151, 45.3%),
followed by liberal (78, 23.4%), conservative (65, 19.5%), very liberal (25, 7.5%), and very
conservative (6, 1.8%). Last, participants reported their view toward capital punishment (M =
3.32, SD = 1.02) on a scale from 1-5 (with higher numbers indicating greater favorability).
Two hundred eighty-three of the 325 participants from the PTP phase of the study
participated in the group deliberation phase of the study. Participants’ age ranged from 18-41
with an average age of 19.9 (SD = 2.3). There were 170 (60.1%) females and 113 (39.9 %) males
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in the sample. The majority of participants were Caucasian (199, 70.3%), followed by Hispanic
(40, 14.1%), African American (16, 5.7%), Asian (14, 4.2%), American Indian (1, .4%) and
“other” or “not disclosed” comprised of 13 (4.6%) of individuals. From the sample, 109 (38.5%)
participants identified as Republican, 85 (30.0%) as Democrat, 33 (11.7%) as Independent, and
56 (19.8%) identified as “other” or “no party.” When addressing ideology, a large percentage of
the participants identified as moderate (132, 46.6%), followed by liberal (65, 23.0%),
conservative (57, 20.1%), very liberal (24, 8.5%), and very conservative (5, 1.8%). Participants
were also asked about their parents’ household income. The average house hold income was
reported as $80,000-$89,000 (48 people chose not to disclose that information). Last, participants
reported their attitudes toward capital punishment on a scale from 1-5 (favorability was coded
high) (M = 3.33, SD = 1.03). If participants had stated in the PTP surveys that they were familiar
with the case (36 participants) they were removed from the main experiment and given an
alternative assignment. (Those participants’ demographic information can be found in the PTP
phase section above.)
Materials and Stimuli
As noted, this study examines the effect of pretrial publicity on jury deliberations and
outcomes. For this study, I chose a case from 2011 involving Adam Shacknai as a suspect for the
murder of Rebecca Zahau for three reasons. First, this study needed a case that had enough PTP
that I could use for my experimental stimuli. This case had numerous PTP news clips to choose
from. Second, this study needed a case that was ambiguous regarding the guilt of the defendant.
When a case lacks detail or is ambiguous regarding guilt, individual biases and prejudicial
heuristics (i.e., PTP elements) can influence deliberation and the resulting verdict (Kerr et al.,
1999). Depending on the individual characteristics of the jurors, PTP is likely to be brought up
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during a jury deliberation when the trial evidence is ambiguous. What makes this case
ambiguous is the fact it was originally deemed a suicide; however, the evidence does not
necessarily support that conclusion. The original case never went to trial. All of the facts used in
this mock-trial are real. Third, this case took place in Coronado, California, 400 miles away from
the university from which participants were recruited. The case also happened in 2011, and I felt
that enough time has passed so that participants would not remember this case or have relevant
exposure to case facts. I describe how I developed the case-related materials below.
Pretrial Publicity. A total of four news clips were used as PTP. Two news clips had a
pro-prosecution bias (P-PTP) and another two were biased in favor of the defense (D-PTP). The
first P-PTP clip shows how Adam Shacknai bound and gagged Rebecca Zahau, stripped her
down and threw her over the balcony, staging a murder to look like suicide-by-hanging. The
second P-PTP clip mentions that bondage pornography was found on a computer found inside
the mansion. The two P-PTP clips ran for 1:38 and 1:25 minutes, respectively. The first D-PTP
news clip focused on Zahau’s depression as a result of the death of a child under her care. The
second news clip alleges that the boy was pushed over the stairs by Rebecca Zahau. She felt so
bad that she allegedly committed suicide. The D-PTP clips ran for 1:14 and 1:51 minutes
respectively. Another set of four news clips presented unrelated news. The U-PTP clips ran for
1:24, 1:33, 1:25, and 1:17 minutes.
Pilot Study: Pretrial Publicity News Clips
The purpose of this pilot study was to test that participants perceived the news clips as
intended. Participants completed an online survey. The survey showed four PTP news media
clips and measured participants’ perceptions of each news clip. In addition, after viewing all four
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news clips, participants were asked to give their overall perception regarding the guilt of Adam
Shacknai.
In this pilot study, participants ranged in age from 18 to 60, with an average age of 22.6
(SD = 5.5). The sample consisted of 179 participants with 56 (31.3%) males and 123 (68.7%)
females. Participants identified their political leanings, and a large percentage of the sample
identified as moderate (43.0%), followed by liberal (33.0%), conservative (14.5%), very liberal
(7.8%), and very conservative (1.7%). Participants were asked about their attitudes toward
capital punishment on a scale of 1 to 5, with “completely against” and “completely in favor” as
the poles (M = 3.21, SD = 1.07). Next participants were asked to watch four news clips. In one
condition, participants saw the two pro-prosecution clips and then the two pro-defense clips
(prosecution-first condition), and in the other condition the order was reversed (defense-first
condition). After each clip participants responded to two close-ended items. One question
assessed whether the clip displayed bias toward the prosecution or the defense on a scale of 1 to
5, with 5 indicating prosecution bias, and other regarding the guilt of the defendant on a scale of
1 to 5, with 5 indicating guilt. Last, participants were asked to rate their overall feelings
regarding the guilt of Adam Shacknai.
Results regarding video perceptions are as follows. Among the participants (n = 49) in
the prosecution-first condition (ordered P-PTP 1, P-PTP 2, D-PTP 1, D-PTP 2), the news clips
were perceived as expected. Specifically, the pro-prosecution clips were rated as biased toward
the prosecution (P-PTP 1: M = 4.33, SD = .85; P-PTP 2: M = 4.37, SD = .73) and the pro-defense
clips identified pro-defense bias (D-PTP 1: M = 2.80, SD = 1.40; D-PTP 2: M = 2.33, SD = 1.41).
A paired t-test post hoc comparison of the frame perceptions from T1 to T2 were not
significantly different (framing the same bias) (t(47) = -.30, p > .05), however, a comparison
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between T2 and T3 did show a significant difference (t(47) = 7.86, p < .001). In addition, the
comparison between T3 and T4 was also significant (framing the same bias) (t(47) = 2.65, p <
.05). Guilt perceptions of Adam Shacknai across all four viewings were M = 3.73 (SD = .84), M
= 3.96 (SD = .71), M = 3.29 (SD = 1.16), and M = 2.65 (SD = 1.28) for P-PTP 1, P-PTP 2, DPTP 1 and D-PTP 2, respectively. Overall, participants displayed a slight tendency to perceive
the defendant as guilty. A paired t-test post hoc comparison of the guilt perceptions from T1 to
T2 were not significantly different (t(47) = -1.96, p > .05), however, a comparison between T2
and T3 did show a significant difference (t(47) = 4.01, p < .001). In addition, the comparison
between T3 and T4 was also significant (framed with the same bias) (t(47) = 5.09, p > .001).
One should note, that even though the last post hoc comparison is significantly different with
guilt perceptions between T3 and T4, the perception of guilt significantly decreased after seeing
the D-PTP 2 (M = 2.65 (SD = 1.28)), showing that the clip imposed the correct viewer
perception.
The 130 participants who were in the defense-first condition (ordered D-PTP 1, D-PTP 2,
P-PTP 1, P-PTP 2), perceived the news clips as expected. Pro-defense clips were perceived as
biased toward the defense (D-PTP 1: M = 2.85, SD = 1.18; D-PTP 2: M = 2.99, SD = 1.32) and
pro-prosecution clips were rated as biased toward the prosecution (P-PTP 1: M = 4.29, SD = .81;
P-PTP 2: M = 4.28, SD = .84). Using the same method as described above, paired t-test post hoc
comparisons of the frame perceptions from T1 to T2 were not significantly different (t(127) = 1.17, p > .05), however, a comparison between T2 and T3 did show a significant difference
(t(127) = -10.06, p < .001). In addition, the comparison between T3 and T4 was also not
significant (framing the same bias) (t(127) = .132, p > .05). Regarding guilt perceptions,
participants perceived the defendant as guilty (M = 3.98, SD = .94); for each clip, the means were
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M = 3.17 (SD = 1.06), M = 2.93 (SD = 1.14), M = 3.83 (SD = .97) and M = 3.88 (SD = .95) for
D-PTP 1, D-PTP 2, P-PTP 1 and P-PTP 2, respectively. A paired t-test post hoc comparison of
the guilt perceptions from T1 to T2 were significantly different (t(127) = 2.85, p < .05). As a
note, in this pilot test, guilt perceptions started off higher than the midline, but reduced
significantly by T2 (as expected by exposure to D-PTP 2). A comparison between T2 and T3
revealed a significant difference (t(127) = -7.80, p < .001) between guilt perceptions. In addition,
the comparison between T3 and T4 was not significant (framing the same bias) (t(127) = -1.24, p
> .05).
Comparing the two news clip pilot tests by condition, independent samples t-tests were
used as post hoc analyses of frame and guilt perceptions for each individual time by condition
(i.e., each frame was measured four times and after each news clip a guilt measurement was
taken), and each of the comparisons were significantly different (See Table 1 for full results).
Given the results of the pilot testing I concluded the news clips were perceived as expected.
These clips were used in the main study.
Mock-trial Case. The mock-trial was based on a real case in which Adam Shacknai was a
suspect for the murder of Rebecca Zahau. Adam Shacknai was a tugboat operator who was living
at his brother’s mansion during the time the incident. Rebecca Zahau was dating Adam’s brother,
Jonah Shacknai, who was also living at the Shacknai mansion at the time of the incident.
Two days before Rebecca was found dead, she was babysitting Jonah’s son Max, who
while playing on the second floor of the mansion fell over the banister and landed on his head.
Rebecca called 9-1-1 and performed CPR before Max was rushed to the hospital. On the
morning of Rebecca’s death, she received a phone call from Max’s mother stating he (Max) was
likely to die from his injuries. Five hours later, Rebecca was found hanging from the mansion’s
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balcony, nude, with her hands and feet bound, and gagged. Adam Shacknai found her at 6:45
AM, cut her down, and called 9-1-1.
The prosecution claims that Adam Shacknai, given that he was the only other person at
the house at the time of the incident, had the motive, ability, and opportunity to kill Rebecca. He
was a large man and she a petite woman. He also had the knowledge and ability to tie tugboat
knots, which were the knots tied in the rope that was used to hang and bind her. The defense
claims that Rebecca committed suicide, given that only her DNA was found on the rope that was
used. The defense claims that severe grief regarding Max’s death and cultural pressures caused
Rebecca to kill herself by way of a violent, humiliating and instantaneous death, in the hopes to
rebirth her soul in the afterlife.
Pilot Study: The Mock-trial Script
The purpose of this pilot study was to measure viewer perceptions of the mock-trial script
in the hopes of developing a mock-trial video that was ambiguous regarding the guilt of Adam
Shacknai. Participants completed an online survey. The survey asked participants to read through
a mock-trial script for the case of People v. Adam Shacknai. After reading the script, participants
indicated their perceptions about the attorneys and the quality of their arguments, their
perceptions about the evidence, and their perceptions regarding the guilt of Adam Shacknai.
These survey questions helped me edit the script to ensure an ambiguous case. The goal was to
develop a case in which both attorneys were “liked” and presented solid arguments. I also
wanted to develop a case that did not have overwhelming evidence to support only one side.
Participants ranged in age from 19 to 60, with a mean age of 21.2 (SD = 3.3). The sample
consisted of a total of 171 participants with 53 (31.0%) males and 118 (69.0%) females.
Participants identified their political leanings, and a large percentage of the sample identified as
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moderate (44.7%), followed by liberal (30.6%), conservative (13.5%), very liberal (7.6%), and
very conservative (3.5%). Participants were then asked about their attitudes toward capital
punishment (on a scale of 1 to 5, as before). Participants were slightly in favor of capital
punishment, M = 3.34, SD = 1.05. Next, participants were asked to read the script of the mocktrial. Last, participants were asked to rate their overall feelings toward the attorneys in the case,
the attorney’s arguments, the evidence, and the guilt of Adam Shacknai. The measures and
results are provided below.
Each attorney was analyzed by their strength of argument on a scale of 1 to 5, higher
numbers indicating greater argument strength. The prosecution’s argument was perceived as
moderately strong (M = 4.11, SD = .87). The defense attorney’s argument was perceived as
moderately strong as well (M = 3.20, SD = 1.06). Paired t-tests results suggest that there was a
significant difference between the strength of arguments, t(170) = 8.16, p < .001. The
prosecuting attorney’s argument was significantly stronger than that for the defense’s argument.
Each participant was asked about their perceptions of each attorney. For this variable, a
shortened version of Jakubaszek’s (2014) attorney evaluation scale was used. Participants rated
each attorney on their character using a semantic differential (i.e., not persuasive: persuasive; not
likeable: likeable; not influential: influential; arrogant: modest; insincere: genuine; ignorant:
knowledgeable on a scale of 1 to 5, higher numbers indicating positive evaluations). These six
items were averaged to create a composite variable (α = .78) reflecting the total perceived
characterization of the attorneys. The prosecution attorney was perceived somewhat positively
(M = 3.68, SD = .65) and the defense attorney somewhat less so (M = 3.18, SD = .64). Paired ttests results suggest that there was a significant difference between the likability of the attorneys,

