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In Australia, child sexual assault (CSA) cases typically result in low conviction rates, 

possibly because of a lack of corroborative evidence to prove the alleged sexual assault
5
 but 

also because of research findings suggesting a strong relationship between juror 

misconceptions about children and CSA,
6
 low assessments of complainant credibility,

7
 and a 

high acquittal rate.
8
   

The authors previously conducted a program of research to examine the effectiveness 

of specialized knowledge presented during a simulated CSA trial to counteract common juror 

misconceptions. 
9
The specialized knowledge consisted of written summaries of empirical 

findings about the counter-intuitive behaviors of sexually abused children as well as 

information about children’s memory, reliability and suggestibility as witnesses.
10

  Our 

previous research assessed whether specialized knowledge reduced CSA misconceptions, 

enhanced credibility ratings of the complainant and increased the conviction rate in CSA 

                                                 
5
 Cossins, A. (2010). Alternative models for prosecuting child sexual assault cases in Australia.  Report of 

the National Child Sexual Assault Reform Committee.  Sydney:  National Child Sexual Assault Reform 

Committee.  

http://www.law.unsw.edu.au/sites/law.unsw.edu.au/files/docs/nationalcsareformcommitteereport2010.pdf 
6
 Cossins, A. (2008). Children, sexual abuse and suggestibility: what laypeople think they know and what 

the literature tells us. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law 15, 153-170; Cossins, A., Goodman-Delahunty, J., 

& O’Brien, K. (2009).  Uncertainty and misconceptions about child sexual abuse: Implications for the 

criminal justice system.  Psychiatry, Psychology, and Law, 16, 435-452; Quas, J.A., Thomson, W.C, & 

Clarke-Stewart, K.A. (2005). Do jurors ‘know’ what isn’t so about child witnesses? Law & Human 

Behavior, 29,425-456. 
7
  Gobora,N.T., Spanos,N.P.,  & Joab, A. (1993). The effects of complainant age and expert psychological 

testimony in a simulated child sexual abuse trial,  Law & Human Behavior, 17(1), 103-119,       
8
  Fitzgerald J, (2006).  The attrition of sexual offences from the New South Wales criminal justice system, 

Crime and Justice Bulletin, 92, 1-12; Wundersitz J, (2003).  Child sexual assault: Tracking from police 

incident report to finalisation in court.  Adelaide, South Australia: Office of Crime Statistics and Research.  

Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O’Brien, K. (2010). Enhancing the credibility of complainants in 

child sexual assault trials: The effect of expert evidence and judicial directions, Behavioral Sciences & the 

Law, 28, 769-783.  
9
 Cossins, A., Goodman-Delahunty, J., & O’Brien, K. (2009).  Uncertainty and misconceptions about child 

sexual abuse: Implications for the criminal justice system.  Psychiatry, Psychology, and Law, 16, 435-452; 

Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O’Brien, K. (2010). Enhancing the credibility of complainants in 

child sexual assault trials: The effect of expert evidence and judicial directions, Behavioral Sciences & the 

Law, 28, 769-783; Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O’Brien, K. (2011) ‘A Comparison of Expert 

Evidence and Judicial Directions to Counter Misconceptions in Child Sexual Abuse Trials’, Australian and 

New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 44, 196-217. 
10

 Kovera, M.B., & Borgida, E. (1977).  Expert testimony in child sex abuse trials:  The admissibility of 

psychological science.  Applied Cognitive Psychology, 11, 105-129; Lamb, M.E., La Rooy. D.J., Malloy, 

L.C., & Katz, C. (2011). Children’s testimony: Handbook of psychological research and forensic practice 

(2d ed.). Chichester, UK: Wiley-Blackwell; London, K. & Ceci, S. J. (Eds.) (2012). Special Issue: Child 

Witness Research, Developmental Review, 32(3), 161-306; Ceci, S. J. & Bruck, M. (2006). Children’s 

suggestibility: characteristics and mechanisms.  Advances in Child Development and Behavior, 34, 247-

281.  
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cases.  Two types of interventions presented specialized knowledge orally to mock jurors: (a) 

the judge in the form of a specially crafted judicial instruction to jurors; and (b) an expert 

witness. The first is not permissible under Australian law while expert evidence in CSA trials 

is permitted in five Australian jurisdictions,
11

 although it is under-utilised in practice.
12

 A 

comparison of the effectiveness of these two interventions is important in order to inform 

prosecutors about the efficacy of expert evidence and to consider law reform proposals 

regarding judicial directions. Other legal mechanisms such as jury selection were not tested 

since prospective jurors cannot be questioned before being empanelled in Australian courts, 

with juror selection being limited to a few peremptory challenges based on the appearance of 

the juror, or challenges for cause.
13

 

The present research builds on our prior mock jury studies
14

 which examined the 

impact of specialized knowledge presented during a simulated CSA trial to counteract the 

effect of juror misconceptions on perceived complainant credibility and verdicts.  Past studies 

were limited in terms of their ecological validity
15

 and hence the generalizability of those 

findings to actual trials. These limitations included the use of mock-jurors (undergraduate 

students and community volunteers) whose demographics and attitudes about CSA may 

differ from those of citizens who respond to a summons for jury duty, in terms of age, 

educational levels, parenting experience and other attitudinal measures.
16

   

                                                 
11

 Section 79(2) of the Uniform Evidence Act admits expert evidence as an exception to the opinion rule 

which, generally, excludes opinion evidence. The Uniform Evidence Act has been enacted in the ACT, 

NSW, the Northern Territory, Tasmania, the Commonwealth and Victoria. 
12

 Cossins, A., & Goodman-Delahunty, J. (2013). ‘Misconceptions or expert evidence in child sexual 

assault trials: Enhancing justice and jurors’ “Common Sense”’, Journal of Judicial Administration, 22, 
171-190. 
13

 Horan, J., & Goodman-Delahunty, J. (2010). Challenging the peremptory challenge system in Australia.  

Criminal Law Journal 34,167-186. 
14

 Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O'Brien, K. (2011). A comparison of expert evidence and 

judicial directions to counter misconceptions in child sexual abuse trials. Australian and New Zealand 

Journal of Criminology, 44(2), 196-217. 
15

 Ecological validity assesses the similarity of the research setting to real-life settings: Vidmar, N. (2004). 

Experimental simulations and tort reform: Avoidance, error and overreaching in Sunstein et al.'s 'punitive 

damages. Emory Law Journal, 53, 1359-1403. 
16

 Goodman-Delahunty, J., Brewer, N., Clough, J., Horan, J., Ogloff, J. R. P., Tait, D., & Pratley, J. (2008).  

Practices, policies and procedures that influence juror satisfaction in Australia.  Canberra, ACT: 

Australian Institute of Criminology Research and Public Policy Series, 87. 
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Although meta-analyses of the influence of juror type in specific cases have generally 

yielded results showing little difference between students and nonstudents,
17

 research has 

shown that in some types of cases, such as death penalty or capital cases, different types of 

jurors produce different verdicts. For example, individual jurors who were more authoritarian 

and who supported capital punishment were more prone than other jurors to convict; and in 

sentencing decisions, students were more lenient than nonstudent mock jurors.
18

   

Gender effects in sex offence cases are common,
19

 with one meta-analysis of sexual 

abuse cases showing that women were more prone than men to convict.
20

  Women in the role 

of mock-jurors also rated child victims as more credible than their male counterparts.
21

  

Although past studies of CSA cases have yielded mixed results based on juror demographics 

such as age and gender,
22

 a robust relationship between juror susceptibility to misconceptions 

about CSA cases and verdict emerged.
23

  Further research into the impact of jury attitudes 

and demographic features on case outcomes in CSA cases is required to determine whether 

CSA cases comprise a specific type of legal case where variations in jury attitudes and 

demographic composition yield different outcomes, and to assess the generalizability of 

results obtained with jury eligible student
24

 and other nonjury community samples to actual 

juror samples.
25

     

                                                 
17

 Bornstein, B. H. (1999). The ecological validity of jury simulations: Is the jury still out?  Law & Human 

Behavior, 23, 75-91. doi: 10.1023/A:1022326807441. 
18

 Field, H. S., & Barnett, N.J. (1978). Simulated jury trials: students vs. “real” people as jurors. The 

Journal of Social Psychology, 104(2), 287-292.  
19

 Krauss, D.A., McCabe, J.G., &  Lieberman,J.D. (2011). Dangerously misunderstood: Representative 

jurors’ reactions to expert testimony on future dangerousness in a sexual violent predator trial.  

Psychology, Public Policy, & Law, 18, 18-49. doi: 10.1037/a0024550 
20

 Schutte, J.W., & Hosch, H.M. (1997).  Gender differences in sexual assault verdicts: A meta-analysis.  

Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 12, 759-772. 
21

 Tabak, S.J., & Klettke, B. (2014) Mock jury attitudes towards credibility, age, and guilt in a fictional 

child sexual assault scenario. Australian Journal of Psychology, 66(1), 47-55. 
22

 Cossins, A., Goodman-Delahunty, J., & O’Brien, K. (2014, in preparation).  The impact of juror 

demographics on decisions in cases of child sexual assault: Results of an empirical study. Unpublished 

manuscript.  Sydney: University of New South Wales.   
23

 Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O'Brien, K. (2011). A comparison of expert evidence and 

judicial directions to counter misconceptions in child sexual abuse trials. Australian and New Zealand 
Journal of Criminology, 44(2), 196-217. 
24

 Henrich, J.,Heine, S.,& Norenzayan, A. (2010).  The weirdest people in the world. Brain and Behavioral 

Science,33, 61-83.  
25

 Lieberman, J.D., Krauss, D.A., & Wiener, R. L. (2011).   Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 29(3), 325-7; 

McCabe, J.G., Krauss, D.A., & Lieberman, J.D. (2010).  Reality check: A comparison of college students 

and community samples of mock jurors in a simulated sexual violent predator civil commitment.  

http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/admin/pubs/reports/database/dynamic/output/person/person.php?person_code=tabaksa&cat_code=
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Another feature of mock jury research is the use of written trial summaries instead of 

a trial re-enactment which may affect mock-jurors’ engagement with the case and their 

capacity to assess witness credibility, a key component of the decision-making process to 

reach a verdict, particularly in word-against-word cases.  In CSA cases, the method of 

evidence presentation can impact jury responses in terms credibility assessments of the 

complainant and defendant.
26

  Comparisons of written and videotaped methods of 

presentation in simulated trials have shown that juror attitudes have less impact when more 

realistic videotaped trial materials are used.
27

  Past reviews of the method of trial presentation 

yielded mixed outcomes,
28

 including a meta-analysis of cases that included presentations of 

expert witness testimony.
29

  Accordingly, it is necessary to determine whether a videotaped 

simulated trial presentation will change the relationship between jury attitudes to CSA and 

credibility assessments, compared to the use of written trial materials.  

The mode of presentation of experimental materials is yet another issue to consider 

when conducting mock jury research. For example, if materials are administered online or in 

a laboratory setting, participants miss the experience of coming to court, engaging with court 

personnel, and participating in the court’s jury orientation and induction training, all of which 

emphasize the solemnity and gravity of jurors’ responsibilities and have been shown to 

influence jury motivations
30

 and attitudes.
31

  These are additional contextual features of 

                                                                                                                                                        
Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 28(6), 730-50; MacCoun, R. (2004). Comparing legal factfinders: Real 

and mock, amateur and professionals. Florida State University Law Review, 32, 1-5. Retrieved from: 

http://www.law.fsu.edu/journals/lawreview/downloads/322/MacCoun.pdf 
26

 Eaton, T. E. Ball, P. J., &O’Callaghan, M. G. (2001).  Child witness and defendant credibility: Child 

evidence presentation mode and judicial instructions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 31,1845-1858. 

doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2001.tb00207.x; Landstrom, S., Granhag, P. A., & Hartwig, M. (2007).  

Children’s live and videotaped testimonies: How presentation mode affects observers’ perception, 

assessment and memory. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 12, 333-348.  
27

 Nietzel, M.T., McCarthy, D.M.,& Kern, M. J. (1999).  Juries: The current state of the empirical 

literature.  In R. Roesch, S. D. Hart, & J.R.P. Ogloff (Eds.), Psychology and law: The state of the 

discipline (pp. 23-52).  Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer; Penrod, S. D.. Kovera, M. B., & Groscup, J. 

(2011). Jury research methods. In B. Rosenbaum & S. D. Penrod (eds.), Research methods in forensic 

psychology (pp. 191-214). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons. 
28

 Penrod, S. D.. Kovera, M. B., & Groscup, J. (2011).  Jury research methods. In B. Rosenbaum & S. D. 

Penrod (eds.), Research methods in forensic psychology (pp. 191-214). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons. 
29

 Nietzel, M.T., McCarthy, D.M.,& Kern, M. J. (1999).  Juries: The current state of the empirical 

literature.  In R. Roesch, S. D. Hart, & J.R.P. Ogloff (Eds.), Psychology and law: The state of the 

discipline (pp. 23-52).  Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer. 
30

 Bornstein, B. H., & McCabe, S. G.  (2005).  Jurors of the absurd. The role of consequentiality in jury 

simulation research. Florida State University Law Review, 32, 443-467.  
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ecological validity which some jury researchers
32

 contend should not be overlooked as they 

may impact mock jurors’ motivation and the decision criteria applied in assessing the trial 

consequences and verdict.   

A key component of the jury decision making process is deliberation with fellow 

citizens.  Research conducted in North America,
33

 South Korea
34

 and Taiwan
35

 has 

demonstrated a leniency effect following jury deliberation, perhaps because deliberation 

causes individual jurors to become more sensitive to the error of wrongful conviction, 

resulting in more decisions to acquit when verdicts before and after group deliberation are 

compared.   One hypothesis confirmed by follow-up research is that jurors favoring acquittal 

in deliberation exert the most influence, especially when the jury is required to reach a 

unanimous decision rather than a verdict of the majority.
36

  Interestingly, in six Australian 

jurisdictions, majority verdicts are permitted in relation to some offences. Jurors are first 

instructed to deliberate to a unanimous verdict, and if they are unable to do so within a 

specified time, they are then instructed that a majority verdict of 11-1 or 10-2 will suffice, 

depending on the jurisdiction.
37

   

Overall, deliberation studies have yielded diverse outcomes.  Although one meta-

analysis reported that the impact of expert evidence did not differ significantly as a function 

                                                                                                                                                        
31

 O’Brien, K., Goodman-Delahunty, J., Clough, J., & Pratley, J. (2008).  Juror satisfaction and confidence 

in New South Wales, Victoria and South Australia.  Trends & Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice, 354, 

1-6. 
32

 Ceci, S. J., Kahan, D. M., & Broman, D. (2010). The WEIRD are even weirder than you think: 

diversifying contexts is as important as diversifying samples.  Behavioral & Brain Sciences. 

http://www.human.cornell.edu/bio.cfm?netid=sjc9#sthash.yO9ZH30D.dpuf;  Vidmar, N. (2008). Civil 

juries in ecological context: methodological implications for research.  In B.H. Bornstein, R. L. Wiener, R. 

Schopp, & S. L. Willborn (Eds.), Civil juries and civil justice: Psychological and legal perspectives (pp. 

35-65).  New York: Springer Science + Business Media. 
33

  Devine, D.J. (2012). Jury decision making: The state of the science (pp. 152-180).  New York: New 

York University Press.   
34

 Park, K., Kim, Lee, E., & Seo,H. (2005). Social conformity and conversion during deliberation: A 

content analysis of deliberation arguments in the first officially simulated jury trial in Korea, The Korean 

Journal of Social and Personality Psychology, 19(3), 1-21. 
35

 Huang, K.C., & Lin, C.C. (2014).  Mock jury trials in Taiwan: Paving the ground for introducing lay 

participation.  Law & Human Behavior, 38(4), 367-377. 
36

 MacCoun, R., & Kerr, N.L. (1988). Asymetric influence in mock jury deliberation:  Jurors’ bias for 

lenience.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 21-33. 
37

 Jury Act 1977 (NSW), s55F; Criminal Code (NT), s368; Juries Act 1927 (SA), s57; Jury Act 1899 (Tas), 

s48(2); Juries Act 2000 (Vic), s46; Juries Act 1957 (WA), s41 

http://www.human.cornell.edu/bio.cfm?netid=sjc9#sthash.yO9ZH30D.dpuf
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of deliberation,
38

 none of the cited studies examined jury deliberation in a CSA case 

following expert witness testimony.  To date, few studies have examined deliberation about 

CSA cases.  One recent exception is an Australian study that incorporated online 

deliberations.
39

  Since deliberation is one of the legal procedures expected to reduce jury 

errors and misconceptions, adding this legal process to a jury research program is critical to 

assess its impact on misconceptions that may influence case outcomes in CSA trials.   

As noted above, prior research reviews indicated that pre-deliberation attitudes may 

be reduced following deliberation.
40

  For example, predeliberation-verdict correlations in a 

criminal case among empanelled jurors were larger than those following deliberation.
41

  

Whether the same pattern will emerge following deliberation in CSA cases is untested.  

An important question is whether changes made to ecological validity variables, such 

as deliberation, interact with substantive variables to influence the outcomes of simulated 

jury studies because “the presence of interaction effects may indicate that aspects of the 

research method limit the external validity or generalizability of the research conclusions.”
42

  

Accordingly, further research testing the impact of the relationship between external, 

construct and ecological validity
43

 is needed.  In this article, we consider the example of CSA 

since, in the Australian context, these cases constitute the highest case load, as a proportion of 

                                                 
38

 Nietzel, M.T., McCarthy, D.M.,& Kern, M. J. (1999).  Juries: The current state of the empirical 

literature.  In R. Roesch, S. D. Hart, & J.R.P. Ogloff (Eds.), Psychology and law: The state of the 
discipline (pp. 23-52).  Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer.  
39

  Tabak, S.J., & Klettke, B. (2014).  Mock jury attitudes towards credibility, age, and guilt in a fictional 

child sexual assault scenario. Australian Journal of Psychology, 66(1), 47-55; Tabak, S.J., Klettke, B., & 

Knight, T. (2013). Simulated jury decision making in online focus groups. Qualitative Research Journal, 3 

(1), 102-113. 
40

 Penrod, S. D.. Kovera, M. B., & Groscup, J. (2011). Jury research methods. In B. Rosenbaum & S. D. 

Penrod (eds.), Research methods in forensic psychology (pp. 191-214, 207). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons. 
41

 Moran, G., & Comfort, J.C. (1982).  Neither “tentative” nor “fragmentary”: Verdict preferences of 

impaneled felony jurors as a function of attitude towards capital punishment.  Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 71, 146-155.      
42

 Penrod, S. D.. Kovera, M. B., & Groscup, J. (2011). Jury research methods. In B. Rosenbaum & S. D. 

