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There is an apparent conflict which exists between the individual’s right to a fair trial and the
freedom of the press. To ensure a fair trial, it is essential that jurors not hold any preexisting opinions
that might have an impact on their ability to judge the evidence impartially. There is a concern that
any prospective jurors who have been exposed to prejudicial publicity will approach the trial with an
anti-defendant bias. This dissertation consists of four studies that investigate whether and under what
circumstances pretrial publicity affects posttrial opinions and verdicts.

A field experiment found that, as expected, individuals who had been exposed to a great deal
of publicity surrounding a real-life case were more likely to assume that the defendant was guilty, but
this effect disappeared after they had read a fictional account of the trial.

Three laboratory experiments were designed to create realistic conditions within the
constraints of mock jury situations. The first experiment found an effect for the type of information
that participants were exposed to. Publicity that was not later refuted in the actual trial affected
individual verdicts. The second experiment, using the same trial, demonstrated that extremely

negative character information, as well as an apparent eyewitness identification of the defendant, led



to increased ratings of guilt. However, there were ultimately no effects on final jury verdicts in either
of these studies. The third laboratory study used a different trial and added a condition where a
strong motive for the crime was described in the pretrial publicity. Despite predictions that providing
a motive for the crime would be the most damaging, in this case, there was only a slight effect found
for individuals who read extremely negative character information. Once again, there were no effects
on final jury verdicts.

Based on the findings from these four studies, we conclude that it is difficult to predict when,
or even if, pretrial publicity will have an effect on posttrial opinions and verdicts. The fragility of

pretrial publicity effects, and the implications for applied law and psychology research, is discussed.
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" He that is possessed with a prejudice is possessed with...one of the worst kinds of devils, for it shuts
out the truth and often leads to ruinous error"(American Theologian Tyron Edwards, cited in Flynn,

1995, p.869-870, note #129).

“There are twoways to be quite unprejudiced and impartial. One is io be completely ignorant. The
other is to be completely indifferent. Bias and prejudice are attitudes to be kept in hand, not
attitudes to be avoided” (Early 20th Century American Lawyer Charles Curtis, cited in Flynn, 1995,
p. 869-870, note #129).
Introduction
The Jury System in North America

Although most of what is known about the modern jury is based on the English system from
the late Middle Ages, trial by jury was quite a common feature of life in ancient Athens. The legal
process was quite different from that of today, as all those involved in the trial were nonprofessionals;
judges and jurors alike were chosen by lot for any given trial. The accused was required to defend
himself, while any able citizen was allowed to prosecute the case. In contrast to what we might
consider a ‘normal’ jury size of twelve, it was not uncommon in those days to find juries comprised
of between 200 and 500 members. With such large jury panels, formal jury deliberations were
generally unheard of. Instead, each member of the panel was given two tokens, one representing guilt
and the other innocence. The juror placed the token representing his decision into a brass urn, and
the other into a wooden box. The final verdict was decided by counting the tokens in the urn and
determining the majority vote . If there was a tie, the defendant was declared not-guilty.

Trial by jury was mostly abandoned until it emerged in a different form in England, after the
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Norman Conguest in AD 1066. Henry II, who ruled from 1154 to 1189, began to use average
citizens to decide civil cases, especially those that involved property disputes, although it was some
time before jurors were used in criminat cases (Simon, 1980). By 1215 a person’s guilt was decided
by whether or not he or she survived an “ordeal” (Nova Scotia Law Reform Commission (NSLRC),
1997). In 1219, Henry III replaced this often painful method of proving one’s innocence by having
the defendant's neighbours ask questions and decide the case based on their personal knowledge of
the accused. It was believed that people who knew the defendant were actually the most competent
to render a fair verdict. Of course, this assumes that none of the members of the jury held a grudge
against the defendant for any reason. As early as the 14th Century, the defendant was allowed to
“peremptorily” challenge up to 35 people selected for jury duty (NSLRC, 1997).

1t was not until the end of the 17th Century that jurors were required to decide the case solely
on the basis of the evidence presented. After the evidence was presented to the jury, the jurors were
locked up without food or water until they reached a verdict. As the jurors could not leave the room
until they reached a unanimous verdict, disagreements were understandably rare.

The jury system did not come to America until 1607, at which time James I granted a charter
to the Virginia Company which then established the community of Jamestown. Juries in the Virginia
colony were generally composed of 12 men, although some had 13, 14 or even 24 (Simon, 1980).
Jury trials were popular in both the United States and Canada as they were looked upon as a way to
prevent the enforcement of British laws that were unpopular with the public. The basic elements of
English common law jury trials were carried over into North America; all trials should have a 12-

member jury panel, the trial should have a qualified judge, and all verdicts should be unanimous.
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Early jury selection required ownership of property, and mental competence; women were
not allowed to serve until the 20th century. Until quite recently, ownership of property was still a
requirement for jury service (as recently as 1985 in Nova Scotia). Thus, anyone who was poor, most
often people of colour and women, were excluded from the process (Hans,1992).

Jury size and Decision Rule:

As mentioned previously, the earliest juries decided their verdicts on the basis of a majority
vote, and often they contained far more members than the current standard of twelve. However, from
the middle ages until 1967, unanimous jury verdicts were required in Great Britain. Shortly after the
discovery that some members of a jury panel in a criminal trial had been bribed by the defense, the
Criminal Justice Act was changed to allow for a return to a majority decision rule (Hans, 1992). By
1972, following the British lead, some U.S. courts had decided that nonunanimous juries should be
allowed. According to Simon (1980), this decision was based on limited social scientific literature
which compared the proportions of hung juries occurring in unanimous and nonunanimous
jurisdictions (Kalven & Zeisel, 1966). The requirement of unanimous verdicts apparently produced
more hung juries, as might be expected. While not always required in state courts, unanimity is still
required at the Federal level.

In 1970, the United States Supreme Court ended its centuries-old tradition of 12-member
criminal juries (Simorn, 1980). Padawer-Singer, Singer and Singer (1977) reported fewer hung juries
for 6- than for 12-member juries, although there were no differences in the rate of conviction or
acquittals. Davis, Bray and Holt (1977) estimated that verdict differences between 6- and 12-member

juries amount to a maximum difference of only eight percent. However, several studies (e.g. Hastie,
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Penrod & Pennington, 1983) have found that smaller juries are less likely to represent the community
from which they are drawn, and that the verdicts of smaller juries are often not consistent with those
of larger juries.

In Canada today, a criminal case requires a unanimous verdict by a 12-member jury. Civil
juries can have fewer members, although the specific number depends on the province where the case
is being tried. In Ontario, only six members of the panel need to be present, while in Nova Scotia, the
number is seven (NSLRC, 1997).

Is the jury competent?

Despite its long history, the jury system has not been without criticism. Some argue that those
individuals chosen for jury duty do not have the expertise or knowledge necessary to ensure that a
competent legal decision is made, and therefore trial by judge alone would be more suitable.
Proponents of the jury system argue that although a judge may be better educated, he or she may not
be trained in specific technical areas; the presence of a jury ensures that the attorneys present their
information in as clear a fashion as possible, ensuring that both judge and jury understand the
evidence. Kalven and Zeisel (1966) have shown that jury decisions are, in most cases, consistent with
those of a judge. They asked judges to indicate how they would have ruled on a number of trials that
were decided by jury. They found that the jury and the judges’ rulings were in agreement eighty
percent of the time. For the twenty percent where they disagreed, the jury was six times more likely
to acquit than was the judge.

Gigone and Hastie (1997) argue that a group is more fully informed and can therefore make

higher quality decisions than its members acting alone. They found that group discussion did not just
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reinforce the majority member opinion but rather led to reliance on more information and produced
more accurate decisions.

Whether or not the jury always follows the letter of the law has led to numerous studies on
how well the jury understands the evidence presented to them, and how they apply the law to this
evidence. There is little question that occasionally the jury votes more in line with community notions
of fairness than with the legal definition (Hans, 1992; Horowitz, 1997; Kassin & Wrightsman, 1988).
Kalven and Zeisel (1966) concluded that in the cases where judge and jury did disagres, it had far less
to do with jurors not understanding the law, than with the judge and jury having different notions of
the concept of reasonable doubt and sympathy for the defendant. As Finkel (1995) noted, jurors
bring a certain amount of what he called commonsense notions of justice to the courtroom, leading
to some tension between what the law expects of them, and how they view the law.

We. the jury:

Scholarly interest in the workings of the jury began in earnest in the 1950's and 1960's with
the work of Simon, as well as Kalven and Zeisel. Such research is not easy, as the inner workings
of the jury are, for the most part, completely secret. In the United States, jury members are allowed
to be interviewed post-trial, although in Canada and Great Britain, jurors are forbidden by law to
discuss their deliberations (Hans, 1992; Criminal Code, section 649).

In order to study the jury, simulations are the most common approach. Mock jurors are often
student participants (e.g. Tans & Chaffee, 1966) or may be individuals chosen from actual jury rosters
who are either asked to take part in a study instead of participating in an actual trial (e.g. Simon,

1980; Visher, 1987). Using such simulations allows for better understanding of the relationships
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between various types of evidence presented, and the way in which such evidence affects the process
and outcome of jury deliberations (Hastie, Penrod & Pennington, 1983). Not everyone agrees that
mock juries provide the best solution for trying to understand jury processes (e.g. Erlanger, 1970).
It is virtually impossible to find a randomly selected group of people whom we could guarantee would
act identically to a real jury, and of course this mock jury would be watching a mock trial and
deciding on a mock verdict. No matter how realistic the simulation, the verdict reached by the mock
jury will never bave the same importance as a real-life judgment. Some would argue that what is lost
in ecological validity is not made up for in the findings of more controlled laboratory experiments
(Riley, 1973; Vidmar, 1979).
Jury Deliberations:

The process of jury deliberation is perhaps ideally suited to social psychological research, as
it provides a naturalistic way to study persuasion and minority and majority influence. As Hans (1992)
noted, the jury is theoretically composed of twelve equal individuals, meaning that each has an equal
voice in deliberations. However, studies of mock juries have shown that this is rarely the case. The
group leader is, more often than not, a person who is a leader in the “outside” world; those with
higher education, particularly white males, are more likely to be chosen as the jury leader (Strasser,
Kerr, & Bray, 1982).

Kalven and Zeisel (1966) found that the final verdict is highly related to first-ballot results.
When there is a unanimous decision rule, the majority first-ballot decision usually predicts the final
outcome. However, when members of the minority argue for acquittal they are more likely to affect

the majority than when they are arguing for conviction (Strasser et al., 1982).
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Jury decision-making processes:

Several different models of jury decision making have been proposed. Some of the earlier
models were based generally on Anderson’s (e.g. 1981) information integration theory. Kaplan and
Kemmerick (1974) suggested that each piece of information that a juror is given has some value in
trying to determine an individuals’ guilt, and that this information must be combined in some way.
As each piece of evidence is evaluated, an individual will moderate his or her judgement by a weight
which indicates how important, relevant or reliable the individual feels this evidence is. Therefore a
statement by an eyewitness such as “I saw him do it,” which is quite a strong piece of evidence,
objectively, will be moderated by how much a juror believes this witness. Each piece of evidence
presented to the juror would therefore have both scale value and weight on a dimension of guilt. The
final judgement would then come from a weighted-average combination, This theory stresses the
processing and combination of information which may be particularly useful for certain types of
evidence, such as when jurors are trying to determine source credibility.

Similarly, Ostram, Werner and Saks (1978) studied how likely a mock juror was to judge a
person as guilty on the basis of written trial evidence. Participants read about a case which had either
moderately or highly incriminating evidence (scale value). Three different cases were presented with
either one, three or six items of evidence. They found that participants averaged the items of
evidence with their initial dispositions (based on a brief attitude scale that rated them as either pro-
or anti-defendant). Pro-defendant jurors gave lower probability of guilt ratings, while anti-defendant’s
ratings were higher, as the latter placed more weight on their initial disposition.

Perhaps the most popular model of jury decision making is that developed by Pennington and
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Hastie (1986, 1992, 1993). Known as the Story Model, this approach suggests that jurors use the
information presented to them to form a coherent story, or plausible sequence of events. After the
trial, jurors then match their story with the appropriate verdict category. Pennington and Hastie
interviewed mock jurors after they watched a videotaped trial, and asked them to explain how they
came to the decision that they did. Most of the jurors explained their decisions by re-telling their
narrative version of events. In addition, they found that, when evidence was missing, jurors filled in
missing pieces themselves to make the story more coherent. In a second experiment, Pennington and
Hastie (1990) presented evidence from criminal trials in several different orders to manipulate how
easily the jurors would be able to form an explanatory narrative. They found that by manipulating the
order of the evidence, verdict choices were similarly shifted in the direction of the more coherent

story. From these results they inferred that the story structure determines verdict decisions.

Summary:

The jury system, for better or worse, is currently the process by which many criminal trials
are decided. Twelve individuals, each with his or her own personal characteristics and biases, are to
join together as a group to listen to often complex evidence, and decide the fate of a defendant. While
we may have theories as to how members of the jury process the evidence to which they are exposed,
and how they function as a group, we cannot be certain that the system will function in the same way
every single time. In addition to the uncertainty of the trial process itself, there is another potential
unknown - how the jury members will deal with any extra-legal information they are exposed to,

specifically pretrial publicity.



The History of Pretrial Publicity

The legal perspective:

“Common sense” would suggest that pretrial publicity can have detrimental effects on a
defendant's ability to obtain a fair trial. If] as has been suggested, such extra-legal factors as personal
characteristics of the parties in the dispute (such as race and physical attractiveness), character,
attorney presentation style (Hahn & Clayton, 1996), or who the juror feels "deserves" to win
(Brooks & Doob, 1975) can affect trial verdicts, then it is plausible that pretrial publicity might be
another non-evidential factor affecting jury verdicts.

In the case of pretrial publicity, there is a feeling that a natural conflict exists between an
individual's right to a fair trial and the right of the press to free speech (Gillers, 1987). In Canada,
the freedom of the press is guaranteed under Section 2 (b) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms while in the United States it is guaranteed under The First Amendment to the Constitution.
The right to a fair trial is guaranteed under Section 11 (b) of the Canadian Charter, and the Sixth
Amendment to the Constitution in the U.S. Until recently, the “fair trial” aspect took precedence
over the rights of the press; however, in 1994 the Supreme Court of Canada, in R v. Dagenais, ruled
that only in the case of a “real and substantial risk” to a defendant’s chance at a fair trial should the
rights of the press be compromised. Determining what constitutes such a risk is a matter of some
debate. Suggestions of prejudice allow for judges to override the legal concept of a “speedy and
public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall have been committed”
(U.S. Constitution, Amendment 6). Thus, a judge may grant a request for a change of venue “if the

court is satisfied that there exists in the district where the prosecution is pending so great a prejudice
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against the defendant that the defendant cannot obtain a fair and impartial trial at any place fixed by
law for holding court in that district” (U.S. v. McVeigh and Nichols; Criminal Code, section 599).

Richard P. Tinkham, cited in Gillmor (1966) said that "I don't think we can solve our problem
by shouting ‘free speech’ and 'fair trial' at each other. I think what we need is an impartial scientific
investigation of this subject by an impartial agency, an agency of such stature that both the Bar and
the media would respect it" (p.197).