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

62

t(174) = 7.07, p < .001. The prosecuting attorney was significantly more likable than the defense
attorney.
After reading the full trial script, participants were asked to identify (using an open-ended
question) which piece of evidence stood out as being “overly influential toward the
guilt/innocence of Adam Shacknai.” Participants suggested that “the bed only moving 7 inches,
the boot print on the balcony, and the gloves found” were major pieces of evidence that swayed
their decision toward a “guilty” verdict. On the other hand, significant evidence that was deemed
to support the defense was the fact that “no DNA evidence was found on her body matching
Adam Shacknai.” These “write in” results helped me to alter the trial script to bolster the
defense’s claim of “no DNA evidence” and to lighten the prosecution’s argument by removing
the gloves found at the scene and the boot print found on the balcony. (The boot print was a fact
in the real investigation, though the gloves were added to the case to help bolster the
prosecution’s argument).
Last, participants rated their individual perceptions of Adam Shacknai’s guilt after
reading the full trial script. Guilt was measured on a 1 to 7 scale, 7 indicating guilt. Results show
that overall, participants perceived Shacknai to be guilty (M = 5.53, SD = 1.37).
Pilot Study: The Mock-trial Video
Based on the findings from the pilot study described above, the script was edited prior to
filming the mock-trial video. I removed several pieces of evidence from the script, including the
boot print found on the balcony and the gloves found at the scene, in order to make the case more
balanced (i.e., not tilted toward guilt or innocence). In addition, the script was edited by
removing some of the prosecution attorney character attacks made by the defense attorney and
increased the narrative style of the defense attorney’s story to increase the defense attorney’s
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likability. The defense’s argument was also strengthened to better match the strength and quality
of prosecution’s argument.
To evaluate the effectiveness of the edits, I conducted another pilot study using the same
online survey from the previous pilot with the script replaced by a movie. In the film, I used
actors who responded to an advertisement placed in and around the University of Arizona
campus. Each actor was paid 50 dollars for their role in the film. The mock-trial was filmed in a
jury courtroom at the University of Arizona’s College of Law, and each of the actors was dressed
professionally, as if they were taking part in a real trial. I filmed the entire trial over a two-hour
period and edited the film down to a 40-minute mock-trial video.
Fifteen (25.4%) males and 44 (74.6%) females participated in the pilot. Participants
identified their political leanings, and a large percentage of the sample identified as moderate
(43.5%), followed by conservative (24.2%), liberal (21.0%), very liberal (6.5%), and very
conservative (4.8%). Participants were again asked about their attitudes toward capital
punishment, M = 3.39 (SD = 1.15), using the same 1 to 5 scale as in the previous pilots. Next
participants were asked to watch the mock-trial video. Last, participants were asked to rate their
overall feelings toward the attorneys in the case, the attorney’s arguments, the evidence, and the
guilt of Adam Shacknai. The measures and results are provided below.
Each attorney was analyzed by their strength of argument (stronger was coded high, 1-5
scale). The prosecution’s argument was perceived as moderately strong (M = 3.75, SD = 1.06).
The defense attorney’s argument was perceived as moderately strong as well (M = 3.39, SD =
1.13). Paired t-tests suggest that the edits worked as intended; there was no significant difference
between the strength of arguments for the two attorneys, t(58) = 1.55, p = .13.
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As with the previous pilot, each participant was asked about their perceptions of each
attorney. Again, the shortened version of Jakubaszek’s (2014) attorney evaluation scale was used
with the same six semantic differential items described above (α = .73). The prosecution attorney
(M = 3.44, SD = .63) and the defense attorney (M = 3.37, SD = .65) where perceived somewhat
positively. Paired t-tests indicate that there was no significant difference between the likability of
the attorneys, t(58) = .63, p = .53.
Last, participants rated their individual perceptions of Adam Shacknai’s guilt after
viewing the full movie. Guilt was measured on a 1 to 7 scale, 7 indicating a “guilty” individual
verdict. Results show that overall, participants perceived him as more likely to be guilty (M =
4.46, SD = 1.79), but less guilty than the script pilot test (M = 5.53, SD = 1.37).
The final version of the script for the mock-trial is presented in Appendix A. The mocktrial script begins with opening statements from the prosecution. The prosecution attorney
presents the case theme of revenge and murder, arguing that the defendant, Adam Shacknai, is
guilty of the premeditated murder of Rebecca Zahau. Next, the defense presents its opening
statement, arguing that the victim committed suicide because of severe depression. The defense
suggests that after hearing about the little boy’s grave condition, Zahau took her own life. Next,
the prosecution presents its evidence against Adam Shacknai. The burden of proof is on the
prosecution and, therefore, most of the evidence and testimony is presented by the prosecution.
Next, the defense presents their evidence of suicide, not murder. Next, the prosecution and
defense question and cross examine witnesses. Last, closing statements are made by each side,
beginning with the prosecution.
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Measures
Manipulation checks. Participants were asked to perform a word completion test to
check if the news clip was priming participants as expected. In total there were 10-word
completion tasks, five for the prosecution news clips and five for the defense news clips. Overall,
the clips worked as expected, with the average percentage of correctly identified items across the
10 word-completion tasks was 63.1%. To check for significant differences between correctly
identified word-completion tasks from exposure to the two P-PTP news clips and the two D-PTP
news clips, an index was created for each participants’ P-PTP word-completion tasks and for
each D-PTP word-completion tasks. For example, one person could receive a 3/5 from P-PTP
and a 4/5 from D-PTP exposures. An independent samples t-test was conducted to test for
differences between the word-completion indexes, and no significant differences were found,
t(222) = -.70, p > .05. See Appendix B for the code book.
Pretrial publicity assessments. This was measured with three items. First, participants
were asked one comprehension-check question based on the information provided in each news
clip. Each comprehension-check question had an obvious answer, 210 (92.9%) participants got
the first question correct, 225 (99.6%) got the second question correct, 186 (82.3%) got the third
question correct, and 218 (96.9%) correctly answered the fourth comprehension check question.
This tells us that overall, participants paid attention and comprehended each news clip. Second,
following a similar method to Ruva et al. (2012), participants were asked one question regarding
their perception of how the news clip was framed. Participants were given response options
ranging from 1 (Strongly favored the defense) to 5 (Strongly favored prosecution). Last, the
questionnaire asked about participants’ perceptions toward the guilt of the defendant. Response
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options ranged from 1 (Not Guilty) to 5 (Guilty), with a mid-point of 3, (Unsure). See Appendix
C for the full scale.
Time. Pretrial publicity perceptions were measured five times. The first four were during
the PTP phase of the study, whereas T5 was measured in the lab immediately prior to the
deliberations.
Pre-Deliberation Measures
Trust in the Jury System. Three items were used from Gastil et al. (2007) to measure
trust in the jury system. Participants indicated their agreement on a 5-point scale with the three
statements (see Appendix D). The three statements were aggregated to make a trust in the jury
system composite variable, α = .62 (M = 3.45, SD = .65).
Belief in a Just World. Five of the six items measured were used to test for BJW. The
original instrument for this variable was constructed by Rubin and Peplau (1975), then shortened
by Dalbert, Montada, and Schmitt (1987). Each of the six questions were anchored by 1
(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) (see Appendix E). An original reliability test was run
which resulted in a low alpha (α = .61). Subsequent analysis revealed that one question (the first
question) was weakly correlated with the other items. With the remaining 5 items, the reliability
of the composite variable resulted in α = .67 (M = 3.24, SD = .65).
Need for Cognition. This was measured with 18 items using the NFC scale adapted by
Cacioppo, Petty, and Kao (1984). Respondents were asked to rate the extent that the statement is
characteristic of themselves on a range of 1 (Extremely Uncharacteristic) to 5 (Extremely
Characteristic) (see Appendix F). With the 18 items, a means composite variable was calculated
(M = 3.21, SD = .52, α = .83).
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Motivation to Process and Discuss Evidence. Respondents rated their agreement on four
statements about their motivation to process the evidence, come to a correct decision, share their
case stories, and argue their verdict preference. Each of the four questions was anchored by 1
(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) (see Appendix G). The four items were aggregated,
and a means index was calculated to form a composite variable for motivation with an α = .92 (M
= 4.16, SD = .77).
Story Construction. This construct was measured with three items. First, participants
free-handedly wrote out a story of how they believed the incident happened. (This story was not
used in this study, but will be used for future research.) Participants were asked to rate their
perception of their (previously) constructed story after watching the mock-trial video on a scale
of 1 (Not Complete/Not Coherent/Not Unique) to 5 (Very Complete/Very Coherent/Very Unique)
(see Appendix H). The mean of the three items was used as an index for story construction with
an α = .81 (M = 3.99, SD = .67).
Story Confidence. This was measured with one item. Participants were asked to rate their
confidence on his or her story construction prior to deliberation. Responses were anchored by 1
(Not Confident) to 5 (Very Confident) (M = 3.89, SD = .87).
Individual Verdict Preference. Prior to deliberation, participants were asked to provide
privately a verdict preference after watching the mock-trial video. Following Ruva et al. (2012),
response options ranged from 1 (Not Guilty) to 5 (Guilty). Across all conditions the average guilt
perception was 2.96 (SD = 1.41) indicating a fairly neutral stance (relative to the scale midpoint)
on Adam Shacknai’s guilt. Per condition, the means for initial preferences are as follows: control
= 2.68 (SD = .41), prosecution-first = 3.20 (SD = .67), defense-first = 3.18 (SD = .50), mixed =
2.70 (SD = .58). I ran an ANOVA to test for significant differences between the individual
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preferences by condition, and the result suggests no significant differences, p = .07. Thus, groups
began discussion with aggregated preferences that were at the midpoint of the scale and did not
significantly differ across conditions.
Post-Deliberation Measures
Jury Verdict. The mock jury’s verdict was measured with one item. Upon completion of
the deliberation, the post-deliberation survey asked participants to indicate their group’s
decision, with the options “guilty,” “hung jury,” or “not guilty.” Groups were only allowed to
choose hung jury only if they deliberated for at least 15 minutes, and the researcher had to stop
them due to time constraints. Of the 49 groups, there were 32 not guilty verdicts, 9 hung juries,
and 8 guilty verdicts.
Deliberation Quality. Deliberation quality was measured with two items. Gastil (2008)
argued that evidence-driven deliberations are likely to be of better quality. Therefore,
participants were asked whether they mentioned case facts in support of their verdict preference
during the deliberation and whether they perceived that others in the group mentioned case facts
to justify their opinions about the verdict. Responses for these two questions were anchored by 1
(Never) to 3 (A few times) to 5 (Frequently). The self perception of discussing case facts was M =
4.11 (SD = .92), and the perception that others’ in their respective group using case facts resulted
with M = 4.64 (SD = .60). See Appendix I. Each item was analyzed separately due to low
reliability.
PTP Elements Mentioned During Deliberation. This was measured with two items.
Participants were asked whether they mentioned PTP elements during deliberation, and if the
other group members mentioned PTP elements in the deliberation. For both items participants
were asked to “check all that apply” to a list of PTP elements that they or the other members
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might have mentioned during deliberation. See Appendix J. Of the 283 participants, 63 indicated
that they mentioned at least one of PTP elements in the deliberation, and 104 perceived that other
group members mentioned PTP during the deliberation. I used dummy codes for the responses,
using the following logic. Individuals who claimed they mentioned any or all of PTP elements in
the deliberation were given a score of 1, and those who reported not discussing any of the PTP
elements were given a 0. The same logic and coding was used for the group-directed item.
Influence/Participation in Groups. After the deliberation, participants responded to two
round-robin items. The first asked about each participant’s perceived influence and the second
the perceived amount of participation during deliberation. Self-ratings were included in the
instrument. See Appendix K. Responses ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly
Agree). I used the R package TripleR to evaluate the data (Schönbrodt, Back, & Schmukle,
2016). The mean for perceived influence was 3.93 (SD = .82) and the mean for perceived
participation was 4.14 (SD = .86). Reliability estimates for single-item, round-robin variables
indicate (a) for the partner effect consistency in the ratings one receives from others, and (b) for
the actor effect, the consistency with which one rates other members of the group (Bonito &
Kenny, 2010). For perceived influence, α = .85 and .69 for the actor and partner effects,
respectively, and for perceived participation α = .88 and .70 for the actor and partner effects
respectively. See Appendix K for the round robin instrument.
It is customary to report the variance estimates, pooled across groups, for social relations
components because evidence of sufficient variation in the ratings is necessary to perform
subsequent analyses. In what follows, I provide raw estimates, with proportion of variance
accounted for by each component in parentheses. For perceived influence, variance estimates
were .59 (.46), .23 (.18), and .46 (.36) for the actor, partner, and relationship effects, all ps < .01.
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For perceived participation, the estimates were .67 (.51), .22 (.17), and .41 (.32), for the actor,
partner, and relationship effects, respectively, all ps < .01. I used TripleR to estimate and output
partner effects for both variables to evaluate relevant research questions and hypotheses.
Perceived Group Verdict Confidence. This was measured with four items: confidence in
the correctness of the group-level verdict, agreement with the group verdict, agreement that the
decision was consistent with the individual’s initial verdict preference, and the perception that
others agreed with the individual’s verdict preference (with responses anchored by 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)). See Appendix L. The mean of the four items was used in the
analysis (M = 4.06, SD = .91, α = .80).
Procedure
The goal of this study was to compose mock-juries based on participants’ exposure to
PTP. Participants were exposed to pretrial publicity in one of the following ways. Participants in
the prosecution-first exposure saw the two pro-prosecution clips then the two pro-defense clips.1
The order of the clips was reversed in the defense-first exposure. The remaining participants
were exposed to video clips that were unrelated to the trial. Regardless of exposure group,
participants viewed the four clips online over a 16-18 day period. Following each clip were the
two manipulation check questions, word association questions, a question regarding the media
frame employed, and a question regarding individual verdict preference. In addition, participants
responded to the need for cognition scale after viewing the first clip, the trust in the jury system
scale following the second clip, and the belief in a just world scale following the third clip. Each
online survey had an expiration date and participants were asked to complete each survey by that
date. Participants were not sent the next online survey until they completed the one sent prior, to
ensure the correct order effects. Following the fourth news clip and questionnaire participants
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were asked to attend a lab session to watch a mock-trial and deliberate the case with other
participants. For all participants, there was a 10-12 day buffer between the presentation of the
last news clip and the scheduled lab session.
As noted, the group deliberation conditions were composed of participants from the
exposure groups. The first conditions were prosecution-first, defense-first, mixed, and control.
In the prosecution-first condition, groups (n = 12) contained participants who saw the two
prosecution clips first, then the two defense clips. Groups (n = 12) in the defense-first condition
consisted of participants who saw the defense clips first, then the prosecution clips. Groups in the
control condition (n = 13) consisted of participants who saw the video clips that were irrelevant
to the case. Finally, the mixed condition groups (n = 12) had two participants from the
prosecution-first exposure, two participants from the defense-first exposure and two participants
from the control (who saw unrelated news clips).
Participants were scheduled for their deliberation sessions based on the group condition
to which they were randomly assigned. Upon arrival at the lab participants were given an
identification code on an index card (to preserve anonymity) and were directed to a computer
terminal to fill out a set of demographic questions prior to the deliberation. Next, they were
instructed to watch the mock-trial video individually at their computer terminals. Subsequently,
participants were asked to respond to four questions about their perception of how the crime
occurred regarding the (a) completeness, (b) coherence, (c) uniqueness, and (d) confidence in
their perception of the events depicted in the trial video (i.e., their “story”).
Participants were then directed to take a seat at conference table while the researcher
(acting as the judge) read the jury instructions for the deliberation (see Appendix M). The
researcher then told participants that she would take their photo for post-discussion survey items.
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The researcher took a group photo of the participants (so that participants could identify each
other in the round-robin assessments of the deliberation—see Appendix K). Participants were
asked to begin their deliberation and come to a unanimous decision within 15 minutes. The
deliberation was audio and video-recorded. Once participants completed the deliberation, they
were asked to return to their computer terminal to complete post-deliberation questions (e.g.,
round robin influence, use of PTP measures, and confidence in the group verdict). Last,
participants were debriefed and thanked for their participation.
RESULTS
Hypothesis 1. The first hypothesis stated that audience frame perceptions are related to
PTP. To address this hypothesis, I used a 2 (PTP order) by 4 (time) repeated measures multilevel
model with time nested within participations (Hoffman, 2014). This hypothesis test anticipated a
relationship among participants’ frame perceptions from exposure to two types of PTP over four
periods of time. The Satterthwaite approximation for the degrees of freedom was used.
Participants who saw the prosecution-first order saw the first and second P-PTP clips (T1 and
T2) and then the first and second D-PTP clips (T3 and T4), whereas participants who saw the
defense-first order saw the first and second D-PTP clips (T1 and T2) and then the first and
second P-PTP clips (T3 and T4). Means for the prosecution-first order were 4.03 (SD = .89),
3.84 (SD = .88), 4.03 (SD = .89), and 3.84 (SD = .88), for T1, T2, T3, and T4, respectively, and
means for the defense-first order were 3.07 (SD = 1.26), 3.72 (SD = 1.17), 4.29 (SD = .76), and
4.21 (SD = .83), for T1, T2, T3, and T4, respectively. The means are graphed in Figure 2. H1
was supported. The statistical test for the model showed that the main effect for time, F(3,
671.71) = 3.39, p < .05, exposure order, F(1, 224.27) = 17.04, p < .001, and the interaction
between time and exposure order, F(3, 671.71) = 57.39, p < .001, were significant. I evaluated
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the hypothesis with custom contrasts that compared the average of the T1 and T2 estimates with
the average of the T3 and T4 estimates within each exposure order. For the prosecution-first
order, the effect was .85, z = 8.54, p < .001, indicating the average of the T1 and T2 means was
.85 higher than the average of the T3 and T4 means in that exposure order. The effect for the
defense-first order was -.86, z = -8.53, p < .001, which indicates the average of the means for T3
and T4 were .86 higher than the average of the means for T1 and T2 in that exposure order.
Thus, the two P-PTP clips in the prosecution-first order were rated as favoring the prosecution
compared to the two D-PTP clips, and the reverse was true in the defense-first exposure order.
Hypothesis 2. The second hypothesis predicted that audience perceptions of guilt are
related to each type of PTP frame exposure. To address this hypothesis, I used a 2 (PTP order) by
4 (time) repeated measures multilevel model with time nested within participations (Hoffman,
2014), again using the Satterthwaite approximation for the degrees of freedom. The ordering of
PTP exposure was the same as for that described in H1 above. Means for the prosecution-first
order were 3.67 (SD = .80), 3.64 (SD = .85), 3.32 (SD =1.03), 2.98 (SD = 1.11) (on a scale from
1 to 5, with higher numbers indicating greater guilt), for T1, T2, T3, and T4, respectively, and
means for the defense-first order were 3.30 (SD = 1.11), 3.06 (SD = 1.12), 3.93 (SD = .92), 3.85
(SD =.90), for T1, T2, T3, and T4, respectively. See Figure 3. H2 was supported. The statistical
test for the model showed that the main effect for time, F(3, 670.98) = 3.89, p < .01 and the
interaction between time and exposure order, F(3, 670.98) = 35.42, p < .001, were significant.
The main effect for exposure order, F(1, 223.69) = 2.66, p > .05, was not significant. I again
evaluated the hypothesis with custom contrasts that compared the average of the T1 and T2
estimates with the average of the T3 and T4 estimates within each exposure order. For the
prosecution-first order, the effect was .50, z = 5.97, p < .001, indicating the average of the T1
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and T2 means was .50 higher than the average of the T3 and T4 means in that exposure order.
The effect for the defense-first order was -.70, z = -8.32, p < .001, which indicates the average of
the means for T3 and T4 were .70 lower than the average of the means for T1 and T2 in that
exposure order. Thus, exposure to two P-PTP clips in the prosecution-first order resulted in
higher perceptions of guilt compared to the two D-PTP clips. For the defense-first order,
exposure to two D-PTP clips resulted in higher perceptions of innocence.
Hypothesis 3. The third hypothesis stated that story confidence (from episodic story
construction) is associated with perceptions of completeness, coherence, and uniqueness. A
multiple regression analysis was used to test if story completeness, coherence, and uniqueness
predicted participants' ratings of story confidence. Each of the predictors were entered into the
regression analysis simultaneously. H3 was supported. The results of the regression indicated the
three predictors explained 53.4% of the variance in story confidence, with adjusted R2 = .53, F(3,
279) = 106.62, and p < .001. Story completeness (β = .39, p < .001), story coherence (β = .11, p
< .05), and story uniqueness (β = .34, p < .001) were all positively and significantly associated
with individual story confidence.
Hypothesis 4. The fourth hypothesis predicted that, after having watched the mock-trial
video, participants in the prosecution-first exposure order would be more likely to perceive the
defendant as guilty than would participants in the defense-first order. To address this hypothesis,
I used a 2 (PTP order) by 5 (time) repeated measures multilevel model with time nested within
participations (Hoffman, 2014). The focus here is on the T5 measure of guilt, made after
participants viewed the mock-trial video. Means for the first four exposures were reported
previously but are included here for the sake of completeness. For the prosecution-first order, the
means were 3.67 (SD = .80), 3.64 (SD = .85), 3.32 (SD =1.03), 2.98 (SD = 1.11), and 3.05 (SD =
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1.45), for T1, T2, T3, T4, and T5 respectively, and means for the defense-first order were 3.30
(SD = 1.11), 3.06 (SD = 1.12), 3.93 (SD = .92), 3.85 (SD =.90), and 3.15 (SD = 1.47), for T1, T2,
T3, T4, and T5 respectively. The statistical test for the model showed that the main effect for
time, F(4, 890.25) = 7.89, p < .001 and the interaction between time and exposure order, F(4,
890.25) = 20.18, p < .001, were significant. The main effect for exposure order, F(1, 222.75) =
2.44, p = .12, was not significant. I evaluated the hypothesis with a custom contrast that
compared the T5 means from both exposure orders directly. The hypothesis was not supported,
as the effect estimate = -0.09, z = -0.63, p = .53. Thus, after exposure to the mock-trial, the two
exposure orders had fairly similar and neutral viewpoints toward the guilt of Adam Shacknai.
I conducted a paired t-test post hoc analysis to compare the mean differences between
T1/T2 for each PTP exposure order by their T5 guilt measure. This allowed me to indicate
whether there was significant difference or if a primacy effect on guilt perceptions occurred. For
the prosecution-first order, there was a significant difference between guilt measures at T1/T2
and T5, t(110) = 4.07, p < .001. In contrast, for the defense-first order, there was no significant
difference between guilt measures at T1/T2 and T5, t(108) = 0.20, p > .05. Therefore, primacy
effects were apparent with individuals who saw PTP ordered by the defense-first, H4 was
partially supported. See Figure 3.
Hypothesis 5. The fifth hypothesis states that perceived participation moderates the
relationship between perceived deliberation quality and perceived confidence in the decision. As
noted, the two items used to measure perceived deliberation quality (self’s assessment of quality
and what the group thought about quality) failed to reach an acceptable level of reliability (alpha
= .39). Therefore, I chose to evaluate this hypothesis with two separate models, one for each
item. In both models, perceived confidence in the decision was the dependent variable and each

