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Abstract |urors are often confused by jury instructions, the complicated directions that a judge reads to them before
they deliberate (Charrow & Charrow 1979; Diamond etal. 2012). This confusion can lead to both dise
misinformed verdicts (Benson 1984; Marder 2006). In a previous sty
improve (a) when they can €

gaged jurors and
y, we showed that listeners’ comprehension of jury instructions

(Randall & Graf 2014) and (b) when two linguistic factors are minimized:

(Ferreira 2003) and unfamiliar legal expressions, or " " (Diana & Reder 2006). However, though comprehension in
this study did improve overall (p = 05), improvements were significant in only two of the six instructions that we tested. We
hypothesized t was a function of using undergraduate subjects, who are more highly educated than the overall jury pool. To
investigate: this issue, our new study recruited a wider range of subjects via MTurk and found that improvements were both more
robust (p < 1001) and widespread (significant for five of the six instructions). These new results provide even stronger evidence that
(a) h

and (b) minimizing specific can improve jury instruction comprehension.
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Subjects

1 = 79 Northeastern University (NU) undergraduate students
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Materials, Design, & Procedure
For both the & Liste : conditions, subjects heard recordings of six Massachusetts civil jury instructions.
In addition, for the condition, subjects read the text of each instruction.

All subjects answered true/false questions after each instruction in a printed test booklet.
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alf of the Massachusetts jury pool (4 ) has not gone beyond high school (Fig. 4). i
In order to more closely mirror this population, Study 2 replicated Study | but used subjects
drawn via MTurk, Amazon's online crowd-sourcing platform.

Study 2: MTurk subjects
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Subjects

n = 360 paid subjects, recruited via MTurk, Amazon's online crowd-sourcing platform

All were US. citizens over |8, drawn from a mix of educational levels and geographic regions across Massachusetts.

Materials, Design, & Procedure
This study used the same recordings and transcripts of the six current Massachusetts jury instructions as Study 1.
Subjects signed on to the MTurk website and proceeded to either the or the Listening survey.

All subjects answered true/false questions after each instruction; MTurk recorded their responses.
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Discussion & Conclusions
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engage more fully and reach more informed verdicts.
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