Although there has been little empirical evidence over the yeass to back up the claims of
prejudicial pretrial influence (Gillmor, 1966), starting in the 1960's the courts began to take an interest
in regulating such issues. The burden has fallen on trial judges to remedy any possible problems due
to unfair and prejudicial pretrial information. In 1995, the American Bar Association (ABA), in its
Model Rules of Professional Conduct, identified six specific categories of information which, if made
public, could threaten a fair trial. These included a defendant’s previous criminal record, character
or reputation, or any confession by the accused. They also established constraints on attorneys to
reduce the likelihood of their making any prejudicial statements to the media. In addition, the ABA
suggested possible remedies, such as changes of venues or granting continuances. "Perhaps the most
controversial recommendation was that judges should grant 2 defence motion to close pretrial
hearings to the public and the press if there is a "substantial likelihood" that information disclosed at
the hearing “will interfere with a defendant's right to a fair trial” (Standard 3.1). Over the years, these
standards have been tested and amended. In 1978, the ABA Committee on Fair Trial and Free Press
changed the "substantial likelihood" to "reasonable likelihood.” While these decisions were somewhat

controversial in the U.S., such motions for "non-publication" of preliminary hearings occur routinely.
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Concemns regarding pretrial publicity stem from the fear that defendants could lose their right
to a fair trial due to extensive (and unfavourable) pretrial publicity (e.g. Sue, Smith & Gilbert, 1974).
Theoretically, the media could bias a jury either by sensationalizing the crime, portraying the
defendant as a bad person (Riley, 1973), or by giving out information that may later be ruled
inadmissible during the actual trial proceedings (Sue, Smith & Caldwell, 1973). Imrich, Mullin, and
Linz (1995) recently conducted a content analysis of crime stories reported in 14 major newspapers
across the United States. They found that, despite the rulings of the ABA regarding what is
considered fair information to print, over one-quarter of the suspects déscribed in the articles were
mentioned in the context of at least one of the 6 categories identified by the ABA as being
problematic. The main sources of the information were the police, who mentioned prior arrests, and
defence attorneys, who offered opinions as to the defendant’s innocence.

The empirical studies conducted to date examine a broad range of judicial elements; while
this may on one hand be a strength, as it is obviously a complex issue, such diversity of study has not
led to a consistent set of findings that might enable one to draw conclusions regarding the effects, if

any, of pretrial publicity. Justice Felix Frankfurter wrote:

Science with all its advances has not given us instruments for determining when the

impact of such newspaper exploitation has spent itself or whether the powerful impression
bound to be made by such inflaming axﬁcles as here preceded the trial can be dissipated in
the mind of the average juror by the tame and often pedestrian proceedings in court (Stroble

v. California, 1952).
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The ABA has criticized such specific research for "inadequate understanding of the way
pretial publicity influences the thought processes of prospective jurors" (American Bar Association,
1978, p.20). Moran and Cutler (1991) point out an important distinction between how social
scientists view the problem, in contrast to a more legal concept. They argue that while we as social
scientists may want definitive results, a defendant waiting to hear whether or not his or her change
of venue motion has been granted needs to know immediately, and cannot afford to wait until the
literature is conclusive (Fulero, 1987).

If we assume that being fair or impartial refers to a state of mind, then legally the mere
existence of a preconceived notion is not enough to claim that a trial has been biased. The trial judge
must decide if the publicity has caused an individual to have a stable, inflexible opinion on the case.
The role of social science research in such an applied legal issue is not a simple one. One may better
see the dilemma when the question is posed "is it tenable to assume that the .05 level of confidence’
test for the experimenter is equivalent to the ‘beyond a reasonable doubt’ test for the trial jury?"
(Wilcox, 1970, p.60).

Early attempts to study the issue have been fraught with conceptual difficulties. Beland
Honderich, Vice-president and Editor-in-Chief of the Toronto Daily Star in 1966 suggested that a
more specific definition of pretrial publicity was needed before guidelines could be suggested to curb
the influence of the media. Otherwise "a ban, or even severe restriction, on pre-trial news reports
would sharply limit a newspaper's ability to expose wrong-doing in government and in the business
community" (Honderich cited in Parker, 1966, p.19). Similarly, Barth (1976) argued that pretrial

publicity is "essential to the welfare of any community. When people come to feel that the truth
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about crime, law enforcement, and the administration of justice is being withheld, they become prey
to rumours and mistrust” (p.10). Wilcox (1970) wondered whether or not pretrial publicity actually
has any scientifically measurable effect upon jury verdicts. He suggested re-stating the question as
"do some kinds of pretriat publicity under some kinds of conditions have some kind of influence upon
some kinds of jurors with a scientifically measurable effect upon jury verdicts?" (p.51).

There is also an important distinction to be made between public opinion and the actions and
judgements of a juror. As discussed above, part of the role of the jury has been that of community
moralist even if this differed from what the law stated. Justice Holmes (1889, cited in Brooks &
Doob, 1975) stated that "...jurors will introduce into their verdict a certain amount-a very large
amount-so far as I have observed-of popular prejudice, and thus keep the administration of the law
in accord with the wishes and feelings of the community” (p.172). It may be that excessive publicity
makes it quite difficult to find an unbiased jury, and so there is less chance of fair judgements of guilt
(Rollings & Blascovich, 1977). Members of the public who are surveyed regarding their pretrial
opinions are free to use all information that they have been exposed to in forming their judgements.
Jurors, on the other hand, are supposed to make their decisions entirely on the basis of what they
hear in court, ignoring any existing opinions, beliefs or information they may have. However the law
does not expect a potential juror to come 'empty headed' but merely able to put aside any biases. The
role of the press in creating these “biased” views is certainly an issue in this free press-fair trial debate.
The question of whether or not newspapers are able to create community attitudes, and to what
extent community attitudes affect the minds of jurors (Friendly & Goldfarb, 1967), is not an easy one

to answer. It is difficult to know for certain whether or not a person exposed to arrest records, lurid
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crime details, statements from the victims' families and the like can act impartially when asked to be
a juror in a particular case (Riley, 1973). Most worrisome, perhaps, are cases in which the press
prints crime news which, however legitimate, may not be admissible by judicial standards and has not

been subjected to the law's procedures to judge its truth and credibility.

Case Studies:

Perhaps the first known incidence of pretrial publicity being cited as a cause of concern in a
legal battle was the case of Aaron Burr (U.S. v Burr, 1807). In the election of 1800, he and Thomas
Jefferson tied in votes for the office of the presidency. The house of representativés chose Jefferson
over Burr, and Burr became Vice-president. In 1804, Burr was defeated in his campaign for governor
of New York. He accused Alexander Hamilton of ruining his campaign by making slanderous
statements against him and challenged him to a dual, which Burr won. Though he was indicted for
murder, he completed his term as vice-president. However, when he attempted, in 1807, to try to
colonize an area west of the Mississippi, he was accused of planning to invade Mexico and found his
own empire. Thomas Jefferson, now his enemy, had him tried for treason. (U.S. v Burr). His feud
with President Thomas Jefferson led to increased public interest in his trial. His attorneys argued that
'inflammatory’ newspaper articles had made it virtually impossible to find impartial jurors. Chief
Justice John Marshall ruled that while jurors who had formed ‘strong impressions’ of the case should
be excluded, those who only held ‘light impressions’ could remain. As he felt it was virtually
impossible to find people who had absolutely no preconceived notions about the case, he ruled that

it should not be required (Flynn, 1995). Burr was eventually acquitted on the charges of treason.
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A more modern example of the free press-fair trial controversy can be found in the case of
Stroble v. California (1952). Stroble's attorney claimed that his client did not receive a fair trial as
a result of his numerous confessions being widely published. Stroble's conviction for first degree
murder was overturned, in part owing to the fact that "a fair trial was impossible because of
inflammatory newspaper reports inspired by the District Attorney" (Campbell, 1994, p.81).

In the case of Irvin v Dowd (1961), the defendant, dueto widespread publicity, was granted
a change of venue to a nearby town. Although this request was granted, the defence then asked for
a second change, arguing that pretrial publicity had infected this new town as well. The judge in the
case denied the request, citing an Indiana statute that stated that only one change of venue was
allowed in any one case. When the voir dire was completed, eight of the twelve individuals chosen
for the jury said they thought that the defendant was guilty, but that they could set aside this view
and act impartially. The defendant was convicted of murder shortly after the prosecution issued press
releases claiming that he had confessed to six previous murders. This conviction was later reversed
after the Supreme Court ruled that "deep and bitter prejudice” existed in the community, and
therefore the defence should have been allowed a second change of venue.

By 1966 the Court had made it clear that pretrial and extra-trial publicity could indeed
unconstitutionally prejudice jurors and so deprive a defendant from trial by an impartial jury. In July
of 1966, Dr. Samuel Sheppard, a prominent Cleveland doctor was accused of murdering his pregnant
wife (Sheppard v. Maxwell). Police subjected him to numerous interrogations without a lawyer
present (Flynn, 1995). He was even interviewed on the day of the murder, after being hospitalized

and sedated. There were rumours of police and media collusion; while the Sheppard property was
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sealed off, the media were allowed access to take pictures. After viewing the house, the coroner, Dr
Gerber, stated "Well, it is evident the doctor did this, so let's get the confession out of him" (p. 337).
On the same day that a newspaper headline read "Why isn't Sam Sheppard in Jail" (Sheppard, 1966,
p. 341), he was arrested.

The newspaper coverage was massive, not only discussing the crime, but also the merits of
the case itself. The editor of one of the newspapers speculated that the authorities were actively trying
to protect Sheppard as they wanted the investigation to continue, and so keep the media spotlight
trained firmly on themselves. Both of the main newspapers, the Cleveland Press and the Plain Dealer,
gave out highly biasing information that could only have come directly from the police (Friendly &
Goldfarb, 1967). Those chosen for the jury panel had their names and addresses published in the
newspaper a month before the trial even started, and found themselves to be minor celebrities. Of the
75 chosen for the jury panel 74 admitted to hearing about the case. Although Sheppard was initially
found guilty, the charges, more than a decade later, were reversed. The judge who granted the
reversal concluded that Sheppard had not received a fair trial due to massive and prej;ldicial pretrial
publicity. Interestingly, the Supreme Court has not overturned a conviction because of prejudicial
publicity since Sheppard (Helle, 1997).

The most recent example of a case in the United States involving massive amounts of pretrial
publicity is the trial of a former football star, O.J. Simpson, accused of murdering his ex-wife, Nichole
Brown Simpson, and her friend Ronald Goldman (California V. Simpson). This trial, and its ensuing
media coverage, became popularly known as “the trial of the century.” Much of what was reported

by the media was information that would not be considered admissible as evidence (Fein, Morgan,
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Norton, & Sommers, 1997), yet a great deal of rumour and innuendo became commonplace
“knowledge.” In order to keep the jury as “pure” from media corruption as possible, the judge in the
case sequestered the jury and denied them access to media reports of the case. Despite, or perhaps
because of, the massive pretiial publicity, Simpson was acquitted.

In Canada, publication bans on pretrial proceedings are more common than in the United
States. In 1982, the Canadian Daily Newspaper association recorded eight separate orders for
publication bans, and in 1987 there were 33. By 1993, the nux:nber had dropped to 15 (Englade,
1995). There are probably many more cases where a ban is ordered; the association records instances
only when the banning order is challenged by a news organization. One of the most sensational legal
cases in Canadian history was that of Paul Bernardo-Teale (R. v. Bernardo) and his wife Karla
Homolka, both accused of sex crimes and a double murder. In an unusual move, the Crown asked
for a publication ban on information regarding Karla Homolka’s trial. Bemardo’s defence team
opposed this motion. Reportedly, the defence team was concerned that the secrecy surrounding
Homolka’s trial would serve to deepen public sentiment against Bernardo. In contrast, the Crown
argued that if testimony from Homolka’s trial were made public, and she implicated her husband,
then it would be virtually impossible for Bemardo to receive a fair trial. The judge in this case
allowed the publication ban. Homolka received what some considered a light sentence, while her
ex-husband was given a life sentence with no chance of parole for twenty-five years..

Case law in Canada changed with the Dagenais decision. This ruling came about as part of
an appeal on behalf of several members of the Christian Brothers, a religious order, who were accused

of the physical and sexual abuse of young boys in their care at a Christian school. On December 7 of
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1992 the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) intended to broadcast a four-hour mini-series
entitled “The Boys of St. Vincent,” a fictional account of how young boys in a Catholic institution
were physically and sexually abused. The jury for one of the four defendants in the Christian Brothers
order, Dagenais, was scheduled to be charged by the judge in the case on December 8, 1992. The
Christian Brothers who were awaiting trial applied for a ban on the CBC broadcast until after their
trials were complete. The injunction was granted, on the basis that “the harm that would be caused
by the showing of this particular film before the jury trials of the three remaining accused persons
w§u1d be such that the possibility of impartial jury selection virtually anywhere in Canada would be
seriously compromised...” Although the ban was granted, this case marked one of the first times that
the rights of both the press and the defendant were consciously balanced by the judge, rather than

deciding automatically in favour of the defendant, as had been common in the past.

How might pretrial publicity unfairly bias jurors?

Juror Characteristics
How individual characteristics of the jurors might interact with pretrial publicity has been
examined by several researchers. Hoiberg and Stires (1973) and Sue et al., (1974) have found greater
sensitivity to pretrial news reports among women than among men. This result may partially be
explained by the fact that the crime descriptions used in these particular studies included the murder
of a child and a rape, crimes which it might be argued women are more sensitive to.
Authoritarianism has been considered as a possible mediating factor in susceptibility to pretrial

publicity (Bray & Noble, 1978; Sue, Smith & Pedroza, 1975). Sue et al. (1975) explored whether
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levels of authoritarianism would affect the decisions of individuals acting as jurors in a simulated
criminal trial. One hundred and fifty-eight undergraduate students completed a scale designed to
measure their level of authoritarianism, read an account of a robbery and murder trial, and made
recommendations for sentencing (if warranted). The pretrial publicity manipulation involved showing
some subjects a newspaper account of the crime in which it was reported that the gun in the
defendant’s possession had been identified as the murder weapon - but due to illegal search
procedures, this gun could not be used as evidence in the trial. Other subjects were told that the
defendant’s gun was not the murder weapon.

Results indicated that when subjects were asked if they felt they could act in an unbiased
manner, 26% of those who saw the damaging newspaper article compared to only 5% in the neutral
condition admitted to feeling biased. Those who admitted bias were also significantly more likely to
convict the defendant than were those who claimed that they were impartial. Interestingly, those
subjects who received the damaging evidence but who claimed they had not been affected also
returned significantly more guilty verdicts (53%) than those who saw only neutral pretrial publicity
(23%). However, almost half (47%) of those subjects who were exposed to damaging pretrial
pﬁblicity returned not-guilty verdicts. What was unusual was that participants were asked whether
or not the pretrial publicity they had read had biased them in any way before they gave their verdicts.
One could argue that asking this question first made it more likely that participants focused on the
publicity while coming to a decision. If they said that the material had biased them, then presumably
they would be more likely to say that the defendant was guilty, in order to appear consistent.

Although individuals high in authoritarianism tended to rate the prosecution’s case as more
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convincing than those low in authoritarianism, there was no support for the notion that
authoritarianism would act as a mediating variable for the influence of pretrial publicity.

This issue of whether or not jurors can recognize their own biases is an interesting one. It is
also a potentially difficult one - by studying whether or not jurors recognize their biases, are we
assuming that pretrial publicity will have an impact on a jurors’ verdict? It seems logical to assume
that if jurors openly admit to having intractable opinions regarding the guilt of the accused before
the trial even begins, then they should be excused from trial. The more problematic issue surrounds
the case where jurors may not realize that they have been unduly influenced by outside sources, or
perhaps falsely feel that they are able to put their biases aside for trial purposes and so do not
disqualify themselves (Sue, Smith & Gilbert, 1974). Rollings and Blascovich (1977) state that,
despite the lack of conclusive empirical findings, potential jurors can be influenced by pretrial
information. Simon, however, concludes that for the most part juries are able and willing to put aside
extraneous information and base their decisions on the evidence. "When ordinary citizens become
jurors, they assurne a special role in which they apply different standards of proof, more vigourous
reasoning, and greater detachment" (p.117).

Finally, how any one juror might act in a group situation, and how much influence this
individual might have is certainly difficult to predict. Any one person in a group can have more or less
impact depending on a number of factors, such as how committed the person is to his or her position
or how persuasive the individual is. However, Kerr and Huang (1986) have found that these
cﬁmadeﬁsﬁcs or predispositions have little predictive power as to how the group méy vote, unless

the group members are relatively homogenous with regard to a particular characteristic. It appears,
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then, that particular characteristics of the individual jury members tell us little about how pretrial
publicity might have an effect on jury verdicts.
Possible Cognitive Processes.