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

76

was evaluated with a multilevel analysis, with participants nested within groups. As suggested by
Enders and Tofighi (2007), I group-mean centered all level 1 predictors. To conduct the
following analyses, I used R statistical software with the lme4 package (Bates, Maechler, &
Bolker, 2012). I used a model-building process, beginning with the unconditional model (Singer,
1998) to get estimates for the intercept and related variance components (Model 1), then
evaluating the main effects (Model 2) and interaction effects (Model 3) models in order.
With self’s perceived quality of the deliberations and perceived participation as the
predictors for the first model in the hierarchical regression, the unconditional model indicated
that approximately 14% of the variance of verdict confidence was accounted for by groups (See
Table 2). The preferred test for the random variance component is to compare the deviance
scores of a model with and a model without the random component (Hox, 2010). A test of the
unconditional model (Model 1) and a model without the random effect showed that Model 1
better fits the data, χ2 (1) = 5.67, p < .05. The main effects model (Model 2) is a better fit than
Model 1, χ2 (2) = 11.90, p < .01. Finally, the interaction effects model (Model 3) did not fit the
data better than Model 2, χ2 (1) = 0.61, p > .05. Inspection of the main effects model reveals that
only perceptions of deliberation quality were associated with verdict confidence, b = .23,
t(231.99) = 3.40, p < .001. Perceived participation did not significantly moderate the
relationship, b = .08, t(276.84) = .78, p < .05. Therefore, the moderation predicted in H5 was not
supported when self’s perceived quality of the deliberation was used as the moderator.
Using self’s perception of what the group thought about deliberation quality as the
predictor, the unconditional model indicates that approximately 14% of the variance of verdict
confidence was accounted for by groups. (See Table 3.) A test of the unconditional model and a
model without the random effect showed that the model with the random effect (Model 1) better
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fits the data, χ2 (1) = 5.67, p < .05. The main effects model (Model 2) is a better fit than Model 1,
χ2 (2) = 20.86, p < .001. Finally, the interaction effects model (Model 3) fit the data better than
Model 2, χ2 (1) = 3.80, p = .05. Inspection of the main effects model revealed that perceptions of
quality deliberation, in terms of self’s perception of what other members thought, was associated
with verdict confidence, b = .42, t(231.95) = 4.59, p < .001. Inspection of the interaction effect
model shows that perceived participation did significantly moderate the relationship, b = .33,
t(273.94) = 1.96, p = .05, such that when individuals were perceived as participating more, the
group perceived the deliberation to be of better quality and thus had more confidence in the
group decision. The effect of deliberation perceptions was also associated with verdict
confidence, b = .44, t(231.52) = 4.83, p < .001. Therefore, the moderation predicted in H5 when
deliberation quality is defined as “perceiving that others’ used case facts during the deliberation”
was supported.
Research Question 1. The first research question addressed whether trust in the jury
system moderates the relationship between the likelihood of discussing PTP and the group
verdict. Because jury verdict is a between-groups variable (i.e., no variation within groups), I
chose to aggregate trust in the jury system and likelihood of discussing PTP at the group level so
that the predictor and outcome variables were on the same level of analysis. Regarding trust, I
computed the mean for each group. There are two versions of the PTP variable, in which self
indicates whether he or she perceived themselves using PTP during discussion (PTP-S) and the
other where self indicates whether other members of the group used PTP during discussion
(PTP-G). I used the mean of PTP-S, which in essence produced the proportion of members
within each group who indicated they used PTP during discussion. Regarding the PTP-G version
of the variable, I found that some group members disagreed on their perception of the group
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discussing PTP. Therefore, I used a decision rule that gave a 1 to groups if half or more of the
members indicated that they thought the group used PTP and a 0 otherwise. Next, I converted the
dependent variable from a polytomous variable with three levels into a dichotomous variable by
omitting hung juries from the analysis.
To evaluate RQ1, I performed a logistic regression with moderation using Hayes’s
PROCESS macros (Hayes, 2012). The independent variable in this test was PTP-S, the
dependent variable was the group verdict, with hung juries removed (n = 40), and the moderator
was group level trust in the jury system. Results from RQ1 suggest that trust in the jury system
did significantly moderate the relationship between discussing PTP during the deliberation and
the group verdict outcome when PTP-S was used, Wald χ2 (3, N = 40) = 5.14, OR = -21.34, p <
.05, 95% CI for the interaction [-39.79, -2.88]. Specifically, statistical results of the individual
predictors are as follows: trust in the jury system Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = 4.28, OR = 5.87, and for
PTP-S Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = 5.29, OR = 78.76. Thus, the relationship between PTP-S and the
group verdict is contingent on the groups’ level of trust in the jury system. Simple slopes for the
association between PTP-S and the group verdict were tested for low (-1 SD below the mean),
moderate (mean), and high (+1 SD above the mean) (Aiken, West, & Reno, 1991) levels of trust
in the jury system. Only for low levels of aggregated trust revealed a significant negative
association between likelihood of an individual perceiving themselves discussing PTP and the
group verdict (b = 8.82, p < .05, 95% CI [0.55, 17.08]). Conditional effects of trust at the mean
(b = 6.45, p > .05, 95% CI [-.35, 13.25]), and for high levels of trust (b = 1.71, p > .05, 95% CI [3.52, 6.94]), the conditional effects of trust were not significant. This result shows that for low
levels of group trust, as PTP-S increases in the group deliberation the odds of the group finding
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the defendant innocent decreases. There is no significant effect of PTP-S on the group verdict at
higher levels of trust in the jury system. Figure 4 plots the simple slopes for the interaction.
Using the PTP-G variable in the analysis, the independent variable in this test was PTPG, the dependent variable was the group verdict, with hung juries removed (n = 40), and the
moderator was group level trust in the jury system. Results suggest that trust in the jury system
significantly moderated the relationship between discussing PTP during the deliberation and the
group verdict outcome when PTP-G was used, Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = 6.59, OR = -8.37, p < .05,
95% CI for the interaction [-14.76, -1.98]. Specifically, statistical results of the individual
predictors are as follows: trust in the jury system Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = 4.11, OR = 4.53, and for
PTP-G Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = 6.70, OR = 28.95. Thus, the relationship between PTP-G and the
group verdict is contingent on the groups’ level of trust in the jury system. Using the JohnsonNeyman technique for a more precise analysis of the simple slopes, the association between
PTP-G and the group verdict were tested for low (-1 SD below the mean), moderate (mean), and
high (+1 SD above the mean) levels of trust in the jury system. Only low levels of aggregated
trust revealed a significant negative association between likelihood of a group perceiving
themselves discussing PTP and the group verdict (b = 3.73, p < .05, 95% CI [.37, 7.08]).
Conditional effects of trust at the mean (b = 0.82, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.37, 3.01]), and for high
levels of trust (b = -2.67, p > .05, 95% CI [-5.84, 0.50]) were not significant. These results show
that for low levels of group trust, as PTP-G increases in the group deliberation the odds of the
group finding the defendant innocent decreases. There is no significant effect of PTP-G on the
group verdict at higher levels of trust in the jury system. Figure 5 plots the simple slopes for the
interaction.
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Research Question 2. Research question two addressed the potential moderating effect
that belief in a just world would have on the relationship between the likelihood of discussing
PTP and the group verdict. So that all variables were on the same level of analysis, I used the
transformed versions of PTP-S and PTP-G as described above and computed the mean of belief
in a just world for each group. Two separate analyses were conducted, one for PTP-S and one for
PTP-G. The dependent variable was the group verdict (formed as a dichotomous variable with
hung juries omitted, n = 40). I tested the full moderation using Hayes’s PROCESS macro
(Hayes, 2012). Results using PTP-S as the predictor suggest that belief in a just world did not
significantly moderate the relationship between discussing PTP during the deliberation and the
group verdict, Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = .05, OR = .12, p > .05, 95% CI for the OR [0.00,
9,461,765.04]. Examination of the simple slopes reveals that none of the conditional effects was
significant, with b = 3.22, p > .05, 95% CI [-2.25, 8.69]) for low group belief in a just world, ab
= 3.01, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.31, 7.33]) for the mean, and b = 2.59, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.40, 6.58]
for high levels of belief in just world. Moreover, belief in a just world did not moderate the
relationship between perceived individual PTP talk and the group verdict.
Results using PTP-G as the predictor also shows that belief in a just world did not
significantly moderate the relationship between discussing PTP during the deliberation and the
group verdict, Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = .07, OR = 2.63, p > .05, 95% CI for the OR [0.01, 3538.65].
Examinations of the simple slopes reveal that at levels of low group belief in a just world (b = .16, p > .05, 95% CI [-2.46, 2.13]), at the mean (b = -.07, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.93, 1.80]), and for
high levels of belief in just world (b = .13, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.62, 1.88]), the three conditional
effects of PTP-G were all not significant. Therefore, belief in a just world did not moderate the
relationship between perceived group PTP talk and the group verdict.
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Hypothesis 6. The sixth hypothesis stated an association between need for cognition and
perceptions of influence during the group deliberation. Perceptions of influence was measured
using round-robin data and only the partner effect for perceived influence was used in the
analysis. Using the model testing procedure with a multilevel analysis, this hypothesis test first
addressed the constant only model with no predictor, then added the variable, need for cognition
into the model to test for predictive ability on perceived influence in the deliberation. Individuals
were nested within groups. Approximately 11% of the variance of perceived deliberative
influence was accounted for by groups. The test of the unconditional model showed that the
model with the random effect (Model 1) better fits the data than the model without random
effects, χ2 (1) = 6.15, p < .01. The main effects model (Model 2) is a better fit than Model 1, χ2
(1) = 8.61, p < .01. Inspection of the main effects model revealed that need for cognition was
positively associated with perceptions of influence, b = .20, t(232.01) = 2.96, p < .01. Therefore,
the association predicted in H6 was supported; need for cognition and perception of influence
were positively associated (see Table 4).
Research Question 3. The third research question addressed whether there was an
association between NFC and the likelihood of perceiving themselves or others discussing PTP
in the deliberation. Using the model building procedure, to answer this research question I used a
multilevel logistic regression. First, I aggregated need for cognition as a group variable by taking
the mean of each group members’ need for cognition results and creating a group-level variable
for need for cognition. Next, I used the PTP-S and PTP-G to assess the effect discussion of PTP
across each group. Individuals were nested within groups. The odds of discussing PTP-S in the
group deliberation is 2.40. Smithson and Verkuilen (2006) suggest that when reporting model fit
statistics, the Bayesian information criterion (BIC) is preferred over reporting the Akaike
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information criterion (AIC). Lower values of BIC indicate better model fit. Starting with the
unconditional model, the results showed that the model with the random effect (Model 1) better
fits the data than the model without random effects, BIC (281) = 308.48, p < .001. The main
effects model (Model 2) is not a better fit than Model 1, BIC (280) = 313.56, p < .001, indicating
that need for cognition was not significantly associated with individual perceived discussion of
PTP, b = .23, p > .05 (see Table 5).
I also tested this relationship between need for cognition and PTP-G. As with PTP-S,
PTP-G also resulted in non-significant results. The odds of discussing PTP-G in the group
deliberation is 36.43. The test of the unconditional model showed that the model with the
random effect (Model 1) better fits the data than the model without random effects, BIC (281) =
346.14, p < .01. The main effects model (Model 2) is not a better fit than Model 1, BIC (280) =
351.66, p < .01. Inspection of the main effects model reveals that need for cognition was not
associated with perceived group discussion of PTP, b = -0.11, p > .05 (see Table 6).
Hypothesis 7. For the seventh hypothesis, I stated that individual motivation to process
and discuss case evidence would be associated with the likelihood of perceiving themselves or
others discussing PTP during deliberation. To test this hypothesis, I conducted a multilevel
logistic regression with model building to test the association of individual motivation to process
and discuss case evidence with the likelihood of discussing PTP-S and PTP-G (separately). H7a
was not supported. Results of the first model testing motivation as a predictor of PTP-S showed
that the odds of discussing PTP-S in the group deliberation is 2.40. The unconditional model
shows that the empty model (Model 1), BIC (281) = 308.48, p < .001, fits the data better than the
random effects model (Model 2), BIC (281) = 312.95, p < .001. Inspection of the main effects
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model revealed that motivation was not significantly associated with individual perceived
discussion of PTP, b = 0.24, p > .05 (see Table 7).
Results addressing the likelihood that motivation predicts PTP-G were similar to those
for PTP-S. The log odds of discussing PTP-G in the group deliberation is 36.43. The test of the
unconditional model showed that the model with the random effect (Model 1) better fits the data
than the model without random effects, BIC (281) = 346.14, p < .01. The main effects model
(Model 2) is not a better fit than Model 1, BIC (280) = 351.64, p < .01. Inspection of the main
effects model revealed that motivation to discuss case evidence was not significantly associated
with perceived group discussion of PTP, b = -0.08, p > .05 (see Table 8). Therefore, H7b was not
supported, there is no association between motivation to process and discuss case evidence and
the likelihood of perceiving other group members discussing PTP.
Research Question 4. Research question four posed a question about the potential
moderating effect of group-level motivation to process and discuss case evidence on the
relationship between the likelihood of perceiving themselves or others discussing PTP and the
deliberation verdict outcome. To put all variables in the model on the same level of analysis, I
used the aggregated versions of PTP-S and PTP-G as described above, and used the group-mean
for motivation. Next, I used the each of the PTP variables in separate analyses. Using model 1 in
Hayes’s PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012), results showed that motivation did not significantly
moderate the relationship between discussing PTP during the deliberation and the group verdict,
Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = .03, OR = .35, p > .05, 95% CI for the OR [0.00, 153,310.09].
Examinations of the simple slopes reveal that at levels of low group motivation (b = 3.32, p >
.05, 95% CI [-2.05, 8.69]), at the mean (b = 3.02, p > .05, 95% CI [-0.83, 6.86]), and for high
levels of motivation (b = 2.90, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.20, 7.01]), the three conditional effects of
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PTP-S were all not significant. Moreover, motivation to process and discuss evidence did not
moderate the relationship between perceived individual PTP talk and the group verdict.
Results using PTP-G as the predictor suggests that motivation to process and discuss
evidence did not significantly moderate the relationship between discussing PTP during the
deliberation and the group verdict, Wald χ2 (1, N = 40) = .75, OR = 11.39, p > .05, 95% CI for
the OR [0.05, 2814.37]. Examinations of the simple slopes reveal that at levels of low group
motivation (b = -.40, p > .05, 95% CI [-2.72, 1.91]), at the mean (b = .30, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.43,
2.44]), and for high levels of motivation (b = .57, p > .05, 95% CI [-1.41, 2.44]), the three
conditional effects of PTP-G were all not significant. Therefore, motivation to process and
discuss evidence did not moderate the relationship between perceived individual PTP talk and
the group verdict.
Hypothesis 8. The eighth hypothesis has two parts, with the first predicting that
individual motivation to process and discuss evidence is associated with perceptions of
participation; the second part of H8 predicts an association between motivation and perceptions
of influence. Each part of the hypothesis used the partner effects for the dependent variable and
each was evaluated with a multilevel analysis. I used the same model-building process from H6,
comparing the base model (Model 1) to the main effects model (Model 2). As presented in Table
9, the unconditional model indicated that approximately 11% of the variance of perceived
participation was accounted for by groups. A test of the unconditional model and a model
without the random effect showed that the model with the random effect (Model 1) better fits the
data, χ2 (1) = 6.15, p < .05. The main effects model (Model 2) is a better fit than Model 1, χ2 (1)
= 16.11, p < .001. Inspection of the main effects model revealed that motivation to process and
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discuss case evidence was positively associated with perceptions of participation, b = .16,
t(231.62) = 3.48, p < .001. Therefore, the association predicted in H8a was supported.
The second part of the eighth hypothesis predicted that individual motivation to process
and discuss case evidence is associated with perceptions of influence during the group
deliberation. As presented in Table 10, the unconditional model indicated that approximately
11% of the variance of perceived deliberative influence was accounted for by groups. A test of
the unconditional model and a model without the random effect showed that the model with the
random effect (Model 1) better fits the data, χ2 (1) = 6.15, p < .05. The main effects model
(Model 2) is a better fit than Model 1, χ2 (1) = 8.83, p < .01. Inspection of the main effects model
revealed that motivation to process and discuss case evidence was positively associated with
perceptions of influence, b = .15, t(232.01) = 2.99, p < .01. Thus, the association predicted in
H8b was also supported.
Hypothesis 9. The ninth hypothesis stated that perceived influence mediates the
relationship between individual participation in the group deliberation and the group verdict. As
an extension of H8, this hypothesis used perceived influence and perceived participation as
predictors (together) to test their effect on the group verdict. In addition, I used the converted
dichotomous variable that was formed in RQ1 for this analysis on the group verdict outcome,
thus n = 40. I tested the mediation relationship using model 4 in Hayes’s PROCESS macros. As
found in H8, perceived influence significantly predicted perceived participation, adjusted R2 =
.69, F(1, 47) = 105.64, p < .001. However, the relationship between perceived influence and the
group verdict was not significant, Wald coefficient (1) = .45, OR = .43, p > .05. The test of the
full mediation revealed that the two predictors did not increase the fit of the model, χ2 (2) = .62,
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indirect effect = -.17, 95% CI [-5.35, 5.49]) Nagelkerke’s R2 = .02. Thus, the mediation predicted
in H9 was not supported.
Hypothesis 10. The tenth hypothesis predicted a relationship among homogenous groups
only (groups made up of individuals who were exposed to the same PTP, including the control
group), such that the initial PTP exposure will predict the group-level verdict. A chi-square test
of goodness-of-fit was performed to determine whether the three homogenous groups
significantly differed in their verdict outcomes. Verdicts for the three types of groups were not
equally distributed across all groups, χ2 (4, N = 37) = 10.32, p < .05, Cramer’s V = .37. A
Bonferroni post hoc test was conducted to examine the differences among group verdicts across
the three types of homogenous groups. Results of the post hoc test show that the control group
significantly differs from the defense-first experimental condition (p < .05), however, there were
no significant differences between the control and prosecution-first or the prosecution-first and
defense-first conditions (see Table 11). Thus H10 was not supported.
Hypothesis 11. The last hypothesis compares the likelihood of groups discussing PTP
across all levels of homogeneous and heterogeneous groups. A chi-square test of goodness-of-fit
was performed to determine whether the perceived occurrence of PTP discussion within groups
differed between homogenous (i.e., control, prosecution-first, and defense-first conditions) and
heterogeneous groups (i.e., mixed condition). Discussion of PTP across all four conditions was
not equally distributed across all groups, χ2 (3, N = 283) = 25.59, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .30. A
Bonferroni post hoc test was conducted to see where the difference between conditions lie. Not
surprisingly (because they were not exposed to PTP), the control condition was significantly
different from all three experimental conditions in their frequency of PTP elements appearing
during the deliberation (p > .01 for all three comparisons). Results comparing the three
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experimental groups show that there were no significant differences between the three
experimental conditions in their frequency of discussing PTP during the deliberation. Therefore,
this result suggests that the three experimental groups all discussed PTP fairly equally during the
deliberations. (See Table 12).
DISCUSSION
The present study investigated three general aspects of juror and jury decision making,
(1) the effects of PTP, (2) the effects of the deliberative process, and (3) a combination of PTP
and deliberation effects on mock jury decision making. First, the longitudinal experiment
addressed pretrial publicity (PTP) exposure effects on viewer perceptions over time. Results
indicate that for individuals who were exposed to the prosecution-first order, PTP bias was
