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This systematic review explores the methodological characteristics, features and findings of empirical research adopting an experimental mock juror design to investigate legal decision-making regarding defendants with mental health conditions. A systematic search was conducted using MEDLINE, CINAHL, PsycINFO, PsyArticles and Web of Science, with thirty-two eligible studies included within the final review. Study quality was assessed using the Appraisal Tool for Cross-Sectional Studies (AXIS). All studies were conducted across the United States and Canada, with the exception of one conducted in the United Kingdom. Studies varied significantly in their aims, sampling, variables manipulated and other methodological characteristics. A range of non-significant, and significant aggravating and mitigating effects were found in relation to the effect of different diagnostic terms, types of evidence presented and other defendant or participant characteristics on mock jurors’ verdict and sentencing decisions. Inconsistencies in direction of effect were found even amongst the higher quality studies. Strengths, limitations, and recommendations for future research are discussed.
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The role of juror in a criminal trial comes with enormous responsibility. The decisions made by jurors in this context have potentially life-changing consequences for the person charged with the offence. Jurors are expected to approach the case in an unbiased way, relying solely upon the evidence they are presented by the cases for the prosecution and defence.
Yet despite the societal importance of the jury role, jury related research is hampered by the restrictions placed on researchers to recruit samples of real juries. Whilst such restrictions likely reflect concerns about the risks of exposing the inner workings of a jury through research (Zander, 2013), and the need to protect jurors, there is equally a recognised need for research on how real juries deliberate when faced with high-stakes decisions (Ross, 2023).
Due to the barriers outlined, researchers have sought alternative ways to investigate jury decision-making indirectly. This body of research dates back to 1950s (Devine et al., 2001; Broeder, 1959; Gerbasi et al., 1977), frequently relying upon methods such as juror surveys, mock jury, or trial simulation designs. Ross (2023) acknowledges that these types of studies are conducted with varying levels of realism and ecological validity but highlights the value they offer in testing specific hypotheses, use of control groups and manipulations that would not be possible in real juries. Moreover, these studies have typically focused on individual decision-making rather than the group deliberation processes.
Historically, mock jury research has explored the impact of a range of ‘extra-legal’ factors hypothesised to influence juror decision-making processes. These have included defendant race (Mitchell et al., 2005), gender (Maeder & Dempsey, 2012), physical attractiveness (Taylor et al., 2018; Patry, 2008), amongst other personal characteristics. Mental health issues have received some more recent attention in the literature, with a recognition that such issues could be relevant to juror decision-making in many different ways. Such an impact might arise, for example, in relation to diagnostic information or expert witness evidence being used to explain criminal behaviour and provide mitigation for the offence), but could also be relevant in terms of influencing the behaviour of the defendant in the courtroom (or attributions made by jurors towards behaviours in the courtroom) or the defendant’s ability to engage in proceedings. In line with other mock juror research, the experimental approach is one that has been adopted to assess the role of mental health appearing in the criminal trial in different ways. Commonly, such research uses a vignette of some form with key characteristics manipulated in a between-groups exposure; mock jurors are then asked to make a relevant legal decision; the most obvious being a determination of guilt. Moreover, whilst juror decision-making research typically focuses on the decisions made by an individual juror, there is also the potential – if the study recruits a sufficiently large sample – to also consider the impact of experimentally manipulated variables on group (whole jury) decision-making. However, given the many different ways that mental health may be relevant to a criminal trial, there is enormous scope for variation in such research, including in relation to the methodology, vignette (different mental health conditions, different offences, different information manipulated), quality of sampling approach, and nature of the legal decision being made. 
To the authors’ knowledge there have been no prior attempts to integrate what is known from experimental mock jury research in relation to decision-making concerning defendants with mental health concerns. Such a review is warranted in the context, described above, that the current available research presents a somewhat confusing array of studies, potential for many different research questions to be approached using widely ranging research methodologies, and it is hard to gain a clear or coherent sense of themes between different studies. Gaining an understanding of the state of the contemporary literature, with an aim to synthesise findings and appraise methodological quality, is therefore important and lends itself to investigation through a systematic review. Moreover, by weighing up the quality of the extant research, we can support future research to more effectively build on identified gaps in the present literature. 
Aims of the review
This review therefore aimed to further the understanding of what is known about previous mock juror research in which mental health information about the defendant is presented as relevant to the criminal case, and the methodological approaches adopted by these studies. We took a broad approach to ‘what is known’, considering it important to think about the nature and quality of samples used, the types of research questions adopted, and the similarity and consistency in the findings between different research studies. 
Research questions: 
1. What is known about the nature, characteristics and quality of existing experimental 		research using a mock jury or trial simulation method in which the mental health of the defendant is considered?
2. What information is most important or relevant to decision-making about defendants with mental health problems in a criminal trial?

[bookmark: _Toc160446723]Method

This systematic review protocol was registered on the International Platform of Registered Systematic Review and Meta-analysis Protocols (INPLASY) on 12th April 2023 (registration number: 202340038, https://inplasy.com/inplasy-2023-4-0038/). Updates to the systematic review methodology between conception and publication are included on the INPLASY entry. 
Eligibility
Studies were eligible if they were academic journal articles or pieces of empirical research (published in peer reviewed journals) which:
· Considered decision-making relevant to the legal process, including, for example, decisions being made around the determination of guilt or sentencing outcomes, and
· Adopted an experimental approach involving a manipulation between different groups, or where different participants have been exposed to different types of written information, video material, or other portrayal of a defendant accused of committing a criminal offence, and
· Described a fictional defendant who was portrayed as over the age of 18 years or written in a way that implied the defendant was likely to be an adult, and
· Provided information about the fictional defendant’s mental health condition or personality disorder, as relevant to the defendant’s criminal case. This could include a diagnostic term, or description of symptoms, for example. Studies were included where the clinical description depicted a disorder which would have been described in one of the core taxonomies of mental health conditions (e.g. the DSM or ICD), this included schizophrenia or symptoms of psychosis, personality disorder or disturbance. Additionally, we decided to include psychopathy on the basis that it is a personality disorder with significant relevance to forensic and legal questions, even if not contained in the DSM or ICD. Other terms not recognised by the DSM or ICD such as ‘Battered Person Syndrome’ or descriptions of psychological differences which were not presented in clinical terms (e.g. relating to memory or cognition) as well as descriptions of trauma or abuse when this was not accompanied by a clear mental health impact were excluded. Similarly, studies were not included where the fictional defendant had a diagnosis of a neurodevelopmental condition such as autism, or an intellectual or learning disability, brain injury or other neurological or neurodevelopmental condition (and not another relevant condition).

The studies must have collected and reported primary, quantitative data. Participants of the studies were required to have been aged 18 years or over. Finally, studies were required to be written in the English language and published between 2010 and August 2024. Studies were excluded if they did not meet any of the inclusion criteria outlined. 

Search strategy
We systematically searched the following databases: MEDLINE, PsycArticles, PsycINFO, CINAHL and Web of Science. 
The search terms employed were: ((mock or simulat* or hypothetical) N2 (juror or jury or juries or judicial or trial)) AND (mental* or "defendant mental*" or "forensic mental*" or “offender mental*” or diagnos* or schizo* or “personality disorder” or BPD or psycho* or depress* or bipolar or “mood disorder” or anxiety* or PTSD or trauma* or mania or manic or psych* or insanity or insane) AND (experiment* or scenario or vignette or stud* or expos* or “between?group” or random*) AND (decision* or "decision?making" or judgement* or verdict* or perception* or perceive* or attitude* or attribut* or responsib* or bias* or evaluat* or outcome* or “criminal responsibility” or “not guilty by reason of insanity” or “NGRI” or “not criminally responsible on account of mental disorder” or “NCRMD” or “guilty but mentally ill” or “GBMI”). 
Searches were initially completed by the primary author on the 18th September 2023 and then updated on the 26th August 2024. An arbitrary window of 2010-2024 was used to ensure a review of contemporary research and was considered appropriate given the shifts in jurisprudence, social awareness, and attitudes towards mental health conditions over recent years.
Identification and selection of studies
We used the search strategy outlined above to identify studies relevant to the systematic review questions from each of the chosen databases. We then exported the results to EndNote and removed duplicates, followed by the screening of titles and abstracts. The full texts of relevant papers were then screened against the inclusion criteria. All searches and screening were completed by the primary author, with the final selected studies further assessed for eligibility by the second author and those confirmed to meet the inclusion criteria were blind, quality-appraised by both authors in an effort to reduce bias. Both authors were in agreement that the selected studies met the eligibility criteria for inclusion.
Studies included in the review
The process of final study selection is illustrated by Figure 1. The database searches initially produced a total of 2722 results. 1303 duplicate articles were first digitally and manually removed, with titles and abstracts of the remaining 1419 papers then screened for relevance, and the full texts of 86 of these later assessed for eligibility against the established inclusion and exclusion criteria. This resulted in a final sample of 32 eligible studies. 
Figure 1.
PRISMA Study Selection Flowchart
[image: A flowchart of a flowchart
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Data extraction
Given the broad nature of the research questions, the data extracted included the study location, research aims and questions, information relating to the study design, experimental manipulation, participant recruitment, sample composition and demographics. Details about the defendant (including mental health and crime committed), study methodology, materials, measures, and outcomes were also collected. An overview of these features will first be presented, followed by an overview of the study independent and dependant variables and their related effects.
Methodological quality assessment
The quality of each of the 32 final included studies were assessed using the Appraisal Tool for Cross-Sectional studies (AXIS tool, Downes et al., 2016). The AXIS tool is comprised of 20 questions which facilitate the critical appraisal of cross-sectional, observational, quantitative studies. The questions relate to aspects of study’s aims, methods, results, and discussion, with the rater indicating the presence or absence of each quality area. Although the tool does not result in an overall score, in line with previous systematic reviews (Tremlin & Beazley, 2022; Wong et al., 2018), this review will report a score relating to how many of the criteria were met.
Upon further inspection, items 7, 9 and 14 of the AXIS tool were identified as not being applicable for the quality appraisal of mock juror studies. These items related to the issue of classifying non-responders, which was not considered appropriate given the self-selecting, opt-in nature of mock juror research. Omitting these items brought the total possible score down from 20 to 17.
Analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk208763220]Consistent with guidance by Popay et al. (2006), data was analysed using a narrative synthesis methodology, to describe the experimental approaches utilised by contemporary studies exploring mock juror decision making when defendant mental illness is a relevant factor in the criminal case.
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A total of 32 studies were identified through the screening process and independently agreed by both authors to meet the eligibility criteria to be included in the systematic review.
Research Question 1: What is known about the nature, characteristics and quality of existing experimental research using a mock jury or trial simulation method in which the mental health of the defendant is considered?
The first research question is concerned with understanding the broad characteristics and methodological features of the included studies. Table 1 provides an overview of the selected studies included in the review.
Table 1. 
Methodological Overview of the Included Studies
	