Penrod (eds.), Research methods in forensic psychology (pp. 191-214, 197). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons. 
43

 Wiener, R. L., Krauss, D. A., & Lieberman. J. D.  (2011). Mock jury research: Where do we go from 

here? Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 29, 467–479. 

http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/admin/pubs/reports/database/dynamic/output/person/person.php?person_code=tabaksa&cat_code=
http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/admin/pubs/reports/database/dynamic/output/person/person.php?person_code=tabaksa&cat_code=
http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/admin/pubs/reports/database/dynamic/output/person/person.php?person_code=knighte&cat_code=
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all criminal offences, in the courts which prosecute the most indictable offences.
44

  Despite 

this, CSA cases produce the lowest conviction rates, except for adult sexual assault cases.
45

 

The form of expert evidence proffered in CSA cases 

To develop policies to guide courts in appointing expert witnesses in CSA cases, 

research on the most effective expert witnesses is helpful.
46

  Several studies have examined 

the impact of the type of expertise and credentials of expert witnesses who testify in CSA 

cases.
47

 An expert who is an experimental psychologist will provide a summary of relevant 

research pertinent to the case, often described as “social framework” testimony,
48

 but 

typically does not offer an explicit ultimate opinion as to whether the complainant was or was 

not sexually assaulted.  By comparison, a clinical evaluating psychologist who interviews the 

complainant will often offer an ultimate opinion about whether she or he has been sexually 

abused.  Past studies which have varied the credentials of the expert between experimental 

and clinical psychology have shown that jurors tend to prefer a clinical over an experimental 

researcher in death penalty and in sex offender cases.
49

  Results of a jury simulation study in 

a CSA case using written trial materials yielded no significant difference between the 

perceived credibility of a clinical psychologist and an experimental psychologist, but the 

conviction rate in response to the clinical psychologist significantly exceeded that in response 

                                                 
44

 NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, New South Wales Criminal Court Statistics 2012 

(NSWBOCSAR, Sydney, 2013) 89 (Table 3.4). 
45

 J Fitzgerald, ‘The Attrition of Sexual Offences from the New South Wales Criminal Justice System’ 

(2006) Crime and Justice Bulletin, No 92. 
46

 Cossins, A and Goodman-Delahunty, J (2013) ‘Misconceptions or Expert Evidence in Child Sexual 

Assault Trials: Enhancing Justice and Jurors’ “Common Sense”’, Journal of Judicial Administration, 22: 

171-190. 
47

 Kovera, M.B., Gresham, A.W., Borgida, E., Gray, E., & Regan, P.C. (1997). Does expert psychological 

testimony inform or influence juror decision making? A social cognitive analysis. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 82, 178-191; Kovera, M.B., Levy, R.J., Borgida, E., & Penrod, S.D. (1994). Expert testimony 

in child sexual abuse cases: Effects of expert evidence type and cross-examination. Law and Human 

Behavior, 18, 653-674; Klettke, B., Graesser, A,C., & Powell, M. B. (2010).  Expert testimony in child 

sexual abuse cases : the effects of evidence, coherence and credentials on juror decision making. Applied 

Cognitive Psychology, 24 (4), 481-494. 
48

Monahan, J., Walker, L., & Mitchell, G. (2009).  The limits of social framework evidence.  Law, 
Probability & Risk, 8, 307-321. 
49

 Krauss, D.A., McCabe, J.G., &  Lieberman, J.D. (2011).  Dangerously misunderstood: Representative 

jurors’ reactions to expert testimony on future dangerousness in a sexual violent predator trial.  

Psychology, Public Policy, & Law, 18, 18-49. doi: 10.1037/a0024550; Krauss, D., & Sales, B. (2001).  The 

effects of clinical and scientific expert testimony on jurors decision making in capital sentencing.  

Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 7, 267-310. 

http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/admin/pubs/reports/database/dynamic/output/person/person.php?person_code=graesar&cat_code=
http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/admin/pubs/reports/database/dynamic/output/person/person.php?person_code=powelma&cat_code=
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to the experimental psychologist.
50

  Further research is needed to examine whether the 

observed difference in conviction rates is replicated using a sample of  nonempanelled jurors, 

and whether it is attributable to unmeasured differences in the perceived credibility of the two 

types of experts, or the fact that the clinician interviewed the child and the experimental 

psychologist did not.  Use of videotaped trial materials in which the same actor  is portrayed 

as either an experimental or a clinical psychologists will assist in teasing apart these factors.   

Aims of the current study 

The current study had five aims. First, the study tested a new set of case facts to 

determine the external validity or generalizability of prior findings to other CSA case facts.  

Second, the study added ecological validity to the research program by (a) inviting 

nonempanelled excused jurors who reported for jury duty to participate in a simulated trial in 

lieu of jury eligible students and community volunteers; (b) conducting the study in the 

District and Supreme Courts of NSW in lieu of online or laboratory settings; (c) using a 

professionally-acted video-trial in lieu of written trial materials; and (d) inviting half the 

participants who watched the video-trial to deliberate in groups to a verdict.  A third aim of 

the study was to explore the demographics of a sample of nonempanelled excused jurors and 

to measure their attitudes to children and CSA in order to discern any individual juror 

characteristics that might systematically be related to jury verdicts in CSA cases.  A fourth 

aim was to compare the effectiveness of educative interventions in reducing misconceptions 

about child sexual abuse, namely (a) a specially crafted judicial direction, and (b) expert 

testimony presented by either an experimental psychologist or a clinical psychologist, with 

the complainant interviewed only by the latter expert.  Finally, the study compared the 

outcomes of individual juror verdicts with those of deliberating jurors to assess the impact of 

the type of decision.  The major dependent measures of interest were common CSA 

misconceptions, assessments of witness credibility, and verdict.    

Research Hypotheses 

                                                 
50

 Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O'Brien, K. (2011). A comparison of expert evidence and 

judicial directions to counter misconceptions in child sexual abuse trials. Australian and New Zealand 
Journal of Criminology, 44(2), 196-217. 
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This study tested six hypotheses drawn from the foregoing literature review.   

In relation to individual juror demographics and attitudes:  

1. Female jurors, older jurors and better educated jurors would rate the complainant’s 

credibility more favorably than their male, younger and less well-educated 

counterparts. 

2. Jurors with high CSA misconception scores would make unfavorable assessments of 

the complainant’s credibility and acquit the defendant while jurors with low CSA 

misconception scores would assess the complainant’s credibility favorably and 

convict the defendant. 

In relation to educative interventions to counteract CSA misconceptions: 

3. Exposure to the interventions would reduce jury misconceptions and result in 

significantly lower posttrial CSA misconception scores than pretrial CSA 

misconception scores compared to the CSA misconceptions scores of jurors without 

exposure to any intervention; 

4. The credibility of the clinical psychologist would be rated more highly than that of the 

experimental psychologist and trials involving the clinical expert would produce 

significantly more convictions, compared to the other experimental conditions. 

With respect to decision type: 

5. Post-deliberation-verdict correlations among jurors who render individual verdicts 

would be larger than those among jurors who deliberate to a verdict in a group.   

6. The conviction rate would be lower among deliberating jurors compared to those who 

rendered individual verdicts.  

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 876 nonempanelled excused jurors
51

 (58% men, 42% women) who 

reported for jury duty in the District and Supreme Courts of New South Wales (NSW), 

                                                 

51
 Hereafter referred to as jurors 
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Australia, aged between 18 and 74 years (M = 43.4, SD = 13.33).  More than half the 

participants held a university degree (61.7%), 17.1% had a tertiary level diploma, 7.2% had a 

trade certificate, 10.5% finished high school, and 3.6% reported fewer than 12 years of 

formal education.  English was the first language for 84% of participants.  More than half the 

participants reported that they were a parent or guardian of a child (55%).  

Study Materials 

A simulated trial transcript was written based on an actual CSA case involving a 12-

year-old complainant. The defendant, the complainant’s grandfather, was charged with one 

count of sexual penetration. The case facts were constant in all experimental conditions, and 

the video-trial lasted 40-55 minutes depending on the condition.  Professional actors were 

hired to play the roles of the parties, the witnesses and the judge.  In all conditions, the trial 

included opening and closing addresses by the prosecution and defense, evidence-in-chief 

and cross-examination of the complainant and a corroborating witness for the Crown (the 

complainant’s grandmother), and the judge’s summing-up. The complainant reported that her 

grandfather penetrated her with his finger while she was sitting on a chair reading a book in 

the living room. Her grandmother was outside in the garden at the time. Before entering the 

living room, the grandmother heard the complainant say, ‘Grandpa, stop it, it hurts’.  When 

she entered the room, the complainant’s pants were down and the defendant was doing up the 

belt on his pants. The complainant ran to her grandmother, crying, and made an immediate 

disclosure of sexual abuse. She was 13 years old when she testified at trial. 

The specialized knowledge was presented by an experimental psychologist, a clinical 

psychologist or by the presiding judge during her summing up.  The educative information 

summarized empirical findings on counter-intuitive behaviors of sexually abused children, 

developmental aspects of children’s memory, their reliability in reporting sexual abuse and 

suggestibility when questioned by adults.
52

  The judge reported these findings but made no 

statement to the effect that that the behavior of the complainant, Bridget, was consistent with 

                                                 
52

 Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O'Brien, K. (2011). A comparison of expert evidence and 

judicial directions to counter misconceptions in child sexual abuse trials. Australian and New Zealand 
Journal of Criminology, 44(2), 196-217. 
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that of a sexually abused child.  Both experts presented the educative information in their 

testimony after the complainant’s testimony and cross-examination.  Both statedexplicitly 

that the complainant’s behavior was consistent with that of a sexually abused child.
53

  The 

verbatim testimony of the experimental psychologist was: 

Prosecution: Based on your review of the research findings, and your examination of 

the police interviews of Bridget, in your professional opinion, is Bridget’s 

behaviour consistent with that of a child who has been sexually abused? 