attenuated after exposure to the mock-trial. For participants who were exposed to the defensefirst order, PTP bias stayed consistent, in the sense that perceptions of guilt measured after the
mock-trial did not differ from those at T1 and T2. Moreover, participants perceived that elements
of PTP were mentioned during discussion regardless of the type of PTP exposure. Second, this
study explored the relationship between individual perceptions of the mock-trial and the
formation of initial verdict preferences measured after viewing the mock-trial video. Results
showed that individual verdict preference confidence is related to an individual’s perception of
the case story (i.e., how one mentally reconstructs the events presented during a trial) as
complete, coherent, and unique. Third, the present study analyzed how PTP bias combined with
juror and jury characteristics were related to communicative influence in the deliberation and the
group verdict. Results indicate that the order in which PTP is presented had no significant effect
on jury verdicts. Additionally, need for cognition (NFC) and motivation to process and discuss
evidence predicted perceived influence and participation in the deliberation room, and when a
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jury had low levels of trust in the jury system, those groups were more likely to perceive
themselves discussing PTP during deliberation. The following sections address the findings and
theoretical implications with regard to (1) framing theory, (2) the story model of cognitive juror
decision making, and (3) juror and jury characteristics that affect deliberations.
Theoretical Implications
Framing Theory
This study contributes to framing theory by introducing the concept of “legal frames.”
This study does not compare the presence of legal frames in news media, instead this study
provides a term for previously found media frames that elude to legal discussion. Legal frames
are PTP-based narratives found in two forms, pro-prosecution and pro-defense. Pro-prosecution
frames are news stories that are biased toward guilt (or liability in a civil case) and/or supporting
the prosecution (or plaintiff’s, in a civil trial) view of the case. Pro-defense frames are used when
media present stories that support the defense’s position. The results of this study provide
evidence showing that legally framed media can affect viewer perceptions over time, and thus
the identification of this type of media frame is of investigative importance. Specifically, the
findings of the PTP phase of the study show that legal frames are related to cognitive primacy
effects on audience members. It is important to highlight the consistency among audience
interpretation of the presented media frames. Regardless of the PTP order to which audience
members were exposed, the news stories evoked a response consistent with the manipulation.
This finding suggests that audience perceptions of crime/liability related news stories are
consistent with the type of legal frame and persist, at least until viewing the mock-trial (for
some). The results of the PTP phase of this study support the research on how juries can be
affected by the ways in which news stories emphasize either the defense’s or prosecution’s
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version of the events (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014). Given that (a) a large proportion of news falls
within the topic of crime and liability (Bailis & MacCoun, 1996; Robbennolt & Studebaker,
2003), and (b) a large number of media researchers have called attention to the presence of
slanted crime/liability news (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014; and see Steblay et al., 1999 for meta
analysis), it is reasonable to suggest that legal frames should be added among the list of general
media frames (i.e., conflict, responsibility, economic consequences, human-interest, and morality
(Burscher et al., 2014; Matthes, 2009)).
This research also found that audience interpretation of media messages can be based on
the framing of the respective story. The results of this research show that legal frames can elicit a
corresponding perception of guilt over time (H2). In addition, perceptions of guilt for those who
saw the defense-first PTP order stayed persistent even after watching the mock-trial (H4). This
finding shows that news frames have the potential to bias audience interpretation, and this can in
turn, have a biasing effect on potential mock- and real jurors. These findings are congruent with
prior research addressing the effects of PTP exposure and exposure order on mock-jurors
(Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014; Ruva, McEvoy, & Bryant, 2007; Ruva, et al., 2012). These studies
have shown that PTP exposure can lead to source memory errors, in which jurors confuse their
interpretation of trial information with PTP elements (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014; Ruva,
McEvoy, & Bryant, 2007), and the order of PTP can have primacy effects on jurors’ story
interpretation (Ruva et al., 2012).
Given the differing results by exposure order in T5, this research indicates that for some,
the framing effect on viewer perceptions may persist, while for others, the effect may dissipate
(Roskos-Ewoldsen, Klinger, & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2007). The results show that a primacy effect
occurred for those who saw the defense-first order of PTP. This time-series effect adds to the
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research that was conducted by Ruva et al. (2012), although only for those participants in the
defense-first condition. Ruva and her colleagues found that participants exposed to prosecutionfirst PTP and defense-first PTP carried their respective PTP bias through to the final individual
verdict. Therefore, if a case receives a significant amount of potentially biasing PTP, Kramer et
al. (1990) suggests that postponing the trial and increasing more time to pass (between the
incident and the trial) may reduce the biasing primacy effect of PTP.
Overall, given that so many have referred to “media slant” when discussing PTP effects
(Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014; Ruva, McEvoy, & Bryant, 2007; Ruva, et al., 2012), this research
adds to current media framing research by providing a more thorough conceptualization for this
type of media frame. Some framing researchers may argue that legal frames are a sub-frame of
the “responsibility” frame; and in some cases, media do refer to the liability, responsibly, or
criminal culpability. However, not all responsibility frames provide a legal narrative. For
example, a story about a football player’s failure to catch the game winning ball may refer to
his/her responsibility as a wide receiver. In this type of story, there is no legalese, or narrative
elements implying the wide receivers’ “legal” responsibility to catch every ball a quarterback
throws to him/her. Moreover, the responsibility frame may often time be considered an umbrella
frame, encompassing legal slant in media stories, although, there is enough news media on
crime/liability (Bailis & MacCoun, 1996; Robbennolt & Studebaker, 2003) in which legal frame
should have their own category.
The Story Model of Cognitive Juror Decision Making
The story model of juror decision making posits two primary dimensions of juror
information processing and decision making. First, the model holds that jurors are active story
builders, using an anchor-and-adjust model to construct the best fitting story. To address this
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first dimension, this study provides some evidence supporting the model, illustrating that some
participants’ pre-deliberation verdicts were based on active story building with no primacy effect
from PTP exposure. On the other hand, this study also provides evidence in which mock-jurors
may have relied on the initial PTP story, showing a primacy effect among initial verdict
preferences. From the results, prosecution-first participants adjusted their perceptions toward the
defendant from T4 (last PTP exposure) to T5 (after seeing the mock-trial video); the expected
primacy effect was not evident in this condition. However, after watching the mock-trial video,
guilt perceptions for participants exposed to the defense-first PTP did change, indicating a
primacy effect (H4). Both of these findings add to the research on the story model (Pennington &
Hastie, 1986, 1991), but at the same time, show that ordering of PTP affects both the strength
and persistence of case-relevant perceptions. The fact that some participants were not active
story builders (as evidenced by no significant differences between T1, T2 and T5 guilt
perceptions) underscores claims made by other jury researchers suggesting that jurors’ decisions
(1) can be predicted by an initial story exposure (Ruva et al., 2012), and (2) can rely on heuristics
to lessen the need for cognitive effort (Devine, Buddenbaum, Houp, Studebaker, & Stolle, 2009).
The second dimension of the story model is concerned with the best fitting story.
Pennington and Hastie (1991) suggest, and results from this study confirm, that confidence in
pre-deliberation verdict is based on perceptions of the story as being complete, coherent, and
unique. This finding compliments the research by Pennington and Hastie (1988), and their model
of juror decision making (Pennington & Hastie, 1991). Similar to Pennington and Hastie’s
(1988) method, each mock-jury participant in the current study was asked to construct, using an
open-ended item, an episodic storyline (that will be used for future analyses) and then was asked
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about his or her perceptions of that narrative. Results suggest that individual perceptions of their
storyline were positively associated with their confidence in their individual verdict preferences.
Researchers have concluded that both types of PTP can affect juror verdicts, distort
perceived trial information, and increase convictions (see Steblay et al., 1999 for a metaanalysis), though Devine et al. (2009) argues that more research is needed to address jury
decision making as a whole. Therefore, Devine (2012) developed an integrative, multilevel
theory of juror decision making largely based on Pennington and Hastie’s story model. He added
pretrial characteristics (e.g., juror characteristics, defendant characteristics, PTP effects, case and
evidence characteristics) and group-level effects during deliberation (e.g., distribution of
individual verdict preferences, deliberation style, polling, communicative power, and story
agreement). Devine (2012) advocates that jury research should be comprehensive in regard to
including all elements of individual and group decision making. Even though this research did
not test the comprehensive multilevel model, it shows that PTP exposure can still, at times, affect
juror cognitions and individual decision making, thereby having the potential to affect the group
deliberation (if those PTP elements are discussed). From the pre-deliberation measures, this
research shows that some mock-jurors are able to set aside PTP exposure bias in their individual
verdict preferences, while for others, PTP bias is still apparent in their individual decision
making. Perhaps this discrepancy in primacy effects is due to a lack of statistical power
combined with only four PTP exposures over a two-week period. Additional research is required
to investigate each part of the multilevel theory of jury decision making, as well as the theory as
a whole. This will allow us to better understand the relationship between each pretrial effect
element coupled with the effects of jury deliberation.
Deliberation
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The current study addresses both individual and group-level effects of several variables
on deliberation. Starting with the individual level, results showed that NFC and motivation to
process and discuss evidence predict perceived influence during deliberation, and that motivation
was associated with perceived participation. In addition, NFC and motivation were not
associated with the perceived likelihood of discussing PTP, and the group verdict was not related
to self-perceived deliberation quality or perceived participation. Regarding group-level effects,
this study showed that when group members perceived that participation frequency was high
among all members, the group perceived their deliberation to be higher quality and, thus had
higher levels of confidence in the group verdict. When group trust in the jury system was low,
group members were more likely to perceive others discussing PTP, reducing the likelihood of
the group reaching a not guilty verdict. In addition, belief in a just world (BJW) and motivation
to process and discuss case evidence had no effect on the relationship between perceived
discussion of PTP and the group verdict. Group scores on NFC and motivation were not
associated with perceived discussion of PTP. Finally, the four deliberation conditions, in terms of
composition based on PTP exposure, had no significant effect on group verdicts.
None of the measured individual characteristics predicted the perceived likelihood of
discussing PTP during deliberation. Despite Devine’s (2012) claim that people who have low
NFC are more likely to bring in extralegal factors such as PTP, these results show that extralegal
information is unlikely to be discussed during deliberation (at least as measured by perceptions).
Measuring juror perceptions on the topic of discussing extralegal information may limit the
interpretability of these results. According to past research, individuals with low NFC are more
likely to discuss extralegal information (Ruva, 2016; Shestowsky & Horowitz, 2004). However,
due to the use of measuring perceptions, there is a chance that individuals confused the source of
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PTP information. Findings on source memory errors showed that jurors often confuse PTP
information with trial information, and have used PTP information as evidence to justify their
decision (Greene & Wade, 1988; Ruva et al., 2007; Ruva & McEvoy, 2008).
Motivation to process and discuss case evidence with others was not associated with the
perceived likelihood of discussing PTP. There are two explanations for this. First, motivation in
this study was measured differently compared to previous research (Burkhalter et al., 2002).
Given the sample was made up of students, I did not feel that anyone would be “motivated to be
a juror on the case” (as measured by Gastil et al. 2007). Therefore, motivation was measured as
motivation to process and discuss case evidence. Results show that motivation was not a
significant predictor of perceived use of PTP in the deliberation. Second, it is possible that
participants in this sample were all highly motivated, as the descriptive statistics for the
motivation (M = 4.16, SD = .77), with the scale ranging from 1 (not motivated) to 5 (very
motivated). Relatively high values for motivation, with this measurement, reduce the possible
association with perceived PTP.
After the deliberation, participants answered a series of questions about their perceptions
about communicative influence during the group deliberation. Specifically, at the juror level,
individuals with high motivation to process and discuss the case were perceived to speak more
and as more influential during the deliberation (H8). This finding adds to the research on
participation rates and perceived influence (Bonito, 2000; Burkhalter et al., 2002; Gastil et al,
2007; Ryfe, 2006), such that motivation to participate is a catalyst for participation, perceived
influence, and quality deliberations.
Previous research has demonstrated a need for research analyzing NFC influences on
group discussion (Devine, 2012; Ruva, 2016). However, only a few researchers have explored
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the aspect of NFC on juror influence and participation during deliberation (Ruva, 2016;
Shestowsky & Horowitz, 2004). This research tested this relationship and indeed, found that
NFC is associated with perceived influence during deliberation (H6). This finding shows that an
individual’s NFC score is related to how much an individual is perceived as a participator and an
influencing agent in the deliberation. When NFC is high, others will perceive that individual as
more influential in the deliberation task. This finding adds to the literature on jury decision
making such that NFC is related to perceived participation. Trial consultants and attorneys often
try to sort out who will be the persuaders, the participants, and the non-participants during voir
dire (Lisnek & Oliver, 2001). This study’s results provide support for the use of the NFC scale to
be used in voir dire questionnaires to better predict who is likely to be perceived as influential in
the deliberation room.
Devine (2012), in his multilevel model of jury decision making, suggests that researchers
should address juror characteristics individually and aggregated in some way. To that end, I
tested individual- and group-level trust, BJW, and motivation to process and discuss evidence as
moderators on the perceived likelihood of discussing PTP, and the effect of perceived PTP on the
group verdict. The findings from these analyses show that only trust in the jury system interacted
with the likelihood of discussing PTP and the verdict (at the individual and group level).
Particularly, when group trust in the jury system is low, the group (as a whole) and individuals
are more likely to perceive themselves and others as discussing PTP during deliberation, and
groups are less likely to find the defendant innocent. This adds support to Devine’s (2012)
hypothesis regarding juror and jury level characteristic effects on verdict outcomes. Devine
(2012) and Gastil et al. (2007) suggest that when jurors feel that the jury system is a fair
assessment of guilt or liability, they are more likely to analyze the case with less prejudicial bias.
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In contrast, when trust is low, those prejudices are likely to influence individual decision-making
(Devine, 2012), and potentially the group verdict. Additionally, these findings complement metaanalytic research, such that Devine and Caughlin (2014) found that out of 272 published and
unpublished studies, the effect of trust in the jury system as a predictor for biased judgments and
perceptions of guilt were among the top 11 predictive juror characteristics. Thus, if one were to
compose a group with individuals who share positive beliefs about trusting the justice system,
discussion is less likely to be biased.
Two reasons might explain why BJW and motivation to process and discuss evidence did
not moderate the relationship between the perceived likelihood of discussing PTP and the group
verdict. First, BJW did not have a very high measurement reliability. Perhaps, it was not an
adequate scale to measure BJW. Past researchers who have used this scale have failed to report
the reliability of the instrument (Foley & Pigott, 2000; Rubin & Peplau, 1975). However, Foley
and Pigott (2000) mention that BJW questions are often used in voir dire to address potential
juror bias toward the justice system. Because it is so often used in reality, Devine (2012)
suggests that more research should address the variable in mock-jury studies. In this study,
participants BJW had very little variance from the midpoint. This could be the reason it was not a
good moderator. Second, to address motivation to process and discuss evidence as a moderator,
participants in this study may have perceived this study as merely a way to get class credit,
reducing the perceived realism and their motivation to process and discuss case information with
others. Mock-trial researchers have always had to overcome the hurdle of perceived realism. I
used a real case, and produced a mock-trial video in a real courtroom, making the stimuli seem
as real as possible. Therefore, if indeed, perceived realism was low, it is possible that participants
were not likely to be motivated to cognitively and verbally work on a group task.
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Effective deliberation requires careful weighing of information, adequate speaking
opportunities by all participants, and diverse dialogue (Burkhalter et al., 2002). Indeed, these
results reveal associations between perceived group participation, deliberation quality, and
confidence in the decision (H5). This finding adds to the literature on the link between group
participation and decision confidence, and to the literature on evidence-driven deliberations.
First, Zarnoth and Sniezek (1997) found as association between decision confidence and group
member participation. Specifically, as more members actively worked on a judgment task (no
clear right or wrong answer), group members’ confidence in the final decision increased. This
research adds to the notion that as more group members were perceived as participating,
individual judgments of confidence in the group decision increased. Additionally, these findings
compliment research on evidence-driven deliberations (Gastil, 2008; Meyers et al., 2010; Sandys
& Dillehay, 1995), such that group-perceived deliberation quality, in terms of focusing on case
facts and legal definitions increases confidence in the group decision.
Concerning verdict decisions, jury deliberations are used to reduce the likelihood of
biased information processing and decision making (Gastil, 2008; Kaplan & Miller, 1978; Ruva
et al., 2007). Previous research indicates that individual pre-deliberation verdict preferences are
often biased by PTP (Daftary-Kapur et al., 2014; Devine et al., 2009; Kramer et al., 1990; Ruva
et al., 2007, 2012; Steblay et al., 1999), and the point of having juries, rather than individuals,
rule on legal cases is the assumption that deliberation will attenuate bias. This research initially
showed a primacy effect on individual decision making for participants exposed to the defensefirst PTP. One would expect groups composed of participants from the defense-first PTP
exposure would be less likely to deliver a guilty verdict, and in fact that is exactly what
happened: five groups were hung juries and four rendered not guilty verdicts. Groups composed
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of participants from the prosecution-first exposure, however, were also unlikely to render a
guilty verdict, which is evidence that bias might have been attenuated by discussion (and by
watching the mock-trial video). Perhaps participants who brought up PTP were not viewed by
others as influential persons in the deliberation.
In terms the persistence of PTP on deliberation, the main research question posed in this
study was whether certain groups were more likely to perceive themselves discussing PTP in the
deliberation. Results revealed that the perceived likelihood of discussing PTP was still present in
group deliberations (H11), though, their respective PTP exposure had no effect on perceptions of
discussing PTP across conditions (H10). Across the three experimental deliberation groups (i.e.,
prosecution-first, defense-first, and mixed exposure), there were no significant differences in
perceived discussion of PTP, but a take away here is that PTP elements can still appear and
potentially bias a deliberation. Even though the perceived appearance of PTP in deliberations
was equal across groups and was fairly low, perception does not necessarily equal reality (Lisnek
& Oliver, 2001). The fact that PTP discussion was perceived to have occurred shows that PTP
exposure may have a biasing effect, and with more groups, results may have been different. Jury
deliberations are assumed to reduce biases, including those related to PTP, but given that groups
still perceived themselves discussing PTP, at least to some extent, this study confirms that
exposure to certain types of PTP initially (i.e., D-PTP) may have some lasting effects on group
decisions.
Methodological Implications
Experimental Stimuli
The experimental stimuli for this study was in audio-visual format to increase ecological
validity. Devine (2012) and Ruva and her colleagues (2007, 2008, 2012, 2016), suggested that in