	
	






	
	
	



2

	Study
ID
	Authors
	Study location
	Research aims/question
	Independent
variables
	Participants/sample
	Study format
	Details of vignette

	Measures
	Dependant
variables
	Quality of study (AXIS rating)

	
	
	
	
	
	Participant type
	Sample size, composition, and mean age (SD)
	Recruitment method
	
	Written
	Video
	Length
	Based on real case
	Crime
	Diagnostic term used
	Name of
 measure
	
	

	1
	Adair-Russell et al. (2024)
	USA
	"Examined how gender of the defendant, juror gender, and PTSD diagnosis impact juror decision-making in a criminal case involving a BSS defense.”
	Defendant gender

Diagnosis of PTSD
	University students
	230 (total)

69.5% female, 30.5% male

Mean age = 21 (SD = 3.35)
	Recruited from the university pool, compensated with partial course credit for completion.
	?
	ü
	X
	25 pages
	ü
	Second-degree murder

	PTSD
	Victim-Blaming Attitudes-Intimate Partner Violence Against Women (VB-IPVAW) 

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI)

Mental Illness Stigma Scale (MISS)

	Verdict
	13

	2
	Baker et al. (2022)

	UK
	“Assess the impact of a borderline personality disorder diagnosis (presented in line with the revised ICD–11 criteria) on juror attitudes, attributions, and decision-making in relation to a defendant seeking the diminished responsibility partial defence.
	Diagnostic term provided
	Mixed sample of students (54%), university staff (34%) and general public (12%).

	50 (total)

64% female,
36% male

Mean age = 29
	Advertised around university campus.
	

	X
	ü
	18 minutes
	X
	Homicide
	‘Severe personality disorder, borderline pattern’ or ‘Complex Mental Health problem’
	Causal Attribution Questionnaire (CAQ, Dagnan
et al., 1998; Markham & Trower, 2003)

Attribution Questionnaire-27 (AQ-27; Corrigan et al., 2003) 

Diminished Responsibility Questionnaire (DRQ, Baker et al., 2020)

	Individual verdicts

Collective verdicts

Sentencing decisions.

	16

	3
	Bandt-Law & Krauss (2017)
	USA
	“Examines the differential treatment of mentally ill defendants and adherence to mental illness stereotypes when dual-focused (thoughts of one’s own death and trial-related death references) (dual-focused mortality (DFM)) or trial focused (exposure to trial-related death references only) (trial-focused mortality (TFM)) mortality salience is induced.”
	Mortality salience 

Presence of defendant mental illness
	‘Death-qualified’ venire jurors from a courthouse in California
	133 (total)

53% females, 41.7% male

Mean age = 40.29 (range = 18-78)
	Venire jurors
	

	ü
	X
	1785 words
	ü
	Capital murder
	‘Mental illness’
	N/A
	Mortality salience, linked to death penalty decision-making
	13

	4
	Berryessa et al. (2021)
	USA
	“To examine whether mock jurors treated neurobiological evidence (neuroimaging and genetics concerning psychopathy as more excusing of criminal responsibility than psychological evidence and if they would perceive genetics and neuroimaging evidence differently"
	Intention 

Type of evidence
	General public
	524 (total)

50.09% female, 49.91% male

Mean age = 38.90 (SD = 11.33)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Involuntary manslaughter
	Psychopathy
	Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (SRP-III) (Paulhus et al., 2013)
	Insanity

Guilt

Free will
	12

	5
	Blais & Forth (2014)

	Canada
	“Investigated the impact of diagnostic labels and traits, age, and gender of the defendant on mock jurors’ decisions about credibility, verdict choice, risk for recidivism and violence, and treatment amenability.”
	Diagnostic term

Defendant age and gender
	Mixed sample of jury-eligible undergraduate students and general public.
	247 (total)

58.7% female
38.4% male
2.8% declined to respond

Mean age = 23.74 (SD = 9.06, range = 18-61 yrs)

	Email/
online
	
:
	ü
	X
	Approx. 4 pages
	X


	Aggravated assault
	Psychopathy or anti-social personality disorder or conduct disorder or no diagnosis.

	N/A
	Verdict

Confidence in verdict

Credibility of each type of testimony

Potential treatment recommendations and amenability 

Risk of future violence

General recidivism of the defendant


	15

	6
	Butler & Jacquin (2014)
	USA
	"The current study’s purpose was to determine if a defendant’s diagnosis of BPD or APD and/or history of CSA have an influence on jurors’ decisions."
	Personality disorder diagnosis given and CSA history.

	University students
	385 (total)

69% female, 31% male

Mean age = 19.84 (SD = 3.92)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	

	ü
	X
	Case vignettes uniform in content, length, and detail. Other details not provided.






	X
	Sexual abuse
	Borderline Personality Disorder or Antisocial Personality Disorder
	N/A
	Verdict

Sentencing recommendations
	13

	7
	Cox et al. (2010)
	USA
	“To examine if introducing the PCL-R during the sentencing phase of a capital murder trial produces an undue prejudice against the defendant among mock jurors and understand if mock jury members were more likely to rely on the label of ‘‘psychopath when determining a defendant’s sentence, thereby leading to a harsher sentence.”

	Diagnostic term and predicted level of future violence 
	University students
	144 (total)

60.4% female, 39.6% male

Mean age =20.31 (SD = 4.35)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	ü
	Capital murder
	Psychopathy or no diagnosis
	N/A
	Sentencing recommendations

Likelihood of future violent offences
	12

	8
	Crocker & Kovera (2010)

2 studies conducted
	USA
	STUDY 1: “To examine the ability of rehabilitative questions to reduce the influence of juror bias on trial judgments, we manipulated the type of questions the judge asked the jurors in a simulated voir dire.”
	STUDY 1: Level of juror bias and type of voir dire question.
	STUDY 1: Jury-eligible general public
	STUDY 1: 124 (total)

58% female, 42% male

Mean age = 37 (range = 18-67 yrs) 





	STUDY 1: Participants were recruited by posting advertisements on Craigslist and in the Village Voice and received $25 for their participation.
	
	X
	ü
	One hour
	ü
	Second-degree murder
	Schizophrenia
	Insanity Defense Attitudes - Revised Scale (IDA-R)
	Verdict
	12

	
	
	
	STUDY 2: To assess whether exposure to rehabilitation would cause jurors to be more likely to believe that the judge believed the defendant was insane and that NGRI was the appropriate verdict.
	STUDY 2: Level of juror bias and juror rehabilitation
	STUDY 2: University students
	STUDY 2: 169 (total)

71% female, 29% male

Mean age = 21 (range = 18-42 yrs)
	STUDY 2: Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	Same as study 1
	Same as study 1
	Same as study 1
	Same as study 1
	ü
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	N/A
	Same as Study 1
	

	9
	Greene & Cahill (2012)
	USA
	"Assessed the impact of neuroscience evidence on mock jurors’ sentencing recommendations and impressions of a capital defendant."
	Level of dangerousness 

Type of evidence presented.
	Jury-eligible university students
	259 (total)

67% female, 33% male)

Mean age = 21 (SD = 4.87)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	
	ü
	X
	Word lengths of each vignette provided
	ü
	First degree murder
	Psychosis
	N/A
	Sentencing recommendations
	14

	10
	Helm et al. (2016)
	USA
	"To investigate how jurors apply insanity standards based on rationality and control, how they interpret rationality and control standards, and how insanity standards can be utilised to aid accurate and unbiased juror decision-making.

	Mental disorder of the defendant and legal test applied
	University students
	477 (total)

68.8% female, 31.2% male

Mean age = 19.27 (SD = 1.17)

	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	?
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Murder
	‘Rationality defect’ or ‘control defect’
	Individualism and Hierarchy scales (Kahan & Braman, 2008)

	Verdict
	11

	11
	Jay et al. (2018)

2 studies conducted
	USA
	STUDY 1: investigates the punishment of a veteran suffering from PTSD who commits a crime in two mock juror experiments.
	STUDY 1: defendant status and participant gender.
	STUDY 1: General public


	174 (total)

45% female, 55% male

Mean age = 34 (SD = 11)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Murder
	PTSD
	N/A
	Verdict
	13

	
	
	
	STUDY 2: designed to address the limitations of Experiment 1 by extending the investigation to experimental manipulations of guilt. Collective guilt was manipulated rather than measured.
	STUDY 2: Personal guilt, collective guilt and participant gender.
	Same as Study 1
	533 (total)

54% female, 46% male

Mean age = 34 (SD = 12)




	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	X
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	

	12
	Jung (2015)
	Canada
	"Examining the personal attitudes of jurors on the insanity defence, on mental illness, and on blame attribution style, and whether their views influence their verdict decisions."
	Level of insight and treatment acceptance
	Jury-eligible university students
	302 (total)

72.2% female, 27.8% male

Mean age = 20.6 (SD = 4.36)
	Recruited through an online system for student research participation
	

	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Violent assault
	Schizophrenia
	Not Criminally Responsible Defence Attitudes Questionnaire (NCRDAQ). 

Community Attitudes toward the Mentally Ill (CAMI). 

Revised Gudjonsson's Blame Attribution Inventory (R-GBAI)
	Verdict

Sentencing recommendations
	13

	13
	Krauss et al. (2018)
	USA
	“Seeks to test the hot‐tubbing expert procedure against a traditional adversarial presentation of insanity expert testimony and examine venire jurors' perceptions of court‐appointed versus adversarial experts in an insanity trial.”
	“Hot-tubbing” and whether the expert is court-appointed or adversarial.
	Venire jurors
	150 (total)

44% female, 56% male

Mean age = 34.7 (SD = 13.8)
	Venire jurors
	

	X
	ü
	15 minute video vignette
	X
	Assault with deadly weapon
	Schizophrenia
	Insanity Defense Attitudes - Revised Scale (IDA-R)
	Verdict
	13

	14
	LaDuke et al. (2018)
	USA
	The current study investigated the impact of different types of evidence on mock jurors’ decision making in a criminal sentencing paradigm.
	The presence of fact evidence, type of expert evidence and presence of an image.
	General public
	896 (total)

52.23% females, 47.21% male, 0.56% other

Mean age = 36.08 (SD = 13.26)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	ü
	Conditions differed in length of time taken (between 10-15mins)
	ü
	Burglary and assault
	Psychological evidence referred to mood, personality, relationships and antisocial behaviour difficulties
	N/A
	Sentencing recommendations 
	14

	15
	Maeder et al. (2020)
	Canada
	To examine the potential effects of racial bias (comparing Black and White defendants) in cases involving two different mental disorders (schizophrenia and depression).