Experimental psychologist: There are factors in this case which are consistent with the 

research findings indicative of child sexual abuse. 

The verbatim testimony of the clinical expert was:  

Prosecution: Based on your experience and your interview with Bridget, in your 

professional opinion is Bridget’s account of events and behaviour consistent 

with that of a child who has been sexually abused? 

Clinical psychologist: Yes, it is. 

a. Questionnaire about misconceptions about child sexual assault. 

A questionnaire developed by the authors was administered to assess participants’ 

misconceptions about CSA
54

 (Cronbach’s alpha = .78) before and after viewing the simulated 

trial.  The 20-item CSA misconception questionnaire measured behavioral indicators of 

sexual abuse (14 items, maximum score 70) and suggestibility of children (6 items, maximum 

score 30) on a 5-point Likert scale.  A higher score indicated greater endorsement of CSA 

misconceptions.   

b.  The Witness Credibility Scale 

                                                 
53

 We acknowledge the problematic ambiguity of this language and of conflating commonality with 

relevance, as noted by prior researchers (Lyon, T.D., & Koehler, J.J. 1996-1997.  The relevance ratio: 

Evaluating the probative value of expert testimony in child sexual abuse cases. Cornell Law Review, 82, 

43-78), but used it because it remains the standard admitted formulation of expert evidence on this topic.    
54

 Goodman-Delahunty, J., Martschuk, N. & Cossins, A. (2014, in preparation).  Validation of the Child 
Sexual Abuse Misconceptions Scale.  Unpublished manuscript.  Manly, Australia: Charles Sturt University. 
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The Witness Credibility Scale
55

 (WCS; Cronbach’s alpha = .95) was used to measure 

jurors’ perceptions of the credibility of the witnesses and the judge.  The WCS contains 20 

semantic differential items measured on a 10-point Likert scale that includes four subscales 

reflecting the perceived confidence, likeability, trustworthiness, and knowledge of a witness, 

respectively.  Credibility of the complainant and her grandmother were assessed by removing 

the item with the descriptor “scientific” from the WCS since this item was applicable only to 

expert witnesses and the judge.  A higher total score indicated greater perceived credibility of 

the witness.   

c.  Other dependent measures 

Participants rendered a binary verdict (guilty/not guilty) and rated the factual 

culpability of the defendant on a 5-point Likert-type scale.
56

  Finally, participants provided 

demographic information (gender, age, educational level, parental status). 

Research design and procedure 

A mixed study design was used in which the first variable, misconceptions about 

CSA, was a within-subjects factor and two variables were between-subjects factors, namely 

type of decision (deliberation in groups vs. individual verdicts) and source of specialized 

knowledge about CSA
57

 (none vs. judicial direction during summing up vs. expert 

experimental psychologist vs. expert clinical psychologist).  A total of 442 nondeliberating 

jurors and 443 deliberating jurors were assigned to one of eight experimental groups:   

1. Intervention 1 (n = 109 deliberating, n = 115 nondeliberating jurors): specialized 

knowledge presented as a judicial direction during the judge’s summing-up. 

2. Intervention 2 (n = 109 deliberating, n = 108 nondeliberating jurors): specialized 

knowledge presented by an experimental psychologist.  

                                                 
55

 Brodsky, S. L., Griffin, M. P., & Cramer, R. J. (2010). The Witness Credibility Scale: An outcome 

measure for expert witness research. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 28, 892-907. 

56
 Analyses of factual guilt are not reported in this article. 

57
 Goodman-Delahunty, J., Cossins, A., & O'Brien, K. (2011). A comparison of expert evidence and 

judicial directions to counter misconceptions in child sexual abuse trials. Australian and New Zealand 
Journal of Criminology, 44(2), 196-217. 
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3. Intervention 3 (n = 116 deliberating, n = 106 nondeliberating participants): 

specialized knowledge presented by a clinical psychologist who interviewed the 

complainant.  

4. Control group (n = 109 deliberating jurors, n = 113 nondeliberating jurors) received 

no specialized knowledge about CSA. 

All jurors completed a pretrial questionnaire. After the trial, nondeliberating jurors completed 

a posttrial questionnaire about CSA misconceptions, rated the credibility of the complainant, 

the corroborating lay witness, the expert witness and the judge, and rendered individual 

verdicts.  

Deliberating participants were allocated to one of 43 juries, with 10 or 11 juries per 

experimental group. Juries, comprising 8-12 jurors, were instructed to choose a foreperson, 

deliberate as a jury and rendered a unanimous or a majority decision before completing the 

same posttrial questionnaire. Participants were given a maximum of 90 minutes to reach a 

verdict.  Deliberations lasted between 5 and 90 minutes.  Because the courts released jurors 

from jury duty and invited them to participate in the study just before lunch hour, all 

deliberating participants were provided with sandwiches.  

Results 

Preliminary analyses indicated the presence of 12 out of 876 multivariate outliers. 

These participants were excluded from all further analyses.  The perceived witness credibility 

of the experts and the judge violated the normality assumptions (positively skewed with a 

positive kurtosis).  Accordingly, log transformations of the reflected values were performed 

to achieve a normal distribution. 
58

 

Preliminary analyses were conducted to test for differences between juror 

demographics (gender, age, educational level), their pre- and posttrial misconceptions and 

perceived witness credibility.  Results revealed that female jurors in the sample were more 

educated than their male counterparts, with 63.9% of women and 60.8% of men having a 

                                                 
58

 Tabachnik, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2012). Using multivariate statistics (6th ed.).  Boston: Pearson. 
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university degree, 20.0% of women and 14.4% of men a TAFE
59

 diploma, compared to 11.% 

of men and 1.9% of women with a trade certificate. The remaining 14.1% of women and 

13.8% of men reported finishing high school or less.  No differences in age emerged between 

men and women.  On average, older jurors were less educated (overall, rs = -.14, p < .001). 

Jurors with a university degree were younger on average (M = 41.79 years, SD = 12.51) than 

jurors who had a TAFE diploma (M = 46.82 years, SD = 14.16) or those who had not finished 

high school (M = 50.63 years, SD = 11.76).  The average age of jurors holding a trade 

certificate (M = 43.42 years old; SD = 13.73), and jurors who reported the highest level of 

education were similar (M = 44.09 years old; SD = 15.01).   

Juror misconceptions about CSA were related to participants’ demographic 

characteristics in several ways.  Female jurors had significantly fewer CSA misconceptions, 

both pretrial (M = 46.08, SD = 9.67) and posttrial (M = 47.04; SD = 51.93) than male jurors 

(pretrial: M = 50.79, SD = 8.70, t(833) = 7.36, p < .001; posttrial: M = 51.93; SD = 9.19, 

t(843) = 7.46, p < .001) while female jurors perceived the complainant to be more credible 

(M = 123.09, SD = 23.10) than did male jurors (M = 117.76; SD = 51.93, t(852) = -3.20, p = 

.001).  Further, there was no main effect of juror gender on the overall conviction rate (χ2 (1, 

869) = 2.09, p = .148, Phi = .05).  This effect was, however, moderated by type of decision.  

Whereas there was no effect of juror gender on convictions by deliberating jurors (women: 

31.1%; men: 31.7%; χ2 (1, 436) = 0.02, p = .894, Phi = -.01), women who rendered an 

individual verdict were more likely to convict (53.3%) than were their male counterparts 

(41.0%; χ2 (1, 433) = 6.27, p = .012, Phi = .12). 

Juror age was positively correlated with perceived complainant credibility, such that 

older jurors perceived the complainant to be more credible than did younger jurors, r = .16, p 

< .001.  Further, juror age was positively correlated with knowledge gains about CSA 

between the time of the pre- and posttrial measures, r = .09, p = .015.  This effect was 

moderated by decision type, such that knowledge gain was only associated with age for 

nondeliberating participants, r = .17, p < .001.  There was no correlation between age and 

knowledge gain for participants who deliberated as a jury, p > .05.  Finally, juror educational 

                                                 
59
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level was correlated with CSA misconceptions both pretrial (overall: r = -.18, p < .001) and 

posttrial (overall: r = -.17, p < .001), such that jurors who had higher educational levels held 

fewer CSA misconceptions.  Education was, however, not correlated with knowledge gains 

or perceived complainant credibility, p > .05.   Neither juror age nor education level was 

associated with the conviction rate, independently of the type of decision. 

Table 1 displays the correlations between juror demographic characteristics, CSA 

misconceptions and perceived complainant credibility (measured by the WCS) separately for 

deliberating and nondeliberating mock-jurors.   

 

Table 1 

Intercorrelations between juror demographic characteristics, CSA 

misconceptions, and perceived complainant credibility. 

  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Age - -.12* -.00 -.01 -.03 -.16** 

2. Education level -.17** - -.17** -.26**   .05   .08 

3. Pretrial MCSA score   .06 -.19** - .76** .33** -.27** 

4. Posttrial MCSA score -.02 -.14**  .78** - -.37** -.40** 

5. CSA knowledge change .14** -.08  .31** -.36** - .19** 

6. Complainant credibility .17**   .06 -.30** -.45** .24** - 

Note. Correlations below the diagonal are for nondeliberating jurors; correlations above the 

diagonal are for deliberating jurors. For education (higher numbers indicate more formal 

education) the statistic is Spearman’s Rho. * < .05; **< .001. 

