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Role of Deliberation

• Importance of deliberation1,2

• Lack of initial verdict 

preference3

• Changes in verdict & monetary 

awards4,5

• Correcting others & memory 

improvement6

1. Salerno & Diamond, 2010

2. Kovera, 2017

3. Hannaford-Agor, Hans, Mott, & Munsterman, 2002

4. Hastie et al., 1983

5. Schkade, Sunstein, & Kahneman, 2000

6. Pritchard & Keenan, 2002
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Design

Decision Aid

With Gist/Aid No Gist/Aid

High High quality, with gist/aid High quality, no gist/aid

Low Low quality, with gist/aid Low quality, no gist/aid

Quality of 
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Procedure

Individual 
Measures

Trial Video* Questionnaire*
Deliberation

(45 minutes)
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*adapted from Hans, Kaye, Dann, Farley, & Albertson (2011)



Participants

Sub-sample analyzed:
• n = 221 jurors

• 43 transcribed juries
• ASU community members

Full sample:
• N = 466

• 90 juries

• ASU and UNL community members

Jury-eligible 



Coding

1. Coded for scientific discussion, three coders. A portion double coded. Kappa = .36

Landis & Koch, 1977

And for time’s sake. What did you think 

of the expert testimony.

That jacket could be a lot of people 

along with the DNA evidence and how 

we just hashed it out being as it is and I 

think that’s it.

Coder 1

And for time’s sake. What did you think 

of the expert testimony.

That jacket could be a lot of people 

along with the DNA evidence and how 

we just hashed it out being as it is and I 

think that’s it.

Coder 2



Coding

1. Coded for scientific discussion:

“based on not having the nuclear DNA, and being 
uniquely identified, there’s doubt”mtDNA vs. Nuclear

“because you’re right, the

mitochondrial DNA wasn’t strong”Quality

“also will depend on if you choose to go with the 
defense’s number of 1% or the prosecution’s of .004%"Exclusion Rates
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Coding

1. Coded for scientific discussion:

2. Proportion of time each juror spent discussing the science

𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑜𝑟′𝑠 𝑆𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐 𝐸𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐽𝑢𝑟𝑦 𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡

“based on not having the nuclear DNA, and being 
uniquely identified, there’s doubt”mtDNA vs. Nuclear

“because you’re right, the

mitochondrial DNA wasn’t strong”Quality

“also will depend on if you choose to go with the 
defense’s number of 1% or the prosecution’s of .004%"Exclusion Rates
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Results
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Linear Model: NFC + WNS + SRS + ATS

R2 = .045, F(4, 216) = 3.63, p = .01 



Exploratory Analyses

*p < .05, **p < .01

NFC* : b = .001, R2 = .02

WNS** : b = .005, R2 = .03

SRS* : b = .003, R2 = .02

ATS : b = .001, R2 = .01
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Discussion

Limitations:

• Word count rather than duration

• Reliability

Our Next Steps:

• Clearer criteria for scientific content

• Code videos directly for content



Video Coding – Noldus Observer XT

• Detailed 

Coding 

Scheme



Video Coding – Noldus Observer XT
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Future Directions

• Larger sample

• Improved reliability and methods

• Calibration after deliberation



Thank you…

Questions?