	Diagnostic term and defendant race
	General public
	216 (total)

59% female, 46.8% male, 1.4% transgender

Mean age = 36.7 (SD = 12.6)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	1500 word trial stimulus
	X
	Second-degree murder
	Schizophrenia or major depression
	Insanity Defence Attitudes Revised-Scale (IDA-R, Skeem et al., 2004)
	Verdict
	17

	16
	Maeder et al. (2015)

2 studies conducted
	Canada
	STUDY 1: To determine whether providing mock jurors with specific education regarding the NCRMD defence would change their attitudes toward the defence. We were also interested in whether verdicts in a NCRMD trial would differ as a function of this education.
	STUDY 1: education on NCRMD and participant gender
	STUDY 1: university students
	114 (total)

52.6% female, 47.4% male

Mean age = 20.7 (SD = 5.2)
	STUDY 1: Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Murder
	Symptoms of psychosis implied
	Insanity Defence Attitudes Revised scale (IDA-R; Skeem et al., 2004)
	Verdict
	11

	
	
	
	STUDY 2: This study was designed to extend the findings of Study 1 using a different trial scenario, and to address the possibility that student participants may significantly differ from community participants.
	STUDY 2: education on NCRMD, participant gender, and sample type (community or student)
	STUDY 2: 49.2% university students

50.3% general public


	258 (total)

Student sample: 54.3% female, Mean age = 21.69 (SD = 4.81)

General public sample: 60.3% female, 
Mean age = 44.21 (SD = 13.64)
	STUDY 2: 

Same as Study 1. General public sample were recruited through an online paid research participation platform.


	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	

	17
	Marshall et al. (2017)

2 studies conducted
	USA
	"The studies addressed the broad question of whether neuroscience explanations and images influence people’s sentencing judgments and related beliefs about criminal behaviour. We then examined whether explanation type affected judgments of a hypothetical offender’s deserved sentence. Further, in exploratory analyses, we also examined how explanation type and image inclusion affected other judgments about the alleged offender, such as treatability, dangerousness, and self-control."
	STUDY 1: Evidence/explanation type and inclusion of an image.
	STUDY 1: General public
	758 (total)

54.35% female, 45.65% male

Mean age = 33.55 (SD = 11.91)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Murder
	Psychopathy
	Mind–body dualism measure (Stanovich, 1989)
	Sentencing recommendations
	15

	
	
	
	STUDY 2 sought to replicate the effect of explanation type and self-reported dualism beliefs on sentencing recommendations in addition to the effect of neurobiological descriptions on judgments of treatability and dangerousness.
	STUDY 2: Evidence/explanation type only (based on findings from Study 1)
	Same as Study 1
	400 (total)

49.5% female, 50.5% male

Mean age = 35.12 (SD = 11.45)
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	X
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	

	18
	Mossiere & Maeder (2015)

2 studies conducted
	Canada
	"The current study considered mental illness as a potentially influential defendant characteristic in juror decision-making outside of the context of an insanity trial. Using a no-mental-illness condition as a control, this study used two groups representing the stereotypically violent category (schizophrenia and substance abuse), and two representing the non-violent category (OCD and depression)."
	STUDY 1: diagnostic term presented
	STUDY 1: Jury-eligible university students
	STUDY 1: 105 (total)

73% female, 27% male

Mean age = 20.60 (SD = 3.87)
	STUDY 1: Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit 
	:
	ü
	X
	10-page trial transcript
	X
	STUDY 1: Robbery
	STUDY 1: Stereotypically violent category (schizophrenia and substance abuse), Non-violent category (OCD and depression and a no-mental-illness control group.
	The Attitudes toward Persons with Mental Illness Scale (APWMI; Kobau et al., 2010)
	STUDY 1: Verdict

Sentencing decisions
	16

	
	
	
	
	Same as Study 1
	STUDY 2: General public
	STUDY 2: 140 (total)

70% female, 30% male

Mean age = 37.5 (SD = 13.75)
	STUDY 2: Amazon Mechanical Turk
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	

	19
	Mossiere & Maeder (2016)
	Canada
	"This study sought to examine the potential impact of defendant gender and mental illness type on Canadian juror
decision making"
	Diagnostic term and defendant gender
	University students


	242 (total)

75.6% female, 19% male, 5.4% did not specify

Mean age = 21.75 (SD = 6.01)


	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	:
	ü
	X
	10-page trial transcript
	X
	Second-degree murder
	Substance abuse disorder, schizophrenia, bipolar, depression
	N/A
	Verdict
	14

	20
	Mowle et al. (2016)
	USA
	“This study investigated the effects of mental health and neuroscientific evidence on verdicts and sentencing recommendations in a mock criminal case.”
	The presence of evidence concerning mental disorders (psychopathy and schizophrenia) and level of neuroscientific detail regarding a defendant’s brain injury.
	Jury-eligible general public
	419 (total)

57.8% female, 47.2% male

Mean age = 46.25 (SD = 13.01)
	Community members who had been summoned for jury duty
	

	ü
	X
	One-page
	X
	Robbery and assault
	Psychopathy or schizophrenia
	N/A
	Verdict
	14

	21
	Parrott et al. (2015)
	USA
	“The present study used different expert testimony slices to examine how reliance on cognitively shortened impressions may influence testimony interpretation and decision-making when a brief deliberation was included.”
	The degree to which the expert verbally presented this information as a function of time exposed to the testimony.
	University students
	188 (total)

64.9% female, 35.1% male

Mean age = 18.88 (SD = 1.12)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	

	X
	ü
	Testimony videos varied between 30 seconds, 5 minutes and 10-minutes depending on condition
	ü
	Second-degree murder
	Schizophrenia
	Witness Credibility Scale (WCS)

Insanity Defense Attitudes—Revised (IDAR) Scale
	Individual verdict

Collective verdict
	12

	22
	Parrott et al. (2018)
	USA
	“To examine whether mock jurors considered a defendant's meta‐responsibility – specifically, the defendant's medication noncompliance and degree of insight into his/her schizophrenia – when determining the person's criminal responsibility.”
	Medication compliance, level of insight of the defendant into their MH condition and level of detail given in the expert witness testimony.
	University students












	173 (total)

76% female. 34% male

Mean age = 18.84 (SD = 1.47)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	

	X
	ü
	No details provided
	ü
	Second-degree murder
	Schizophrenia
	Meta-Responsibility Questionnaire (MRQ)

Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire-23 

Insanity Defense Attitudes-Revised (IDA-R)
	Individual verdict

Collective verdict
	12

	23
	Remmel et al. (2019)
	USA
	“The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of biological (i.e., brain and gene) evidence on mock juror decision making. Specifically, we sought to examine whether mock jurors treated biological evidence concerning psychopathy (i.e., gene evidence) as mitigating or aggravating. Further, given the emerging research on psychopathy and neuroimaging, we hoped to expand this question to include brain imaging information in addition to genetic information.”

	Type of evidence presented and whether the evidence was presented by either the prosecution or defence side
	General public
	604 (total)

54% female, 46% male

Mean age = 37.26 (SD = 12.96)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Aggravated battery and armed robbery
	Psychopathy
	N/A
	Sentencing recommendations
	15

	24
	Rendell et al. (2010)
	USA
	"This mock jury study assessed the effects of PCL-R and biological evidence on outcomes in an insanity defence case."
	Diagnostic term

Evidentiary basis

Evidentiary strength
	University students
	428 (total)

62.4% female, 37.6% male

Mean age =18.99 (SD = 1.18)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	

	ü
	X
	16-page trial transcript 
	X



	Second-degree murder
	Psychopathy or Personality Disorder or no mental illness
	Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire (RLAQ, Kravitz et al., 1993)

Insanity Defence Attitudes Revised scale (IDA-R; Skeem et al., 2004)

	Verdict

Sentencing recommendations
	13

	25
	Rulseh et al. (2017)
	USA
	To examine the impact of varying mental health evidence of the defendant’s psychopathic traits on sentencing outcomes.
	The psychopathic traits demonstrated by the defendant (level of boldness and disinhibition)
	General public
	330 (total)

43.3% female, 56.7% male

Mean age = 35.03 (SD = 12.60, range = 18-73 yrs)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	One-page
	X

	Money laundering and embezzlement
	Psychopathic traits
	Adapted version of the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised

	Sentencing recommendations
	13

	26
	Saks et al. (2014)
	USA
	STUDY 1: To test the possible impact of images for different abnormalities, the various conditions described above were crossed with diagnoses of psychopathy or schizophrenia as an additional independent variable. The first experiment also included a set of conditions in which the diagnosis was that the defendant was “healthy.”

	STUDY 1: Diagnostic term

Type of evidence
	STUDY 1: Jury-eligible general public
	STUDY 1: 825 (total)

58.3% female, 41.7% male

Median age = 51  
	STUDY 1: Survey Sampling International (SSI)
	:
	ü
	X
	STUDY 1: approx. 500 words
	X

	First-degree murder
	Psychopathy or schizophrenia
	N/A
	Sentencing recommendations
	15

	
	
	
	STUDY 2: The second experiment was designed to replicate the first (with the same diagnoses and the same types of expert evidence) as well as manipulating which side offered the neuroscience expert evidence.
	STUDY 2: Manipulated which side offered the neuroscience expert evidence. 

Level of dangerousness described through the evidence.
	Same as Study 1
	STUDY 2: 882 (total)

55% female, 45% male

Median age = 48
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	

	27
	Saxena et al. (2022)
	USA
	"The current study explored the relationship between gender (both defendants’ and jurors’) and gender-psychopathic traits congruency on verdict decisions"
	Presence of defendant gender-congruent psychopathic traits (none or male or female). 

Gender of the defendant (male or female).