Juror Pretrial Misconceptions about Child Sexual Assault   

Juror CSA misconceptions were measured pre- and posttrial using the CSA 

Misconceptions Questionnaire.  As shown in Figure 1, before trial, jurors held a moderate 

number of misconceptions, with average scores of approximately 50 out of a possible total of 

100.  The group scores ranged from a low of M = 45.79, SD = 9.42 (Intervention 3, 

nondeliberation), to a high of M = 58.81, SD = 10.39 (Control, nondeliberation).  A two-way 

between-subjects analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to assess juror pretrial 

misconceptions with age, gender and education as covariates, and type of decision making 
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and experimental group as the independent variables.  A main effect for juror gender (F(1, 

877) = 55.69, p < .001, η
2
 = .06) and for juror education emerged (F(1, 817) = 22.18, p < 

.001, η
2
 = .03) but not for juror age, p > .05.   

Male jurors endorsed significantly more misconceptions about CSA (M = 50.82, SD = 

8.74) than did their female counterparts (M = 46.11, SD = 9.66).  After controlling for 

demographic variables, there was no main effect for type of decision or type of intervention, 

p > .05, however, there was a significant interaction between the independent variables (F(3, 

817) = 3.04, p = .028, η
2
 = .01).  Before trial, nondeliberating jurors who were later exposed 

to specialized knowledge from a clinical psychologist endorsed significantly fewer CSA 

misconceptions (M = 45.78, SD = 9.46) than did jurors in the nondeliberating control group 

(M = 50.56, SD = 10.27).  No pretrial differences in CSA misconceptions were found among 

deliberating groups.  Further post hoc tests revealed that the pretrial CSA misconception 

scores of the nondeliberating jurors who were later exposed to expert evidence from the 

clinical psychologist counterparts ((M = 45.78 SD = 9.46) were significantly lower than those 

of their deliberating counterparts (M = 49.68, SD = 7.88).  Jurors’ pretrial CSA 

misconception scores are displayed in Figure 1, by experimental group. 
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Figure 1. Juror pretrial CSA misconceptions by experimental group (Mean and 95% CI)  

The Impact of Intervention and Decision Type on Misconceptions 

A mixed between-within subjects ANCOVA, with age, gender and education as 

covariates, was conducted to assess the impact of different types of interventions on juror 

misconceptions about CSA by comparing pre- and posttrial misconception scores of 

deliberating (Figure 2A) and nondeliberating jurors (Figure 2B).  A significant main effect 

for time emerged (Wilks’ Lambda = .98, F(1, 797) = 12.76, p < .001, η
2
 =.02), indicating 

higher overall misconceptions posttrial.  This effect was, however, moderated by the 

educative intervention (Wilks’ Lambda = 0.95, F(3, 797) = 13.41, p < .001, η
2
 =.05).  

Whereas there was a significant increase in jurors’ misconceptions posttrial in the control 

condition in the absence of specialized educative information (Figures 2A and 2B), 

misconception scores remained similar in all intervention groups following exposure to the 

educative information.  Misconceptions decreased somewhat, but not to a statistically 

significant degree, among nondeliberating jurors who were exposed to the educative 

information in the form of a direction from the judge.  There was no significant interaction 

between type of decision and time (pre- vs. posttrial) (Wilks’ Lambda = 1.00, F(1, 797) = 
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0.09, p = .768 η
2
 =.05). The interaction between time, type of decision and type of 

intervention was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Lambda = 1.00, F(3, 797) = 1.17, p = 

.320, η
2
 =.00. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.  Pretrial and posttrial CSA misconceptions by decision type and experimental 

group. 
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A two-way between groups ANCOVA was conducted to assess the impact of the 

educative intervention independently of type of decision by calculating the change in 

individual CSA knowledge gain scores after controlling for juror pretrial misconceptions.  

The CSA knowledge gain score was calculated by subtracting posttrial CSA misconception 

scores from pretrial CSA misconception scores to discern individual jurors’ CSA knowledge 

change.  Negative values in the change of CSA knowledge indicated that misconceptions 

increased following exposure to the video-trial; positive values indicated that misconceptions 

about CSA decreased after exposure to the video-trial.  The pretrial misconception scores 

were added as covariate because of the significant differences in mean misconception scores 

that emerged between some of the experimental groups at the outset of the experiment, as 

reported above.  Results yielded a significant effect for juror age (F(1, 796) = 4.80, p = .029, 

η
2
 = .01), indicating a positive correlation between age and knowledge gains, and for juror 

gender (F(1, 796) = 10.29, p = .001, η
2
 = .01), showing that older jurors and female jurors 

benefited more from the interventions than did younger jurors and male jurors.  No effect 

emerged for juror education, p > .05, although participants’ pretrial CSA misconceptions 

were significantly associated with their knowledge gains (F(1, 796) = 121.24, p < .001, η
2
 = 

.13) as reflected in a positive correlation between pretrial CSA misconception scores and 

knowledge change scores, r = .32, p < .001.  

While there was no effect for decision type on knowledge change, p > .05, there was 

for source of specialized knowledge (F(3, 796) = 19.57, p < .001, η
2
 = .07).  As shown in 

Figure 3A, mean knowledge gains were significantly lower in the control group than in the 

intervention groups, indicating that CSA misconceptions increased among jurors who viewed 

the video-trial in the absence of any specialized information.  This effect was, however, 

moderated by the type of decision.  Misconceptions about CSA increased most among 

nondeliberating jurors who did not receive any specialized information about CSA (M = -

4.40, SE = 0.61) but also increased among deliberating jurors in the control condition (M = -

2.82, SE = 0.60).  Knowledge gains were greater among nondeliberating than deliberating 

jurors who were exposed to specialized information irrespective of the intervention source.  
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In particular, the CSA misconceptions of nondeliberating jurors decreased most when the 

information was provided by the judge M = 0.99, SE = 0.57, or the clinical psychologist 

expert M = 1.00, SE = 0.61, but remained constant among deliberating jurors (Judicial 

direction: M = -0.43, SE = .59; Clinical psychologist expert: M = -0.23, SD = 0.57). When the 

specialized information was provided by an experimental expert, knowledge gains remained 

constant among both deliberating (M = -0.52, SE = 0.60) and nondeliberating (M = -0.32, SE 

= 0.59) jurors.   
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3A. Knowledge change scores by experimental condition 

 

3B. Knowledge change scores in all deliberating juries by experimental condition 

 

 
 

Figure 3. The impact of interventions on CSA knowledge change scores by decision type 

(3A), and by deliberating juries (3B) in all experimental conditions. 
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As shown in Figure 3B, the increases and decreases in CSA knowledge within each of 

the 43 deliberating juries revealed that CSA misconceptions increased most in the 11 

deliberating juries in the control group, where no specialized educative information was 

presented.  In contrast, CSA misconceptions increased significantly in only two of the 32 

juries who were exposed to specialized knowledge (via a judicial direction and an 

experimental psychologist).  Furthermore, the misconceptions decreased or tended to 

decrease after deliberation in only 7 out of 32 juries, and persisted (remained consistent) 

within the remaining 23 juries.   

Perceived Witness Credibility 

Separate between-groups ANCOVAs were performed on Witness Credibility Scores 

to assess the effect of type of intervention and type of decision on the perceived credibility of 

the complainant, her grandmother, the expert witness, and the judge, after controlling for 

jurors’ demographic characteristics and their pretrial CSA misconceptions.  Table 2 displays 

the perceived witness credibility results by experimental group.  
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Table 2.  

Perceived Credibility of the Complainant, Grandmother, Expert Witnesses, and the Judge by Decision Type and Experimental Group 

 Control  

 Judicial Direction 

in Summation 

 Expert Experimental 

Psychologist 

 Expert Clinical 

Psychologist 

 Mean SD Mdn  Mean SD Mdn  Mean SD Mdn  Mean SD Mdn 

Nondeliberation 
               

Complainant 115.37 29.12 116  118.86 24.46 120  118.11 22.83 117  126.42 23.98 128 

Grandmother 118.35 27.01 117  114.90 24.57 115  122.04 26.01 121  125.97 25.86 127 

Expert  –  –  –   –  –  –  169.47 19.26 171  173.85 17.52 177 

Judge 175.85 16.18 180  170.84 29.25 176  176.90 15.98 179  178.91 17.38 185 

Deliberation 
               

Complainant 123.35 22.11 124  118.43 25.62 117  121.46 22.44 125  118.19 20.16 115 

Grandmother 117.89 23.18 118  113.18 24.30 115  121.44 21.99 123  114.54 22.81 111 

Expert  –  –  –   –  –  –  168.50 20.10 174  164.60 20.90 167 

Judge 173.92 18.05 177  171.69 20.99 178  176.32 20.38 181  173.75 19.19 178 

Note.  The descriptor “scientific” was removed from the Witness Credibility Scale for use with lay witnesses.  The maximum possible score on the Witness 

Credibility Scale is 190.   
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Credibility of the child complainant. 