While it may be true of most applied research, one finds that there is a great deal of effort put
into determining the effects of pretrial publicity, and little effort expended trying to explain why a
specific effect was, or was not, obtained. The research to be described in the next few chapters was
not specifically theory-driven; however, a brief discussion of some of the theories that might help to
explain some of the processes would seem to be helpful.
The Elaboration Likelihood Model:

Petty and Cacioppo (1986) proposed two different possible routes to persuasion. The central
route causes an individual to think more deeply and thoroughly about the arguments presented in a
message. The reliability of the facts, and the strength and consistency of the arguments are
considered. We will be influenced by a message only if we believe that the argument itself is strong.
In contrast, an individual who processes an argument via the peripheral route thinks little about the
actual content of the message. The person can be easily distracted by his or her mood, or even the
personal characteristics of the communicator, The general trustworthiness of the source can be
enough to persuade an individual so that he or she is not forced to think too deeply about the contents
of a message. In the case of pretrial publicity, it may be that, instead of thinking too déeply about the
content of the material, and therefore discounting purely sensational news accounts of a crime, the
individual is either distracted by the glitzy material presented, or perhaps merely relies on the

“integrity of the press” and assumes that the newspaper wouldn’t print information unless it was true
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and relevant to the case at hand. Therefore, irrelevant and sensational pretrial publicity should have
a greater effect when individuals process the information using the peripheral route, than when they
take more time to analyse the information using the central route.
Accountability

Tetlock (1983) believes that, given the opportunity, most people will take the easy way out
and act as what he called "cognitive misers," being as lazy as possible in their decision-making
processes and taking a route that involves the least possible mental effort. The peripheral route,
discussed above, is therefore more likely to be employed. He argues that individuals who are less
accountable are more likely to take this route, whereas those who have some sort of stake or personal
commitment in the judgements they make, such as those involved in jury deliberations, are more likely
to put more effort into their judgements, and less likely to jump to quick conclusions or try to protect
their initial beliefs. Tetlock believes that such accountability causes individuals to engage in more
complex and vigilant information processing. He found that the order of evidence (pro- then anti-
defendant, versus anti- then pro-defendant) affected verdicts, with those exposed to the latter
condition more likely to vote guilty; but this effect disappeared when subjects expected to have to
justify their decisions. These findings would suggest that, in cases where the jury members must
actually deliberate and express their opinions in front of others, pretrial biases should have less of an
impact on final jury verdicts. Justifying an opinion on the basis of extra-legal information would be
difficult. This issue will be explored in greater detail when the empiricat literature is reviewed.

The Story Model

The Story Model (Pennington & Hastie, 1992), discussed previously, may help illuminate a
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possible route by which pretrial publicity may have an influence on the jury. This theory proposes that
jurors form a narrative based on the evidence presented to them in trial; their final version of the story
then helps to guide them toward the appropriate verdict category. Recall that Pennington and Hastie
also found that when jurors felt that information was missing, they substituted their own inferences
in order to make the story complete. It is theoretically possible that pretrial publicity may allow jurors
to form a more complete story. Specifically, one could imagine that, in a case where the evidence
itself was weak or even sparse, jurors might be more inclined to rely on this extra-legal information
in order to arrive at a complete narrative of the crime. If the trial evidence itself was quite strong then
one might assume that the impact of pretrial publicity would be significantly less.

On-line versus memory-based decisions:

In a somewhat related vein, Otto, Penrod and Dexter (1994) propose two possible strategies
that jurors might employ to make their decisions. If they make a decision in an "on-line" fashion, then
judgements spontaneously created by their feelings regarding the defendant after being exposed to
pretrial publicity would then influence their subsequent judgements. If their decisions were more
"memory-based," then rather than using the pretrial information to form an impression, they would
simply store this information in long-term memory and subsequently use both pretrial information and
evidence from the trial to make their decisions. This latter process is more akin to the story model,
where jurors presumably use all of the information available to make their decisions.

Summary
None of the above theories provides a definitive answer to the question of how pretrial

publicity might have its effects. As was mentioned, few of the studies that will be discussed even
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attempted to search for the mechanism that led to the effects that the researchers found. As we will
see by the diversity of the studies, it may be virtually impossible to point to one particular mechanism

that explains all the findings. Probably the particular process depends on the specific case.

Judicial Remedies

If we believe that there is a potential for a negative effect of pretrial publiéity on jurors’
verdicts, then it is important to look at potential remedies in place to reduce these effects. Several of
the more traditional methods that the courts employ to reduce potential juror biases will be discussed
below.

A voir dire is generally the preferred way to judge the effect of pretrial publicity on a
community (Branigan, 1995; Flynn, 1995). One of the tasks of a voir dire is to determine if publicity
about the case has caused potential jurors to form preconceptions about guilt or innocence
(Wrightsman, 1978). In the U.S., potential jurors may be questioned extensively by toth attorneys,
as well as by the presiding judge. In Canada, by contrast, the questioning is more restricted; potential
jurors are asked if they have knowledge of the case, if that knowledge has led to an opinion, and
whether or not they can put aside this opinion (Englade, 1995). The final decision is not left to the
judge, but rather to two “triers” of fact, generally members already picked to serve on the jury.
Kassin and Wrightsman (1988) argue that, rather than merely trying to ferret out bias, the true
propose of a voir dire is for attorneys to develop rappor: with jurors. They want any potential bias
on their side (Friendly & Goldfarb, 1967).

A more expensive option, once the defence has convinced the judge that the community in
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which the crime occurred is so biased that it is impossible for the defendant to receive a fair trial, is
a change of venue. However, no judge wants to admit that another jurisdiction is more fair, or better
at judging case than his or her own (Flynn, 1995). By making such a request, the defence also
sacrifices its right to a local trial in favour of an impartial jury, although some may not see it as a
sacrifice. Although the trial will be held locally according to where the crime was committed, this
may not be “local” as far as the defendant is concerned. Granting such a request also usually means
that there will be a delay before the case can actually be brought to trial. Zagri (1966) points out that
with today's widespread media coverage, such an option may not be effective.

The judge also has the option to continue, or delay, a trial until he or she feels that public
interest in a particular trial has waned sufficiently for the defendant to face an impartial jury. Such a
remedy clashes with the defendant’s constitutional right to speedy trial (Flynn, 1995). In addition,
there is a greater likelihood of inconveniencing or even losing witnesses. The paradox of such a
remedy is that, by hoping jurors’ memories fade, those involved in the case risk having the memories
of their own witnesses fade. Finally, there is no guarantee that the media coverage will not increase
again when the time comes to hold the trial.

Sequestering the jury is the most dramatic remedy. If sequestered, jury members are often
cut off from family and friends for possibly long periods of time, and told to avoid all exposure to
material relating to the case that does not come directly from the court. However, it is likely that
revelations in the media appear long before a trial even starts. Thus, whatever biasing impact the
publicity may have, it probably has already had its impact on the jurors who were exposed to it. This

also tends to be an expensive solution (Barth, 1976).
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Judicial instruction to disregard irrelevant or inadmissible evidence is yet another remedy
(Friendly & Goldfarb, 1967). The judge simply tells jurors not to expose themselves to the potentially
damaging information. If they have already been exposed to it, then they are instructed to disregard
it. However, there is evidence from the thought suppression studies of Wegner (1994) that
demonstrates how difficult it is for people to actively suppress some thought just because they are
told to do so. This is especially true when the information is highly emotional or exceptionally vivid.

Fein et al. (1997) suggest that by providing some sort of discounting cue at the outset of the
trial which causes the jurors to ignore the irrelevant information, the publicity should theoretically
have less of an effect on verdicts. For example, Fein, McCloskey, and Tomlinson (1997) found that
when jurors are forced to consider the motives of the media in their reporting of pretriﬂ information,
or of witnesses who give highly prejudicial testimony, this “suspicion” eliminates prejudicial effects
on verdicts. Therefore, raising suspicion in the minds of the jurors may be a much more practical
remedy than a judicial admonition to “forget what you just heard,” because jurors can make a more
thoughtful appraisal of the information presented to them, without trying to suppress it. Fein
suggests that this may help explain the Not Guth verdict in the O.J. Simpson case; that despite vast
negative media coverage of Simpson, the jurors were suspicious of the motives of those who
collected and reported the evidence. Other research which has attempted to look at subjects’ ability
to disregard biasing publicity have shown mixed results (e.g. Dexter, Cutler & Moran, 1992; Kramer,
Kerr & Carroll, 1990; Sue et al., 1975).

Finally, while jury deliberation, discussed previously, is a judicial process, some consider it

to be a judicial remedy for pretrial publicity. Studebaker and Penrod (1997) suggest that through the
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deliberation process different viewpoints are given, which helps to eliminate any effects of pretrial
publicity. If one juror begins to discuss such extra-legal information, others will admonish him or her
not to. In contrast, Kalven and Zeisel (1966) argue that jury deliberations should be accorded only
a minor role in jury research; it is their belief that the group decision could almost always be decided
simply by seeing which way the majority opinion lay before deliberations began. Their research was
based on a “first ballot” assessment of verdict preference. Therefore, if pretrial publicity had already
influenced a majority of individual jury members before deliberation, then the verdict would probably
reflect such bias. Not all researchers find this first-ballot effect (e.g. Kerwin & Shaffer, 1994; Kaplan
& Miller, 1978). As Diamond (1997) has recently pointed out, to find such a direct first-ballot to
verdict effect, one must be assured that no discussion among the jurors has taken place before the
tabulation of the first vote. She points out that there may be significant shifts in opinion before that
first vote is taken, which are then not reflected in a change in vote (or lack thereof) between first-
ballot and final verdict.

Finding first-ballot effects may be related to two different deliberation stylés identified by
Hastie, Penrod and Pennington (1983; Pennington & Hastie, 1990). Juries that are “verdict driven”
take an initial public ballot before their formal deliberations even begin. Jurors then present evidence
that supports their particular verdict preference. In contrast, “evidence driven” juries do not take a
public ballot until quite late in their formal deliberations. Individual jurors are not so closely aligned
with particular verdict preferences, but instead cite evidence that may lead to several different verdict
categories. The evidence is reviewed in order that the jury, as a group, may come up with the most

plausible story summarizing the events that occurred at the time of the crime. Verdict decisions are
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not made until the later in the deliberations. In the case of pretrial publicity, one could argue that jury
deliberations would act as more of a remedy in the case of an evidence-driven jury, as there would
be less chance that any consideration of extra-legal information would be tolerated. Verdict-driven
juries, by contrast, would be more likely to choose verdicts in line with the initial majority position,
whether or not these had been tainted by pretrial publicity.

Jury deliberations may simply increase opportunity to think about information, which in turn
may help reduce the effects of any negative initial impressions caused by pretrial publicity. In a study
of jurors’ pre- and post-deliberation verdicts, Kaplan and Miller (1978) found that deliberation not
only polarized individual jurors' pre-deliberation responses, but also reduced their reliance on biases.
By having a chance to discuss the facts of the case at length, jurors may take more evidence into
account in the post-deliberation judgment than in the pre-deliberation response. This is, of course,
as it should be. Once jurors have heard all sides of a story, they should be able to make a more
accurate judgement based on the evidence presented.

On the other hand, Kline and Jess (1966) found that alt four of their juries which had been
exposed to prejudicial reports referred to prejudicial publicity during deliberation, contrary to judicial
admonitions, and one based its verdict, in part, on the news reports. Unfortunately, many studies to
be discussed at length later do not allow participants to deliberate as a real jury might; this further
compromises the external validity of simulated jury research. As was discussed previously, there is
no simple or obvious relationship between the views of one individual, and how that person would
vote in a jury situation (Pennington & Hastie, 1990). Kerwin and Shaffer (1994) suggest that those

in an actual jury situation will be much more likely to follow judicial instructions and ignore
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information that has been ruled inadmissible than will those only acting as individual jurors. They
base this hypothesis on the notion that jury simulations are more likely to increase juror

accountability, while simple juror simulations do not.

Summary:

Once again, there are no clear answers to whether or not any particular remedy is the answer
to the potential problem of pretrial publicity. It is more likely that no one remedy is the answer in all
situations. Flynn (1995) argues that whenever possible, defendants should avail themselves of the
possible remedies, such as continuance, voir dire or sequestration, if for no other reason than that they
preserve their right to appeal.

By implementing these "remedies" we are in a sense agreeing with the idea that pretrial
publicity will reduce the likelihood of receiving a fair trial. However, until we can say, conclusively,
that there is no effect, then it seems best to err on the side of caution - certainly no defendant wants
to wait and see what the social science literature has to say.

Perhaps one solution is to aiign ourselves more with the British system. English lawyers do
not hold press conferences or issue publicity releases. Once a person is arrested, the newspaper is
required to refrain from publishing any pre-trial comments regarding any confession or criminal
record of the accused, or face contempt of court charges (Friendly & Goldfarb, 1967; Gillmor,
1966). Such a method virtually ensures that no further remedies are necessary; the court is almost

assured of a jury free from any undue influence of the press.



Pretrial Publicity: The Research.

Field Studies.

While the number of trials that can truly be described as sensational or which receive massive
media coverage is somewhat limited, those that do occur, such as the Simpson trial in the United
States or the Bernardo trial in Canada, provide a forum for studying how pretrial publicity can
‘inflame’ the minds of the average citizen. However, the relationship between what we may term
public opinion and jury verdicts is a tenuous one, at best.

Moran and Cutler (1991) examined whether individuals exposed to pretrial publicity are
more likely to have negative attitudes toward the defendant than those who are not. They were
specifically interested in public opinion, or pretrial bias, rather than outcome measures. They claimed
th'at "whether prejudicial pretrial publicity affects verdicts or not is irrelevant from the Aperspective of
the judicial system" (p.348). They telephoned 604 jury-eligible community members and asked them
about their knowledge of a well-publicized drug smuggling case, as well as their general attitudes to
crime, and this case in particular. They found that many respondents had drawn the conclusion that
there was a great deal of evidence against the defendants before hearing any testimony. However,
74% of respondents said that they could judge the defendants impartially if chosen as a member of
the jury. Perhaps surprisingly, those who were most likely to know a great deal about the case, and
therefore to think there was a lot of evidence against the defendant, were also more likely to state that
they could be impartial jurors. As noted previously, simply knowing something negative about a
defendant does not necessarily translate into prejudicial behaviour. Without some kind of outcome

measure (e.g. a decision of guilt or innocence) these results are hardly conclusive.

30



Pretrial Publicity
31

As mentioned, it tends to be quite sensational publicity that is at issue. Metropolitan
newspapers en; oy different news value criteria than do community newspapers. There is evidence
that community structure can affect what information is published and how it is reported (Drechsel,
Netteburg, & Aborisade 1980). Studies indicate that in contrast to urban press, community press puts
much sharper limits on the reporting of any local controversy. Community newspapess tend to avoid
news of unpleasant local happenings. However, informal channels are probably sufficient and
effective. Thus, it is assumed that the effect of pretrial publicity is greater in a small town where
residents are likely to know each other, and crime is less common. It has been shown thai simply
knowing more about a case predisposes an individual to favour the prosecution (Constantini & King,
1980-81; McConahay, Mullin, & Frederick, 1977).

Simon and Eimermann (1971) conducted a telephone survey of 130 potential jurors one week
before a murder trial was to start, in a small town in the U.S. There had been a substantial amount
of publicity in the paper almost every day in the two months between the murder and the trial. The
defence protested that there had been too much media attention, while the prosecution claimed the
media was indeed mild according to the ABA standards. There had been no previous criminal records
of the defendants reported, nothing about their character, nor any opinions of their guilt or innocence.
However, the stories did describe how the victim, a long-time local resident, had his skull repeatedly
*bashed" in by two out-of- town youths, using golf clubs. The authors described this as "natural
antagonism” built up because of circumstances.