	General public
	1721 (total)

50.1% female, 49.9% male

Mean age = 35.10 
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	Approximately 1.5 pages each 
	X
	Murder
	Psychopathy
	N/A


	Sentencing recommendations
	16

	28
	Schweitzer & Saks (2011)
	USA
	“The goal of the present study is twofold: to extend our earlier findings regarding the impact of neuroimages on mens rea defenses to NGRI cases; and to clarify Gurley and Marcus’s (2008) results by isolating the neuroimage evidence from the surrounding expert evidence.”
	The expert
evidence used by the defense

The insanity defense instruction given by the
judge
	General public
	1170 (total)

57% female, 43% male

Mean age = 47.5
	Survey Sampling International (SSI)
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Assault
	Severe mental disorder
	N/A
	Verdict

Sentencing recommendation
	14

	29
	Smith (2016)
	USA
	STUDY 1: "Study 1 examines mock juror responses when afforded only a choice of guilty versus not guilty.

	STUDY 1: 
Presence of defendant PTSD diagnosis

Crime type
	University students
	329 (total)

66.9% female, 33.1% male

Mean age = 29.92 (range = 18-52yrs)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	

	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Nonviolent crime condition: driving under the influence/driving while intoxicated - no-one harmed. Violent crime condition: assault
	PTSD
	N/A
	Verdict
	15

	
	
	
	STUDY 2: addresses an expanded range of decisions that allow for alternative verdicts."
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	344 (total)

62.2% female, 37.8% male

Mean age = 20.39 (range 18-54yrs)



	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	X
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	Same as Study 1
	

	30
	Tate & Yelderman (2022)
	USA
	“This study aims to examine religious fundamentalism, moral
disengagement, personal attributions, authoritarian attitudes towards persons with mental illness, insanity defense attitudes by accounting for perceived proximity and juror subjective instruction comprehension as they relate to
verdict and sentencing outcomes for defendants pleading insanity."
	Jurors’ perceived geographical proximity from the defendant 
	General public
	287 (total)

42% female, 58% male

Mean age = 37.37 (SD = 10.70, range = 18-52 yrs)
	Amazon Mechanical Turk
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	Infanticide
	"Mental illness" - no specific diagnosis given.

	Revised Religious Fundamentalism Scale 

Criminal Attributions Scale 

Community Attitudes Toward the Mentally Ill 

Insanity Defence Attitudes-Revised Scale

General Legal Moral Disengagement Scale
	Verdict

Sentencing recommendation
	16

	31
	Truong et al. (2021)
	USA
	“To examine whether jurors in the Psychopathy condition viewed the defendant as more psychopathic than in the other two diagnostic conditions (Schizophrenia, “Healthy”). In addition, we investigated whether juror perceptions of the defendant’s level of psychopathic traits, independent of the experimental evidence presented to them, would predict case outcomes.
	Diagnostic term 

Type of evidence
	University students
	569 (total)

75.6% female, 24.4% male

Mean age = 19.05 (SD = 1.26)
	Students participated as a course requirement or in exchange for module credit
	:
	ü
	X
	No details provided
	X
	First-degree murder
	Psychopathy, Schizophrenia or Healthy
	N/A
	Sentencing recommendations
	13

	32
	Yelderman & Miller (2017)
	USA
	“The purpose of Study 2 was to replicate the findings from Study 1 in a mock juror paradigm and test the relationships between religious characteristics and legal decisions while accounting for variance explained by legal characteristics."
	Religious priming
	Mixed sample of undergraduate students and general public.
	298 (total) (146 students, 152 community)

52.1% female, 47.9% male

Mean age = 29 (SD = 11.3, range = 18-67 yrs)




	Students completed the study for extra credit.

General public recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk

	:
	ü
	X
	3 pages
	X
	Assault with deadly weapon and attempted murder
	Psychotic illness
	Insanity Defence Attitudes-Revised Scale

Legal Authoritarianism Scale

Criminal Attributions Scale
	Verdict
	16



Study location
Of the 32 selected studies, 25 were conducted by authors based across the USA, with a further six based in Canada. Only one of the studies was conducted within the UK (Baker et al., 2022). 
Sample characteristics
Study sample sizes ranged from 50 to 1721 participants (N= 15,597). 
Twelve of the studies recruited participant samples comprised solely of university students, typically from undergraduate psychology courses, with participation typically being a course requirement or offered in exchange for module credit. Ten studies recruited participants solely from the general public, through online paid participation research platforms, such as Amazon Mechanical Turk. Three studies recruited combined community and student samples. A further four studies each conducted two separate studies within one paper, with either differing research questions or comparing differing community and student samples. Finally, three studies recruited ‘venire jurors’ (otherwise known as a pool of prospective jurors, selected for a real-life court trial).
Reported mean ages of the study samples ranged between 18.84 to 47.5 years. In the majority of included studies, females were over-represented within the samples, and most samples reported a preponderance of participants from White or Caucasian ethnic backgrounds. Population representativeness of the sample in relation to ethnicity was rarely reported. Demographic information relating to level of education (n= 12), political affiliation (n= 8), history of mental illness or knowing someone with a mental illness (n= 6), prior experience of serving as a juror (n= 2) and having been the victim of crime (n= 1). Seventeen of the 32 studies made clear reference to screening participants against the eligibility criteria for jury selection in the relevant country or state jurisdiction. In the five studies concerned with decision-making in relation to the death penalty, the recruitment of ‘death-qualified’ participants was sought, whose views and beliefs in support of the death penalty were assessed prior to participating in the study.

Study format
Twelve of the studies were conducted with participants completing the study in person, and 17 conducted online through an online survey format. Blais & Forth (2014) offered participants the choice of completing the study online or in person and noted that the length of time to complete the study was equal regardless of the chosen format. It was unclear from the detail provided whether the studies conducted by Adair et al. (2024) and Helm et al. (2016) was completed in person or online.
Crime type
A range of terms were used to describe the crimes committed in the vignettes, most of which represented interpersonal violence, primarily homicide. As discussed, 31 of the included studies were conducted across the USA and Canada, meaning that studies tended to adopt legal terms and concepts familiar in the US; two studies referred to a charge of capital murder, which is a specific category of murder recognised in certain parts of the US, for which the perpetrator is eligible for the death penalty, and which typically represents the most serious aggravated killings. Other studies referred to charges of first-degree (n= 3) or second-degree (n= 7) murder. Seven studies referred to other homicide offences including infanticide or manslaughter – the latter of which typically involves an element of recklessness resulting in a person’s death. Other studies described armed robbery (n= 2), burglary (n= 1), aggravated assault or battery (n= 8), sexual abuse (n= 1) or money laundering/embezzlement (n= 1). 
Type of vignette
Of the 32 studies, 24 reported developing or adapting a fictional case for the purpose of the study, whilst the contents of eight study vignettes were based a real case. The length of materials included in the vignette, as well as the depth to which the vignettes were described, varied substantially between studies. Twenty-seven studies described providing participants with written case vignette materials, whilst filmed mock or trial simulations were used exclusively in five studies. Details of word/page lengths and video durations of those reported can be found in Table 1. 
Use of standardised measures
Around half of the studies (n=17) adopted standardised measures of one kind or another, of which there was a wide variety (Table 1). The most commonly used measure across nine of the studies was the Insanity Defence Attitudes Revised scale (IDA-R; Skeem et al., 2004), with other studies also exploring legal attitudes toward using measures such as the Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire (RLAQ; Kravitz et al., 1993). Measures of participants’ stigmatising attitudes towards individuals with mental illness were explored in six of the studies using tools such as the Attribution Questionnaire (AQ-27; Corrigan et al., 2003), Community Attitudes toward the Mentally Ill (CAMI; Taylor & Dear, 1981; Taylor et al., 1979) and the Attitude toward Persons with Mental Illness Scale (APWMI; Kobau et al., 2010). Less commonly used measures explored concepts such as causal attributions, religious fundamentalism, mind-body Dualism and witness credibility.
Defendant mental health condition/diagnostic terms used
Studies used a wide range of mental health conditions and there were a number of differences in the associated clinical language. A non-specific term of ‘mental illness’ or ‘complex mental health condition’ was used in four of the studies, typically related to those studies in which the presence of defendant mental illness was the subject of the experimental manipulation, or indeed acting as a control group in comparison to a more specific diagnostic label. In twelve of the 32 studies, the defendant was reported to have a diagnosis of psychopathy or reference to psychopathic traits. Other studies referred to the defendant having schizophrenia (n= 11), a type of personality disorder other than psychopathy (n= 4), psychosis (n= 3), substance abuse disorder (n= 2), bipolar disorder (n= 1), post-traumatic stress disorder (n= 3), obsessive-compulsive disorder (n= 1) and depression (n= 3).
The way in which diagnostic information was manipulated between studies will be discussed with regards to the second research question.
Quality assessment
The total quality appraisal scores using the AXIS tool ranged between 11 and 17, out of a possible 17. Higher scores on the tool indicated a higher quality study. Only one study received a total score of 17 (Maeder et al., 2020). It was noted that studies generally fell down on their lack of sample size justification and use of student samples, meaning that the samples were not representative of the general population in which jurors are typically selected from. Of particular note is that fact that thirteen studies failed to declare information about whether ethical approval was sought, or what this consisted of.
Research Question 2: What information is most important or relevant to the decision-making about defendants with mental health problems in a criminal trial?
The second question is concerned with the factors which appear to contribute to the decisions made by participants of mock jury studies. To address this question and explore the impact of the independent variables on the studies’ dependent/outcome variables, these details were extracted along with the study findings. Table 2 provides a simple overview of the study independent and primary dependant variables.
Table 2. 
Overview of the Independent and Dependent Variables of the Included Studies

	
	Independent variables
	Dependant variables

	Study
	Diagnostic term
	Defendant characteristics
	Type of evidence
	Participant/ juror characteristics
	Verdict decision
	Sentencing/punishment decision

	Adair-Russell et al. (2024)
	ü
	ü
	
	
	ü
	

	Baker et al. (2022) 
	ü
	
	
	
	ü
	ü

	Bandt-Law& Krauss (2017) 
	ü
	
	
	ü
	
	ü

	Berryessa et al. 2021) 
	
	ü
	ü
	
	ü
	

	Blais & Forth (2014) 
	ü
	ü
	
	
	ü
	

	Butler & Jacquin (2014) 
	ü
	ü
	
	
	ü
	ü

	Cox et al. (2010) 
	ü
	ü
	
	
	
	ü

	Crocker et al. (2010)
	
	
	
	ü
	ü
	

	Greene & Cahill (2012) 
	
	ü
	ü
	
	
	ü

	Helm et al.  (2016) 
	ü
	
	
	
	ü
	

	Jay et al.  (2018)
	
	ü
	
	ü
	ü
	

	Jung (2015) 
	