A main effect for juror age emerged in relation to perceived complainant credibility 

(F(1, 804) = 26.25, p < .001, η
2
 = .03) but not for juror gender or level of education, p > .05, 

indicating that older jurors were more likely to believe the testimony of the complainant, r = 

.16, p < .001.  Participants’ pretrial CSA misconceptions were significantly associated with 

perceived complainant credibility (F(1, 804) = 58.21, p < .001, η
2
 = .07), showing a negative 

correlation, r = -.28, p < .001.  After controlling for participants’ demographics and their 

pretrial misconception scores, there was no main effect for type of decision or intervention on 

perceived complainant credibility. Their interaction, however, was statistically significant 

(F(3, 804) = 2.73, p = .043).  Post hoc analyses revealed that in the absence of any 

specialized information, deliberating jurors perceived the complainant to be more credible 

than did nondeliberating jurors.  Among nondeliberating jurors who viewed expert evidence 

from the clinical psychologist, the perceived credibility of the complainant exceeded that of 

nondeliberating jurors in the control group.  Specialized knowledge presented by the judge or 

by the expert experimental psychologist did not significantly affect the perceived credibility 

of the complainant.  When participants deliberated as a jury, the perceived credibility of the 

complainant was constant in all experimental groups.  These results are displayed in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4.  Perceived credibility of the complainant by experimental condition 

 

Perceived credibility of the grandmother, corroborating witness for the Crown 

The two-way between-groups ANCOVA on the perceived credibility of the 

complainant’s grandmother yielded a main effect for juror gender, F(1, 807) = 7.21, p = .007, 

η
2
 = .01, and pretrial CSA misconceptions (F(1, 807) = 45.52, p < .001, η

2
 = .05).  Female 

jurors were more likely to believe the grandmother than were male jurors, while jurors’ 

pretrial CSA misconceptions were negatively correlated with the perceived credibility of the 

grandmother.  No significant differences emerged for juror age and level of education, p > 

.05.  A main effect for source of intervention emerged in relation to the perceived credibility 

of the grandmother (F(3, 807) = 3.78, p = .010, η
2
 = .01), such that her credibility was greater 

when specialized educative information was presented by an expert witness (experimental or 

clinical psychologist) than by the judge in a judicial direction.  No other comparisons were 

significant.  There was no effect for type of decision or for the interaction between the 
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manipulated experimental variables on perceived credibility of the grandmother as measured 

by WCS, p > .05.   These results are displayed in Figure 5. 

 

 

 

Figure 5.  Perceived credibility of the corroborating witness for the Crown by experimental 

condition  

Perceived credibility of the experimental vs. clinical psychological expert 

A two-way between-groups ANCOVA was performed to assess the perceived 

credibility of the two expert witnesses after performing log transformations of the reflected 

values to assess normality.  Analyses indicated a main effect for juror age and gender on the 

perceived credibility of the expert, such as by older jurors (F(1, 403) = 6.31, p = .012, η
2
 = 

.02) and female jurors (F(1, 403) = 4.96, p = .027, η
2
 = .01) regarded the experts as more 

credible than did their younger and male counterparts.  Jurors’ educational level and pretrial 



27 

CSA misconceptions were not associated with the perceived credibility of the experts, p > 

.05.  After controlling for the above mentioned variables, the type of decision was 

nonsignificant, irrespective of the expertise of the psychologist (F(1, 403) = 3.73, p = .054, η
2
 

= .01), although nondeliberating jurors rated the experts as more credible (M = 171.66, SD = 

18.50, Mdn = 174) than did deliberating jurors (M = 166.58, SD = 20.55, Mdn = 140). 

Perceived credibility of the judge 

The perceived credibility scores of the judge were skewed and transformed before 

conducting the ANCOVA.  After controlling for participants’ gender, age, education, and 

pretrial CSA misconceptions, a significant main effect emerged for type of decision on the 

perceived credibility of the judge (F(1, 805) = 4.56, p = .033, η
2
 = .01). The judge was 

perceived as more credible by nondeliberating jurors (M = 175.55, SD = 20.73, Mdn =180) 

than by deliberating jurors (M = 173.85, SD = 19.85, Mdn =179).  Neither the type of 

intervention nor the interaction of type of intervention and type of decision was statistically 

significant.  

As shown in Table 2, the perceived credibility of the judge decreased when the judge 

provided specialized information in a judicial direction compared to trials in which the same 

information was provided by an expert, irrespective of whether the expert was an 

experimental or a clinical psychologist.  In those latter two conditions, the judge was rated as 

more credible than the experts. 

The impact of CSA misconceptions and interventions on verdict 

Results revealed an increase in the conviction rate when jurors rendered individual 

verdicts without deliberation following exposure to specialized knowledge from either the 

judge (44.3%), the experimental expert (45.4%) or the clinical expert (54.7%), compared to 

the control condition (38.9%).  The verdicts of deliberating jurors showed that in comparison 

with the control group (43.1%), the individual conviction rate dropped significantly following 

exposure to all types of interventions (judge: 24.8%; experimental psychologist: 25.7%; 

clinical psychologist: 32.8%).  Almost a quarter of deliberations (23.3%) resulted in hung 
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juries (no unanimous or majority decision was reached in the available time).  Table 3 

presents the pre- and posttrial CSA misconception scores and verdicts for each deliberation 

group and for nondeliberating jurors.  Overall, 44.2% of juries rendered a unanimous verdict 

following deliberations, while 32.5% returned a majority verdict.  

 

Insert Table 3 here 

 

In the absence of educative information in the control condition, three juries voted 

unanimously to convict the defendant, five juries acquitted (2 unanimously) and three juries 

were hung.  Juries endorsing higher levels of CSA misconceptions acquitted.  Following 

exposure to specialized knowledge in a judicial direction, one jury with the lowest posttrial 

CSA misconception score (M = 44.67, SD = 11.67), convicted; six juries with mixed levels of 

CSA misconceptions acquitted (5 unanimously), and the remaining four juries were hung.  

Following exposure to specialized knowledge presented by an experimental psychologist, 

three juries with low CSA misconception scores convicted (1 unanimously), six acquitted, 

although in two of the six juries CSA misconceptions scores were low, one jury was hung. 

Similarly, after exposure to specialized knowledge presented by a clinical psychologist, three 

juries holding low to moderate levels of CSA misconceptions convicted, six juries in which 

overall levels of CSA misconceptions were high acquitted (4 unanimously) and two juries 

were hung.  
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Table 3. 

Mean pre- and posttrial CSA misconception scores and verdict for each deliberating jury and for nondeliberating jurors, by experimental condition 

 
Control 

 
Judicial Direction 

 
Experimental Psychologist 

 
Clinical Psychologist 

Jury 

No 

Mpre 

(SDpre) 

Mpost 

(SDpost) 
Verdict 

 

Mpre 

(SDpre) 

Mpost 

(SDpost) 
Verdict 

 

Mpre 

(SDpre) 

Mpost 

(SDpost) 
Verdict 

 

Mpre 

(SDpre) 

Mpost 

(SDpost) 
Verdict 

Deliberating juries 
   

 
   

 
   

 
 

J1 
50.11 

(8.42) 

51.67 

(6.29) 
6NG 3G 

 

51.56 

(7.27) 

50.22 

(8.91) 
9NG 

 

52.94 

(9.19) 

55.73 

(6.21) 
12NG 

 

49.42 

(5.85) 

52.17 

(5.13) 
12NG 

J2 
52.75 

(10.00) 

58.70 

(8.58) 
10NG 

 

52.44 

(10.33) 

53.22 

(13.26) 
9NG 

 

48.64 

(5.01) 

49.00 

(5.05) 
12NG 

 

49.27 

(11.07) 

52.58 

(9.80) 
11NG 1G 

J3 
49.38 

(10.68) 

49.14 

(10.29) 
11G 

 

49.55 

(10.24) 

44.67 

(11.67) 
12G 

 

47.73 

(9.92) 

45.50 

(11.71) 
11G 

 

46.45 

(6.83) 

46.17 

(8.04) 
7G 5NG 

J4 
45.78 

(12.03) 

48.89 

(12.38) 
7G 2NG 

 

47.10 

(10.01) 

48.90 

(9.32) 
10NG 

 

42.91 

(9.90) 

46.08 

(7.34) 
9NG 3G 

 

52.11 

(7.03) 

52.88 

(7.38) 
9NG 

J5 
49.17 

(10.91) 

51.09 

(11.15) 
12G 

 

50.42 

(9.85) 

47.00 

(10.59) 
10NG 2G 

 

46.13 

(11.05)  

48.38 

(9.91) 
7G 1NG 

 

46.22 

(9.48) 

42.30 

(8.47) 
10G 

J6 
47.00 

(6.59) 

51.25 

(5.82) 
11G 1NG 

 

45.88 

(11.19) 

51.63 

(13.91) 
9NG 

 

44.63 

(5.21) 

48.25 

(8.29) 
8NG 

 

49.27 

(4.80) 

48.73 

(3.35) 
10NG 2G 

J7 
45.33 

(9.54) 

44.90 

(10.98) 
9NG 1G 

 

45.11 

(9.08) 

52.00 

(8.51) 
5G 5NG 

 

53.27 

(11.79) 

56.36 

(12.40) 
12NG 

 

51.83 

(6.39) 

53.08 

(8.59) 
12NG 

J8 
41.50 

(7.77) 

56.90 

(11.13) 
9NG 1G 

 

52.25 

(7.21) 

54.33 

(6.60) 
8NG 1G 

 

47.64 

(14.84) 

40.45 

(8.04) 
11G 1NG 

 

51.57 

(6.34) 

44.38 

(7.60) 
8G 

J9 
54.38 

(6.44) 

55.50 

(5.29) 
7NG 1G 

 

50.91 

(12.13) 

50.36 

(11.75) 
6G 5NG 

 

49.27 

(11.17) 

51.0 

(9.15) 
  12NG* 

 

51.90 

(5.02) 

53.64 

(7.58) 
11NG 

J10 
51.13 

(5.19) 

55.13 

(5.64) 
9NG 

 

47.56 

(14.53) 

47.44 

(10.18) 
9NG 

 

52.80 

(9.31) 

54.20 

(9.30) 
10NG 

 

51.36 

(14.53) 

49.09 

(10.56) 
10NG 1G 

J11 
53.50 

(8.21) 

57.25 

(8.80) 
7G 5NG 

 

46.67 

(5.94) 

50.13 

(6.96) 
7NG 2G 

 
– – – 

 

50.13 

(8.11) 

50.75 

(6.30) 
8G 

Nondeliberating jurors 
   

 
   

 
   

 
 

 

50.81 

(10.39) 

55.14 

(10.96) 
68NG 44G 

 

48.99 

(8.91) 

48.31 

(9.08) 
64NG 51G 

 

49.51 

(10.04) 

50.00 

(9.41) 
58NG 49G 

 

45.72 

(9.40) 

45.62 

(8.61) 

48NG 

58G 

Note. G = guilty; NG = not guilty. *Some jurors pressured others to change their views. 
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To explore the relationship between posttrial CSA misconceptions and verdicts, a 

serial mediation analysis was conducted, with perceived complainant credibility as the first 

mediator, perceived credibility of the grandmother as the second mediator and participants’ 

pretrial CSA misconception scores as covariates.  A moderated mediation with type of 

decision and source of intervention as moderators and perceived complainant credibility as 

mediator was not statistically significant, p > .05.  Table 4 displays the serial mediation 

analysis with pretrial misconceptions as a covariate which moderated the direct and indirect 

effects of posttrial misconception scores on verdict, separated for nondeliberating and 

deliberating jurors. 