Results indicated that 65% of those who remembered details about the case said that they

favoured the prosecution. None favoured the defendants. They also asked whether they felt they
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could listen with an open mind to evidence if they were called as jurors - 59% of those who were
surveyed, regardless of whether they could recall details of the case or not, said they thought they
could serve with an open mind, while 30% said they could not and the remaining 11% said they did
not know. The defence used the details of this survey to ask for a change of venue, which was
denied. Interestingly, while one defendant pleaded guilty, the other, after a long trial and jury
deliberation, was found not guilty. This seems to be a prime example of how difficult it is to conclude
that public opinion translates into a guilty vote. Unfortunately, it was not stated how many potential
jurors disqualified themselves in the actual trial, so it is difficult to say if those who remained were
simply more open-minded, or if they had been persuaded by the evidence despite their biases.
Other attempts at more naturalistic studies of the effects of pretrial publicity have focused on
prominent cases in the news. Riley (1973) focused on the actual case of Army Green Beret Captain
Jeffrey MacDonald, whose pregnant wife and two small daughters were found stabbed and beaten
to death in their home. The author contacted individuals by telephone in three different cities,
including the one where the crime had occurred. He found that, while the publicity was actually quite
conservative and Captain MacDonald was generally described quite favourably, 26% of the
respondents in the city where the crime occurred, and 21% in two nearby cities, prejudged him as
guilty. Perhaps more interesting, there were no differences found between those individuals who
knew several correct facts about the case and those who knew only a few. While he fqund that those
respondents who listed incorrect facts about the crime were more likely to prejudge, only 14 of the
183 interviewed gave incorrect "facts." Perhaps merely publicizing that someone has been suspected

of a crime is enough to bias some, especially those who believe most strongly in the ability of police
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to "get their man." The fact that a quarter of the respondents had prejudged the defendant is not
particularly surprising; we have no way of knowing how such a finding would translate into jury
decision-making. The charges against Captain MacDonald were, in fact, dropped at the time of the
wﬁting of the paper, (1973), although since that time he has been convicted of murder.

Friendly and Goldfarb (1967) noted that the bulk of the coverage tends to come at the time
of the arrest. However, between arrest and trial, the potential for prejudice increases (Carroll et al,
1986). Rollings and Blascovich (1977) focused on the case of Patricia Hearst which was widely
publicised in the media. While she had originally been seen as a victim of kidnapping, she was later
arrested as being a co-conspirator - a terrorist. It was assumed that immediately after her arrest,
publicity would increase dramatically. Opinion polis were taken four days after her arrest, then 23
days later. The assumption was that any changes in opinion could be attributed directly to the
increase in publicity. They asked 438 students, among other things, if Patty Hearst was guilty of the
charges against her and would therefore be convicted, if convicted what her sentence should be, and
whether or not she had been brainwashed.

Results indicated that there were no significant changes from the responses on the first
questionnaire, where 94% said she would be convicted, to the second, where 91% thought she would
be convicted. Given the fact that such a high percentage believed that she would be convicted four
days after her arrest, it seems somewhat implausible to suggest that publicity could have much more
of an effect. Apparently the publicity surrounding her arrest was sufficient to convince those
surveyed that she was guilty. They were never specifically asked to act as jurors in the case, and

therefore had no particular reason to respond according to the presumption of innocence.



Pretrial Publicity
34

Finally, Constantini and King (1980-1981) questioned hundreds of jury-eligible individuals
regarding their attitudes to crime in general, as well as their opinions about a specific case. They
found that the more an individual claimed to know about a case, the higher was that individual’s level
of prejudgment - they were far more likely to be pro-prosecution. Across three different cases on
which they surveyed, an average of only 11% of those who had heard little about the case, compared
with 60% of those who had heard a great deal, thought the defendants were guilty.

Summary

‘ What the above studies indicate is that we, as individuals, have a “propensity to prejudge”
(Constantini & King, 1980-1981, p. 36). Merely hearing that someone has been accused of a crime
makes us more likely to believe that the person is probably guilty; in a society where, for the most
part, we have faith in our justice system, this is only logical. There would be little point in having a
judicial system if we believed that every accused person was actually innocent, although the law does
ask us to assume the person is innocent until proven guilty.

' The majority of these studies show quite clearly that there is a link between pretrial
information and pretrial attitudes (e.g. Friendly & Goldfarb, 1967; Moran & Cutler, 1991; Riley,
1973, Simon & Eimermann, 1971). What none of these studies can prove is any link to final verdicts.
Authors of some of this research (e.g. Moran & Cutler, 1991) would argue that as long is there is the
slightest chance of a defendant not receiving a fair trial, this chance is enough to warrant some sort
ofjudicial remedy, such as a change of venue (Moran, personal communication, 1996). The results
of these types of studies are often the basis for such change of venue motions. Ironically, for the

authors who did mention actual trial outcomes in their reviews of the cases (Riley, 1973; Simon &
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Eimmerman, 1971), the defendants in both of their studies were eventually acquitted, despite
overwhelmingly negative pretrial attitudes regarding their guilt. Moran and Cutler’s statement that
trial verdict is irrelevant is simply untrue. Until we can separate public opinion from the complex issue
of pretrial publicity and jury processes, we will have little to say on this issue - at least that will be any
of use to the courts. While asking for a change of venue may be a temporary solution to a potential
problem, it means finding a costly way to remedy something that we are not even sure is a threat to

justice.

Empirical Research.

Recognizing the limitations of naturalistic studies, many researchers have attempted more
controlled laboratory studies to try to more clearly demonstrate the effects of pretrial publicity. The
importance of empirical research in this area cannot be overstated. Yet, no matter what we as social
scientists may say about the free-press fair-trial issue, unless we can convince those who must actually
form policy and law on these issues that we have something important to say, then much of what we
do may simply be disregarded. Padawer-Singer and Barton (1975) stress the importance of realistic
efnpin’cal work; this would involve rigorous scientific control, including authentic courtroom settings,
potentially “real" jurors, and authentic procedures, including materials that are as close to what might
be found in the 'real world' as possible. This is the ideal - however, much of the empirical literature
to date falls far short. Rigorous scientific control of jury research may mean that external validity is
sacrificed. There are a variety of different approaches to this type of research; each will be outlined

below.
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General Pretrial Publicity

Pretrial publicity can take many forms; the medium in which it is presented can vary, the
content of the material can vary, and ﬁow related the material is to a particular court case can also
vary. While most of what will be discussed relates to "specific" pretrial publicity, that is, material that
is directly related to the a particular case, there is another form of pretrial publicity, known as
"general pretrial publicity." This type of publicity refers to information in the news that is similar in
some way to a particular case, without actually being related to it. Therefore, jurors may be exposed
to a great deal of information about a case or topic, but not the particular case that they will be
involved in.

For example, the media could provide an overview of the issue of spousal abuse which might
appear at about the same time as the trial for a man charged with spousal abuse.. Similarly, the
Christian Brothers case, described earlier, was technically seeking a ban on general pretrial publicity
‘ when it asked the CBC not to show the mini-series "The Boys of St. Vincent" - a fictional account
of the abuse of young boys by Christian Brothers. The television program never discussed the guilt
or innocence of the Christian Brothers who were actually facing a trial. However, given the startling
similarities between the mini-series and the real-life charges against the Christian Brothers, one could
argue that this was more like specific prejudicial pretrial publicity than general publicity.

Greene and Loftus (1984) examined whether or not information regarding a highly publicized
real-life case was having an impact on their laboratory research into the issue of eyewitness testimony.
Conviction rates in a mock-trial study they were conducting over several montbs dropped

dramatically after a four month break in data collection. Many of the subjects who were questioned
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as to their verdict choices mentioned the name “Steven Titus,” a name which was prominently in the
news during one of the data collection periods. Titus had been convicted of rape on the basis of an
eyewitness identification by the victim, but later was exonerated; another man eventually confessed
to the crime. For their initial study, Greene and Loftus had 168 students read about a robbery of a
small grocery store where the owner was shot and killed - half of the subjects read that a clerk
identified the defendent. Greene and Loftus included the date on which the subject participated in
the experiment as a factor. They found that, in general, subjects were more likely to convict a
defendant when they had previously read about an eyewitness identification than when they had not.
However, if subjects read about the clerk’s identification of the defendant while the Titus case was
in the news, the overall rates of conviction dropped dramatically from either of the other two data
collection times. While many of those in the eyewtiness condition mentioned Titus, none of the “no-
eyewitness” subjects ever mentioned him. The mistaken conviction of Titus apparently affected
subjects’ willingness to convict a mock defendant when the main piece of evidence against this person
was eyewitness testimony.

In their second study, half of the subjects selected reported being regula;' readers of a
magazine that had recently contained an article about a man who had been wrongly accused of
horrendous crimes, due to inaccurate eyewitness téstimony. Subjects were then given the same crime
description as in the first study. In this study, only 30.5% of those who claimed to read the magazine
said he was guilty, compared with 41.7% who stated they never read that particular periodical. This
difference was not significant. However, when they asked people to recall specific details of the

article, those who recalled the facts were significantly less likely to say the man was guilty than those
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who did not remember the details. Thus, those who remembered a wrongful conviction were more
cautious in their conviction decisions, in what they termed a "softening" effect. Greene and Wade
(1988) found that this effect was even stronger when the general pretrial publicity was more similar
to the case that the mock jurors would have to decide than when the cases were dissimilar, They
suggest that this may be explained by Tversky and Kahneman's (1973) idea that people evaluate the
probability of an event (in this case, the defendant’s guilt) by the ease with which relevant examples
or associations come to mind. What is not specified is how long this effect lasts in the case of jurors.
How fresh must this additional information be? In the Greene and Loftus study, there was no real
control over who had or had not been exposed to the article, although the results suggested that over
time details are forgotten and so exert less of an influence over decisions of guilt or innocence.
Riedel (1993) examined the effects of pretrial publicity on both the verdict and the severity
of the sentence imposed. Participants read either negative information, in which a man accused of
rape was acquitted (mistaken acquittal), but then raped and murdered a women two weeks later, or
more positive information, where a man was mistakenly convicted for rape (mistaken conviction), but
released six months later when the real rapist confessed. This first phase of the study was described
to subjects as a reading comprehension experiment. They were "tested" on comprehension
immediately after reading the articles and told they would be re-tested after watching a trial. All
participants then watched a 66-minute videotaped mock rape trial. Half the subjects had been
randomly assigned to be jurors, while the rest were assigned to be judges. After the trié.l, jurors were
asked to indicate their verdict, by ballot, while judges were asked to assume that a guilty verdict had

been rendered, and so assign an appropriate sentence, which could range from 0, to probation, to life
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in prison. Riedel found no effect of pretrial publicity for juror’s verdicts, but those subjects who
acted as judges and who were exposed to negative information tended to give longer sentences to the
defendant than did those subjects exposed to more positive information. Specifically, male judges
assigned a sentence of 9.4 years in the mistaken conviction condition compared with 29.9 years in
the mistaken acquittal condition. Of course, as the author himself points out, it is not clear that a real
judge in a real setting would be as easily influenced.
Specific Pretrial Publicity

Specific pretrial publicity, as noted, refers to information that is directly related to a particutar
trial. One of the first empirical studies of pretrial publicity was carried out by Tans and Chaffee
(1966). Participants in their study were psychology students, members of a steel workers auxiliary,
and members of a local Parent-Teachers association. Pretrial material varied according to the severity
of the crime described, as well as the type of prejudicial information the newspaper stories contained.
Some read about how the defendant had previously confessed (or denied) being involved, and others
- -read either favourable or unfavourable comments from the district attorney. Some read that the
defendant had been released, while others read that he was still in custody. Participants were asked
to respond to several questions regarding the defendant, including whether they thought he was old
or young, guilty or innocent, and honest or dishonest, on a 7-point scale which included a "no
opinion" option.

Results indicated that the single most damaging piece of information was a police report of
a prior confession. While none of the other individual elements appeared to be particularly damaging,

the more information that a participant read, the more likely they were to prejudge the defendant,
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suggesting a cumulative effect of information.

Simon (1968) focused on the lurid details that the press often reports as the basis for several
exﬁpirical studies. She looked at the effects on 97 volunteers who read either three sensational or
three conservative newspaper stories about a murder case involving two defendants, prior to hearing
a 45-minute tape of the trial. Sensational stories were based on tabloid-style articles, using
inflammatory words (such as "slashed” or "murderer") and details to describe the crime, whereas the
more conservative articles were more neutral in their reporting. Simon also included information
regarding a "long-standing criminal record" of one of the defendants in the sensational stories.
Subjects were then asked whether they had formed an opinion as to the guilt or innocence of the
defendants, before trial, and if so, what this opinion was. Finally, all subjects were asked by the
judge, twice, to disregard the newspaper "evidence" they had seen; they then listened to the trial.

Simon found that subjects who read the sensational stories were more likely to indicate that
the defendant with the prior record was guilty, before trial. Results for the second defendant in the
sensational condition were in the same direction (higher than with the conservative stories) but not
significant. Subjects exposed to the conservative stories made no distinction between the defendants,
although one would not expect any as no differences were reported in the articles.

After the trial and the judicial admonitions, no differences in verdicts were found between the
subjects who had read the sensational stories and those who read the conservative ones, nor were
their any differences in verdicts for the two defendants. In fact, the majority of participants changed
their initial opinions from guilty to innocent, for both defendants. Of the 67% who voted the

defendant with the prior record guilty before the trial, after the trial and the judges admonitions, only
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25% voted guilty. Unfortunately, all subjects who read the sensational stories were asked to disregard
this information prior to hearing the trial. There was no comparison group of subjects who read the
stories but were not asked to put aside the biasing information. It is therefore difficult to say for
certain whether it was the judge’s admonitions that reversed the verdicts, or if the information
presented in the trial persuaded the jurors to change their minds. This study has also been criticized
for using an unrepresentative sample; in this case all subjects were self-selected, and all were of
reiatively high intelligence.

In their study of the prejudicial effects of pretrial publicity, Sue, Smith and Gilbert (1574)
compared a student and non-student sample of men and women to examine the effects of pretrial
publicity on verdicts and on the perceived strength of the prosecution and defence cases. Participants
read a bogus newspaper account of a crime, a robbery of a variety store in which the owner of the
store and his five year old granddaughter were shot and killed. In the "gun-relevant" condition,
subjects read that a gun which matched the one used in the robbery was found in the defendant's
apartment. This information was ruled inadmissible in the trial as illegal search procedures had been
employed. For the "gun-irrelevant" condition, the gun found in the defendant's apartment was shown
to have no connection to the robbery. After reading the article, participants were asked to read the
evidence from the trial and to render a verdict. Subjects were then exposed to one of two judicial
statements; the first warned them that all "past prejudices and preconceptions" were to be left out of
their decision-making processes. Newspaper and television influences were specifically mentioned.
In the neutral condition, jurors were simply told how important their job was, and that they needed

to take it seriously.
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There were no significant effects of either the sample or the judge's instructions. There were
significantly more guilty verdicts in the gun-relevant than in the gun-irrelevant condigion; this effect
was due to the fact that women in the gun-relevant condition were far more likely (55%) than in the
gun-irrelevant (25%) condition to vote guilty. This difference was not significant for the men. In
addition, while pretrial publicity tended to increase the ratings for the strength of the prosecution’s
case, it did not influence ratings of the defence's case. Sue, Smith and Gilbert could offer no
explanation for why the women in the study were more affected by the publicity than were the men,
although subsequent research has suggested that the fact that the case involved the death of a child
may have made it more salient to women.