	ü
	
	
	ü
	ü

	Krauss et al. (2018)
	
	
	ü
	ü
	ü
	

	LaDuke et al. (2018) 
	
	
	ü
	
	
	ü

	Maeder et al. (2020) 
	ü
	ü
	
	
	ü
	

	Maeder et al. (2015) 
	
	
	
	ü
	ü
	

	Marshall et al. (2017) 
	
	
	ü
	
	
	ü

	Mossiere & Maeder (2015)
	ü
	
	
	
	ü
	ü

	Mossiere & Maeder (2016)
	ü
	ü
	
	
	ü
	

	Mowle et al. (2016)
	ü
	
	ü
	
	ü
	

	Remmel et al. (2019)
	
	
	ü
	
	
	ü

	Parrott et al. (2015)
	
	
	ü
	
	ü
	

	Parrott et al. (2018)
	
	ü
	ü
	
	ü
	

	Rendell et al. (2010) 
	ü
	
	ü
	
	ü
	ü

	Rulseh et al. (2017)
	ü
	
	
	
	
	ü

	Saks et al. (2014)
	ü
	ü
	ü
	
	
	ü

	Saxena et al. (2022) 
	ü
	ü
	
	
	
	ü

	Schweitzer & Saks (2011)
	
	
	ü
	
	ü
	ü

	Smith, B. A. (2016) 
	ü
	
	
	
	ü
	

	Tate & Yelderman (2022)
	
	
	
	ü
	ü
	ü

	Truong et al. (2021) 
	ü
	ü
	
	
	
	ü

	Yelderman & Miller (2017)
	
	
	
	ü
	ü
	




Primary dependent variables
Whilst a range of outcomes were explored and measured across the selected studies, including mock jurors' attitudes and stigma towards the mentally ill defendant, this review was primarily interested in outcomes involving types of legal decision making. Juror verdicts, sentencing recommendations and decisions around punishment were therefore the focus. As illustrated in Table 2, fifteen studies exclusively focused on verdicts of concerning guilt, and ten studies exclusively focused on sentencing and punishment recommendations. Seven studies explored decision-making relating to both primary outcomes.
Independent variables/study manipulations
Over half of the studies (n= 17) involved an experimental manipulation of the defendant’s mental health diagnosis, or compared a condition with a mental health diagnosis to a condition without one. One study manipulated whether the mental health condition was considered stereotypically violent versus non-violent (Smith, 2016).
Fourteen of the studies varied other types of information about the defendant, for example: age (n= 1), gender (n= 4), race (n= 1) and level of insight (n= 2), intention (n= 1), medication compliance (n= 1) or future violence/dangerousness (n= 2).
The type of evidence presented as part of the mock criminal trial was also a popular manipulation. Ten studies manipulated the nature of the evidence, namely whether biological (including neuroimaging, neuropsychological or genetic information) or psychological. Other studies varied whether the evidence was presented as part of the case for the defence versus the prosecution (Remmel et al., 2019), the level of detail or length of juror exposure to expert testimony (n= 2) or whether the presence of an image as part of the presented evidence made it more credible (n= 4).
Six studies considered the impact of variables relating to the participants themselves, including juror stigma (n= 2), mortality salience (n= 1), beliefs about the connection between mind and body (n= 1), sample types (n= 1), religious fundamentalism (n= 2) and legal attitudes or the amount of information or education provided to participants on the legal test in which their decision-making was concerned, for example: the ‘not guilty by reason of insanity’ defence (n= 3).
The broad findings associated with the range of study independent variables is illustrated in Table 3, grouped by primary outcome (verdict and sentencing decision). 
Table 3.
The Impact of Study Independent Variables on Verdict and Sentencing Decisions

















	Study details
	Independent Variables
	Findings

	DV
	Study
	Study IV/ experimental manipulations
	Defendant’s MH diagnosis
	Diagnostic term manipulated
	Defendant traits/
demographics
	Type of evidence Presented
	Participant factors
	Summary of findings specific to the
 impact of the IV on the DV

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Adair-Russell et al. (2024)
	Diagnostic term

Defendant gender
	Post-traumatic stress disorder
	u PTSD
	É Female defendant
	
	
	"Findings showed jurors were more lenient with female defendants than male defendants, however there was no effect of clinical diagnosis except on difficulty of decision."


	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Baker& Beazley (2022) 
	Diagnostic term
	Severe Personality Disorder – Borderline Pattern

Complex Mental Health condition
	u Severe Personality Disorder – Borderline Pattern 

u Complex Mental Health condition
	
	
	
	"The group whose defendant was described as having a ‘severe personality disorder, borderline pattern’ rated the defendant as more dangerous, and more in need of segregation and coercive treatment, than controls where the defendant was described as having a ‘complex mental health problem’. Between-group differences in other measures, including the decision to agree a verdict of diminished responsibility, were not found."

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Berryessa at al. (2021) 

	Intention  
 
Type of evidence 

	Psychopathy
	
	Ð Recklessness



	u Neuroimaging evidence

u Genetic evidence

[bookmark: _Int_c2O7Zl1n]u Psychological evidence


	
	“Neurobiological evidence appears not to have a substantial influence on jurors’ judgments of criminal responsibility in these cases. Foremost, we found that participants consistently rated defendants who caused the death of the victim through recklessness as significantly guiltier than defendants who caused the death of the victim through negligence. Additionally, our results showed no significant effect of evidence (neuroimaging, genetic or psychological) on jurors’ adjudication of guilt and insanity." 

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Blais & Forth (2014) 





	Diagnostic term

Age of the defendant

Gender of the defendant
	Psychopathy

Antisocial Personality Disorder

Conduct Disorder
	Ð Psychopathy

[bookmark: _Int_cUG5uDq3]Ð Antisocial Personality Disorder


	u Age

u Gender
	
	
	“Defendants described as psychopaths and as having APD/CD were also more likely to be found guilty and were more likely to receive higher ratings of risk for future violence/recidivism regardless of their age and gender. There were no significant main effects or interactions concerning the age and gender variables." 

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Butler & Jacquin (2014) 
	Diagnostic term

Presence of a CSA history
	Borderline Personality Disorder

Antisocial Personality Disorder
	[bookmark: _Int_LDcNL4nJ]Ð Borderline Personality Disorder

[bookmark: _Int_4b1t8RqE]Ð Antisocial Personality Disorder
	Ð History of CSA
	
	
	"CSA history and PD diagnosis were significant predictors of guilt ratings, suggesting that jurors perceive defendants more negatively if they have either been sexually abused as a child or have borderline or antisocial PD." 


	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Helm et al. (2016) 
	Diagnostic term

Legal test applied
	Mental disorder – “Rationality defect”

Mental disorder – “Control defect”
	u Mental disorder – “Rationality defect” (psychosis implied)

u Mental disorder – “Control defect” (antisocial traits implied)

u No differences regardless of which legal test was presented to participants
	
	
	
	“Results indicate that under current insanity standards jurors do not distinguish between defendants with rationality deficits and defendants with control deficits regardless of whether the legal standard requires them to do so. Even defendants who lacked control were found guilty at equal rates under a legal standard excusing rationality deficit only and a legal standard excluding control and rationality deficits. This was improved by adding a control test as a partial defence, to be determined after a rationality determination.” 

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Crocker & Kovera (2010)

	Level of juror bias

Type of voir dire question


	Schizophrenia
	
	
	
	Ð Negative attitudes towards the insanity defense

u Juror rehabilitation
	Participants with negative attitudes toward the insanity defense were more likely to vote guilty than participants with more positive attitudes toward the insanity defense. Rehabilitation did not influence dichotomous verdict judgments. Participants who received standard questions during voir dire were more likely to find the defendant guilty with high confidence than were participants who had received rehabilitative questions during voir dire.

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Jay et al. (2018)
	STUDY 1: Defendant status

Participant gender


STUDY 2: 
Personal guilt

Collective guilt

Participant gender
	Post-traumatic stress disorder






Post-traumatic stress disorder

	
	É Veteran







*** Veteran
(after guilt induction and only for those defendants not deemed to be an ingroup member)

	







***Guilt induction (only for veteran defendants not deemed to be an ingroup member)
	
	STUDY 1: Participants were relatively evenly split about whether the civilian was guilty of manslaughter or murder while being significantly more likely to choose the more lenient manslaughter verdict when the defendant was a veteran). It was also found that the participants indeed felt more collective guilt. 

STUDY 2: Guilt inductions led to greater leniency toward a veteran who committed a crime, but only for participants who were relatively less likely to have classified the veteran as an ingroup member (i.e., women, and people who scored low on national identification as an American). In contrast, these manipulations were less effective for those who were more likely to classify the veteran as an in-group member (i.e., men, and people who scored high on national identification as an American) because they were already more lenient without the guilt inductions. 

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Jung (2015)
	Defendant level of insight

Defendant treatment acceptance
	Schizophrenia
	
	u High levels of perceived insight
	
	Ð Participant/ juror stigma
	“High levels of perceived insight by the defendant did not serve to influence jury verdict decisions. However, three of the jurors' attitude scales were clearly associated with the verdict decisions, indicating that more stigmatizing attitudes were associated with greater guilty verdicts than NCR (i.e., insanity) verdicts." 

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Krauss et al. (2018)
	Whether expert is court-appointed or adversarial
	Schizophrenia
	
	
	u Presentation of evidence/type of expert
	Ð Negative attitudes towards the insanity defense
	“Participants' pre‐existing attitudes towards the insanity defense had significant effects on their comprehension of expert testimony, their evaluations of the two opposing experts, and their eventual verdicts, over and above the presentation format (i.e., concurrent vs. traditional testimony) or the use of court‐appointed experts (vs. traditional adversarial experts)”

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Maeder et al. (2020) 
	Diagnostic term

Defendant race
	Schizophrenia

Depression
	***Schizophrenia


	Ð Schizophrenia vs depression (in a black defendant only)
 
(Interaction: u no difference for the white defendant)
	
	
	"In line with hypotheses, participants were significantly more likely to vote guilty for a Black defendant with schizophrenia as compared to depression, but there were no significant differences for the White defendant."

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Maeder et al. (2015)
	STUDY 1: 
Education on NCRMD

Participant gender
	Psychosis
	
	
	
	 Increased participant/juror education on NCRMD
	“In Study 1, we found that educating jurors about the NCRMD defence led to more positive attitudes toward the defence, but it did not affect verdicts. Participants’ verdicts were still largely in favour of guilt.”