After controlling for pretrial CSA misconception scores, the overall effect of posttrial 

misconceptions about CSA on individual verdict was statistically significant for both 

deliberation (c = -0.10, Wald Statistic = -4.97, p < .001) and nondeliberation groups (c = -

0.09, Wald Statistic = 4.80, p < .001).  The greater the endorsement of CSA misconceptions, 

the less likely jurors were to convict the defendant.  Jurors’ posttrial misconceptions about 

CSA were related to the perceived credibility of the complainant and her grandmother, with 

higher credibility scores for both associated with fewer CSA misconceptions.  The 

relationship between posttrial CSA misconceptions and perceived complainant credibility 

was stronger in the nondeliberation (a1 = -1.46, t(401) = -7.96, p < .001, r = -.45) than in the 

deliberation group (a1 = -1.05, t(395) = -6.11, p < .001, r = -.40).  This effect was reversed for 

perceived credibility of the corroborative witness (nondeliberation group: a2 = -0.44, t(401) = 

2.94, p = .004, r = .21; deliberation group: a2 = -0.53, t(395) = -3.99, p < .001, r = .24). In 

addition, perceived complainant credibility was positively correlated with the perceived 

credibility of the grandmother (nondeliberation: a3 = 0.69, t(401) = 18.06, p < .001, r = .74; 

deliberation: a3 = 0.69, t(395) = 21.60, p < .001, r = .74).  

Similarly, the perceived credibility of the complainant and grandmother predicted 

verdict, in that jurors who perceived both the complainant and the grandmother as more 

credible were more likely to convict, for both nondeliberating (WCS complainant: b1 = 0.02, 

Wald Statistic = 3.16, p = .002; WCS corroborative witness: b2 = 0.03, Wald Statistic = 4.27, 

p < .001) and deliberating jurors (WCS complainant: b1 = 0.03, Wald Statistic = 2.91, p = 
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.004; WCS corroborative witness: b2 = 0.03, Wald Statistic = 3.59, p < .001). Finally, for 

jurors who rendered a verdict individually, the direct effect of posttrial CSA misconceptions 

on verdict was not significant, c’ = -0.04, Wald Statistic = -1.63, p = .102, indicating that the 

perceived credibility of complainant and corroborative witness completely mediated the 

effect of posttrial misconceptions about CSA on verdict.  For jurors who deliberated as a jury, 

the direct effect of posttrial CSA misconceptions on verdict for deliberating jurors was 

statistically significant, c’ = -0.05, Wald Statistic = -2.25, p = .025, and partially mediated by 

the perceived credibility of the complainant and the grandmother. The mediation model 

explained between 28% (Cox & Snell R square) and 38% (Nagelkerke R squared) of the 

variance in verdict for nondeliberating jurors, and between 24% (Cox & Snell R square) and 

34% (Nagelkerke R squared) for deliberating jurors.  These results are shown in Table 4. 

 

Insert Table 4 here 

 



32 

Table 4. 

Serial Mediation Analysis for Direct and Indirect Effects of Posttrial CSA Misconceptions on Verdict with Juror Pretrial CSA 

Misconceptions as a Covariate  

Antecedent 

 Consequent 

 WCS Complainant 

credibility 
  

WCS Grandmother 

credibility 

 
 Convictions 

 Coeff. SE p   Coeff. SE p   Coeff. SE p 

Nondeliberating jurors               

Posttrial CSA Misconceptions a1 -1.46 0.183 < .001  a2 -0.44 0.150 .004  c' -0.04 .022 .102 

WCS Complainant credibility   – – –  a3 0.69 0.038 < .001  b1 0.02 0.007  .002 

WCS Grandmother credibility   – – –   – – –  b2 0.03 0.007 < .001 

Pretrial CSA Misconceptions f1 0.36 0.186 .052  f2 0.13 0.142 .378  g -0.00 0.020 .828 

Constant i1 173.84 6.169 < .001  i2 52.98 8.119 < .001  i2 -4.80 1.238 < .001 

Deliberating jurors               

Posttrial CSA Misconceptions a1 -1.05 0.172 < .001  a2 -0.53 0.133 < .001  c' -0.05 0.022 .025 

WCS Complainant credibility   – – –  a3 0.69 0.038 < .001  b1 0.03 0.009 .004 

WCS Grandmother credibility   – – –   – – –  b2 0.03 0.009 < .001 

Pretrial CSA Misconceptions f1 0.18 0.175 .317  f2 0.24 0.130 .065  g 0.02 0.021 .328 

Constant i1 164.79 6.06 < .001  i2 48.81 7.652 < .001  i3 -6.10 1.346 < .001 
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Discussion 

The current study aimed to explore juror attitudes towards children in CSA cases and 

to test the effects of educative interventions by presenting specialized knowledge to reduce 

common misconceptions and increase the conviction rate in CSA cases.  To add ecological 

validity to the findings, nonempanelled excused jurors in the District and Supreme Courts  in 

NSW were invited to participate in the study, and verdicts rendered by individual jurors were 

compared with those of jurors and juries who deliberated to a verdict in groups of eight to 

twelve.   

The present findings showed that overall, jurors who reported for jury duty held 

moderate levels of misconceptions about CSA, and that these were dependent on juror age, 

gender, and education level.  Without exposure to any educative intervention, juror 

misconceptions about CSA increased significantly after viewing the video-trial, whereas they 

persisted or decreased when specialized knowledge about CSA was presented in the video-

trial.  Jurors’ pretrial CSA misconceptions were negatively correlated with the perceived 

credibility of the child complainant.  The complainant’s credibility was dependent on the type 

of intervention and the type of decision, whereas the perceived credibility of the 

corroborative witness, the grandmother, was dependent only on the type of intervention. The 

perceived credibility of the expert was not dependent on the nature of his particular expertise, 

experimental versus clinical psychology, but on the type of decision.  Finally, jurors’ posttrial 

CSA misconceptions were significantly associated with the decision to convict.  For 

nondeliberating jurors who rendered an individual verdict, this effect was fully mediated by 

the perceived credibility of child complainant and of the corroborative witness.  For 

deliberating jurors, this effect was partially mediated by the perceived credibility of the child 

complainant and of the corroborative witness.   
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Inspections of jury groups showed that levels of CSA misconceptions varied by group 

both between and within each of the experimental conditions.  These findings indicated that 

the combination of the type of intervention, the variety of juror misconceptions at the outset 

of the experiment and the deliberation process were related to juror posttrial CSA 

misconceptions and verdict. These results are discussed in relation to the proposed 

hypotheses.  

The Influence of Individual Juror Demographic Characteristics on Perceived 

Credibility of the Complainant and Verdict 

Our hypotheses that jury demographic characteristics would affect perceived witness 

credibility assessments and verdict were confirmed in a number of ways.  Correlations 

between demographic characteristics and CSA misconceptions showed that women held 

significantly fewer CSA misconceptions than men, before and after exposure to the video-

trial.  Further, CSA misconceptions were significantly correlated with juror education, such 

that jurors with higher educational levels endorsed fewer CSA misconceptions.  Women and 

older jurors gained most benefit from the educative trial interventions as shown by their 

higher knowledge gain scores and posttrial reductions in CSA misconceptions, compared to 

male and younger jurors.  Further, women and older jurors rated the complainant as 

significantly more credible than did men and younger jurors.   

Further, conviction rates were related to juror gender, such that women rendering 

individual decisions were more likely to convict the defendant than were their male 

counterparts.  This effect disappeared when jurors deliberated as a jury before being asked to 

report their verdict. These results indicated that although women had a higher propensity than 

men to convict before deliberation commenced, the influence of deliberating in a group with 

other jurors exerted a more powerful effect than that of juror demographics on verdict.  
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The Impact of Educative Interventions on Juror CSA Misconceptions  

The hypothesis that the educative interventions would reduce jurors’ CSA 

misconceptions was confirmed.  In the absence of any intervention, both deliberating and 

nondeliberating jurors endorsed more CSA misconceptions after viewing the video-trial than 

before, and the increase in CSA misconceptions was greater for nondeliberating than for 

deliberating jurors.  Similarly, analyses of jurors’ CSA knowledge gain scores showed that 

jurors in the control groups acquired significantly less accurate information about CSA in the 

course of the trial than did their counterparts who were exposed to specialized educative 

information.  

The observed increase in CSA misconceptions in the control conditions posttrial is an 

important finding since it is likely to mirror the everyday trial situation in the majority of 

CSA trials conducted in Australia.  In other words, prosecutors typically do not call expert 

witnesses to provide educative information to jurors in CSA trials about the counter-intuitive 

behaviors of sexually abused children and children’s ability to give reliable evidence, nor do 

judges provide this information in a judicial direction.  Thus, jurors’ CSA misconceptions 

and those introduced by lawyers for the defence in cross-examining the complainant and 

other witnesses are left unchallenged.  Absent any exposure to educative information to 

curtail CSA misconceptions, when jurors deliberate in groups to a verdict, the impact of the 

CSA misconceptions intensified.   