Padawer-Singer and Barton (1975) completed an ambitious study in which they tried to
eMe that courtroom conditions were as realistic as possible. They used jurors called from regular
jury pools to create 10 juries, gave their subjects either prejudicial or neutral newspaper clippings to
read, had them listen to a three-hour audiotape of a2 murder trial, and then had their juries deliberate
(up to six hours) until they reached a verdict. The authors do note that the trial itself lacked the
realism of an actual filmed trial; however, they were unable to find one suitable for their purposes.
Instead they had students perform the various roles indicated on the transcript, and the audiotape was
created. The newspaper clippings were based on the original publicity surrounding the case. The
prejudicial clippings contained information regarding the defendant’s prior record and his confession,
which was later retracted (both of these types of information are considered inadmissible at trial,
based on the ABA guidelines). The neutral articles dealt only with factual material regarding the crime

which could be presented in court.
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Most of their juries (seven out of ten) ended up as "hung," even with what might be
considered an unusually long deliberation time for an experimental project. Due to the small number
of subjects, only jurors' individual verdicts were reported, although such verdicts cannot be
considered statistically independent. Padawer-Singer and Barton did find that, individually, the jurors
in the prejudicial condition were much more likely to vote guilty (78%) than were those in the neutral
condition (55%). A follow-up study found similar results after exposure to prejudiciai news stories.

The authors concluded, following Kalven and Zeisel's (1966) findings that the "first ballot
determines the outcome of the verdict," that most of the prejudicial juries would have eventually
voted guilty. Therefore, they argue, they can consistently produce “prejudiced” juries. However,
given the extremely small number of jurors, and the fact that apparently only one jury was able to
reach a unanimous verdict (in the neutral condition), it is virtually impossible to confirm their
conclusions. It is unrealistic to conclude that individual votes can be equated with a jury verdict. The
fact that so many juries ended up as “hung” may simply suggest that the “real” jury might also be
hung, which would ultimately lead to re-trial or acquittal rather than to a conviction, If more hung
ju‘ries had been found among the “prejudiced” sample, then that finding, in and of itself, would
suggest some possible bias; however, this was not the case.

Davis (1986) points out another serious problem in much of the empirical research. There
is generally no time lag between when the potentially damaging publicity is presented and the
questionnaire asking for opinions of guilt. This is probably quite different from a real-world situation,
in which publicity regarding a crime may pre-date the trial by several months, if not longer. It is

possible that, over time, any potential impact of pretrial publicity is weakened due to subjects
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forgetting the information. Davis exposed 224 subjects to a 40-minute videotape of a criminal trial
involving a break and enter with attempted rape, immediately afier, or one week after, news exposure.
All subjects were run in 12-person mock jury situations. Initially, they read either negative or neutral
publicity. Following the appropriate delay manipulation, they saw a 40-minute videotaped criminal
trial of a break and enter with attempted rape. Juries were asked to reach a verdict and deliberations
were tape-recorded. Both pre- and post-deliberation verdicts were obtained.

No significant effect of the publicity conditions were found, nor did delayed trials produce
more acquittals than immediate trials. In general, there seemed to be considerable resistance to the
influence of prejudicial news. In this case, length of delay had no effect, although really there was
apparently no effect of pre-judgment that needed to be remedied. .

Otto, Penrod and Dexter (1994) conducted a study in which they exposed 262 introductory
psychology students to an actual videotaped (edited to two hours) trial of 2 man accused of disorderly
conduct. They were interested in determining which category of pretrial publicity, based on ABA
guidelines, would likely be the most damaging to a defendant. Bogus newspaper articles were created
for five different types of pretrial publicity, including statements about the defendant’s character,
weak inadmissible statements about the defendant by a neighbour, the prior police record of the
defendant, a statement about the low-status job held by the defendant, and strong inadmissible
statements by a neighbour of the defendant.

Participants, in groups of 6 to 20, read the articles prior to viewing the trial and were also
asked to indicate whether or not they believed the defendant to be guilty. Following the presentation

of the trial, they were again asked to render a verdict. Otto, Penrod and Dexter found that, before
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viewing the trial, those subjects who read negative information about the defendant's character were
more likely to vote guilty, as were subjects exposed to either the weak or strong inadmissible
evidence. However, after viewing the trial, a path-analysis revealed that none of'the five conditions
had a significant direct effect on final verdict compared to a control condition, although there was
a slight indirect effect for the negative information regarding the character of the accused. This latter
findings suggests that trial evidence weakened, but did not eliminate, pretrial bias due to negative
character information about the defendant.

While the authors conclude that this study shows some support for the notion that pretrial
publicity can negatively affect jurors, the lack of post-trial findings is problematic. It is not
particularly helpful to say that prior to seeing the evidence, a person may be affected by publicity. In
essence, the subjects are being asked to use all of the available information to come to a decision.
Presumably they have little or no knowledge of a particular case until they are supplied with some
specific information. There is no logical reason why they should not, at this point, use the material.
What is of concern is how jurors actually vote after seeing the relevant evidence. In a;ddition, jurors
in this study were not given the opportunity to deliberate, even though they were run in groups. In
order to better simulate a trial situation, having subjects participate as actual jury members would
have been helpful. Finally, the choice of trial is somewhat questionable. As previously noted, cases
that involve pretrial publicity tend to be quite sensational and often emotional. It is not clear how a
disorderly conduct trial would meet these criteria. In Canada, such a ‘crime’ is termed “causing a
disturbance”, and is classified as a summary conviction (Criminal Code, section 175), punishable by

a maximum penalty of six moths in jail or a two-thousand dollar fine.
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Kerwin and Shaffer (1994) had 312 subjects participate as either individual jurors or as
members of 4-6 person juries. Subjects were then assigned to either an admissible or inadmissible
evidence condition. Results indicated that before deliberations, there were no differences in verdicts
between individual jurors and the juries. In apparent contrast to Tetlock's findings, merely expecting
to have to justify one's views did not have much of an effect on jury members’ judgements. However
after deliberations, there was a difference. Those subjects who participated in a jury simulation were
less likely to recommend a verdict consistent with the inadmissible testimony. They were more likely
to ignore the testimony that had been stricken, and so choose a verdict (e.g. acquittal) that would be
more consistent with the remaining, rather weak, admissible evidence.

Emotional versus Factual Information

Some researchers have attempted to determine which types of pretrial publicity are more likely
to induce bias in jurors, rather than simply trying to find an effect. Hoiberg and Stires (1973) noted
that pretrial publicity tends to vary along either a prejudgment or a heinousness dimension.
Prejudgment by the press implies the guilt of a possible perpetrator of a crime, while heinous pretrial
publicity tends to play up the ‘cn'me itself, often in a lurid fashion. They assigned 337 high school
students to one of four conditions; high or low prejudicial or heinous pretrial publicity. The heinous
material either simply described the murder of a 16 year old girl, or included the fact that she had been
raped and mutilated as well. The prejudgment material stated that an individual had ﬁeen picked up
either for questioning, or as a suspect. All participants were then exposed to a transcript of the mock-
trial of the accused.

Results indicated that among subjects who read a lurid and highly prejudicial description,
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female subjects attributed more guilt to the defendant than did male subjects, and women with low
1.Q. scores attributed more guilt to the accused than did women with higher 1.Q.'s. Yet men with
high 1.Q.'s attributed more guilt than men with lower 1.Q. scores. Again there were no appropriate
comparison groups - no subjects were asked to disregard the possibly biasing information. Given the
criticisms regarding ecological validity inherent in this typé of research, using a sample of high school
st‘udents is somewhat questionable. ‘

Kramer, Kerr and Carroll (1990) completed what is perhaps the best study of those published
to date. They exposed 791 mock jurors to publicity regarding an armed robbery trial. Subjects also
read an emotional account of a child in a hit and run accident, which was apparently unrelated to the
case, or they read damaging information in which the hit-and-run vehicle was identified as being the
same one involved in the crime, and in which the defendant was a passenger. Half of the jurors waited
an average of 12 days before viewing the trial in order to simulate a continuance. Participants then
watched a 51-minute reenactment of the armed robbery trial. After the trial, jurors were given a
chance to deliberate. They found that neither form of prejudicial pretrial publicity had a significant
main effect on juror verdicts before deliberation, but after deliberation, those subjects exposed to the
emotionally biasing information were 20% more likely to vote "guilty" than were subjects who were
not exposed to this type of publicity. When hung juries were removed from the analysis, this
difference increased. In this case, judicial instructions were not effective in reducing the initial impact
of the publicity, which seemed to become stronger, rather than weaker, even after a delay. It may be
that once again, knowing ahead of time that deliberations are part of the paradigm causes subjects

to be particularly cautious about their pre-deliberation verdicts; they will have to justify these opinions



Pretrial Publicity
48

to others later.

Simon (1980) argues that juries are quite able to put aside any extraneous information and
instead base their decisions on evidence presented. She has noted that prejudicial publicity may even
cause a leniency effect before deliberation. Specifically, jurors may perceive slanted news as a threat
to their freedom to reach a verdict uninfluenced by extralegal information, and so try to actively avoid
using this information.

Presentation of Pretrial Publicity.

One other issue has received very little attention in the scientific literature - specifically which
form of media presentation (if any) might lead to greater damage from pretrial publicity. Most
re;search tends to rely on written publicity, something Rollings and Blascovich (1977) termed the
problematic "unimodity" of presentation. While it is clear that what one medium carries, the others
will also pick up, there may be stronger effects associated with one over the other. Indeed, different
individuals may rely on different forms of reporting. Felsher (1966) notes that "an x impact on
newspaper readers would inevitably be worth about 5x on a television audience.” (p.137) While he
admits that television does not try to prejudice its viewers, it is simply more powerful than any other
medium of communication, as what we see on television is more likely to remain with us. He goes
so far as to say that "television will do more to make fair trials impossible than newspapers have been
able to do in a hundred years" (p.149).

Ogloff and Vidmar (1994) recently compared the relative effects of television and print
media on jurors exposed to a child sex abuse case. They were interested in whether or not the

defendants in the case could get a fair trial anywhere in the province in which the alleged crimes took
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place. Instead of an actual trial, they used publicity surrounding evidence from a Commission which
was formed to investigate charges of sexual abuse by the Christian Brothers Congregation. The
proceeding garnered extensive coverage in both the print media as well as on television. The publicity
also tended to blend specific evidence from the proceedings with unrelated cases of sgxual abuse by
priests and minsters involving children. Lawyers for the Christian Brothers had argued that due to
the extensive nature of the publicity, the inquiry being conducted by the Commission should not take
place until after the trials of the accused. The authors hypothesized that subjects exposed to both
newspaper and television publicity would show the strongest biases, followed by those exposed to
television alone, followed by those who were exposed to only newspaper articles, who in turn would
show greater biases than those in the control condition who received no pretrial publicity. They tried
to ensure that the information in the two forms of presentation were as equal as possible in terms of
content.

After being presented with the information, subjects were asked questions regarding the guilt
or. innocence of the defendants and how they thought the information presented to. them affected
them. When asked how likely it was that the Christian Brother was guilty, results supported the
hypothesis that those exposed to both types of pretrial publicity were most likely to vote guilty, while
those in the control condition were the least likely to vote guilty. As the authors themselves note,
a problem with this study is the fact that subjects were responding to the publicity itself, rather than
to any actual trial evidence. Therefore, those participants who had been given information on the
case had the basis for a guilty verdict, while those without the information did not. In addition there

was no jury deliberation, and it is questionable whether or not the information presented could be
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called pretrial publicity at all; it included, in fact, actual testimony from an ongoing government
inquiry which ma, be quite different.
Summary

Whai the majority of the research to date demonstrates is that pretrial publicity generally has
an effect before trial (e.g. Otto, Penrod & Dexter, 1994; Tans & Chaffee, 1966). While several
studies asked individuals to imagine they were members of a jury (e.g. Greene & Loftus, 1984; Kline
& Jess, 1966; Otto, Penrod & Dexter, 1994; Sue, Smith & Gilbert, 1974), few included actual
deliberations as part of the paradigm. The verdict preferences of individuals who are asked to "act
like a juror” are not representative of how the judicial process might actually work. The few that did
include deliberations as part of the paradigm (e.g. Kramer et al,, 1990; Kerwin & Shaffer, 1994;
Padawer-Singer & Barton, 1975) found some effects of pretrial publicity only after deliberations.
Other studies were confounded by poor samples, minimal numbers of juries, as well as judicial
instructions and varying types of trial. Sue et al. (1974) found fairly strong effects due to damaging
inadmissible pretrial informatior_l, yet nearly half of their sample was not affected by this information.

‘What we may conclude is that certain types of pretrial publicity may be more likely to exert
an influence on the members of a jury panel than other types, and this bias may influence jury verdicts
if the evidence presented is not enough to overcome the pretrial publicity. Specifically, evidence that
ta?gets the negative character, prior convictions, or confessions of the defendant can increase the
likelihood that pretrial publicity will have an effect (Studebaker & Penrod, 1997).

Even with improvements in experimental paradigms for research on pretrial publicity, one can

always argue that the laboratory simulation is simply not analogous to real-life processes. Perhaps the
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basic process is not even the same. Having real-world jurors who are able to self-select the type and
amount of pretrial publicity they are exposed to, over often long periods of time, poses a problem for
this type of research. It is nearly impossible to equate the presentation of publiéity in a laboratory

situation to real-life exposure.

Conclusions.

Once again we are left with the question of whether or not pretrial publicity will have an
adverse effect on jury decision-making outcomes. While many researchers claim that the body of
evidence as a whole, despite methodological problems, suggests that pretrial publicity has an adverse
effect on jurors (e.g. Fulero, 1987; Fein, Morgan, Norton, & Sommers, 1997; Studebaker & Penrod,
1997), others (e.g. Carroll et al. 1986; Helle, 1997, Simon, 1980) see just the opposite. They
conclude instead that the available social science literature on the effects of actual news coverage on
potential jurors or on actual jury verdicts is not very useful. "It appears that news coverage in highly
publicized cases may influence the public, but it is also possible that those who are pro-prosecution
choose to expose themselves to more news and/or remember more of it. There is little evidence of
any pervasive effects of news coverage on actual verdicts, although in the cases sampled it would be
no surprise that case evidence far outweighs the effects of news coverage.” (p.192). At this point, the
research into the effects of pretrial publicity is incomplete (Linz & Penrod, 1992).

As we concluded in a recent review paper (Freedman & Burke, 1998) the results so far have
been inconsistent. There is no convincing evidence that information that does not go directly, clearly

and convincingly to the defendant’s guilt will have any effect on jurors’ post-trial judgements. If
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conclusive (or near conclusive) evidence of the defendant’s guilt is supplied, then there is an increased
chance that jurors will be affected by it. However, this is probably true only when the pretrial
information is not also presented in court. Ifit is, there is no evidence in the literature that the pretrial
exposure enhances the effect of the information. In other words, only when the pretrial publicity
contains conclusive evidence that does not appear in court is it likely to have an effect.

Yet the common sense argument, that pretrial publicity is damaging to a defendant, will
persist until such time as researchers can conclusively state when the publicity will have an effect, and
under what circumstances. A survey of judges, defence attorneys, prosecutors, media attorneys, law
professors and journalists found that most of those interviewed recalled at least one case where they
felt that news coverage posed a threat to a client's fair trial (Carroll et al., 1986). However, most felt
that concern over publicity was exaggerated. Only the defence attorneys expressed any real concern
regarding the possible effects of pretrial publicity. This, of course, seems logical, as the majority of
pretrial publicity would appear to be most detrimental to the defendants; prosecutors would, if
anything, find their cases possibly bolstered by negative information about a defendant. Most also

agreed that judicial remedies worked well; judges in particular were strong believers in a voir dire.



Pretrial Publicity
53

The present research

‘While it was hardly the goal of the present research to overcome all of the problems discussed
above, the elements selected for inclusion are ones that seemed to be the most important and relevant
to the study of pretrial publicity. The most glaring inconsistencies seem to be a by-product of
incomplete paradigms. While one of the benefits of a laboratory setting is that it is possible to study
one or two variables in isolation, such an approach does not necessarily suit applied psychology and
law research. Without a great deal of realism between actual courtroom procedures and experimental
procedures, much of what could be learned from such research may be lost.