	
	
	STUDY 2: 
Education on NCRMD

Participant gender

Sample type
	Psychosis
	
	
	
	u Increased participant/juror education on NCRMD

u Sample type
	“Study 2 did not yield any differences in attitudes or verdicts as a function of NCRMD education. The absence of a strong difference between the student and community samples suggests that, in terms of online research, students may be an acceptable proxy for these types of cases. We examined whether age and education were associated with the outcome variables of interest but did not observe any significant relationships.”

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Mossiere & Maeder (2015) 
	STUDY 1: 
Diagnostic term and its perceived level of violence
	Stereotypically violent – schizophrenia and substance abuse

Stereotypically non-violent – OCD and depression

No mental illness
	Specific diagnosis

Ð Presence of a mental illness versus no mental illness


	
	
	u Participant/ juror stigma
	STUDY 1: "Overall, limited stigma towards mental illness was identified, and attitudes did not relate to verdict decisions. Initial analyses did not find an effect of mental illness diagnosis on verdict decisions, however, when examining the factors that influence a juror’s path to decision-making; whether the defendant had a mental illness or not appeared as a marginally significant element in guilt judgements." 

	
	
	STUDY 2: 
Diagnostic term and its perceived level of violence
	Stereotypically violent – schizophrenia and substance abuse

Stereotypically non-violent – OCD and depression

No mental illness
	 Stereotypically violent – schizophrenia and substance abuse

 Stereotypically non-violent – OCD and depression

	
	
	u Participant/ juror stigma
	STUDY 2: Overall, moderate stigma towards mental illness was identified with this group, and there were no effects of attitudes or mental illness diagnosis on verdict decisions. 




	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Mossiere & Maeder (2016) 
	Diagnostic term

Defendant gender
	Substance abuse disorder

Schizophrenia

Bipolar disorder

Depression
	Ð Substance abuse disorder


	 Defendant gender
	
	
	“Findings also indicated that participant decisions and perceptions regarding defendants diagnosed with substance abuse disorder differed from the other mental illness groups. Participants significantly more likely to find the defendants described as having substance abuse disorder guilty. Results suggest that perceptions of mental illness influence verdicts in NCRMD cases, and that defendant gender plays a role in participants' perceptions of defendants." 

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Mowle et al. (2016)
	Diagnostic term

Level of neuroscientific detail in evidence
	Schizophrenia

Psychopathy
	É Schizophrenia (only amongst politically liberal participants)
	
	 Neuroscientific evidence
	
	“Describing the defendant as schizophrenic rather than psychopathic resulted in less support for guilty verdicts—but only among more politically liberal participants.  There was essentially no support for the hypothesis that neuroscientific evidence would impact jurors, as the four neuroscience conditions demonstrated no significant differences.”

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Parrott et al. (2015)
	Length of time exposed to expert evidence
	Schizophrenia
	
	
	Ð 30second exposure to evidence (individual verdict only)

 Length of exposure to evidence (collective verdict only)
	
	“Verdict ratings between brief and longer testimony exposures were best illuminated by the two-way interaction of time slice and deliberation on verdict. For non-deliberating mock jurors, no difference in verdict ratings emerged across time slices. Deliberating mock jurors in the 30 s condition yielded significantly more punitive verdicts than their 5 and 10 min counterparts.”

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Parrott et al. (2018)
	Defendant medication compliance

Defendant level of insight into their MH

Level of detail of expert testimony
	Schizophrenia
	
	 Medication compliance

 Level of MH insight
	 Level of expert testimony detail
	
	“The various experimentally constructed interactions of medication compliance, insight, and expert testimony elaboration failed to yield statistically significant predictions regarding verdict.”

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Rendell et al. (2010) 
	Diagnostic term

Type of evidence

Evidentiary strength
	Psychopathy

Personality Disorder

No mental illness
	 Psychopathy


	
	É Defence case based on biological evidence (verdict / verdict confidence)

 Defence case based on biological evidence (guilt / responsibility)


	
	"Overall, mock jurors tended to find biological evidence more persuasive. When the defence based its insanity defence case on biological evidence, jurors were more likely to find the defendant NGRI in terms of verdict and verdict confidence. Interestingly, there were no differences in defendant guilt and responsibility ratings between biological and psychological conditions. According to the primary verdict measure, the defence was more successful when its expert presented biological evidence. Psychopathy testimony did not affect outright verdicts, defendant blame indicators, or mental illness responsibility indicators. 

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Schweitzer & Saks (2011)
	The type of expert
evidence used by the defense

The insanity defense instruction given by the judge
	Severe mental disorder
	
	
	 Neuroimaging evidence


	
	“The mere display of a neuroimage did not increase jurors’ willingness to find a defendant NGRI. Although we find that neuroevidence is indeed more persuasive than clinical psychological evidence or anecdotal family testimony, the four conditions that depicted the defendant’s defect as being physical and neurological in nature did not differ from one another, regardless of whether the expert used neuroimaging, and regardless of whether the neuroimages were presented to the jurors. This effect was found regardless of the insanity standard used, and regardless of whether a GBMI option was included.”

	Verdict
(Guilt)
	Smith (2016) 
	STUDY 1: 
Presence of defendant PTSD diagnosis 

Crime type 

Defendant veteran or civilian status
	Post-traumatic stress disorder

No PTSD
	PTSD



	É Violent crime

Non-violent crime

Defendant veteran

Defendant civilian
	
	
	STUDY 1: “In Study 1, veteran status and PTSD diagnosis did not predict verdict. Data showed that a violent crime would result in a not guilty verdict more often than would the nonviolent crime. There was no difference in verdict for veterans and nonveterans.”

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	STUDY 2:
Presence of defendant PTSD diagnosis 
 
Crime type 

Defendant veteran or civilian status
	Post-traumatic stress disorder

No PTSD
	É PTSD
	É Violent crime

É Violent crime (increased likelihood of treatment outcome for veterans)


	
	
	STUDY 2: “As in Study 1, crime type was found to be a significant predictor of verdict in that a violent crime resulted in fewer guilty verdicts than did a nonviolent crime. PTSD diagnosis was also found to significantly predict verdict, with greater leniency shown toward defendants with PTSD, showing that PTSD serves as mitigating evidence in criminal trials. In Study 2 when the jurors had more verdict options, there was a bias toward treatment for veterans with PTSD who had committed a violent crime compared to a nonviolent crime. That PTSD was significant only in Study 2 suggests that the combined influence of PTSD diagnosis, veteran status, and crime type interact in a manner that the present research cannot describe”

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Tate & Yelderman (2022)
	Religious fundamentalism
	Mental illness
	
	
	
	Ð Higher levels of religious fundamentalism
	Results suggest that religious fundamentalism, moral disengagement, personal attributions, authoritarian attitudes and insanity defense attitudes predicted harsher verdicts and sentences.

	Verdict (Guilt)
	Yelderman & Miller (2017)
	Religious priming
	Psychotic illness
	
	
	
	Ð Religious fundamentalist beliefs
	Priming fundamentalist beliefs increased punitiveness in both verdict and sentencing decisions. Fundamentalist beliefs played a similar role when comparing guilty to GBMI verdicts as it did when comparing guilty to NGRI verdicts. Despite GBMI being a guilty verdict, fundamentalists were still more likely to choose a guilty over GBMI verdict, which only differed in its implications of the defendant’s mental illness.


	Sentence outcomes
	Bandt-Law & Krauss (2017) 
	Presence of defendant mental illness

Mortality salience  
 

	“Mental illness”

“No mental illness”
	ÉÐ “Mental illness”
(when dual-mortality salience was induced; when exposed to trial related death references only)

	
	
	ÉÐ Mortality salience


	“Mock jurors perceived mental illness to be an important mitigating factor when dual (i.e. self) focused mortality (DFM) salience was induced, whereas participants only exposed to trial-related death references considered mental illness to be an aggravating factor in sentencing and were more likely to evidence stereotype adherence toward the defendant." 

	Sentence outcomes
	Cox et al. (2010) 
	Presence of psychopathy diagnosis

Predicted level of future violence
	Psychopathy

No diagnosis 
	Ð No psychopathy diagnosis
	Ð High predicted level of future violence
	
	
	"Results indicated that participants were more likely to sentence the defendant to death when the defendant exhibited a high likelihood to commit future violence, whether or not the diagnostic label ‘‘psychopath’’ was present. When asked to rate the defendant’s likelihood for future violence and murder, the defendant who was a high risk for future violence and not labelled a psychopath received the highest rating. These results suggest an absence of juror bias as it pertains to the label ‘‘psychopath’’ when sentencing a defendant in a capital murder case." 

	Sentence outcomes
	Greene & Cahill (2012) 
	Type of evidence

Predicted level of future dangerousness
	Psychosis
	Ð Psychosis 
(high future dangerousness condition only)
	Ð High predicted level of future dangerousness
	É Neuroimaging evidence (high future dangerousness condition only)

É Neuropsychological evidence (high future dangerousness condition only)
	
	"Mock jurors who had evidence that the defendant posed a high risk of future dangerousness and a diagnosis of psychosis (high dangerousness–diagnosis only) were overwhelmingly more likely to impose a death sentence than other mock jurors. Recommendations for death sentences were affected by the neuropsychological and neuroimaging evidence: defendants deemed at high risk for future dangerousness were less likely to be sentenced to death when jurors had this evidence than when they did not.”

“Results showed that both neuropsychological test results and neuroimages acted as mitigating evidence reducing the likelihood that jurors would sentence the defendant to death, but only for defendants at high risk of future dangerousness.

	Sentence outcomes
	LaDuke et al. (2018)
	Type of evidence

Presence of an image
	Mental disorder – “relating to mood, personality, relationships and antisocial behaviour”



	
	
	u Psychological evidence

u Neuropsychological evidence

u Structural neuroscientific evidence

u Functional neuroscientific evidence

u Presence of an image
	
	"No type of expert evidence—psychological, neuropsychological, structural neuroscientific, or functional neuroscientific, with or without an image—was associated with differences in participants’ opinions of the quality or persuasiveness of the evidence, their confidence that the defendant was dangerous, or their opinions regarding the defendant’s sentence. Additionally, results remained nonsignificant when comparing only the structural and functional neuroscientific evidence with or without an image. " 

	Sentence outcomes
	Marshall et al. (2017)
	STUDY 1: Type of evidence/
explanation

Presence of an image

STUDY 2: Type of evidence/explanation
	Psychopathy






Psychopathy
	
	
	u Presence of an image

u Neurological explanation (guilt)

É Neurological explanation (need for treatment)

	ÉÐ Dualist Beliefs (neurological condition; psychological condition)
	OVERALL FINDINGS: “Findings provide virtually no evidence that the inclusion of a brain image or a neurological explanation did influence sentencing judgments in either study. Mock jurors did not find the ‘my brain made me do it’ defence any more blame-reducing than the ‘my personality disorder made me do it’ when the explanations were matched for ostensible scientific quality (Study 1) or left ambiguous with respect to scientific quality (Study 2). Nevertheless, across both studies, participants rated the neurologically described psychopathic defendant as more treatable and less dangerous than his psychologically described counterpart, suggesting that neurological information does influence mock jurors’ legal reasoning in a way not previously documented. 