The observed posttrial increase in CSA misconceptions may in part be due to 

stereotypical misconceptions introduced by the defence lawyer during her vigorous cross-

examination of the complainant.  For example, the complainant was asked about continuing 

to live with her grandfather after the alleged assault and she confirmed that he took her to 

school each day.  Defence counsel also asserted that the complainant had given three 

different versions of the events, that she had fabricated her assault allegation after coaching 
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by her grandmother, and had the knowledge to do so because she had attended sex education 

classes at school.  

The Persistence of CSA Misconceptions in Deliberation Groups 

The hypothesis that CSA misconceptions would decrease after exposure to one of the 

three educative interventions was partially confirmed.  CSA misconception scores of jurors in 

all nondeliberating conditions either decreased slightly or remained stable, unlike those of 

their deliberating counterparts.  Following deliberations, endorsement of CSA 

misconceptions persisted at a level equivalent to that of pretrial CSA misconceptions in all 

intervention groups.  The increase in CSA misconception scores of deliberating jurors who 

were not exposed to any educative information (control condition) far exceeded those of 

jurors in all other deliberating groups.  While the increase in CSA misconception scores was 

moderated by the presence and type of educative intervention, these findings demonstrated 

that deliberation did not reliably reduce juror errors and misconceptions.  Whereas in some 

juries CSA misconceptions decreased after a discussion of the case facts as a jury, other juries 

endorsed CSA misconceptions in the course of the deliberation.  Deliberation may have 

provided an opportunity for many jurors to repeat and reinforce the CSA misconceptions 

introduced by defence lawyer during cross-examination of the complainant or by other 

deliberating jurors.  

As noted above, compared to the control group in which CSA misconceptions 

increased after the trial, the level of CSA misconceptions after exposure to educative 

information persisted, but rarely decreased. The frequency of hung juries was greater among 

deliberating jurors who received specialized information from the judge in a judicial direction 

compared to those who received it from an expert witness.  This finding raises the possibility 

that jurors were perplexed by educative information provided in the form of a judicial 

direction compared to expert testimony. 
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 The posttrial persistence of CSA misconceptions in deliberating jurors who were 

exposed to three different types of educative interventions was unexpected.  The persistence 

of misconceptions posttrial may be due to the persistence of discredited information
60

 due to 

a confirmation bias
61

 or to attitude polarization,
62

 both of which have been tested and 

observed previously in the context of mock jury research on other topics.  Misconceptions 

contained in statements by the jury foreperson or other dominant jurors in the group could 

have dominated the discussion.  Group dynamics within each deliberation group may have 

led to these outcomes.
63

  The findings are also consistent with deliberation theories such as 

the liberation hypothesis which postulates that when the evidence is ambiguous, jurors will 

resort to extra-legal information such as their own experiences and beliefs, to reach a 

verdict.
64

   Alternatively, the findings may be due to the leniency effect
65

 previously observed 

in deliberation.  However, no support for any one of these theories over another was apparent 

from the analyses presented in this article.  They will be explored by analysing the content of 

each of the deliberation groups separately, a task beyond the scope of the current study. 

The Impact of Type of Expertise on Juror CSA Misconceptions and Verdict 

The hypothesis that jurors would prefer a clinical over an experimental psychologist 

and that trials involving the clinical expert would yield significantly more convictions 

compared to other educative interventions was partially confirmed.  Jurors’ assessments of 
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the experts as measured by the Witness Credibility Scale,
66

 revealed that the perceived 

credibility of the clinical and the experimental psychologist was equivalent.  Ratings of the 

credibility of these experts may have been similar because the present study did not vary the 

attributes of the experts intrinsic to the WCS.  Both experts were portrayed buy the same 

actor who conveyed similar evidence in a uniform manner in direct and cross-examination. 

The levels of education and experience in the field establishing their expertise was parallel, 

and thus it is understandable that they were perceived by jurors as equivalently likeable, 

confident, trustworthy and knowledgeable.  In testifying, both stated that the behavior of the 

complainant was consistent with that of a sexually abused child. The only difference between 

the experts was that one inspected only police records (experimental psychologist), whereas 

the other inspected these records and interviewed the complainant (clinical expert). The fact 

that the expert interviewed the complainant appears to be the main factor which increased the 

perceived credibility of the child. Specifically, educative information presented by the 

clinical psychologist increased the perceived credibility of the complainant compared to 

ratings by jurors in the control condition, whereas educative information presented by the 

experimental psychologist or the trial judge did not impact the perceived credibility of the 

complainant. This effect was significant for only for nondeliberating jurors.  The conviction 

rate revealed a similar pattern of results: both deliberating and nondeliberating jurors tended 

to convict more often when the expert stated that he interviewed the child than when he only 

inspected police reports.  However, among deliberating jurors, the number of juries that voted 

to convict the defendant was undifferentiated in response to the type of expert witness.    
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The Impact of CSA Misconceptions on the Perceived Credibility of the Complainant 

and the Corroborative Witness 

Although deliberating jurors in the control group were less likely to convict than were 

nondeliberating jurors, deliberating jurors in the control condition perceived the complainant 

as more credible than did their nondeliberating counterparts.  Thus, while deliberation 

appeared to enhance credibility perceptions in the control condition, that effect did not 

translate into convictions, suggesting that the deliberation process, itself, increased the doubt 

that jurors had about the defendant’s culpability or their willingness to convict, even if they 

perceived him to be factually culpable. 

Unexpectedly, the educative interventions appeared to have little impact on the 

perceived credibility of the complainant among deliberating jurors: ratings of the 

complainant’s credibility were constant in all experimental conditions.  For nondeliberating 

jurors, however, the perceived credibility of the complainant was highest in the clinical 

expert condition and lowest in the control condition.  Further, the grandmother’s credibility 

was rated more favorably in the two expert witness conditions than in the judicial direction 

condition, although no similar effect emerged for the credibility of the complainant.  As noted  

above, the educative interventions impacted the verdict, but not the sole predictors of verdict.  

The mediation analyses provided an explanation for these results.  Specifically, the 

mediation analysis revealed that it was not the source of the educative intervention but rather 

the extent of jurors’ posttrial CSA misconceptions that predicted the perceived credibility of 

the complainant and the corroborative witness.  The effect was the stronger on the perceived 

credibility of the complainant, especially among deliberating jurors.  Moreover, the mediation 

analysis showed that the combination of CSA misconception scores and the perceived 

credibility of the complainant and her grandmother were associated with verdict.  The less 

susceptible jurors were to CSA misconceptions, the higher the perceived credibility of the 
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complainant and the corroborative witness, and the more likely the jurors were to convict the 

defendant.  Notably, the mediation model was sufficient for nondeliberating jurors such that 

the effect of misconceptions on verdict was no longer statistically significant once witness 

credibility was taken into account.  The mediation model for deliberating jurors, however, 

showed that this effect was still significant, indicating that other factors that were not 

measured in this model had an impact on verdict, namely, unique factors within each of the 

deliberating juries. 

Limitations of the Study 

In Australia it is impossible to videotape deliberations of real jurors sitting on a real 

trial.  In NSW, for example, it is an offence under section 68 of the Jury Act 1977 to publish 

or broadcast the identity of a juror. The second best option for researchers in Australia is to 

recruit jurors called for jury duty, something this study was able to do for the very first time 

in NSW.  Although we sought to increase the external validity of our findings by recruiting 

actual jurors who reported for jury duty and by conducting our experiments within a court 

precinct, and by using a professionally acted video-trial, one can argue that our findings will 

not generalize to real juries because our mock-jurors knew they were participating in a 

simulated trial.  It is possible that a number of deliberations ended with hung juries because 

the mock-jurors knew that no consequences would ensure if they failed to reach a verdict 

within the allotted time period. While jury deliberations were confined to 90 minutes, if the 

juries had been allowed to deliberate to a verdict, there may have been fewer hung juries. 

The conviction rates reported in this article for both nondeliberating and deliberating 

jurors are individually rendered verdicts.  Because the verdicts of deliberating jurors were 

rendered following group deliberation, the independence of those verdict data is 

compromised.  Accordingly, appropriate adjustments taking into account their non-
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independence are required using multi-level modeling and a nested design with these verdict 

outcomes nested within jury groups.  Those analyses are currently in progress.         

Conclusion 

As anticipated, the educational interventions in the form of a judicial direction and 

expert evidence from a psychologist significantly reduced jury CSA misconceptions, which 

enhanced the credulity of the complainant and increased the conviction rate for 

nondeliberating jurors.  However, jury deliberation mitigated these effects.  The persistence 

of CSA misconceptions through deliberations led to unfavorable perceptions of the 

complainant’s credibility and fewer convictions.    

Our study further suggested that specialized information was best conveyed by an 

expert witness rather than a judge who, in our study, may have been perceived by jurors to be 

partial to prosecution case when giving expert-type information about CSA and children.  An 

expert who interviewed the complainant appeared to have greater impact on juror perceptions 

of the complainant’s credibility and verdict, possibly because this expert appeared more 

competent to express an opinion about the whether the child was sexually assaulted.   
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Figure 6.  Serial Mediation Analysis for Direct and Indirect Effects of Posttrial CSA 

Misconceptions on Verdict with Juror Pretrial CSA Misconceptions as a Covariate  

Key:  nd = nondeliberating jurors 

         del = deliberating jurors 

 