The initial study combined a survey of exposure to real-life publicity with an experiment in
which an excerpt of a possible trial transcript was presented to participants. By using a real case, we
attempted to determine whether or not the amount of pretrial publicity that an individual had been
exposed to would affect pretrial opinions, as well as final judgements of guilt or innocence, after
exposure to a fictional account of the trial. While there have been several studies, discussed above,
that examine pretrial opinions, few have used real cases. In addition, usually only one key piece of
information is presented to the participants, whereas in reality, an individual might be presented with
several different types of publicity, over several weeks, or even months. We predicted that individuals
who had been exposed to a great deal of publicity surrounding this case would be more likely to
assume that the defendant was guilty. Pretrial effects aside, it is our contention that members of a
jury, even a mock jury, take their role seriously, and therefore any pretrial effects would be much
weaker once subjects had read a (fictional) account of the trial. Decisions would be based more on

the trial evidence, rather than on pretrial publicity.
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The three experimental studies attempted to create as realistic a paradigm as possible in the
laboratory setting. Several elements were common to all three experiments. First, participants were
required to come to two separate sessions so that the presentation of the pretrial publicity would not
be so directly linked to the trial. In almost all of the previous research, subjects are given one or two
key pieces of material to read often immediately before viewing the trial. Cover stories are often
vague and/or implausible, as the researchers attempt to persuade subjects that the material they are
reading is unrelated to the trial they are about to watch. In addition, such presentation of pretrial
material is hardly analogous to the real world, where an individual may be exposed to the publicity
over a long period of time, often well in advance of the trial. Each of our three laboratory studies
provided subjects with a plausible explanation for the presentation of the pretrial publicity; the first
séssion was simply to set up a trial date, and to allow subjects to read some background on the case
that they would be seeing. We explained that, while the actual jurors had spent several weeks in
court, they would be seeing only a highly condensed version of the trial, and that without some
background knowledge of the case, the trial would be difficult to follow. By scheduling the trial for,
on average, two weeks after the initial session, we provided a much more realistic delay between
presentation of the publicity and participation in the trial.

Second, the material presented in each of the three laboratory studies was made to be as
realistic as possible. Actual videotapes of trials were used. In addition, public libraries in the city
and/or state where the trials were held were contacted, and arrangements were made for copies of
original newspaper articles describing the crime, the defendant and the trial to be sent to us. All

material that we then created was based on these original articles.
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Third, all studies included a jury simulation as part of the paradigm. Groups of three to seven
subjects watched the trial and were asked for their individual ratings and judgements; in addition,
post-trial, they were given time to deliberate in order to reach a unanimous verdict. Each of these
elements has been explored in previous research, but with few exceptions, such research has been
done on a piecemeal basis, making it difficult to draw conclusions regarding how these elements
interact.

The first laboratory study explored the differential effects of pretrial publicity that was or was
not subsequently presented in the trial. Participants were given either negative character information
that was never discussed in trial, or evidence that was, eventually, brought up by the attorneys in the
courtroom. We predicted that evidence that was never refuted would be far more damaging to a
defendant’s case, as it would be harder to discount. Evidence that is presented or discussed later in
the courtroom should carry less weight, as both sides of the issue are likely to be brought up by
opposing counsel.

The second study used the same trial as the first, but the publicity was modified. We
péstulated that the most damaging evidence might depend more on the specific case than any general
category of publicity. Specifically, some information might target the defense, while other publicity
might target the prosecution. We included two different types of negative character information,
neither of which later appeared in the trial. The defendant was described as either a violent man, or
simply an unlikeable man. This particular trial featured a rather mild-mannered defendant; we
expected that violent character information would be more damaging to his case than the fact that he

was unlikeable, as it could provide jurors with an image of him as a killer. A third category of
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publicity ‘was added to this study; an apparent eyewitness identification of the defendant. It was
predicted that while the negative character information might directly target the defense’s case by
eliminating the “nice guy” image, eyewitness testimony might specifically improve the prosecution’s
case, which was lacking in hard evidence.

The final experiment attempted to solidify the findings of the first two laboratory studies by
using similar publicity in an entirely different trial. We predicted that if the effects of pretrial publicity
were highly case-dependent, then the category of information (negative character) that we
hypothesized to be the most detrimental in the first two studies would have less of an impact in a
different trial in which the defendant’s character was a less central issue. Three categories of pretrial
publicity were used for this study; two types of negative character information (from the second
study) as well as a condition in which a motive for the crime was created. Whereas in the first two
experimental studies negative character information seemed to be the most important, interviews with
actual jurors from this second case suggested that a motive was missing from the trial; we provided
one.

In summary, the present research attempts to combine several different aspects of pretrial
publicity research into as realistic a package as possible. By including so many different aspects of
the research, we hope to mirror some of the complexity of the real-life interaction between

individuals, pretrial publicity and the judicial system.



Study #11

As was discussed previously, the majority of the cases that have been used in past research
are fictitious (e.g. Hoiberg & Stires, 1973; Sue et al,, 1974, 1975) or are the kind that would be
unlikely to generate a great deal of publicity in the real world (e.g. Otto, Penrod & Dexter, 1994).
Some researchers have attempted to re-enact trials using actors or real lawyers and judges in the
original trial roles (e.g. Dexter et al., 1992; Kramer et al., 1990). Several (e.g. Rollings &
Biascovitch, 1977; Simon & Eimermann, 1971) have shown that those who have heard a great deal
about a case tend to be more pro-prosecution, and that pretrial public opinion generally assumes that
the defendant is guilty. Few (e.g. Davis, 1986; Kramer, et al., 1990; Otto, Penrod & Dexter, 1994)
include post-trial verdicts as part of their paradigm. There is little consistency or realism in terms of
the types of pretrial publicity that participants in these studies are exposed to.

In a real-life situation, potential jurors would be exposed to as much, or as little, pretrial
publicity as they ﬁshed, depending on the number of sources they used, and the amount of
information actually reported. Material would probably be spread out over several months, from the
time of a defendant's arrest through the actual trial. Some of this information might appear in
néwspapers, some might be seen on television or on the internet, and some would possibly be
discussed with friends or co-workers, depending on indi\;idual interest in a particular case. If they
were then chosen for jury duty, and if they affirmed that they could judge the defendant fairly and

impartially, they would hear all of the trial evidence, deliberate with a group of 11 others who had

1 This research was recently published (Freedman & Burke, 1996).
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also been exposed to varying amounts of publicity, and finally come to a verdict.

There is simply no research to date that can replicate this sequence of events perfectly, nor
will the present research attempt to overcome all of the aforementioned limitations. However, we will
attempt to come up with a consistent set of findings using material, and a research paradigm, that is
as realistic as possible. In this initial study, we assessed how many people had been exposed to pretrial
publicity and to what extent, in a high profile case being played out in the Ontario courts. After
presenting bogus ‘new’ trial evidence to participants, we wanted to see if their opinions regarding the
guilt or innocence of the defendant changed in any way. The central question was how the extent of
exposure to pretrial publicity related to initial opinions, and more important, to final opinions. We
assumed that, initially, most individuals would have strong negative opinions regarding the guilt of
an accused, but that these opinions would be less strong after exposure to the trial.

We chose the case of R. v Paul Bernardo (Teale). At the time of this study, July 1993,
Bemardo had been charged with first-degree murder in the sex-slayings of two Ontario teenagers.
He also faced 28 rape-related charges for a series of assaults that took place in Ontario between 1987
and 1990. His ex-wife Karla Homolka had been convicted, in a separate trial, of two counts of
manslaughter in the deaths of the two teenagers. She was sentenced to 12 years in prison, and was
expected to testify at his murder trial. The judge in the case imposed a ban on reporting Homolka’s
plea and everything else that was said in the courtroom concerning the deaths. It has been suggested
that this ban was imposed to try to protect Bernardo's right to a fair trial or possibly to ensure that
the impact of Homolka's testimony against him was not diminished in any way. Despite this ban,

publicity surrounding the case was massive, with constant rumours regarding what actually happened
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being circulated in foreign press, internet news groups, as well as through word of mouth,

We assumed that the more information subjects had been exposed to, the greater would be
the chance of a "guilty" opinion before trial. We further assumed that if we offered a plausible defense
for the accused, such pre-trial bias would be reduced and possibly eliminated post-trial. This would
demonstrate that, while public opinion may be against the defendant, those asked to judge the actual
ca.se are willing to base their decisions more on the evidence presented to them than on rumour and
pretrial publicity.

Method
Subjects

Subjects consisted of 155 visitors (63 men and 92 women) to the Ontario Science Centre.
Participants were given a comprehensive consent form describing the various questionnaires that they
would be asked to complete. They were informed that their participation was voluntary and that they

were free to discontinue their participation in the study at any time.

Procedure

Subjects were first given a questionnaire which consisted of items querying their age and
sex, as well as which province or country they lived in. In addition, they were asked how much they
had heard about the Paul Bernardo-Teale/Karla Homolka case, on a five point scale ranging from
"Nothing at all" to "A great deal". They were also asked to indicate the source of their information,
such as newspapers, radio and/or the internet. Finally, they were asked to briefly describe exactly

what they had heard regarding the case, if anything.
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Subjects were then given a brief description of the actual case against Bernardo. This
description included information about the murders of the two girls, the conviction of Karla Homolka,
and the ban imposed by the judge. Half of the subjects also received information about the rape-
related charges. At the end of this description, subjects were asked “Considering everything you have
heard and/or read about this case, do you feel that Bernardo is..." and asked to indicate their view on
a seven-point scale ranging from "Definitely Not Guilty" to "Definitely Guilty." They were also asked
to indicate if they would vote “guilty” or “not guilty” if they were asked to be an actual juror in the
case.

Participants then read a fictitious account of Bernardo's trial. It was made clear at the
bég'mning of this account that we had no inside information about the trial, nor were we suggesting
that the information to be presented was factual or true - just that we would like them to imagine that
what was presented actually occurred. This one page account described how the case against
Bernardo was based on two sources of evidence - Homolka's testimony, and some hairs and fibres
that were found in Bernardo's house that could be from one of the victims.

An expert witness for the defence countered that the hairs and fibres could match any number
of individuals and that if the murders had occurred in Bernardo's house, that much more forensic
evidence would have been found. As for Homolka’s testimony, Bernardo testified that she was a
bizarre and violent person and the reason they split up was due to a long-standing affair she had. He
suggested that it was Homolka and this other man who committed the murders and framed Bernardo,
in order to ensure & shorter sentence for Homolka, while protecting her fover. Following this

account, subjects were once again asked to indicate their opinion regarding Bernardo's guilt on a
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seven-point scale ranging from "Definitely Not Guilty" to "Definitely Guilty," as well as their verdict
if they were asked to be an actual juror in the case. In addition, they were asked "If you were in fact
called to be a juror on this case, do you feel that you could act fairly and impartially, regardless of
whatever information you had been exposed to previously?," indicating either Yes, No or Not Sure.
(See the appendices for a copy of all materials presented).

Participants were then thanked for their participation and fully debriefed regarding the study.
Once again they were reminded that the information we presented to them was not factual and in no
way implied that we had any additional knowledge of the case.

Results

Overall exposure to pretrial publicity

In total, 35.5% of the participants reported having heard nothing about the case, while 9.9%
said they had heard a great deal. The amount heard about the case was strongly influenced by where
the subject lived, with those who lived in Ontario much more likely to report they had heard
something about the case than those living elsewhere (X* (4) = 116.5, p < .001). Of those who
indicated they had heard something about the case, the main sources were newspapers (83%),
television (74%), radio (63%) and fiiends (57%). The internet was mentioned by 12% of the
participants.
Pretrial publicity and ratings of guilt.

. Pre-trial: The amount of information to which subjects had been exposed was significantly

related to their initial opinions of how guilty Bernardo was, F(4, 147) = 22.35, p <.001. Multiple

range post-hoc tests (using Tukeys-HSD, p < .05) indicated that the group that heard nothing was
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significantly different from every other group - whether they had heard a ot or 2 little. No other
groups were significantly different from one another.

Post-trial: After subjects read the fictional account of the trial, there was no longer any
relationship between what subjects had heard, and their opinions of how guilty they felt Bernardo

was, F (4, 146) = 0.82, p> .51. See Figure 1, below.

Figure 1: Mean ratings of guilt by condition
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Pretrial publicity and verdicts
Pre-trial: Among the participants who had heard nothing, only 16% voted guilty
compared with 93% of those who had heard a great deal. Chi Square analysis indicated that the
amount heard was strongly associated with pretrial verdicts, X? (4) = 41.67, p <.001.
Post-trial: There were no longer any differences among the groups in terms of guilty verdicts,
X2 (4) =5.59, p < .25, regardless of how much they had heard initially. See Figure 2, below.

Figure 2: Percentage of guilty verdicts by amount heard

1000

200

0.0

Little Some Fair amount

Pretrial Publicity Condition
Knowledge of rape charges
Telling subjects about the additional rape charges against Bernardo had no significant effects
on pretrial opinions (8(152) = .86, p > .3) or guilty verdicts (X2 (1) = 1.70, p > .1). There was,
however, a marginally significant difference between rape and no rape conditions in posttrial opinions,

with those told about the rapes rating him more likely to be guilty (M = 4.71 with rape; M = 4.30
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without rape), E (1, 151) =2.78, p <10, and this difference was stronger if those exposed to the
most publicity are eliminated, F (1, 134) =3.46, p<.07. The effect on posttrial verdicts was similar.
Those told about the rape charges were more likely to vote guilty (39%) than were those not told
(24%), X? (1) =3.59, p <.06.

Of perhaps greater interest is the relation between getting information about the rape charges
and the effect of pretrial publicity. Among those subjects who were not told about the rape charges,
there was a marginally significant effect of publicity, X? (3) = 6.63, p <.09. In contrast, among those
who were told, there was no effect of pretrial publicity on posttrial verdicts X* (3) =.78, p > .05
(both analyses combine the two highest levels of exposure because the numbers in those categories
are too small otherwise). The interaction is not significant, but at every level of exposure except the
two highest, those who were told about the rape charges were much more likely to vote guilty.
Among those hearing the least publicity, the difference was 32% vs. 14%, the next level it was 40%
vs. 29%, and the next highest it was 45% vs. 10%. In contrast, among those who had heard the most
publicity about the case, the percentage voting guilty was almost identical in the two conditions, (41%
vs. 43%). To put it another way, the only significant posttrial effect of pretrial publicity was the
difference between the highest and lowest exposure groups in terms of verdicts, and this difference
was eliminated by giving information about the rape charges (no rape charges condition, by Fisher’s
exact test, p < .03; rape charges condition, by Fisher’s exact test, p <.7).

Ontario Subjects

As was mentioned previously, most of the subjects from Ontario had heard something about
tﬂe case, in contrast to those who lived outside of the province. These subjects were the only ones
who would conceivably be eligible for jury duty in this case. When these subjects were looked at in

isolation, all effects of pretrial publicity disappeared. Pretrial opinions of Ontario subjects were not
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related to the amount of pretrial publicity (F(3, 78) = .56, p. > .05), nor were pretrial verdicts (X* (2)
=3.78, p <.16). Results were similar for post-trial opinions and verdicts.
Impartiality

Neither the amount of publicity the subjects had been exposed to nor the extra information
regarding the rape charges had any effect on subjects indicating they could act in a fair and impartial
manner if called as an actual juror in the case.

Discussion

Generally speaking, it appears that a publication ban on pretrial publicity may not have been
warranted in this particular case, given the type of evidence we provided. Of course this assumes that
the only issue to be resolved before making this decision js whether or not the pretrial publicity would
adversely affect a final verdict. There may have been other motives for the motions for a publication
ban. The only real effect occurred for those subjects who did not live in Ontario - the place where the
crime occurred and where the defendant would be tried. It may be that once an individual has heard
anything about a case, particularly such a lurid case, it matters little how much he or she subsequently
héars, although certainly we do not know the actual limits of this process. Thus, unless a judge can
ban absolutely all information regarding a case, the effort may be somewhat in vain.

Although there was some effect of pretrial publicity before reading the "evidence" in the trial,
this does not necessarily indicate anything other than that public sentiment, or opinion, assumed
Bernardo to be guilty. Once asked to act as much like a real juror as possible and consider just the
evidence presented, most subjects seemed able to put aside any preconceived notions of the guilt or

innocence of the defendant. The finding that information about the rape charges eliminated any
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further effects of publicity follows from the above finding that any information about the case is the
same as a lot of information. It is likely that most of those subjects from Ontario had already heard
about the additional charges, and so presentation of this information added nothing to their decisions.
When those who had heard nothing were given this additional information, their ratings become more
similar to those who had already been exposed to a fair amount of publicity.