“Neither explanation type nor image inclusion exerted a statistically significant effect on sentencing judgments. For sentence length judgments, participants who exhibited more dualist beliefs sentenced more severely in the neurological explanation condition than did less dualist participants, whereas participants who exhibited more dualist beliefs in the psychological condition tended to punish less severely in the psychological condition. The current findings suggest that highly dualist participants tend to sentence more harshly when presented with neurological explanations of a defendant’s behaviour.”


	Sentence outcomes
	Remmel et al. (2019) 
	Type of evidence

Whether the evidence was provided by the prosecution or the defence side

	Psychopathy
	
	
	u Genetic evidence

u Neurological evidence

u No biological evidence

Ð Psychopathy information presented by prosecution rather than defence
	
	“Data suggest the type of evidence presented (gene, brain, no biological evidence) did not influence sentencing recommendations or perceptions of the defendant. However, as expected, results suggest that mock jurors are more likely to recommend longer sentences, perceive the evidence as aggravating, rate the defendant as more psychopathic, and report more confidence in these ratings when psychopathy evidence is presented by the prosecution compared to the defence.”




	Sentence outcomes
	Rulseh et al. (2017)
	The psychopathic traits demonstrated by the defendant (level of boldness and disinhibition)
	Psychopathy
	u Psychopathic traits – level of boldness

u Psychopathic traits - level of disinhibition

Ð Higher overall psychopathy ratings

	
	
	
	“Manipulating boldness and disinhibition resulted in more negative views of the defendant, with the boldness manipulation more consistently predicting higher global psychopathy, “meanness,” and “evil” ratings. Surprisingly, neither manipulation predicted sentence recommendations, although higher global psychopathy ratings did correlate with more punitive sentence recommendations."

	Sentence outcomes
	Saks et al. (2014)
	STUDY 1: Diagnostic term

Type of evidence


STUDY 2:  Whether neuroscientific evidence was presented by the prosecution or the defense side 

Defendant level of dangerousness 

	Psychopathy

Schizophrenia



Psychopathy

Schizophrenia
	Ð Psychopathy
	Ð Higher levels of dangerousness
	É Neuroimages (psychopathy condition only)

É Neurological evidence (schizophrenia condition only) 

É Neuroimage evidence (if presented by the defense)

Ð Neuroimage evidence (if presented by the prosecution)

É Clinical, genetic or nonimage neurological evidence (when presented by prosecution)

Ð Clinical, genetic or nonimage neurological evidence (when presented by defence)
	
	For defendants diagnosed as psychopathic, neuroimages reduced judgments of responsibility and sentences of death. 

For defendants diagnosed as schizophrenic, nonimage neurological evidence decreased death sentences. 

Psychopaths were more likely to be sentenced to death than schizophrenics. 

When experts opined that the defendant was dangerous, sentences of death increased. 

A backfire effect was found such that the offering party produced the opposite result than that being argued for when the expert evidence was clinical, genetic, or nonimage neurological, but when the expert evidence included neuroimages, jurors moved in the direction argued by counsel.

	Sentence outcomes
	Saxena et al. (2022) 
	Presence of defendant gender-congruent psychopathic traits (none or male or female).  
 
Defendant gender

Juror gender
	Psychopathic traits
	Ð Psychopathic traits

Ð Gender congruent psychopathic traits

Ð Gender incongruent psychopathic traits

É No psychopathic traits

	
	Ð Male juror (death verdict)

Ð Female juror (negative views)
	
	“Participants prescribed harsher 
punishments and held more negative perceptions of a defendant with psychopathic traits than a defendant without these traits. However, the defendant received similar punishment and was judged equally negatively in both gender-congruent and -incongruent conditions. Finally, while men were more likely to choose the death verdict, women held more negative views of the defendant. Thus, portrayal of psychopathic traits seems related to harsher sentencing independent of gender-specific trait variations."

“the defendant with psychopathic traits was perceived more negatively and prescribed harsher punishment than the defendant without psychopathic traits. Specifically, participants were more likely to support the death verdict when the defendant displayed psychopathic traits.”


	Sentence outcomes
	Truong et al. (2021)
	Diagnostic term

Type of evidence


	Psychopathy

Schizophrenia

No mental illness
	Ð Psychopathy



	Ð Higher perceived level of dangerousness

Ð Higher perceived control over behaviour
	
	
	"Experimental manipulations of mental health evidence seemed to have limited impact on juror perceptions of exactly how psychopathic the defendant was in this study, believing that the defendant was highly psychopathic was associated with greater support for death verdicts, as well as higher ratings of dangerousness and (to a lesser extent) control over behaviour." 



Key:	u = no effect on DV
Ð = adverse/negative impact on type of legal decision (aggravating factor; e.g. higher guilt ratings)
É = positive impact on type of legal decision (mitigating factor; e.g. lower guilt ratings)
ÉÐ = mixed effects
*** = interaction effect



Impact of diagnostic terminology
Mixed effects were found across the 17 studies manipulating diagnostic terminology, with 14 reporting at least one significant aggravating or mitigating effect on the verdict given. As is clear from Table 3, there is significant variation in the combinations of independent variables investigated by the studies. At the crudest level, four studies observed no effects in relation to a diagnostic manipulation, eight studies observed only negative effects in relation to a diagnosis (mainly psychopathy), five studies reported mixed effects, and one study only a beneficial effect of diagnosis. Beyond this, however, it is rather hard to see patterns in relation to the effects of particular diagnoses. There is perhaps enough to state that the balance of evidence indicates that a diagnosis of psychopathy is likely to be harmful for a defendant. It appears that the effects of diagnoses may be influenced by other factors, for instance interacting with characteristics of the sample, or with information given in the vignette. For instance, Smith (2016) found an interaction effect between the presence of a PTSD diagnosis and whether the defendant was described as a veteran; Mowle et al. (2016) noted that when the defendant was described as having a diagnosis of schizophrenia, more politically liberal mock jurors were more likely to deliver a not guilty verdict.
Impact of defendant characteristics
Aside from diagnostic label, other defendant characteristics were found to significantly influence verdicts given in seven of the studies, though again, it was hard to identify consistent themes. The most consistent finding related to three studies (Cox et al., 2010; Greene & Cahill, 2012; Saks et al., 2014) which found that increased severity of sentencing occurred when a juror was described as being higher risk of engaging in future violence. One study highlighted the potential effect of recklessness (rather than negligence) as leading to higher guilty verdicts (Berryessa et al, 2021), and Butler and Jacquin (2014) found the reporting of the defendant’s history of childhood sexual abuse to be a significant predictor of guilt, whilst Adair et al. (2024) found significantly lower levels of guilty verdicts delivered for a female (as opposed to a male) defendant.
Impact of evidence type
There were also mixed findings in relation to evidence type. Two studies reported a significant finding relating to evidence type, namely that jurors were more likely to find the defendant not guilty by reason of insanity when the defence based its insanity defence case on biological evidence (Rendell et al., 2010) and that only very brief exposure to expert evidence resulted in harsher verdicts (Parrott et al., 2015). Berryessa et al. (2021), Krauss et al. (2018), Parrott et al. (2018) and Schweizter & Saks (2011), however, found no significant differences between, or overall impact of, evidence type conditions on juror’s verdicts.
It is likely that an effect of evidence type is, overall, a factor which interacts with other variables. Five studies described mixed findings relating to the type of evidence presented in the trial vignettes. Greene & Cahill (2012) reported a mitigating effect of the presentation of neuroimaging and neuropsychological evidence, with reduced death penalty judgements for defendants deemed at high risk of future dangerousness. Saks et al. (2014) noted a mitigating effect on sentencing of neuroimaging evidence for defendants diagnosed with psychopathy only and of neurological evidence for defendants diagnosed with schizophrenia..
Participant/juror characteristics
A range of participant (mock juror) characteristics were studied, but the overall analysis again permits us to draw overall limited contributions about any one particular factor. Stigmatising attitudes (by the juror, towards the defendant) appeared to be the most commonly considered factor here. Crocker & Kovera (2010) and Krauss et al. (2018) found significant aggravating effects of mock jurors’ negative attitudes towards the insanity defence on verdicts given, and Jung (2015) found that increased levels of stigmatising attitudes (were associated with greater guilty verdicts. On the other hand, Mossiere & Maeder (2015) and Mossiere et al. (2015)’s findings did not show an adverse effect of juror attitudes, although the latter study noted a preference for guilty verdicts overall. In relation to juror gender, Saxena et al., (2022) reported that male mock jurors were more likely to opt for a death verdict for a defendant with psychopathic traits, whilst females held more negative views of the defendant. Higher levels of religious fundamentalist beliefs amongst mock jurors were also found to be linked to increased guilty verdicts in two studies (Tate & Yelderman, 2022; Yelderman & Miller, 2017).
Two specific papers arguably illustrate the range of concepts which can be the subject of such research. Bandt-Law & Krauss (2017) examined the impact of mock juror participants’ ‘mortality salience’ on capital punishment sentencing, by manipulating whether they were exposed to dual-focused mortality references (participants who contemplated their own mortality and were exposed to trial-related death references) or trial focused death references only. They found that those participants only exposed to trial focused death references through the vignette made harsher sentencing decisions when the defendant was reported to have a mental illness, compared to when dual-focused mortality salience was induced, where it then had a mitigating effect and led to greater leniency. Marshall et al. (2017), on the other hand, explored participants intuitive beliefs about the distinction between the mind and body and how these related to their perceptions of scientific trial evidence. They found that highly ‘mind-body dualist’ participants tended to sentence more harshly when presented with neurological explanations of a defendant’s behaviour. 
It is important to note that the variation in outcomes did not appear to be a function simply of study quality; mixed patterns of effects were also noted when further reviewing the findings of the eight studies which received the highest quality appraisal ratings on the AXIS tool.