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

99

order to extrapolate the findings from mock-jury research to actual jury processes, the
experimental stimuli must seem as real as possible. Past research has used newspaper articles and
mock-trial scripts in place of audio/visual forms, and have shown results indicating PTP bias
(Kramer et al., 1990; Ruva et al., 2012). However, more recent research argues for the use of
audio-visual stimuli to increase the perceived realism of the case and to be able to generalize
mock-trial results to explain the potential of PTP effects on real juries (Devine, 2012; Ruva et al.,
2012, 2016).
Both types of experimental stimuli, the PTP and the mock-trial, were pilot tested so that
they would have the desired effect on participants. Regarding the PTP news clips, the pilot test
results were a bit more drastic, suggesting that those participants were more likely to perceive the
defendant as guilty. This was just an unfortunate sampling error discrepancy. Therefore, the PTP
bias imposed on the pilot test sample may have been stronger than it was on the main study
sample. In terms of the mock-trial, participants in the pilot study who read the script were likely
to perceive the defendant as guilty. These participants consistently indicated three pieces of
evidence that were used as justification for their individual verdicts. As a result, the mock-trial
script was altered to have more even evidence for both the prosecution and the defense. Given
that Ruva et al. (2012) insisted on producing an ambiguous (regarding guilt or innocence) mocktrial to test the power of PTP bias and priming effects, the mock-trial script used in this study
was edited to increase ambiguity. Pilot test results from the video version suggested that the
mock-trial was more ambiguous (than the script version) with a slight tendency toward a guilty
verdict.
Researchers (Kramer et al., 1990; Ruva et al., 2012) have also advocated that there must
be some form of a time buffer between the last PTP exposure and the deliberation in order to best
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address ecologically valid PTP effects in an experiment. In this study, given that there was a 1012 day buffer between the last PTP exposure and deliberation, some of the participants may have
forgotten the elements in the PTP by the time they entered the laboratory. Research suggests that
once mock-jurors begin their “jury duty” they will be primed to think about the case, and in some
cases, be primed to use extra-evidentiary information in the decisions making process
(Studebaker & Penrod, 1997). The current study, however, showed 20 out of 36 groups who
were exposed to PTP perceived their group discussing PTP. Therefore, even though PTP did not
have significant effects across conditions, the mock-trial video might have primed them to think
about the inadmissible information enough for groups to perceive their group members as
bringing PTP elements up in the deliberation.
Procedural Implications
A second procedural implication was the jury instructions. Prior to deliberation, the
researcher (i.e., the current study’s author) read (acting as the judge) the jury instructions to each
group at the discussion table. In the jury instructions was a section stating, “information from
media is not considered evidence, and shall not be considered.” It seemed that the instruction
weighed heavily on participants’ minds, and as “good undergraduate study participants” they
were following the rules, a classic example of the demand characteristic, or the “good subject
effect” (Nichols & Maner, 2008). This shows that even mock-jurors can and will take their
mock-civic duty seriously. However, this posed as a limitation in two ways. First the jury
instructions were much shorter than real jury instructions tend to be, increasing the likelihood
that the participants listened and comprehended the instructions. Research on the comprehension
of juror instructions suggests that nearly 80% of jurors did not comprehend jury instructions and
tended to forget any instruction made after two minutes of listening (Forston, 1973). Second,
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research suggests that real jurors are more likely to break the rules than mock-jurors, which has
the potential of allowing PTP to influence the deliberation (Studebaker & Penrod, 2005). In
general, people who know they are being watched, such as mock-jurors in this study, tend to
follow the rules more closely (i.e., the Hawthorn effect; see McCarney, Warner, Iliffe, Van
Haselen, Griffin, & Fisher, 2007).
Limitations
Several limitations may have contributed to non-significant results for PTP effects. First,
research suggests that perceived realism of the case and PTP highly affects the ecological
validity of the results (Devine, 2012; Ruva el al., 2012). The mock-trial video may not have been
perceived as real in this experiment. Actors were hired to read a script in front of the camera
rather than acting it out and portraying a real-life court case. Because the script was edited based
on pilot test results, I could not allow for any improvisation from the actors. This became
apparent as a limitation when statements about the poor acting skills were made by study
participants during the deliberation. In addition, after being debriefed, participants mentioned
that the defense attorney was a significantly better actor than the prosecution attorney. Due to
this discrepancy, the prosecution’s argument was limited to her distracting inability to deliver the
argument. This discrepancy may explain the differences between the guilt perceptions from the
script to the video version (in pilot testing), as well as why mock-juries were reluctant to find the
defendant guilty.
Another limitation stems from the sample. The mean age for most jurors is much higher
than the mean age (M = 20) in the current study. In fact, data from a study of 170 Arizona civil
trials revealed that the majority of jurors were between the ages of 36 and 45; only 8% of jurors
were between the ages of 18 and 25 (Hanaford, Hans, & Munsterman, 1999). Jury researchers
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have urged the importance of recruiting a representative sample from the population; however,
that was not option for this study due to limited funding resources. Recruiting a range of
members from a community may be more representative of a real jury, but it would have been
harder to achieve a large number of groups to evaluate the hypotheses and research questions.
Most jury research conducts post-deliberation surveys asking real jurors questions about their
experiences (Gastil et al., 2007) or conducts a few focus groups addressing elements from one
case (Ferguson, 2013). Those types of research are not able to measure jurors over time, nor is
survey research able to address influence at the individual-group (actor-partner) level. This
research had a moderately large (in terms of small group research) sample of mock juries (N =
49), and was able to test PTP and communicative influence across several types of deliberating
groups.
A final limitation is the length of the mock-trial and of the study. Most trials take more
than 40 minutes; however, for this study participants could not be hosted in the lab for longer
than 75 minutes. Even at 40 minutes, participants showed visible restlessness watching the video
at about the 25-minute marker. When they got to the deliberation phase, nevertheless, some
groups were willing to deliberate longer to come to a unanimous decision.
Future Research
Future research should continue analyzing jury decision making as a whole. In other
words, research addressing parts of the trial-by-jury process may seem helpful, but we need to
study the process as a whole (Devine, 2012). Devine’s multilevel theory of jury decision making
should serve as a standard for future jury research. His model addresses how jurors construct
stories individually with what they heard/saw in the courtroom alongside what they already
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know, and how that story is pooled and adapted during deliberation through communication
exchange.
Future research should transcribe and analyze jury deliberations for the presence of PTP.
Perceptions of PTP use during deliberation are potentially inaccurate, and by transcribing
deliberations researchers would be able to see if participants actually brought up PTP more than
what was perceived. Greene and Wade (1988) found that participants often confused PTP
information with courtroom trial evidence, which confounded perceptions of PTP elements. By
transcribing jury deliberations and comparing the presence of PTP with the perceived presence
of PTP, the researcher can show the potential proportion difference between perception and
reality. Additionally, by transcribing jury deliberations, researchers can make claims about (1)
what evidence is most influential on group verdicts, (2) the small group dynamics of these
deliberations, (3) how often PTP is actually discussed, and (4) what PTP elements were
influential. This type of future research will undoubtedly add to the validity of the jury
deliberation structuration analysis work conducted by Meyers, Seibold, and Kang (2010). Even
though most jury research is conducted with mock-jury deliberations, rather than real
deliberating juries, by transcribing the mock-deliberations, researchers can address how
participatory influence manifests in groups. Future research using transcripts of group work can
address the types of assertions made, and by whom they are made. Lastly, this type of research
will allow researchers to better address how often extralegal information is confused with trial
information and used as justification for verdict preferences.
Researchers who conduct research using real jurors after deliberation should begin to
address the Internet and social media influences on the process. The Associated Press (2016)
writes that due to numerous juror misconduct (google searches and tweets during trials) resulting

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

104

in mistrials, and California legislature now authorizes judges to fine jurors $1,500 for “social
media and Internet use violations.” Given that the Internet and social media have grown
immensely in the last 20 years, these two elements are undoubtedly becoming issues for the
judicial system. For example, after each group was finished deliberating, they were debriefed and
asked if they had any questions. Nearly 25% of the individuals mentioned that they “googled”
the case before coming into the lab, posing an internal validity threat. And those who did not
search the case on the Internet prior to deliberation said they were curious about the case and
were going to search the case when they got home. Recent research (since 2010) shows that juror
misconduct of using social media sites and the Internet during jury duty is increasing (Greene &
Spaeth, 2012: Kiernan & Cooley, 2012). This self-motivated juror information-seeking poses a
real problem for fair trials and provides a rich area for future research. Additionally, research
should be conducted on how often jurors seek out this information and how to use jury
instructions to combat these searches.
Lastly, future research should address the presence of both types of legal frames (i.e., PPTP and D-PTP) in the media. Content analysis researchers could do a case study on one high
profile case that received large amounts of PTP, or a content analysis could be conducted on PTP
as a whole during a specified time period. Either type of study would allow researchers to
compare the number of each type of legal frame, the framing characteristics, and distribution.
Hopefully, findings will make more informed comparisons of the potential biasing effect either
legal frame has on audience perceptions.
Conclusion
This study investigated the potential biasing effect of PTP on juror and jury level
decisions. Overall, the order in which participants saw PTP had no significant differing effect on
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their decisions as a group. Individuals and groups did perceive themselves discussing elements
from the news clips to which participants were exposed; however, that information did not have
a substantial effect on the group decision. The only juror characteristics that had significant
effects on the deliberation were perceived communicative influence, perceived participation,
NFC, and motivation to process and discuss case evidence. In terms of discussing PTP in the
deliberation, the only aggregated group effect on the verdict was trust in the jury system. Past
research suggests that juries are formed to make unbiased decisions (Gastil, 2008), and in this
case, jury deliberation potentially attenuated the presence of media bias.
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Footnotes
1

News clips were not counter balanced because each first clip was an introduction to the

case and the relevant characters. The second clip had additional information about the case. This
resulted in a purposeful order based on when participants were exposed to the PTP. For example,
participants may have been confused about who died and how they died if they saw P-PTP 2
before seeing P-PTP 1.
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APPENDIX A - Trial Script

Narrator:

All rise, the Superior Court of the State of California vs. Adam
Shacknai will now come to order. The honorable Judge Cassidy
presiding.

Judge

(Judge walks in, everyone is standing). You all may be seated.
Adam Shacknai how do you plea to the charge of murder in the
first degree?

Adam Shacknai

(standing) Not guilty your honor

Judge

The prosecution has the burden of proof, and must prove beyond a
reasonable doubt that Adam Shacknai is guilty of murder in the
first degree. He is assumed innocent until proven otherwise. The
prosecution will first deliver their opening statements, then the
defense will have a chance to deliver their opening statements.
Next, evidence will be presented, testimony will be heard and
closing arguments will be made. After that you, the jury, will
deliberate and come to a unanimous decision. Counsel (holding
your hand out toward the prosecution) you now have the floor to
deliver your opening statement.