Several limitations of the study should be noted. First, it is difficult to say if there were actual
differences among the "heard" conditions in the measurement of exposure to information about the
case. Some who said they had heard "very little" gave a great deal of information when asked to
explain in detail, while some of those who said they had heard a "Fair amount" recounted very little
detail. This may be related to the apparent finding that once a subject has heard something about a
case, the actual amount makes very little difference.

A second problem is the fact that these were not jurors and they were never exposed to a real
trial, nor were they given any chance to deliberate their verdicts, we looked only at individual
verdicts. However the study did attempt to increase the realism of this type of study by looking at a
real case and people who, if living in Ontario, could be eligible jurors in this case.

Finally, the case against Bernardo was made to be quite weak, which may be problematic.
‘When Bernardo was actually tried in court, the case against him turned out to be quite strong. It is
possible that whatever subjects had heard prior to completing the study was much more compelling
than anything we presented, and so may have obscured possible findings. Many of the more lurid
rumours and innuendos heard before the trial, such as that he and Homolka videotaped their victims,

unfortunately turned out to be all too true. Bernardo was eventually found guilty of all charges and
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sentenced to life in prison. However, as was discussed previously, it may be that a weak case is the
kind most likely to be affected by pretrial publicity. If the actual evidence is strong, then any pretrial
publicity effects should be marginal.

The fact that knowledge of the rape charges eliminated even the small effect due to initial
exposure to pretrial publicity suggests that certain types of information may have a greater, or
smaller, effect, depending on the particular case. Our scenario put all of the blame on Karla Homolka;
knowing that there are other charges against Bernardo for sex crimes, although not specifically for
murder, may make it more difficult to view him as innocent. However, if the other charges against
Bernardo were for less related crimes, such as embezzlement or fraud, then knowledge of these
charges may have had less of an impact on the participants. It would presumably be easier to believe
in the innocence of an embezzler charged with a violent sex crime and murder, than in the innocence
of an accused rapist charged with the same thing.

This study suggests that banning pretrial information may be unnecessary, if not unrealistic
in such a sensational case. As noted, unless all information is concealed, there is little evidence that
those exposed to some degree cannot put aside this information and pay attention to the information
presented in court. In this particular case, information regarding the rape charges was widely reported
in the media, and was never the focus of the publication bans. If we could show definitively which
pieces of information in a particular case are the most likely to have an adverse impact on jurors, then
such specific information could be withheld from the media, rather than imposing a publication ban
on all material. Of course, determining the material most likely to be damaging in any particular trial

is a daunting task; this is the goal of the next three studies.



Study #2

The previous research using a real-life case demonstrated that while public opinion may be
strongly against the defendant, those asked to judge the case can put aside their biases and judge the
case on the basis of the evidence, rather than on the basis of what they have heard in the media.
However, this demonstration was based on a case where we implied that the evidence against the
defendant was weak, and participants read only a brief transcript of the trial. There were no jury
deliberations, nor were jury verdicts reached. While this study extends the findings of some of the
early feld research, which demonstrated only pre-trial bias against an accused, it does not allow us
to examine how jurors, as a group, might use or process the pretrial publicity and how such publicity
affects their decision-making. While we suspect that certain types of information might be more
damaging to a particular case than others, as we found with the rape charges in the Bernardo study,
we would like to study this issue further.

The next three studies return to the laboratory setting. The goal of the second study was to
look at how different types of pre-trial publicity, such as information about the character of the
accused, or the luridness of the crime, affect jurors® verdicts. Previous research has demonstrated that
evidence that is damaging, but later ruled iradmissible, can affect the pre- and post-trial opinions of
those asked to judge the case. For example, recall that Sue et al., (1974; 1975) had individuals read
about the robbery of a variety store in which the owner of the store and his five year old
granddaughter were shot and killed. In all conditions, participants read that a gun had been found at
the home of the accused. Half of the participants heard that the gun matched the one used in the

robbery and murder, but that due to an illegal search this information was ruled inadmissible. The

68



Pretrial Publicity
69

other half heard that the gun did not match the one used in the crime. Not surprisingly, those given
the damaging, though inadmissible, news about the matching gun were more likely to vote guilty.
Such damaging information may be almost impossible to overcome; it is not simply sensational news,
it is strong evidence of the guilt of the accused. Although it is possible, it is difficult to imagine that
such evidence would not in fact be ruled admissible, and be brought up later at trial. Ideally Sue et
al.. would have included a condition where the gun was found to match, but where this information
was discussed, and perhaps refuted, at the trial. Then the damaging impact may have been lessened.
Assuming that the publicity generally stays within the limits imposed by the courts regarding
material that is fair to print, it may be that no matter how damaging the pretrial information, its impact
will be reduced by the actual trial proceedings where both sides of the story are told. Therefore, it
may be unnecessary to ban information that will be discussed in trial anyway. The more damaging
information may be that which is presented by the media, but never refuted in court by the attorneys.
The present study was an attempt to determine which types of evidence would be most likely
to have an impact on both pre-trial biases and post-trial verdicts. Mock jurors were presented with
damaging evidence, in the form of pretrial publicity, that was either included in the trial, or never
mentioned again. We improved upon the realism of experimental laboratory research by using a real
(edited) trial, recorded on video, as well as actual pretrial publicity from the original case. Jurors in
this study were presented with pretrial publicity at least two weeks before viewing the trial, rather
than immediately before. After the trial, they were asked to deliberate, as a jury, and reach a verdict.
‘We hypathesized that any effects of pretrial publicity would be related to the amount of

negative information that the subjects were exposed to before seeing the actual trial. Those in the
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most negative condition should have a harder time ignoring this information both before and after
deliberations. This is especially true given that this material was never refuted in the actual trial.
Those given only mildly negative information should find it easier to set aside the extraneous publicity
and focus on the specific trial evidence; everything that they heard before trial would be repeated in
the trial, with the added benefit that they would hear both sides of the story. While we expect that
there will be a stronger impact of the publicity on guilt ratings before deliberation, particularly in the

extremely negative condition, any effects should be weakened by the deliberation process.

Method

Subjects

Ninety-one introductory psychology students, 14 men and 77 women, at the University of
Toronto participated in the experiment in partial fillfilment of a course requirement. Subjects ranged
in age from 18 to 47 years. Students were given a comprehensive consent form detailing the
procedures, in particular explaining that they would be required to complete two experimental
sessions approximately two weeks apart. Participants were informed that their participation was
voluntary and that all information gathered was confidential. They were also informed that they were
free to discontinue their participation in the study at any time, at either session. A small group (27)
of additional subjects was asked to complete only the first part of the experiment (Session 1) in order

to determine whether or not the material was having the desired impact on the jurors.
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Miaterials

The case upon which our study was based occurred in Denver, Colorado, in June, 1990. Four
bank guards were brutally murdered, and the assailant escaped with over one hundred thousand
dollars in cash. A former bank security guard, James William King, was arrested within two weeks
of the crime. At the trial, approximately one year later, Mr. King was acquitted.

Participants in this study read actual newspaper articles that appeared in either the Rocky
Mountain News or the Denver Post around the time of the actual crime and trial. Three different
packages of articles were prepared:

In the "Negative” condition, the package contained a total of eight articles. The first two were
Associated Press articles, which briefly reported the crime. The first simply stated that the bank had
been robbed and that four guards were dead. The second described the subsequent arrest of James
King, a part-time bank security guard. A third article gave detailed information about the crime and
the sequence of events that led to the killing of the four guards. The violence of the crime was
eﬁdent; seventeen shots were fired at the four guards. This latter detail was linked to a police theory
that the killer was probably a member of the police force, as Denver police carry 6 bullets in their
service revolvers, and 12 others in two automatic reloaders. The fourth article described the charges
against King, and how the District Attorney wanted to ask for the death penalty. Several key pieces
of evidence were included here; a shoe was recovered from King's house which apparently matched
a footprint found at the bank; several aliases on forged police identification cards were found in King's
home. The fifth article discussed in grzater detail (even showing photographs) the fake identification

cards found at King's home. The sixth article reported that a floor plan of the Bank had also been
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found in his home. In addition, a former guard at the bank reportedly told police that King had
described to him how he might one day kill the guards and rob the bank. In the seventh article, King
was described as a man whom "nobody knew," generally a loner. His knowledge and expertise with
guns were described in detail, as was his former army training, where he had apparently honed his
martial arts skills. Finally, the last article was slightly altered to suggest that King 'often’ (as opposed
to 'never’) yelled at his children. Information regarding a previous bankruptcy was highlighted. None
of these evidentiary details, such as the footprint, floor plan, or the fake identification documents, as
fa; as we know, were actually described in the trial; none of them were included in the two hour
version sent to us. Of course, the fact that the original trial lasted three weeks suggests that there was
a great deal of evidence that was omitted in the version we received.

Participants in the "Mildly Negative" condition received six of the eight articles; the first three
articles were identical to those in the Negative condition, while the rest were modified to ensure that
information that would not ultimately appear in the trial was not presented. From the fourth article,
all mention of the shoeprint and the false identifications was removed, and the fifth and sixth articles
were removed completely (these described in greater detail the false identifications and the floor
plan). All mention of his expertise with handguns and his martial arts training was deleted from the
seventh article. Finally, the last article was altered to read "never raised his voice" to his three
chﬂdren, and the mention of the bankruptcy was removed.

Subjects in the control condition read only the two brief Associated Press articles, which, as
described above, simply reported the crime, and the subsequent arrest of James King.

In addition to the newspaper articles describing the case, participants watched an edited
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videotape of the actual trial of James King. Original footage of the trial was supplied by "Court TV,"
in the United States, an organization that films court cases. We received a two hour edited version
of the trial, which we further edited down to 1 hour and six minutes. Most of what we removed was
commentary that had been added by Court TV to make the trial easier to follow for television
audiences. Stateme:its such as "here comes the turning point in the trial..." were deleted so that our
jury would be better able to make their decisions on the basis of the evidence presented in court,
rather than on the basis of the narrator’s comments. Nothing was added to the tape.
Procedure

Session 1: Up to seven participants came to each of the initial sessions; as a group, they were
randomly assigned to one of the three conditions. Therefore all individuals present at any one session
all read the same stimulus materials. Subjects were first asked if they had ever heard of a bank
robbery case that occurred in Denver Colorado, where a man by the name of James King had been
arrested - (none had). They were then informed that they would be reading a series of articles on
the crime, as they would be acting as jurors in this case at their next session and needed just "a little
bit" of background information so that they would have some idea what the case was about. Asa
cover story, participants were told that there was no lead-in for the videotaped trial and so it would
be hard to follow without some background information on the case. They were told to familiarize
themselves with the case by reading the articles provided.

Once participants had completed the readings, they were thanked for their participation, and
a time was arranged for their next session, approximately two weeks later. A trial schedule had been

created for each of the three conditions; as participants finished reading the articles, they were told
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of the available trial times. Each participant was given a choice of several different times, all of which
corresponded to their particular condition. They were also asked not to discuss the case with anyone
before the second session, just as real jurors would be asked not to.
The twenty-seven subjects who were part of the manipulation check were asked to read one

of the three sets of articles, then indicate how guilty they felt that King was, as well as render a
verdict based on what they had heard so far. They were not scheduled for a second session.

Session 2: Participants in this session were run in groups of 3 to 6 individuals, in order to
simulate a real jury. Before the trial was started, participants were asked not to talk, and not to take
any notes. Whether or not jurors are allowed to take notes varies from state to state, province to
province, and even court to court. Studies that examine the issue of juror note-taking generally
conclude that there is no particular benefit, nor any harm done, when jurors do take notes (e.g. Heuer
& Penrod, 1994; Penrod & Heuer, 1997). However, it was felt in this case that the trial itself was
short enough so that note-taking would be of no particular use later in terms of aiding the memories
of the jurors during deliberation. The videotape was played on an eighteen inch television set which
was placed at one end of the jury table. Participants watched the trial as soon as all members of the
jury had assembled; they were given no instructions regarding the information presented at the first
session. They were told to watch the trial without any discussion or interruption, and that they would
be given a chance to discuss it at tl.2 end.

Immediately after the trial, subjects were asked to fill out a brief questionnaire, which asked
their age and sex, and how guilty they felt that King was, on a 7-point scale ranging from Not Guilty

(1) to Definitely Guilty (7). In addition, they were asked to render a verdict, without discussing their
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decision with the other members of the jury. Next, a foreperson was randomly selected and asked
to oversee the deliberations. Deliberations were allowed to proceed in any way they chose; they were
not specifically instructed when it would be appropriate for them to take a first ballot vote. They were
informed that, if they took an initial vote and found that they were all in agreement right away, they
were to take some time to discuss how and why they came to their decision. The foreperson was
asked to ensure that each person was given a chance to express his or her views. They were given
approximately 20 minutes to deliberate, without the experimenter present, and (if possible) come to
a unanimous decision regarding the guilt or innocence of King. At the end of deliberations, the
foreperson was asked to notify the experimenter and state the verdict.

Jurors were then given a second questionnaire. Once again they were asked to state how
guilty they felt King was on a 7-point scale. They were also asked to state the verdict that they had
reached as a group - Guilty, Not Guilty, or Hung. A checklist of "evidence," some bogus and some
real, was provided for subjects to indicate which pieces of information they remembered being
exposed to (though we did not specify whether the information was contained in the articles
themselves or the triat). In addition, jurors were asked what the strongest piece of evidence was that
caused them to vote as they did, and whether or not they felt any of the material they had read prior
to seeing the trial had biased them in any way. (See appendices for a copy of all materials)

Once subjects had completed this questionnaire, they were debriefed and thanked for their
participation. They were also asked not to discuss the case with anyone who might participate in the

study at a later date.



Pretrial Publicity
76

Results
Manipulation Check
(For 27 subjects who participated in Session 1 only)

Although an Analysis of Variance (ANQOVA) indicated that there were no significant
differences among subjects in the three conditions (B(2,24) = 2.87, p < .077), there is a trend.
Multiple-range post-hoc tests (Least Significant Difference, p < .05) revealed that participants in the
negative condition (M = 5.2) were significantly more likely to rate King as guilty than were subjects
in the control condition (M = 3.75). There were no differences between subjects in either of these two
groups, and those in the mildly negative condition (M =4.11). A Chi Square analysis found that
these same two groups (negative and control) were also the only groups to differ significantly in their
final verdicts, (p <.03, by Fisher's Exact test), with those in the negative condition more likely to vote
guilty than those in the control; these were individual verdicts reported, not jury verdicts. In addition,
there were no differences among the three groups in terms of reports of being able to act impartially

(X2 (4) =4.55, p> .33).

Individual Subjects:
Ratings of Guilt

One-way ANOVA found no differences among the three conditions in terms of their ratings
of King's guilt either before deliberations (F (2,88) = .48, p > .05), or after (F (2,88) = .67, p>.05)

(see figure 3).
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Figure 3: Mean ratings of guilt by condition.
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Verdicts

Pre-deliberation: A Chi Square analysis revealed significant differences in pre-deliberation
verdicts as a function of the information condition. Those in the most negative condition were more
likely to vote guilty than were control group subjects (X*(1) = 5.94, p < .01), and subjects given
mildly negative information were also significantly more likely to vote guilty than were subjects in the
control condition (X*(1) =3.81, p <.05) (See Figure 4 for percentages). However, the negative and
mild conditions did not differ from one another (X* (1)=.358, p<.54).

These data were then subjected to an ANOVA in order to avoid increasing the error rate due

to multiple chi square comparisons. "Not Guilty" verdicts were coded as (1), "Hung Jury" as (2) and
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"Guilty" as (3). This ANOVA confirmed the above findings; Pre-deliberation individual verdicts were
affected by the type of information that participants were exposed to (F(2,88) =3.12, p < .049).
Post-hoc multiple range tests (using Tukeys-HSD, p < .05) found the negative (M = 1.85) and
control (M = 1.25) conditions significantly different, indicating that those in the negative condition

tended to vote guilty more than did those in the control condition.

