
This article is downloaded from 

 
 

http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au 
It is the paper published as 
 
 

Author: J. Goodman-Delahunty and S. Rabone  

Title: Multimedia evidence and the jury: Applying principles of effective communication 

Conference Name: Technology, Communication, Innovation 

Conference Location: New Zealand 

Publisher: AIJA 

Year: 2005 

Pages: 5 

Date: 7-9 Oct 2005 

 
Abstract: It is not yet clearly understood how each different visual technology (e.g., computer-
animation, computer-simulation, CCTV, virtual reality) or how each different dimension (e.g., angle, 
focus, background, voice over) of such technology impacts juror learning and decision making. To 
develop appropriate guidelines for the use of visual technology evidence it is necessary to understand 
how jurors select, encode and evaluate the multimedia. 
 
Author Address: jdelahunty@csu.edu.au  
 
URL: www.aija.org.au/ac05/presentations/JaneGoodmanDelahunty.ppt 
 
http://www.aija.org.au/ac05/ 
 
http://www.aija.org.au/ac05/index.htm 
 
http://www.aija.org.au/ac05/papers.htm 
 
http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au/R/-?func=dbin-jump-
full&amp;object_id=13979&amp;local_base=GEN01-CSU01 
 
 
CRO identification number: 13979 
 

http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au/�
mailto:jdelahunty@csu.edu.au�
http://www.aija.org.au/ac05/presentations/JaneGoodmanDelahunty.ppt�
http://www.aija.org.au/ac05/�
http://www.aija.org.au/ac05/index.htm�
http://www.aija.org.au/ac05/papers.htm�
http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au/R/-?func=dbin-jump-full&amp;object_id=13979&amp;local_base=GEN01-CSU01�
http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au/R/-?func=dbin-jump-full&amp;object_id=13979&amp;local_base=GEN01-CSU01�


 1 

Multimedia evidence and the jury: Applying principles of effective communication 
  

Jane Goodman-Delahunty and Sophie Rabone 
University of New South Wales 

 
ISSUES 
 

 It is not yet clearly understood how each different visual technology (e.g., 
computer-animation, computer-simulation, CCTV, virtual reality) or how each 
different dimension (e.g., angle, focus, background, voice over) of such 
technology impacts juror learning and decision making. 

 
 To develop appropriate guidelines for the use of visual technology evidence it 

is necessary to understand how jurors select, encode and evaluate the 
multimedia. 

 
Research with mock jurors and actual jurors and juries is extremely limited: 
   

• Computer-animated depictions of a physical event have a greater impact on juror 
decision making than oral testimony alone (Kassin & Dunn, 1997). 

 
• Jurors recall information more accurately, and in more detail when an expert 

witness’s verbal testimony is accompanied by computer animation (Morell, 1999). 
 

• Computer-animated depictions, when presented in an objective manner, can be 
used to clarify physical evidence (Kassin & Dunn, 1997). 

 
• Computer-animated depictions can bias verdicts in favour of the animation even 

if they contradict actual physical evidence (Kassin & Dunn, 1997). 
 

• Computer-simulated evidence does not appear to influence apportionment of 
blame or the amount of dollar damages awarded (Bennett, Leibman & Fetter, 
1999). 

 
• Jurors lack insight into the influence computer-animations have on their decision 

making (Dunn, 2002). 
 

• Mock juror anger at the defendant in response to gruesome photographs 
enhanced the weight of inculpatory evidence in jury decisions.  The presence of 
visual evidence (gruesome or neutral) significantly increased the conviction rate 
in a mock juror study (Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2005) 

 
IMPLICATIONS 
 
Visual technology in the form of computer animations/simulations has the potential to 
facilitate or prejudice jury decision making to a greater extent than more traditional forms 
of evidence presentation.  
 
Multimedia may only be influential when evidentiary information is complex or outside of 
jurors’ personal experience (Bennet, Leibman & Fetter, 1999).  Research is needed to 
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ascertain whether the impact of visual evidence found in laboratory studies is still 
present in the visually complex setting of a real courtroom. 
 
Generation X-ers are accustomed to having a high level of control and selectivity over 
the information they receive, and have grown up with visual technology such as 
television, DVD’s, computer games and digital communication.  Use of multimedia in the 
courtroom will maintain attention and facilitate learning in this generation of jurors. 
However it is not yet known whether their constant exposure to visual unreality and 
fantasy leads them to process this evidence in a qualitatively different manner.   
 
Research on learning and the use of multimedia (animated and visual stimuli) is well 
established (Hewson 2001, 2002; Large, 1996; Rieber, 2000) as is cognitive research 
into the development of mental representations and long-term memories for new 
information (Mayer, 2001; Sweller, 1994; Sweller & Chandler, 1994).  These studies 
show that people benefit from multimedia (e.g., visual and verbal) presentations as these 
designs are consistent with cognitive findings about ways in which humans learn and 
process new information: 
 

• separate (or dual) channels exist for processing auditory and visual information. 
• limited information can be processed in each channel at any one time. 
• ‘active learners’ selectively attend to, organise and integrate new information with 

prior knowledge. 
 
The aim of any instructional material is to enhance understanding and memory for new 
information.  Jurors will learn better, and more accurately, when evidence is presented in 
a manner consistent with how the human mind works.  Important research-based 
principles for designing multimedia instruction (Mayer, 2001) demonstrate that people 
learn better when: 
 

• irrelevant details, sounds and non-essential words are excluded. 
• visual animations are accompanied by oral narrations rather than on-screen text. 
• information is presented in a conversational rather than formal style. 
• they control the pace of the presentation. 
• information is presented in segments rather than as a continuous unit. 
• information is cued and when corresponding words and pictures are presented 

simultaneously and close to each other. 
• information is spoken in a standard-accented human voice rather than machine 

simulated or foreign-accented human voice. 
• they have ‘pre-training’ on essential concepts 

 
Developing instructional material according to these principles improves learning in 
people who have low prior knowledge on a subject and in people who are ‘visualisers’. 
 
Multimedia instruction also improves the learning of new information in both younger and 
older (mean age 64.48 years) adults (Van Gerven, Pass, Van Merrienboer, Hendriks & 
Schmidt, 2003). This suggests that older jurors are not at a generational disadvantage 
when visual evidence is used in a courtroom. 
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