Prosecution Attorney:

(Stands up and walks to podium- addresses the camera)
Members of the jury, this is a case about murder, a case about
revenge. It’s a case about murder because last year, on July 11th,
2015, Rebecca Zahau (pronounced Zah-how) was found nude,
hanging from a balcony with her hands and feet bound and a shirt
tied around her face, gagging her. (Pointing to Adam) The
defendant murdered Ms. Zahau and staged it to look like a suicide.
He hit her over the head, removed her clothes, tied her hands and
feet, gagged her and threw her over the balcony, leaving her
hanging and exposed.
This is also a case of revenge, and to understand this case we need
to know a little about the defendant and Ms. Zahau, and what
happened just days before the hanging.
Who was Rebecca Zahau? She was a 32-year-old Burmese
immigrant who moved to the United States in 2001. She was a
petite woman, standing only 5 foot 3 inches tall and only 100
pounds in weight. That is important to remember, and I will talk
about that later.
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She worked as an eye care technician. She began dating Jonah
Shacknai (pronounced Jo-nah Shack-nai) in 2008. Mr. Shacknai
was married previously and had a 6-year-old son from that
marriage, Max Shacknai.
Who is the defendant?
Adam Shacknai, a tugboat operator, is Jonah Shacknai’s brother.
Adam was staying in Jonah’s mansion’s guest house the night of
the incident.
So what happened July 9th, two days before Ms. Zahau’s body was
found hanging? Jonah Shacknai requested that Ms. Zahau babysit
his son Max while he was at a work meeting. Under Ms. Zahau’s
care, Max was playing with the dog in the upstairs hallway of the
Shacknai mansion. As he was running, police suggest that he
tripped on the dog and fell over the banister, hitting the ground
floor head first. Ms. Zahau was with her sister on the first floor of
the house, heard Max yell the dog’s name, followed by two
crashes. The first was from the stairwell chandelier, as max
grabbed it as he fell to the floor, and the second was from Max’s
body plummeting head-first to the ground floor. Ms. Zahau rushed
to assist Max, saw that he was not breathing, called 9-1-1 and
began to preform CPR. Max was later rushed to the emergency
room. Jonah and Adam Shacknai met Ms. Zahau at the hospital,
where Ms. Zahau explained the nature of the accident.
Max was later pronounced dead from his injuries six days later.
Upon investigation, police deemed Max’s death an accident.
On the morning of July 11th, (point to Dina) Dina Shacknai, Max’s
mother, allegedly called Ms. Zahau, leaving a message stating Max
was in grave condition, suffering severe brain and spinal trauma.
Due to his condition, the doctors predicted that he will not live.
The message on Ms. Zahau’s phone was never recovered.
The defense is going to argue that Ms. Zahau took her own life
after hearing that her negligent caretaking would result in a little
boy’s death. They are going to argue that Ms. Zahau was so
depressed and couldn’t live with the thought that she may have
killed her boyfriend’s son, therefore, she committed suicide.
But, in fact, that is not what happened. (pause, increase speech rate
with conviction) Early, on the morning of the 11th, there was a
noise complaint from the neighbor, saying loud music was coming
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from the Shacknai mansion. The noise reportedly came from Adam
Shacknai who was staying in the mansion’s guest house. Given
that Mr. Shacknai was the only person on the property at the time
of the crime, there is evidence to suggest that the following events
occurred in this manner:
Mr. Shacknai walked upstairs where Ms. Zahau was located and
began to argue over who was at fault concerning Max’s grave
condition. He hit Ms. Zahau over the head, resulting in four
injuries to the top and sides of her skull. Mr. Shacknai bound and
gagged Ms. Zahau, stripped off her clothes and threw her off the
balcony. And Mr. Shacknai, standing 6 foot 3, used Ms. Zahau’s
black colored painting supplies to paint the cryptic message “SHE
SAVED HIM, CAN YOU SAVE HER” on the bedroom door.
The defense will argue that the message painted on the door was a
suicide note, but the people argue that the message means: Ms.
Zahau reportedly said she “tried” to save Max’s life, and now is
asking those who find Ms. Zahau’s body to “try” and save her.
(slow speech rate back down) At approximately 6:45 AM, Adam
Shacknai called 9-1-1 and told police that he found Ms. Zahau,
hanging from the balcony of the mansion, nude, gagged and her
hands and feet were bound with marine rope. Mr. Shacknai said
that he cut her down and pulled the fabric out of her mouth.
When police arrived, Ms. Zahau was pronounced dead, and several
items were recovered from the house and taken into evidence.
These items include three kitchen knives, two from the bedroom,
and one next to her dead body, reportedly used by Mr. Shacknai to
cut her down. Two paint brushes were found, with one having
black paint residue on it. An opened tube of black paint and pieces
of red marine rope were found. And in Adam Shacknai’s guest
house police recovered a pair of women’s lace underwear in the
trash can.
Autopsy results of Ms. Zahau show that she had 4 injuries on the
top and sides of her head. The defense will argue that after falling
over the balcony, she struck her head four times as her body swung
back and forth below the balcony. But evidence suggests that
striking her head four times on the bottom of the balcony is not
possible due to gravitational force. The autopsy also found tape
residue on her legs, suggesting that she was taped before her legs
were tied together.
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Her clothing was missing. The defense will argue that she took a
shower and then committed suicide.
The bed that she was tied to only moved 7 ½ inches, yet our
investigators tested this bed with a 100-pound dummy and the bed
moved 7 feet.
The message written on the bedroom’s door, was written six feet
up the door, Ms. Zahau stood 5’3”. In addition, handwriting
experts compared the hand writing to other paintings that Ms.
Zahau had signed and found no similarities.
Adam Shacknai was questioned with a lie detector test, and the
results were inconclusive. I will show you a video of the lie
detector test during the presentation of evidence.
Last, when police investigated the bedroom, the balcony doors
were closed behind Ms. Zahau, shutting her out of the bedroom.
Members of the jury, let me ask you, would someone with the
mindset to commit suicide shut the doors behind themselves?
Ms. Zahau’s older sister Mary claims that Rebecca would never
taker own life because she was a happy, vibrant individual who
loved life and loved the people who surrounded her.
When you hear and see the evidence, you will see that this is a case
of murder, not suicide. It was a premeditated killing, a staged
suicide. Adam Shacknai (pointing to him) had the knowledge and
experience with tying knots, as he is a tug boat operator by trade,
to bind Ms. Zahau’s feet and hands together. Mr. Shacknai gagged
her and threw her over the balcony, ultimately ending her life. This
is a case of revenge for Max Shacknai’s life.
(Prosecution Attorney sits down)
Judge

Now the defense will have the floor to present their opening
statement.

Defense Attorney

(Stands up and walks to podium to address the camera)
This is really a case of severe guilt and suicide. When you’ve
heard all the evidence, you will reach one conclusion: On July 11th,
Rebecca Zahau (pronounced Zah-how) took her own life after
hearing about Max Shacknai’s (pronounced Shack-nai) grave and
imminent condition.
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The prosecution got one thing right, there was NO evidence of any
other person’s DNA at the scene of Ms. Zahau’s death. (louder,
with conviction) There was ZERO evidence in the house of any
other person. There were NO DNA evidence linking my client to
the murder of Rebecca Zahau. And only Zahau’s fingerprints and
DNA were found on the rope and her body.
The prosecution also said that Dina Shacknai “allegedly” called
and left a message on Zahau’s phone, but the message was later
deleted. This is also correct and Dina Shacknai will provide phone
records indicating that she called Zahau at 9:30 PM on July 10th
and left a 62 second message regarding Max’s grave condition and
imminent death. Investigators found that Ms. Zahau made her last
outgoing phone call to her voicemail at 12:50 AM lasting 62
seconds. Investigators also know that that message was in
contradiction to previous messages of more positive reports of
Max’s condition. It is also true that the message left on Zahau’s
phone was deleted before police were able to recover it.
Now let’s talk about the Shacknai family. Jonah Shacknai
(pronounced Jo-nah) and his family, including Zahau, were avid
ocean and river boaters who have experience with tying marinetype rope, and who spent two summers on the family boat, skiing
and vacationing. Zahau also knows where to find marine rope in
the garage. Indeed, in the garage was missing rope from the
family’s boating supplies.
When police arrived at the scene, Zahau was laying on the ground,
her wrist and ankles bound with red rope and her hands were tied
behind her back. The rope was still grasped through her fingers,
forcing the rope to remain tight. The same red rope and a T-shirt
were around her neck and the same red rope was hanging over the
balcony railing. A table stood below the balcony and a kitchen
knife on the ground near Zahau. The knife and table were used by
Adam, the reporting party, to cut Zahau down. ONLY ZAHAU’S
DNA WERE FOUND ON THESE ITEMS, NOT ADAM’S.
Adam Shacknai, the brother of the mansion’s owner was the
reporting party and had been staying at the house during this time.
Inside, as the police approached the bedroom to which the balcony
was attached, there was a message painted in black paint on the
door leading to the room. The message was determined to be
Zahau’s suicide note. Investigators found red rope secured to the
bed, leading toward the balcony doors. The red rope continued past
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the doors, leading investigators to open the doors and find the red
rope hanging off the balcony railing.
The prosecution will argue that Zahau shutting the doors to the
balcony is odd, but I disagree. It is only natural for someone to
shut the doors behind them for various reasons: privacy, she didn’t
want anyone to come into house, see her and stop her, OR some
might argue that it is just second nature to close a door behind
themselves.
Inside the room, investigators found two paint brushes, one with
paint residue on it near the bed. There was also a tube of black
paint found under a plastic bag on the floor near the bed. There
were also two kitchen knives on the floor near the bed, one large
and one small. The side of the bed that the rope was attached had
been pulled away from the wall 7 ½ inches.
Police then investigated the balcony and found that the dust on the
balcony floor had been disturbed showing two instances of foot
prints. The foot prints found on the balcony were consistent with
the size of Zahau’s feet and the fact that her feet were bound
together. Dust was disturbed on the balcony’s railing, consistent
with Zahau’s shape, that indicate where she leaned over the
balcony railing. There were no other disturbances found on the
balcony.
Paint was found on Zahau’s hand, breast and torso, and was the
same paint that was on the door and from the tube on the floor.
Fingerprints from the door to the bedroom, the bed leg to which
the rope was tied, and the knives used to cut the rope were all from
Zahau.
Only Zahau’s DNA was found on each piece of rope. The knots
used to tie Zahau’s feet, hands, and the noose around her neck
were all of the same type.
Investigators consulted with a witness who knew Zahau
personally. The witness suggested that Zahau had been a happy
individual, but lately she seemed stressed, was not sleeping well,
and was not exercising consistently, which she stated was strange
because Zahau has been described as a “health nut.” She had also
reached out to a witness regarding problems she was having with
the Shacknai family at the time. This information from the witness
was supported by a journal that investigators found on Zahau’s cell
phone corroborating the information provided by the witness.
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Last, investigators had received other information from family
members that she was distraught over Max’s injury.
Autopsy results from forensic pathologist Dr. Lucas suggests that
she died from asphyxia due to hanging--she was not killed before
hanging. She also had scrapes on her back due to her hitting the
plants and vines that were against the house in the vicinity of the
incident. There were no signs of a struggle and no evidence of
sexual assault. The tape residue found on her legs was reportedly
from an athletic injury. There were four small injuries found on her
head, consistent with swinging upward after falling and hitting her
head on the bottom of the balcony.
The women’s underwear found in Adam’s trashcan was deemed to
have another woman’s DNA on it and was not considered evidence
in this case.
In a similar case, Anita Chung was a college student who was
receiving bad grades and felt so ashamed of her performance and
didn’t feel that she was worthy of her family’s love. Anita chose to
end her own life in the exact same way, hanging nude, with her
hands and feet bound.
Evidence suggests that in Burmese culture, which both victims
were a part of, believes in life after death. However, the only way
to rectify their current life would be through a violent, humiliating
and instantaneous death. In addition, suicide by hanging is the
most common form of death in young people from this culture.
No one knows exactly how this event happened. The only person
who knows how it happened is unfortunately deceased. When you
hear all the evidence, we are confident that you will conclude that
Zahau took her own life. Zahau was deeply depressed due to her
negligent caretaking of Max Shacknai. It is possible to say that
Zahau found the rope in the garage, took it into the bedroom,
painted the message on the door, cut the rope it into three pieces
with two different kitchen knives, tied her feet, tied her hands, put
the noose around her neck, tied the same rope to the bed leg,
hopped over to the balcony, shut the doors behind her, leaned over
and fell.
We tested this hypothesis with an experiment. We had a cirque du
soleil performer show us how a person might tie knots on him or
herself and we have a video to show you in the presentation of
evidence.
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This is a case of suicide, not murder. Adam Shacknai was minding
his own business in the guest house at the time of the incident. My
client had no prior confrontations with the victim. Ms. Zahau was
distraught after hearing that Max was going to die and chose to end
her own life. At the end of the trial, we will ask you to return a
verdict of not guilty.
Judge

Now we will begin with the presentation of evidence. The people
have the burden of proof, they will begin first.

Prosecution Attorney

(stands facing the judge)
In Exhibit A, the people present pictures archived by the police of
the Shacknai mansion and of the stair case from which Max fell.
First you will see a picture of the staircase before the incident of
Max’s fall.
(pause for 5 seconds)
Next you will see a picture of the staircase taken after the fall.
(pause for 5 seconds)
Next you will see a rendered picture showing how Max fell based
on the autopsy report of his injuries.
(Attorney sits down)

Prosecution Attorney

Next, the people would like to present exhibit B. It has been agreed
upon by both parties that a witness claimed to hear loud music
coming from the Shacknai mansion on the morning of the incident.
The noise complaint is documented here (holding up a piece of
paper) by a witness report given to us by the police department.

Prosecution Attorney

Next, the people would like to present exhibit C. The people call
Adam Shacknai to the witness stand.

Judge

Mr. Adam Shacknai will you please take the stand?
(waits for him to arrive to the podium)
(faces the witness, holds out the bible)
Please raise your right hand. Do you promise that the testimony
you shall give in the case now before this court shall be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Adam Shacknai

I do
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Prosecution Attorney

Good Morning Mr. Shacknai. Are you a man who works out at the
gym regularly?

Adam Shacknai

Yes

Prosecution Attorney

And what is your profession?

Adam Shacknai

I am a tug boat operator.

Prosecution Attorney

And does that profession require you to lift heavy equipment?

Adam Shacknai

Yes

Prosecution Attorney

And does that profession require you to know how to tie various
knots?

Adam Shacknai

Yes

Prosecution Attorney

So when you are working out at the gym, what weight can you
bench press?

Adam Shacknai

145 pounds

Defense attorney

(INTERRUPTS)
OBJECTION! Your honor, what does Mr. Shacknai’s gym
regimen have to do with this case?

Prosecution Attorney

Your honor, I have a point and will make is quickly.

Judge

The objection is overruled, please make your point quickly
counsel.

Prosecution Attorney

Mr. Shacknai, last question, can you lift a 100-pound item, say a
person of Rebecca’s size?

Adam Shacknai

Yes

Prosecution Attorney

No more questions your honor.

Judge

Thank you Mr. Shacknai, you may return to your seat.
(faces the prosecution)
Continue counsel

Prosecution Attorney

The people would like to present exhibit D, a picture of the
message painted on the door, 6 feet high on the door.
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(pause for 5 seconds)
Prosecution Attorney

Next, the people would like to present exhibit E, pictures of
Rebecca Zahau.
(pause for 15 seconds)

Prosecution Attorney

Next, the people would like to present exhibit F, a video recording
of Adam Shacknai’s questioning by the police.
(pause for 1 minute, 35 seconds)

Prosecution Attorney

Next, the people would like to present exhibit G, pictures of the
bedroom.
(pause for 10 seconds)
Please call your attention to the movement of the bed in the third
picture. (pause for 3 seconds). The ruler in the photo shows that the
bed only moved 7 ½ inches. However, our investigators did an
experiment in the room of the crime scene with a 100-pound
dummy and found that the very same bed moved 7 feet forward. In
order for the bed to have moved only 7 ½ inches someone would
have had to move the bed back.

Defense Attorney

(Defense interrupts)
OBJECTION! Calls for speculation.

Judge

Sustained, the statement “In order for the bed to have moved only
7 ½ inches someone would have had to move the bed back.” Must
be stricken from evidence.
Any further objections from the defense?

Defense Attorney

No your honor.

Judge

(faces the prosecution)
Continue counsel

Prosecution Attorney

Next, the people would like to present exhibit H, an autopsy
picture of the Rebecca Zahau’s head.
(pause for 5 seconds)

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

117

The autopsy revealed 4 injuries on her skull, the four circles found
at the top and sides of her skill not proved to have been caused by
her head hitting the bottom of the balcony four times.
Prosecution Attorney

Last, the people would like to present exhibit I. The people call
Mary Zahau to the witness stand.

Judge

Ms. Zahau will you please take the stand?
(waits for him to arrive to the podium)
(faces the witness, holds out the bible)
Please raise your right hand. Do you promise that the testimony
you shall give in the case now before this court shall be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mary Zahau

I do.

Prosecution Attorney

Good Morning Ms. Zahau, I am so sorry for your loss. (Walks over
and hands Ms. Zahau a piece of paper). Can you verify that these
documents were found on Ms. Zahau’s phone, elements of a health
and wellness journal?

Mary Zahau

Yes

Prosecution Attorney

And is this an entry from her journal?

Mary Zahau

Yes

Prosecution Attorney

Will you please read the following highlighted section of the
journal entry for the court too hear?

Mary Zahau

(Read from the paper in front of you). I think Dina hates me, it
seems like Jonah and Dina constantly fight about my presence in
the house when Max is around. I may not be a mother myself but I
know how to care for a child. I know that Jonah and Dina used to
escalate their fights with domestic abuse to each other, according
to police reports, but I can’t imagine that Jonah would ever lay a
hand on me.

Prosecution Attorney

The people rest.

Judge

Thank you Ms. Zahau, you can take your seat.
(face the defense attorney)
Now the defense will be able to provide us with their evidence.
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Defense Attorney

The defense would like to present exhibit J, Dina Shacknai’s phone
records from July 11th highlighting the call she made to Ms. Zahau
at 9:30 PM. The call lasted for 62 seconds and Dina reports that
Ms. Zahau did not respond, and she left a message.

Defense Attorney

Next, the defense would like to present exhibit K. The defense call
Jonah Shacknai to the witness stand.

Judge

Mr. Jonah Shacknai will you please take the stand?
(waits for him to arrive to the podium)
(faces the witness, holds out the bible)
Please raise your right hand. Do you promise that the testimony
you shall give in the case now before this court shall be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Jonah Shacknai

I do

Defense Attorney

Good Morning Mr. Shacknai, Mr. Shacknai, based on all of your
family’s boating activities that included Ms. Zahau, would you
agree that Ms. Zahau knew how to tie marine knots?

Jonah Shacknai

Yes

Defense Attorney

And did she know where your boating supplies are located in the
house?

Jonah Shacknai

Yes

Defense Attorney

(turns to the judge)
No more questions your honor.

Judge

(faces the Mr. Shacknai)
Thank you Mr. Shacknai, you may now return to your seat.
(turns to the Defense attorney)
Continue counsel

Defense Attorney

Next, the defense would like to present exhibit L, pictures of the
knives found in the bedroom, the tube of black paint, the red rope
used for the knots and noose, and the blue t-shirt used for the gag.
Each of these items were examined for DNA. The only DNA that
was found on these items were from Rebecca Zahau.