[bookmark: _Toc160446725]Discussion

The current systematic review aimed to summarise the contemporary experimental literature exploring juror and jury decision-making when information about the defendant’s mental health condition is presented in the criminal proceedings. Whilst other systematic reviews (Tremlin & Beazley, 2022; Shapter, 2023) have explored questions relating to stigma towards offenders with mental health difficulties, this is, to the authors’ knowledge, the first systematic review to consider a broader range of methodological features and variables involved in empirical mock juror research.
Of the 32 studies which met the inclusion criteria, 31 were conducted across the USA and Canada. Studies varied significantly in their research aims, sample sizes, use of measures and specific nature of experimental manipulations adopted. The majority of the studies were conducted online through a survey and recruited using online research participation platforms. Twelve of the study samples comprised exclusively of university students. A range of mental health conditions and diagnostic terms were used across the studies, with an apparent focus on psychopathy and schizophrenia. Most studies also focused on violent crimes, particularly murder. The studies were fairly evenly split on which primary legal outcomes they were investigating; namely guilt verdicts or sentencing/punishment decisions. Overall, therefore, the research is characterised by high heterogeneity both in terms of research question and methodological approach. 
In this review, we also set out to explore the impact of different independent variables on the primary legal decisions made by participants. Independent variables were grouped into four categories, manipulation of: diagnostic term, other defendant characteristics, type of evidence presented and participant/juror characteristics. Overall, 55 significant single and/or interaction effects of the independent variables were found on mock jurors’ verdict and sentencing decisions. Across the studies, the findings broadly indicated that the diagnostic term presented can indeed affect the decisions of mock jurors, however the direction varied with both aggravating and mitigating effects found, with differences found even when comparing only those studies manipulating the same diagnostic term. This pattern of mixed effects was also found amongst those studies which received the highest quality rating scores on the AXIS tool, suggesting that the discrepancy in findings was not due to the study quality. Due to the level of variation in and number of variables manipulated, conclusions should be drawn with caution. The most consistent finding was that that a diagnosis of psychopathy is overall more likely to be unhelpful than helpful to a defendant.
Observations about sampling in mock jury research
A challenge faced by mock jury research, and very apparent in the present review, relates to the particular importance of gaining a relatively population-representative sample. In most jurisdictions, jurors are typically selected at random from a pool of eligible citizens who meet certain criteria; the ideal sample therefore would arguably be unused or ‘discharged’ juries; a pool of individuals who had been selected at random for jury service who were no longer required. Only three such studies were included in the present review (Bandt-Law & Krauss, 2017; Krauss et al., 2018; Mowle et al., 2016) and within the wider jury research (e.g. beyond mental health) there are only limited other examples (Sloat & Frierson, 2005; Thomas, 2020). The review suggests that, given the practical and financial challenges of this methodology, empirical research has sacrificed the random selection of mock jurors and turned to recruiting alternative, more accessible samples. Whilst this does not necessarily mean that findings are not generalisable to other contexts (for example, research by Bornstein (1999, 2017) has reported no significant differences in comparisons of verdicts given by community and student samples), care needs to be taken in doing so. In terms of the use of student samples, it might be observed that whilst students may be quite similar to wider community samples in respect of some decision-making tasks, they could equally be quite un-representative of wider samples in respect of others. Indeed, for student samples specifically, mental health may be a particular locus where students are more likely to have particular attitudes and beliefs given the relatively increased societal awareness and understanding of mental health conditions (Bradbury, 2020). 
Online approaches to recruitment were common and deserve some separate consideration. In the present review, 17 studies involved online recruitment and participation, with Amazon Mechanical Turk appearing a popular choice of platform. Such platforms are an increasingly favoured method for the purposes of recruiting a large number of participants within a relatively short amount of time. On one hand, given the criticism of recruiting student only samples for mock juror decision-making research, the use of online platforms is perhaps to be encouraged in an attempt to seek more representative community samples. However, these platforms are not without their risks. Firstly, the samples are unlikely to be representative; samples recruited through online platforms may be more biased towards younger, higher educated, more technologically adept individuals with access to the technology resources needed to participate (Local Government Association, 2021; The Office for National Statistics, 2020). Secondly, recent concerns have been raised around bots and the quality of data collected through empirical studies conducted through Amazon Mechanical Turk (Webb & Tangney, 2022). Some platforms such as Prolific (Prolific.com) claim to overcome this issue through requiring identity verification from their registered users. In this context, it is positive that attempts to mitigate the risk of poor-quality data (e.g. from bots) through the use of attention, knowledge or comprehension checks were reported by 23 of the included studies within this review, though it must be noted that the extent to which these mitigations were successful is not known. A further important and related consideration are efforts to measure juror attention and engagement; there was evidence of response times being considered in online studies, but a methodological criticism of much of the research is that it is very difficult to understand if participants are, on the whole, at least as motivated to engage as somebody involved in a real jury process. 
Overall, whilst we recognise that the wider research context can place pressures on researchers to prioritise pragmatics over validity, we caution researchers strongly against conducting mock jury research using sampling approaches which are likely to provide homogeneous and unrepresentative samples. We would wish to positively encourage researchers to be more creative and ambitious in the consideration given to efforts to obtain representative samples, potentially via population stratification, and considering the potential to adopt novel approaches informed by other activities that rely heavily on representative population sampling such as voter intention surveys (Kennett et al., 2018). Ultimately, however, none of this gets away from the fact that certain characteristics such as agreeableness, authoritarianism, or stigma – potentially highly relevant to juror decision-making – may well themselves relate to a person’s decision to agree to take part in a research study whatever the recruitment approach. Such self-selection bias was a concern in almost all of the designs adopted, and is an issue which has been given particular consideration by Thomas (2020), who pointed out that when a sample of ‘real world’ jurors was asked ‘if jury service had been voluntary, would you have opted out when first summoned?’, 87% responded ‘yes’. Our own view is thus that whilst mock jury research can be informative, and is most likely to be informative when researchers pay close attention to methodological quality and make proactive efforts to recruit and involve more population representative samples, this approach will always have its limitations.
. 
Future developments in juror decision-making research
Beyond a particular need to pay attention to sampling, the review raises a number of considerations which may be important for future authors conducting or reviewing juror decision-making research. 
The first is the general reflection of the somewhat cacophonous state of research in this area. Despite reviewing a total of 32 studies, the present review identifies few consistent conclusions about the importance of particular factors to juror decision-making in the mental health context. The sheer number of potential variables that can be manipulated in experimental studies, considered alongside the fact that only a small number can be manipulated in a single study, creates a particular need for attention to stepwise progression of the research base. One recommendation therefore is for the development of a centralised research hub for juror and jury research – akin to the registers of systematic reviews such as PROSPERO and INPLASY - where a repository of data could be submitted and held centrally alongside a register of mock juror studies either being undertaken, completed, or published. Over time, such a register might allow a much clearer picture of patterns and gaps in the evidence base.
The second is a related issue, reflecting the relative difficulty in applying existing quality appraisal tools to juror decision-making research. In the present study, we used the AXIS tool, and whilst this does allow a general assessment of broad methodological issues, it may be that the use of a tool with items more specific and relevant to experimental mock jury studies may have resulted in different quality appraisal ratings. Currently, no such tool exists, yet the present study illustrated the range of methodological decisions that researchers can make which can have quite unique impacts on the potential quality, relevance, and generalisability of a study. One potential avenue of research may therefore be to develop more specified approaches to quality appraisal of mock juror studies, perhaps through developing a specific quality appraisal tool for mock juror research suited for cross-cultural and cross-jurisprudential application. 
The third observation relates to the incredibly homogenous geographical focus of the included studies, almost all of which have been conducted in either the United States or Canada. This is important in terms of generalisability, particularly since some of the decisions which juries might make in the North American context are simply not legal considerations elsewhere – perhaps most obviously the death penalty. Even in the United Kingdom, there are different criminal laws between England and Wales, Scotland, and Northern Ireland. Whilst the authors would acknowledge that this picture might at least partly reflect the English-language focus of the study (and of course the fact that not all jurisdictions use juries), we also hope the findings serve as an impetus to colleagues in other countries to consider these issues in their own cultural and jurisprudential context. 
The fourth observation relates to the relative over-representation of psychopathy and schizophrenia within the reviewed studies. Whilst both are clearly constructs of importance to forensic and legal issues, and may well be of importance to juries, it is also important that research considers the role of other mental health conditions within decision-making research. In respect of psychopathy in particular, the different cross-cultural context has been remarked on by various authors including Cooke (1997), who stated: “there is a long-standing clinical tradition, emanating from the United Kingdom, which questions the validity of the clinical construct of psychopathy” (p.3). Fundamentally, a diagnosis of psychopathy may have a rather different meaning to clinicians, judges and jurors on different sides of the Atlantic. Moreover, beyond psychopathy, there is a relative lack of research considering ‘clinical’ personality disorder diagnoses, a topic of arguably particular importance given trends towards a more dimensional and trait-based reconceptualization of personality disorder as found in ICD-11 and the DSM-5 Alternative Model for Personality Disorder (AMPD).
A fifth and final observation is the need for stimulus of research relating to the decision-making process that takes place in juries as well as individual jurors. Only three studies in the present review considered jury decision making. Based on the present review, our own view is that research studies need to consider the two elements of juror and jury decision-making as important but distinct steps, where at each stage there are opportunities for the operation of cognitive heuristics to influence decision-making. Differences in information, juror characteristics, and mental health conditions could exert a different influence at each step, and the collective discussions of jurors could serve to either mitigate or amplify biases experienced by individual jurors. Moreover, juries, through their collective and social nature, are open to an arguably even wider range of biases that relate to this social context; authority, social desirability, and reactive devaluation biases might be particularly important, amongst many others.  But the research, overall, suggests that almost nothing is known from experimental research about how mental health information is processed within collective juries, and we agree with authors such as Nuñez et al (2011) who have separately raised concerns about this specific issue. 
Conclusions
	Experimental research has highlighted that there are a range of ways in which factors including juror attitudes, defendant diagnosis, nature of the information presented, and many other factors have the potential to influence decision-making of jurors in relation to defendants with mental health concerns. However, the research in this area has not developed in a stepwise and progressive way, and the overall state of the research is marked by numerous unreplicated or inconsistent findings. The clearest overall conclusion appears to be the primarily negative impact of a diagnosis of psychopathy for a defendant. We hope that the review, conclusions and recommendations serve as a call to action for those undertaking mock juror research to give greater consideration to factors that will improve the quality and generalisability of findings. 
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