Defense Attorney

Next, the defense would like to present exhibit M. The defense
calls Carrie Johnson to the witness stand.

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

119

Judge

Mrs. Carrie Johnson will you please take the stand?
(waits for her to arrive to the podium)
(faces the witness, holds out the bible)
Please raise your right hand. Do you promise that the testimony
you shall give in the case now before this court shall be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Carrie Johnson

I do

Defense Attorney

Good Morning Mrs. Johnson, how did you know Ms. Zahau?

Carrie Johnson

We worked together as eye technicians for Dr. Moshe (pronounced
Mo-shay). We have been friends for 4 years.

Defense Attorney

Ok, and did she ever express to you that she was depressed?

Carrie Johnson

Rebecca was a very active and happy person. However, for the
past few months, she had mentioned to me that she was upset with
how much her boyfriend, Jonah Shacknai worked, and how often
he relied on her to watch her son. She also mentioned to me that
her relationship with Dina was not a positive one.

Defense Attorney

Did you notice anything else peculiar with Ms. Zahau’s behavior?

Prosecution Attorney

(Prosecution Interrupts)
OBJECTION Your honor! Calls for speculation.

Defense Attorney

(turns to judge)
I’ll rephrase
Did Ms. Zahau ever mention to you that she had a loss of appetite?

Carrie Johnson

Yes

Defense Attorney

Did Ms. Zahau ever mention that she was too tired to work out?

Carrie Johnson

Yes

Defense Attorney

Was Ms. Zahau a self-proclaimed “health nut”?

Carrie Johnson

Yes

Defense Attorney

Thank you Mrs. Johnson. No further questions your honor.

Judge

(faces Carrie)
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Thank you Mrs. Johnson, you may return to your seat.
(faces the defense)
Continue counsel
Defense Attorney

Next, the defense would like to present exhibit N. The defense
calls Mary Zahau to the witness stand.

Judge

Ms. Zahau will you please take the stand?
(waits for her to arrive to the podium)

Defense Attorney

Ms. Zahau, can you verify that the paper in front of you is in fact a
journal entry from your sister’s cell phone journal?

Mary Zahau

Yes, it is.

Defense Attorney

Can you read the first highlighted part for the court please?

Mary Zahau

Yes, (read the paper) “I don’t understand what is happening in my
life. Every morning I wake up with a black cloud over me, and I
just can’t shake it. The Shacknai family is so good to me, better
than I could have imagined, but yet I find myself unhappy”

Defense Attorney

Thank you, and can you now read the second quote dated July 9th,
the day Max was admitted to the hospital?

Mary Zahau

Yes, (read the paper) “I can’t believe what I have done. Max is in
the hospital and may die due to my stupid distraction.”

Defense Attorney

Thank you Ms. Zahau, no further questions.

Judge

(faces Ms. Zahau)
Thank you Ms Zahau, you may return to your seat.
(faces the defense)
Continue counsel

Defense Attorney

Next, the defense would like to present exhibit O. The defense
calls Dr. Jim Lucas to the witness stand.

Judge

Dr. Jim Lucas will you please take the stand?
(waits for him to arrive to the podium)
(faces the witness, holds out the bible)
Please raise your right hand. Do you promise that the testimony
you shall give in the case now before this court shall be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Jim Lucas

I do
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Defense Attorney

Good Morning Dr. Lucas, can you note for the record, what type of
doctor you are?

Jim Lucas

Yes, I am a forensic pathologist. My medical expertise is the
science which looks at the causes and effects on the body of
disease or damage.

Defense Attorney

Can you please explain, in your expert opinion, what you found in
the autopsy of Ms. Zahau’s body?

Jim Lucas

Ms. Zahau was found hanging, nude, with her hands and feet
bound. There was also a long sleeved t-shirt in which the sleeves
had been wrapped around her neck. She died from to asphyxia due
to hanging. Based on the autopsy findings she was alive before she
went over the balcony.
The injuries on her neck were consistent with the drop, the distance
from the balcony to the end of the rope, about 9 feet. She also had
scrapes on her back and legs due to her hitting the plants and vines
that were against the house in the area of the incident. There were
no signs of a struggle and no evidence of sexual assault. The tape
residue found on her legs was reportedly from an athletic injury.
There were four small contusions found on her head, consistent
with swinging upward after falling and hitting her head on the
bottom of the balcony.
I will be the first to admit, I have investigated various types of
suicide and homicides and this is an unusual case. Most suicide
cases by hanging only fall 8 to 9 inches rather than 9 feet.

Defense Attorney

Thank you Dr. Lucas, no further questions.

Judge

(faces Jim)
Thank you Dr. Lucas, you may return to your seat.
(faces the defense)
Continue counsel

Defense Attorney

The defense presents exhibit P, Case 98375, the suicide of Anita
Chung.
In 2001 a young Burmese girl left her parent’s home in Myanmar
to go to college in San Diego, California. After her first year her
grades began to fail and she felt so ashamed of her performance in
school that she decided to take her own life before returning to her
home in Myanmar.
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Anita’s suicide has a striking similarity to the manner in which Ms.
Zahau died.
Prosecution Attorney

(Prosecution Interrupts)
OBJECTION Your honor! Calls for speculation.

Judge

Overruled, continue counsel

Defense Attorney

Anita Chung hung herself, nude, with her hands and feet bound.
The only difference was there was nothing found in Anita’s mouth,
and Anita was found in her dorm room, rather than outside.

Defense Attorney

Next, the defense would like to present exhibit Q, a study
conducted by Raymond Tint Way in 1985 who is not able to be
here given his age, condition and location in Australia.
Nevertheless, his study discusses the Burmese culture and mental
health rituals of the Burmese people.
Depression in Burmese culture is related to, and I quote,
“perceived lack of recognition by the community” and
“depression, often resulting in suicide poses special significance.
For example, a village headman might commit suicide as a result
of ‘losing face’, in a situation where his honor or prestige has been
marred.”
Suicide based on this culture “a form of punishment.”

Defense Attorney

Next, the defense would like to present exhibit R, a study
conducted by Dr. Robert Simon M.D. in 2008 stating, and I quote,
“Naked suicide can be associated with any method of suicide;
however, anecdotal evidence indicates that it occurs more
frequently with hanging.”

Prosecution Attorney

(Prosecution Interrupts)
OBJECTION Your honor! That same article also states on page,
241, “Conventional wisdom has it that a woman found hanging
naked is most likely a homicide or a staged suicide.”

Judge

Sustained, both pieces of evidence from this study will be allowed.
Continue counsel
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Defense Attorney

Our last piece of evidence to present is exhibit S. This is a video of
a cirque du soleil performer showing how Ms. Zahau tied her
hands and feet.
(pause for 1 minute 55 seconds)

Prosecution Attorney

(Prosecution Interrupts after the 1 minute and 55 second pause)
OBJECTION Your honor! This calls for speculation.
This video assumes that Ms. Zahau has the knowledge of a cirque
du soleil performer.

Judge

Overruled, the evidence will be allowed.

Defense Attorney

The defense rests.

Judge

The people can now call their first witness.

Prosecution Attorney

The people call Mary Zahau to the witness stand.

Judge

Ms. Zahau will you please take the stand?
(waits for her to arrive to the podium)

Prosecution Attorney

Ms. Zahau, when was the last time you spoke to your sister?

Mary Zahau

July 10th, the day before she died.

Prosecution Attorney

And did your sister mention anything about taking her own life?

Mary Zahau

No, she seemed sad about Max, but was receiving positive phone
calls from Jonah and Dina stating that Max was getting better.

Prosecution Attorney

Does your sister have a history of depression?

Mary Zahau

No.

Prosecution Attorney

Ms. Zahau, is your family guided by the Burmese culture?

Mary Zahau

We used to, until we moved to the US. Our customs have changed,
and Rebecca would have never committed suicide.

Prosecution Attorney

No further questions your honor.

Judge

Does the defense have any questions for Ms. Zahau?
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Defense Attorney

Yes, Ms. Zahau, would you describe your relationship with your
sister as a close relationship?

Mary Zahau

Yes, we spoke almost every day. We have a very close family.

Defense Attorney

Did your sister ever mention anything about the confrontations that
Jonah and Dina supposedly had about her caretaking skills of Max
Shacknai?

Mary Zahau

No.

Defense Attorney

Would you describe your relationship with your sister as close as
Rebecca’s relationship with Mrs. Carrie Johnson?

Mary Zahau

Rebecca never spoke about her work friendships.

Defense Attorney

No further questions your honor.

Judge

(turns to the witness)
Thank you Ms. Zahau, you may return to your seat.
(waits until she leaves the room)
Will the people call their next witness?

Prosecution Attorney

The people call Adam Shacknai to the witness stand.

Judge

Mr. Shacknai will you please take the stand?
(waits for him to arrive to the podium)

Prosecution Attorney

The following questions are in regard to your inconclusive lie
detection results.
Given that you were brought in to the police station for questioning
nearly 12 hours after the reported incident, would you agree that
you seemed nervous for no reason.

Adam Shacknai

I wasn’t nervous. I was uncomfortable.

Prosecution Attorney

Ok well, most people suggest a feeling of discomfort when being
questioned about a death. Are you sure you weren’t nervous? You
were moving your body quite a bit.

Adam Shacknai

I wasn’t nervous.

Defense Attorney

(Defense Interrupts)
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OBJECTION your honor!
The American Psychological Association has stated that the
accuracy of polygraph testing has long been controversial. An
underlying problem is theoretical: There is no evidence that any
pattern of physiological reactions is unique to deception. An honest
person may be nervous when answering truthfully and a dishonest
person may be non-anxious.
Judge

Sustained, please continue counsel.

Prosecution Attorney

Thank you your honor,
When answering the question: “What happened?” you say, “I went
into the kitchen, grabbed a knife, cut her down, and then called 91-1 shortly thereafter, if not before.” I am asking you now, when
did you call 9-1-1, before or after cutting her down?

Adam Shacknai

I called after cutting her down.

Prosecution Attorney

Ok, and when you cut her down, were you wearing gloves?

Adam Shacknai

No.

Prosecution Attorney

Did you wipe the knife clean after you used it to cut Ms. Zahau
down?

Adam Shacknai

No.

Prosecution Attorney

No further questions your honor.

Judge

Does the Defense have any questions for Mr. Shacknai

Defense Attorney

No your honor.

Judge

(turns to the witness)
Thank you Mr. Shacknai, you may return to your seat.
(waits until he sits down)
Will the people call their next witness?

Prosecution Attorney

The people call Dina Shacknai to the witness stand.

Judge

Ms. Shacknai will you please take the stand?
(waits for her to arrive to the podium)
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(faces the witness, holds out the bible)
Please raise your right hand. Do you promise that the testimony
you shall give in the case now before this court shall be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?
Dina Shacknai

I do

Prosecution Attorney

Ms. Shacknai, is it true that you and Jonah have a history of being
abusive toward each other?

Dina Shacknai

Yes.

Prosecution Attorney

And police reports were filled?

Dina Shacknai

Yes.

Prosecution Attorney

Ms. Shacknai, is it true that you argued with Jonah about Ms.
Zahau’s caretaking skills?

Dina Shacknai

Yes.

Prosecution Attorney

What were the nature of those arguments?

Dina Shacknai

Rebecca was not a mom and had no idea how to handle a child.
She should have known never to leave a child unattended on the
second level of a building.

Prosecution Attorney

No further questions your honor.

Judge

Would the defense like to question the witness?

Defense Attorney

Yes, your honor (stands up and moves toward the witness stand)
Ms. Shacknai, did Max ever complain to you about Ms. Zahau’s
caretaking abilities?

Dina Shacknai

Yes, Max returned to my residence several time complaining about
Ms. Zahau. He mentioned that she would yell at him if he was
playing too loudly. One time he claimed that she struck him
because he may have been acting out.

Defense Attorney

Did you ever report these alleged incidents to the police?

Dina Shacknai

No, I spoke to Jonah about these incidents privately and assumed
he would speak to Rebecca.
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Defense Attorney

Did you yourself ever reach out to Ms. Zahau about these alleged
incidents?

Dina Shacknai

Yes, about a week before Max’s accident, I had a confrontation
with Rebecca about what Max had told me. She denied that she
had ever laid a hand on him. I didn’t believe her. I believed my
son.

Defense Attorney

No further questions your honor.

Judge

Does the prosecution have any remaining questions?

Prosecution Attorney

No your honor.

Judge

(turns to the witness)
Thank you Ms. Shacknai, you may return to your seat.
(waits until she sits down)
Will the people call their next witness?

Prosecution Attorney

The people call Ron Wiseman to the witness stand.

Judge

Mr. Wiseman will you please take the stand?
(waits for him to arrive to the podium)
(faces the witness, holds out the bible)
Please raise your right hand. Do you promise that the testimony
you shall give in the case now before this court shall be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Ron Wiseman

I do

Prosecution Attorney

Ron, please tell the room about your profession.

Ron Wiseman

I am a handwriting analyst.

Prosecution Attorney

Ok, and what did your analysis conclude about the message left on
the bedroom door, “SHE SAVED HIM, CAN YOU SAVE HER”?

Ron Wiseman

I concluded that the handwriting in her other paintings did not
match the hand writing on the door.

Prosecution Attorney

No further questions your honor.

Judge

Would the defense like to cross examine the witness?

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

Defense Attorney

128

Yes, your honor.
Mr. Wiseman, is it true that hand writing using a pen is much
different than hand writing using an instrument such as a paint
brush?

Ron Wiseman

Yes, there are differences.

Defense Attorney

And would you confidently say that a paint brush makes very
different strokes compared to a pen?

Ron Wiseman

Yes.

Defense Attorney

Wouldn’t you agree that painters tend to use a paint pen to sign
their name, not a paint brush?

Ron Wiseman

I am not sure about that, but I can say that the paint brush used to
sign her name in her paintings was significantly smaller in size.

Defense Attorney

So can you confidently compare paint brush strokes of a large
message to a someone’s tiny signature on a painting?

Ron Wiseman

No, you cannot.

Defense Attorney

No further questions your honor.

Judge

Does the prosecution have any remaining questions?

Prosecution Attorney

No your honor.

Judge

(turns to the witness)
Thank you Mr. Wiseman, you may return to your seat.
(waits until he sits down)
Will the people call their next witness?

Prosecution Attorney

The prosecution rests.

Judge

The defense can now call their first witness.

Defense Attorney

The defense rests.

Judge

Does the Prosecution motion for rebuttal?
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Prosecution Attorney

No your honor.

Judge

Now the Prosecution will present their final arguments.

Prosecution Attorney

(stands up addresses the camera)
Members of the jury, there is one man in this room with revenge
on their mind and no corroborated alibi.
A woman was stripped down, hit over the head, and gagged. Her
ankles were tied together and wrists were bound behind her. She
was left hanging, dead, and exposed.
This is a case of murder, not suicide.
This is case of revenge for the death of Max Shacknai who was
under the care of Ms. Zahau days before Ms. Zahau’s untimely
death.
Ms. Zahau was 32 years young and had her whole life ahead of
her. She stood 5 foot 3 and only 100 pounds. She was overcome by
the force of a much larger individual. And a large man, standing 6
foot 3 who was at the mansion at the time of the incident. He was a
tugboat operator. An expert in tying knots.
Members of the jury, when someone kills an individual in this
manner, they have thought long and hard about it. They have
thought about how they can stage the murder to look like a suicide.
They have thought about how long the rope needed to be to reach
the desired conclusion. The law calls that premeditation, and that’s
been proven beyond a reasonable doubt. That man (pointing to
him) is guilty of murder.
That’s what the evidence has proven. Not suicide but cold-blooded
murder. I hope that you find Adam Shacknai guilty of the
premeditated murder of Rebecca Zahau. Thank you.
(sits down)

Judge

Now the Defense will now make their closing arguments.

Defense Attorney

(stands up, addresses the camera)
Members of the jury, this is a sad case of a woman who took her
own life after hearing that her negligent caretaking would result in
a little boy’s death.
Let me remind you that there was no DNA evidence of any other
human being on Ms. Zahau’s body or in the bedroom. She suffered
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from depression, and taking her own life was the only way she
could escape from her own guilt.
She took her own life after receiving a phone message from Dina
Shacknai informing Ms. Zahau about Max’s grave condition. Ms.
Zahau listened to that message at 12:50 AM, after which she had 5
½ hours to devise a plan to take her own life. 5 ½ hours is plenty of
time to grieve, find rope, and follow the Burmese custom of killing
herself by way of a violent, humiliating and instantaneous death, in
the hopes to rebirth her soul in the afterlife.
This is a sad, sad case of suicide. No other being assisted her,
given that NO other DNA was found anywhere at the incident’s
premises. She was depressed, she left behind a journal that proves
that!
The abnormal length of the rope, specifically hanging 9 feet below
the balcony’s floor, explains the four head contusions--she hit her
head repeatedly as she swung back and forth underneath the
balcony.
The suicide note is anything but abnormal. A person that is so
despondent to the extent of considering suicide is capable of
writing odd things. A suicide note written in the third person, at
that a height that would skew anyone’s hand writing, is something
that cannot be explained by me, but only by a deranged individual
ready to end their own life. She shut the door behind her for
privacy for her Burmese customs.
Ms. Zahau allowed a child to die under her care. This would likely
cause significant amounts of grief and guilt. This is not a case of
murder, but a sad, sad case of suicide.
Today we have discussed the evidence. The prosecution has not
proved that Adam is guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. And that is
because he is NOT GUILTY. None of the evidence presented
points beyond a reasonable doubt that Adam is guilty of any
offense.
Adam wakes up on the morning on July 11th, walks outside of the
Shacknai guest house, sees Rebecca hanging, runs into the kitchen,
grabs a knife, and cuts her down. He tried to save her. He shouldn’t
be on trial here, he should be morning her life, Rebecca and Adam
were family.
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Ms. Zahau was depressed, she committed suicide a time what no
one could stop her… in a way that is explained by her Burmese
culture. She wanted privacy, she shut the doors behind her so that
no one could stop her from her plan to end her life.
Ladies and gentle, this is a case of suicide. When you go into the
deliberation room, I want you to remember, no DNA evidence was
found on Ms. Zahau, and you should find Adam Shacknai not
guilty.
(sits down)
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APPENDIX B - Coding Key for the Word Completion Task

Item

Neutral

Prosecution (Murder)

1). K I __ __

KING
KILT
KISS
KINK
KITE
KILO
KIWI

KILL
KICK

2.) C H __ __E

CHORE
CHOSE
CHASE
CHILE

CHOKE

3.) __ __ R N

BORN
YARN
WORN
CORN
TURN

PORN
BURN

4.) S __ __

SUE
SAY
SAT
SIX
SUN
SAG
SEE
SIT
SHY

SEX
SAW
SIN
SON

5.) __ __ N D

FOND
FUND
SEND
FIND
SAND
LAND
MIND
BAND
POND
KIND

BOND
HAND
BIND

Defense (Suicide)
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Cont.
6.) S __ __

Neutral

Prosecution (Murder)
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Defense (Suicide)

SUE
SAY
SAT
SIX
SUN
SAG
SEE
SIT
SHY

SAD
SHE
SON

7.) __ __ E D

DEED
FEED
SUED
NEED
SHED
PLED
COED
SLED
SEED
USED

DIED
TIED
FLED
LIED
DEAD*

8.) __ __ __ L T

ADULT
BUILT
HAULT
SMELT
SPILT
QUILT

FAULT
GUILT
DEALT
ASSUALT*
ASULT*

9.) B __ __ T

BOAT
BOOT
BEST
BAIT
BELT
BUST

BEAT
BOLT
BEET*

10.) K I __ __

KING
KILT
KISS
KINK
KITE
KIND

KILL
KIDS

*= Words or non-words that are close enough to be assumed related to the activated prime.
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APPENDIX C - Manipulation-Check/ Word Association/ Frame Identification
Questionnaire

P-PTP 1
1. What is the victim’s name?
A. Michelle
B. Rebecca
C. Rachel
2. Please fill in the blanks
a. K I __ __
b. C H __ __ E
P-PTP 2
1. What was found on the computer in the mansion?
A. A suicide letter
B. Movies
C. Pornography
2.

Please fill in the blanks
a. __ __ R N
b. S __ __
c. __ __ N D

D-PTP 1
1. What was the little boy’s name who died under Rebecca Zahau’s care?
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A. Jimmy
B. Max
C. Nick
2. Please fill in the blanks
a. S __ __
b. __ __ E D
D-PTP 2
1. What does Dina Shacknai claim that Rebecca Zahau did to Max Shacknai?
A. Assaulted him
B. Helped save him
C. Preformed CPR on him.
2. Please fill in the blanks
a. __ __ __ L T
b. B __ __ T
c. K I __ __

3. Please consider the news clip you just watched, does the clip seem to lead you toward a
particular conclusion?
Strongly Favored
the Defense

Favored
neither party

Strongly Favored
the Prosecution

4. Please indicate your perception toward Adam Shacknai?
Innocent

Guilty
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APPENDIX D - Trust in the Jury System

1. Please rate your confidence in the jury system.
Very Low

Very High

2. Please rate your agreement.
Strongly Disagree
The criminal jury system is the
fairest way to determine guilt or
innocence of a person accused of a
crime.
The civil jury system is a good
way to settle many civil lawsuits.

Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX E - Belief in a Just World

Strongly Disagree

1. I think basically the
world is a just place.
2. I believe that, by and large,
people get what they deserve.
3. I am confident that justice
always prevails over injustice.
4. I am convinced that in the
long run people will be
compensated for injustices.
5. I firmly believe that injustices
in all areas of life
(e.g., professional, family,
politics) are the exception
rather than the rule.
6. I think people try to be fair
when making important decisions.

Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX F - Cacioppo, Petty, and Kao (1984) Need for Cognition Scale

Extremely Uncharacteristic
1. I would prefer complex
to simple problems.
2. I like to have the responsibility
of handling a situation that requires
a lot of thinking.
3. Thinking is not my idea of fun. *
4. I would rather do something that
requires little thought than something
that is sure to challenge my thinking
abilities? *
5. I try to anticipate and avoid situations
where there is a likely chance I will
have to think indepth about
something.*
6. I find satisfaction in deliberating hard
and for long hours.
7. I only think as hard as I have to. *
8. I prefer to think about small, daily
projects to long-term ones? *
9. I like tasks that require little thought
once I've learned them? *
10. The idea of relying on thought to
make my way to the top appeals to me.
11. I really enjoy a task that involves
coming up with new solutions to
problems.

12. Learning new ways to think doesn't
excite me very much? *

Extremely Characteristic
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13. I prefer my life to be filled with
puzzles that I must solve.
14. The notion of thinking abstractly
is appealing to me.
15. I would prefer a task that is intellectual,
difficult, and important to one that is
somewhat important but does not require
much thought.
16. 1 feel relief rather than satisfaction after
completing a task that required a lot of
mental effort? *
17. It's enough for me that something gets the
job done; I don't care how or why it
works? *
18. I usually end up deliberating about
issues even when they do not affect me
personally.
Note: *= reverse coded.
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APPENDIX G - Motivation to Process and Discuss Evidence

Strongly Disagree
1. I am motivated to process the
evidence in the courtroom.
2. I am motivated to come to a
correct decision with my group.
3. I am motivated to share my
individual verdict preference/story
with my group.
4. I am motivated to argue for my
verdict preference.

Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX H - Individual Story Perceptions

Strongly Disagree
1. My perception of the story is
reasonably complete.
2. My perception of the story is
reasonably coherent.
3. My perception of the story is
reasonably unique (correct).
4. I am confident in my story.

Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX I – Perceived Deliberation Quality

Please answer the following questions based on your group deliberation.
I used case facts (out loud) to justify my decision preference during the deliberation.
Never

A Few Times

Frequently

My group used case facts to justify our decision during the deliberation.
Never

A Few Times

Frequently
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APPENDIX J – Pretrial Publicity Elements in the Deliberation

Did you (individually) speak about any of the following information during your group
deliberation? Check all that apply.
Asian bondage pornography was found on a computer inside the mansion.
Rebecca was strangled to death before being thrown over the balcony.
Rebecca allegedly assaulted and killed Max Shacknai.
None of these.
Did anyone in your group speak about any of the following information during your group
deliberation? Check all that apply.
Asian bondage pornography was found on a computer inside the mansion.
Rebecca was strangled to death before being thrown over the balcony.
Rebecca allegedly assaulted and killed Max Shacknai.
None of these.
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APPENDIX K - Perceived Individual Influence/Participation in the Group Deliberation

For the following questions, we would like you to rate each of the group members (including
yourself) on their performance during the group deliberation. Make sure to rate each member by
clicking the appropriate number; we have provided each member's name beside each rating scale.
It's very important that you try to rate each person as honestly as you can on each question. They
will not have access to your responses and you won't have access to theirs.

Below is a screenshot of the picture we took before you started discussion. It is here to help you
link names to faces.
1. During our discussion, the person named _____ was influential.
Strongly Disagree _:_:_:_:_ Strongly Agree
2. During our discussion, the person named _____ participated frequently during the group
discussion.
Strongly Disagree _:_:_:_:_ Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX L - Individual-level Confidence in Verdict

Please rate your agreement on the following statements based on your group deliberation.
I agree with my group’s verdict decision.
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

The version of the events that my group came up with was consistent with my initial view of the
case.
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

I am confident in my group’s decision.
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

My individually constructed story seem similar to others in my group?
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX M - Jury Instructions

Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, I am now going to read to you the law that you must follow in
deciding this case.
It is your duty as a juror to decide this case by applying these jury instructions to the facts as you
determine them. You must follow these jury instructions. They are the rules you should use to
decide this case.
It is your duty to determine what the facts are in the case by determining what actually happened.
Determine the facts only from the evidence produced in court. When I say “evidence,” I mean
the testimony of witnesses and the exhibits introduced in court. You should not guess about any
fact. You must not be influenced by sympathy or prejudice. You, as jurors, are the sole judges of
what happened.
If the court sustained an objection to a lawyer’s question, you must disregard it and any answer
given. Any testimony stricken from the court record must not be considered. Information from
pretrial publicity or media reports is not evidence and shall not be considered.
The law does not require a defendant to prove innocence. Every defendant is presumed by law to
be innocent. You must start with the presumption that the defendant is innocent.
The State has the burden of proving the defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. This means
the State must prove each element of each charge beyond a reasonable doubt. Proof beyond a
reasonable doubt is proof that leaves you firmly convinced of the defendant’s guilt. If, based on
your consideration of the evidence, you are firmly convinced that the defendant is guilty of the
crime charged, you must find him guilty. If, on the other hand, you think there is a real
possibility that he is not guilty, you must find him not guilty.
A charge of murder in the first degree murder is defined as:
“an unlawful killing that was committed deliberately with premeditation and malice
aforethought.”
More information about the charge is in the folder in front of you.
Consider all of the evidence in the light of reason, common sense, and experience.
Please discuss the case with your group to come to a unanimous decision. IF you cannot reach a
unanimous verdict within 15 minutes, this case will result in a hung jury, which mean that this
case will be tried in front of a new jury.
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Table 1
Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Frame and Guilt Perceptions by PTP Exposure Order

M

Order of First PTP Exposure
P-PTP
D-PTP
SD
n
M
SD

95% CI for Mean
Difference
n

t

Frame 1

4.31

.85

48

2.82

1.19

128

1.17, 1.81

9.20***

Frame 2

4.35

.73

48

2.99

1.34

128

1.05, 1.68

8.61***

Frame 3

2.77

1.40

48

4.31

.81

128

-1.97, -1.11

-7.12***

Frame 4

2.27

1.36

48

4.30

.83

128

-2.45, -1.61

-9.68***

Guilt 1

3.73

.84

48

3.18

1.03

128

1.17, 1.81

3.30***

Guilt 2

3.98

.70

48

2.91

1.14

128

1.17, 1.81

7.48***

Guilt 3

3.29

1.17

48

3.78

.98

128

1.17, 1.81

-2.58*

Guilt 4

2.63

1.28

48

3.87

.93

128

1.17, 1.81

-6.13***

Note: * = p < 05, ** = p < 01, *** = p < 001. Participants in the prosecution-first PTP condition (P-PTP) saw the news clips in the
following order (P-PTP 1, P-PTP 2, D-PTP 1, D-PTP 2). Conversely, participants in the defense-first PTP condition (D-PTP) saw
the news clips in the following order (D-PTP 1, D-PTP 2, P-PTP 1, P-PTP 2).
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Table 2
Perceived Participation as a Moderator in the Relationship Between Self-Perceived Deliberation Quality and Group Confidence in
the Verdict
Model 1
B

Model 2
CI

Model 3

B

CI

B

CI

4.22 ***

4.09 – 4.36

4.21 ***

4.07 – 4.35

Participation (P)

-0.08

-0.28 – 0.13

-0.06

-0.27 – 0.16

Deliberation (D)

0.23 ***

0.10 – 0.36

0.24 ***

0.10 – 0.37

0.08

-0.13 – 0.30

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)

4.22 *** 4.09 – 4.36

PXD
Random Parameters
σ2

0.694

0.666

0.667

τ00, Group

0.108

0.113

0.112

49

49

49

0.135

0.145

0.143

282

282

282

727.78

715.87

715.26

NGroup
ICCGroup
Observations
Deviance
Notes

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 3
Perceived Participation as a Moderator in the Relationship Between Group-Perceived Deliberation Quality and Group Confidence in
the Verdict
Model 1
B

Model 2
CI

Model 3

B

CI

B

CI

4.22 ***

4.09 – 4.36

4.22 ***

4.09 – 4.36

Participation (P)

0.05

-0.13 – 0.23

0.07

-0.11 – 0.25

Deliberation (D)

0.42 ***

0.24 – 0.60

0.44 ***

0.26 – 0.62

0.34

0.00 – 0.68

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)

4.22 *** 4.09 – 4.36

PXD
Random Parameters
σ2

0.694

0.641

0.628

τ00, Group

0.108

0.117

0.127

49

49

49

0.135

0.154

0.168

282

282

282

727.77

706.91

703.11

NGroup
ICCGroup
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 4
Perceptions of Influence Predicted by Individual Need for Cognition
Model 1
B

Model 2
CI

B

CI

3.93 ***

3.85 – 4.01

0.20 **

0.06 – 0.34

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)

3.93 *** 3.85 – 4.01

Need for Cognition (NFC)
Random Parameters
σ2

0.329

0.319

τ00, Group

0.039

0.041

49

49

0.108

0.111

282

282

512.30

503.69

NGroup
ICCGroup
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 5
Perceived Self Discussion of PTP Predicted by Need for Cognition
Model 1

Model 2

B

CI

B

CI

-1.36 ***

-1.74 – -0.98

-1.36 ***

-1.76 – -0.96

0.23

-0.39 – 0.85

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)
Need For Cognition (S)
Random Parameters
AIC

301.19

302.63

BIC

308.48

313.56

49

49

-148.60

-148.32

282

282

299.59

299.07

NGroup
Log Likelihood
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 6
Perceived Group Discussion of PTP Predicted by Need for Cognition
Model 1

Model 2

B

CI

B

CI

-0.77 **

-1.33 – -0.21

-0.77 **

-1.33 – -0.21

-0.11

-0.71 – 0.49

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)
Need for Cognition (G)
Random Parameters
AIC

338.85

340.73

BIC

346.14

351.66

49

49

-167.43

-167.37

282

282

371.29

371.20

NGroup
Log Likelihood
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 7
Perceived Self Discussion of PTP Predicted by Motivation to Process and Discuss Case Evidence
Model 1

Model 2

B

CI

B

CI

-1.36 ***

-1.74 – -0.98

-1.36 ***

-1.76 – -0.96

0.24

-0.20 – 0.68

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)
Need For Cognition (S)
Random Parameters
AIC

301.19

302.03

BIC

308.48

312.95

49

49

-148.60

-148.01

282

282

299.59

298.50

NGroup
Log Likelihood
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 8
Perceived Group Discussion of PTP Predicted by Motivation to Process and Discuss Case Evidence
Model 1

Model 2

B

CI

B

CI

-0.77 **

-1.33 – -0.21

-0.77 **

-1.33 – -0.21

-0.08

-0.50 – 0.34

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)
Motivation (G)
Random Paramters
AIC

338.85

340.71

BIC

346.14

351.64

49

49

-167.43

-167.35

282

282

371.29

371.19

NGroup
Log Likelihood
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 9
Perceived Participation Predicted by Motivation to Process and Discuss Case Evidence
Model 1
B

Model 2
CI

B

CI

4.14 ***

4.04 – 4.24

0.16 ***

0.06 – 0.26

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)

3.93 *** 3.85 – 4.01

Motivation (M)
Random Parameters
σ2

0.329

0.296

τ00, Group

0.039

0.067

49

49

0.105

0.185

282

282

512.30

496.20

NGroup
ICCGroup
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 10
Perceived Influence Predicted by Motivation to Process and Discuss Case Evidence
Model 1
B

Model 2
CI

B

CI

3.93 ***

3.85 – 4.01

0.15 **

0.05 – 0.25

Fixed Effects
(Intercept)

3.93 *** 3.85 – 4.01

Motivation (M)
Random Parameters
σ2

0.329

0.319

τ00, Group

0.039

0.042

49

49

0.105

0.116

282

282

512.30

503.47

NGroup
ICCGroup
Observations
Deviance
Notes.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 11
Verdict Decisions by Condition, A Test of the Homogeneous Groups
Not Guilty

Hung Jury

Guilty

Control

12a

1a

0a

Prosecution

7a

2a

3a

Defense

4a

5b

3a, b

Mixed

9

1

2

Note. N = 49, 37 Homogeneous Groups, X2 (4, N = 37) = 10.32, p < .05,
subscripts denote significant differences at the .05 alpha level.
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Table 12
Perceived PTP Group Discussion by Condition
No PTP Talk

Yes PTP Talk

Total People

Control

63b

10b

73

Prosecution

41a

30a

71

Defense

33a

37a

70

Mixed

42a

27a

69

Total

179

104

283

Note. N = 283 individuals within groups, X2 (3, N = 283) = 25.59, p < .001, subscripts denote
significant differences at the .05 alpha level.
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Trial Video

PTP
Manipulation

Judgments/
Perceptions

Figure 1. Model of Study Design

Deliberation

Verdict
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Figure 2. Frame Perceptions Over Time by Exposure Group

160

MEDIA INFLUENCE ON JURY DELIBERATIONS

Figure 3. Perceptions of Guilt Over Time by Exposure Group
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Figure 4. Interaction between Trust and Self Perceived Talk on the log odds of a “Guilty” Group
Verdict. Guilty was coded as high on a 0-1 scale.
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Figure 5. Interaction between Trust and Group Perceived Talk on the log odds of a “Guilty”
Group Verdict. Guilty was coded as high on a 0-1 scale.
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