Figure 4: Percentage of guilty verdicts by condition (for individuals).
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Post-deliberation: While it is statistically problematic to include individual verdicts after the

members of the jury have deliberated, as the verdicts are no longer independent, these results were
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included for comparison purposes (see figure 4). Both a chi square analysis (X* (2) = 20.55, p <
.0001) and an ANOVA (F(2,88) = 6.12, p < .003) indicated that there was a significant effect of
pretrial information on post-deliberation verdicts, for individuals. Once again, the negative (M = 1.67)
and the control (M = 1.13) groups were significantly different (by Tukeys-HSD, p <.05).
Feelings of Bias
Responses to the question "did you fee] the material biased you?" were coded so that a (1)

indicated "No," a (2) indicated "Not Sure," and a (3) indicated "Yes." An ANOVA revealed a main
effect for condition (F(2,88) = 6.98, p<.001), where subjects in both the negative condition (M =
2.21) and the mildly negative condition (M = 1.68) were significantly more likely to say the material
biased them than were subjects in the control (M = 1.42) conditions. However, a chi square analysis
revealed only two of the subjects who reported feeling biased by the materials actually voted guilty.
Evidence Checklist

. There were four main pieces of evidence that were mentioned only in the negative articles and
not at trial; the bankruptcy, the map, King's knowledge of guns, and the footprint. Each of the first
three was checked an average of 67% of the time by those in the negative condition, compared to 6%
of those in the other two conditions. The footprint was only checked by 15% of those in the negative
group, as compared to 8% of the other two. The rest of the items on the checklist either appeared
in trial, or were bogus items added later. For the pieces of evidence that appeared in the trial, the
accuracy rate across all three conditions was 93%. Only 2% of the entire sample ever indicated that

they had heard about one of the bogus items.
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Jury Results
Ratings of Guilt

Ratings of Guilt were averaged across jury members for each of the 22 juries to produce a
single score for each. These were then subjected to one-way ANOVAs which revealed no significant
differences among the three groups as a function of the information condition either before (F(2,19)
=1.95, p<.17) or after deliberation (E(2,19) = .57, p <.58).
Verdicts

A one-way ANOVA indicated there were no differences in final verdicts among any of the
three groups as a function of the information condition (F(2,19) = 1.44, p < .26). Table 1 shows the

distribution of final jury verdicts.

Table 1: Final Jury (Group) Verdicts

Condition Verdicts
Not Guilty Hung Jury Guilty
Negative 3 4 1
Mildly Negative 6 1 1
Control 5 1 0
Group Influence

Results were tabulated for the pre- and post-deliberation verdicts, to determine whether the

final vote was affected by a majority decision rule (see Table 2). There were no majority verdicts that
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were ultimately overtumed by the minority; members of minority factions either voted with the

majority for the final verdict, or deadlocked the jury.

Table 2: Relationship between pre-deliberation verdicts and final jury vote.

Pre-deliberation Verdicts Final Jury Votes
Not Guilty Hung Jury Guilty
Unanimous Group (NG) 6 (100%)
Even split 3 (50%) 2(33%) 1 (17%)
Not Guilty Majority 5 (63%) 3 (37%)
Guilty Majority 1 (50%) 1(50%)
Discussion

The results from this study suggest that while pretrial publicity may have an impact on jurors'
individual ratings and verdicts, when jurors are given a chance to deliberate in a group situation, these
effects are reduced or even eliminated. Initially, subjects in all three conditions expressed a “feeling”
that King was guilty, although only those in the extremely and mildly negative conditions apparently
felt that this was enough of a rationale to actually vote guilty. There were ultimately no effects on
final jury verdicts. The findings from this research may help to explain some of the disparity in results
from previous studies - as was mentioned earlier, there is a difference between how jurors feel and

how juries act. Although some researchers have combined hung jury results with the not guilty
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verdicts (e.g. Heuer & Penrod, 1994), doing so in this case may have masked the differences found
in terms of individual verdicts. Finding more hung juries in those exposed to highly damaging
information is as interesting as finding more guilty verdicts; it suggests that a bias still exists. It is
interesting to note of course that even after viewing a trial, but before deliberation, those exposed to
potentially biasing material are still more likely to be affected by this information, but it may be that
there is something that occurs in the deliberation process which causes subjects to think more
carefully about their final verdict.

Perhaps this is a prime example of Tetlock's (1983) accountability phenomenon. The findings
are similar to those of Kerwin and Shaffer (1994), where those subjects who participated as actual
jury members were more able to ignore inadmissible evidence. Knowing that they were going to be
acting as members of a jury and would have to present their views publicly may have tempered initial
ratings of King’s guilt. The evidence checklist indicated that participants remembered important
pieces of information even two weeks afier reading it, and yet their ratings did not differ from
individuals in the other two conditions. Without this damaging information being presented in the
actual trial, jurors, after group discussion, kept their focus on the evidence given in court.

It is certainly interesting to see that all those exposed to some type of negative pretrial
publicity felt that this information had affected their ability to be impartial, although these feelings of
being biased never seemed to actually influence their decision-making process. It may be that, when
asked to focus on this information in the questionnaire, jurors felt an obligation to “admit” to
remembering the damaging evidence. However, when it came time to actually make up their minds,

they may have gone out of their way to ignore what they knew to be extra-legal information.
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There are several limitations to the study that should be noted. First, it is unfortunate that we
could not watch the deliberations of the jurors. As was discussed previously, Pennington and Hastie
(1990) distinguish between two type of deliberating styles - evidence-driven and verdict-driven. The
férmer involves jurors pooling information and then trying to influence one another in the
"appropriate" direction, while the latter involves taking a public vote on the verdicts, rather than
trying to reach consensus first, which often leads to a more adversarial approach as "competing
factions" then argue their point of view. It would have been interesting to see which style jury
members adopted, and whether or not this choice was related a.t all to the type of information that
they had been exposed to previously. It is interesting to note that in all cases where there was a pre-
deliberation majority faction (although the individual members were unaware of this), no minority
members ever overturned the majority. As was noted, the minority ultimately either voted in line with
the majority, or deadlocked the group. Such findings are similar to those of Kalven and Zeisel (1966)
who concluded that in most cases, the majority wins. However, as Diamond (1997) pointed out, this
may be directly related to the type of deliberation style adopted by the jury. It may be the case, for
instance, that taking an initial ballot is more likely to lead to a deadlocked jury than is a more gentle
discussion of the evidence.

A second limitation comes from the use of individual jury members as subjects - to analyze
the data one must consider the entire jury as one unit, which unfortunately lowers the statistical
power of the tests. Although the results were reported, it is problematic to study the score of the
individual members once they have discussed the case, as their responses can nio longer be considered

independent of one another. However, such results allow for easier comparison to previous research,
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most of which tabulates only individual verdicts (e.g.Otto et al., 1994; Sue et al., 1974). On the other
hand, being able to study jury verdicts is really the most important aspect of the study, as this is most
analogous to a real-world situation. Increasing the number of juries would improve the statistical
relevance of the jury results.

One of the difficulties in this study was trying to ensure that we could get six people assigned
to each trial. While there were several different trial times set aside for each of the three conditions,
times were not always convenient for the participants, especially for those who, by the time they came
in‘ for the first session, found many of the trial times booked up. This led to many trials of fewer than
six individuals - some were cancelled altogether due to only 1 or 2 individuals being present. This is
certainly one aspect of the methodology that should be improved upon in future research.

The manipulation check, which was based on the twenty-seven subjects who participated only
in session 1, may suggest that the materials were not quite as strong as expected, at least in terms of
differences between the most negative and the mildly negative conditions. However, as these subjects
were merely asked for their pre-trial opinions, once again it is really only public opinion that is being
surveyed. It seems likely that without further es)idence, all subjects who received any material beyond
the two control articles based their decisions on the fact that 2 crime had been committed, and the
evidence to that point seemed to suggest that James King was the culprit. There was no
disconfirming evidence. One might assume that the majority of subjects, with little else to go on,
would assume that the police had a good reason for arresting King, and so it would appear likely that
he was in fact guilty. The "extra" pieces of information contained in the most negative articles may

therefore have been superfluous at such an early stage.
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Finally, it is not clear which of the pieces of information presented in the most negative
condition had the greatest impact on the individual jurors, or if the effect was caused by the actual
amount of information that they were exposed to. There was certainly a confound between the
amount of negative information and discussion of the evidence at trial. A certain type of evidence may
lead to a direct inference of guilt, or it may be that, at some point, increasing the amount of damaging
information pushes individuals over some sort of threshold. We would like to be able to say that a
certain type of information is more damaging for jury members to be exposed to. The evidence in
the negative condition that was not presented in court suggested that King was a less than perfect
man, having had problems with money and his family in the past. Such information may have been
more damaging than evidence of a possible footprint match, or a floor plan of the bank being found
in his house. The key to the defense's case was that James King did not appear to be the kind of man
who could commit such crimes - such negative character information would tend to go to the core
of this defense.

As a preliminary study, the findings are quite interesting, as well as promising, due to the fact
that this was probably one of the most realistic studies done to date in the area of pretrial publicity,
limitations notwithstanding. It suggests that, even when it is not specifically refuted in a trial,
damaging pretrial publicity can be ignored by jurors; this may be directly related to the deliberation
process. While individuals may feel lingering doubts about the publicity, the jury process forces a
decision based more substantially on the evidence. The next study will use the same trial but will

attempt to narrow down the key types of damaging publicity even further.



Study #3

As was discussed in the first King case, what types of information are likely to be the most
biasing to jurors is of specific interest. However, the results to date are still inconsistent. A review
of the literature concluded that when powerful, virtually conclusive evidence against the defendant
is provided, effects of pretrial publicity are more likely (e.g. Hoiberg & Stires, 1973; Kramer et al.,
1990; Sue et al., 1974; 1975). What we have learned from our first laboratory study is that even
strong pretrial publicity against the defendant can be set aside by a jury, although individuals may
have a harder time doing so. Evidence that is not later refuted in the trial is apparently the most
difficult for individuals to ignore. To the extent that the impact of the information is due to its
eﬁdenﬁary value (i.e. it is evidence against the defendant), this makes sense. An individual may need
this information in order to form a plausible explanation of how the crime occurred. If the evidence
gleaned from the publicity is repeated in the trial, all jurors are exposed to it and there is less reason
(if any) for the earlier exposure to increase influence. This may suggest that any effects of pretrial
publicity are due to a relatively direct influence of the evidence obtained from the publicity. On the
other hand, the lack of final verdict effects suggests that the story constructed by the jury as a group
is less reliant on this extraneous information; a pooling of information may allow for more coherent
explanations based more fully on the trial evidence.

1t is also possible that there are specific types of evidence that are more likely to have an
impact on final verdicts, which are related more to the specific case than to a more general category
of overwhelmingly damaging information. For example, some cases may simply be weaker or stronger

than others. A particularly weak prosecution or defense case might be further damaged by

86



Pretrial Publicity
87

information that specifically targets these weaknesses. Rather than a direct influence effect, such a
result might depend more on how much jurors feel they must rely on this information to make sense
of the trial evidence. As discussed previously, Pennington and Hastie’s (1992) "story model" of jury
deliberation explores how jurors process the information they encounter. The story that the jury
constructs is based on actual evidence, knowledge of similar events, and a general knowledge that
allows them to infer how things "should work." In this way, all these different elements, including
information not specifically given in the trial, leads to the jurors’ decisions.

While people may develop these stories, it is not clear that they are completely committed
to them. Often, we may suppose, they can suspend judgement. However, certain types of evidence
may increase the possibility that an individual is locked in to his or her decision. Ifjurors are able
to construct a very coherent story, then they may be less likely to change their minds. If they have
been given the crucial piece of information ahead of time, and then the trial itself doesn't change or
dispute this information, then an effect of pre-trial publicity may be found. Therefore, general
information will have little impact, but if the information is crucial to the case, then we should get
an effect. The following studies specifically include information that is central to the defense, as
well as more general information.

Based on our own feelings, and comments from the participants in the first King study, we
decided that two factors seemed crucial to King’s real-life acquittal - the weakness of the
prosecution’s case, and the character of James King. Participants in Study 2 told us that they felt that
the prosecution’s case fell apart mostly due to poor and confusing eyewitness testimony. In addition,

many noted that King simply did not look like a killer. He came across as being very mild-mannered
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and even meek on the witness stand. It was difficult to equate the quiet man on the witness stand
with the cold-blooded killer who carried out the crime. With these two points in mind, we attempted
to come up with “evidence” that would address these issues.

The point must be made that it is the centrality of the evidence to either the defense's or
prosecution’s case that may be crucial; in this particular trial, it appeared that character information
was most central to the defense. As King appeared to be too mild-mannered to commit the crime,
providing damaging character information should weaken the defense. However, in another case,
what is central may be something completely different. For example, in a trial involving a member
of the Mafia, "bad character” information is probably irrelevant, as this would tend to be assumed
anyway. However, forensic evidence or eyewitness testimony might then be central to the defense.

Several articles that we used in Study 2 included negative information that may have been
particularly damaging to King’s apparent meek, mild, and law-abiding image. Pretrial evidence that
fake identification cards were found in King’s home, that he yelled at his son often, and that he went
bankrupt may have led jurors to infer that King is of generally bad character. On the other hand, the
fact that a footprint possibly matching his was found at the crime scene, or that he had a copy of the
bank floor plan at his house, may be considered equally negative information, but does not
necessarily relate to his character, and, therefore, may not be so central to his case.

For the present study,we focused on this general category of “negative character” information
by creating two distinct packages of pretrial publicity material. As was discussed, King seemed like
a relatively quiet, unassuming man, yet the actual crime was quite violent. The pretrial articles for

Study 3 attempt to compare different types of negative information, by parcelling out the generally
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negative character information from the articles in Study 2 into two distinct categories - negative
information that suggests unsavoury character versus negative information that points to a violent
character. We believe that information that goes directly to the heart of King’s defense’s (such as
information showing that he was, in fact, quite violent) or the prosecution’s case (such as improved
eyewitness testimony) would be more likely to have an impact on the jurors than would other
information that was equally negative.

Thus, the study included four different conditions; violent character, non-violent bad
character, eyewitness evidence, and a control group. We hypothesized that the violent character
information, in this case, should be more likely to have an effect than other generally negative, non-
violent, character information. In addition, we hypothesized that if we improved the prosecution’s
case against King by providing the prosecution with an eyewitness placing King at the scene of the
crime, ratings of his guilt should increase. Both the violent character information and the eyewitness
testimony should improve an individual’s story-making efforts by providing much needed information

to fill various gaps left by the actual trial evidence.

Method
Subjects
One hundred and thirty-two introductory psychology students, 44 men and 88 women, at the
University of Toronto participated in the experiment in partial fulfilment of a course requirement.
Participants ranged in age from 16 to 60 years. All students were given a comprehensive consent form

detailing the procedures involved, in particular explaining that they would be required to complete
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two experimental sessions approximately two weeks apart. All were informed that their participation
was voluntary, and that all information gathered was confidential. They were also informed that they
were free to discontinue their participation in the study at any time, at either session.

Materials

We used the same version of the trial of James William King, accused of robbing a bank and
killing four guards. Four different packages of articles were prepared, by modifying articles that
appeared in the Denver Post or the Rocky Mountain News. The number of articles provided in each
of the publicity conditions was reduced for this study, as the length of time required to read and
process the information contained in the second study was excessive. In addition, an effort was
made to ensure that the same amount of extra information was included in each of the three
experimental conditions. Thus, the first three articles were identical for each of the experimental
conditions, with all of the key evidence contained in the fourth article.

In the “Bad-character, Violent” condition, four articles were included. The first two were
Associated Press articles that briefly reported the crime. The first stated that the bank had been
robbed and that four guards were dead. The second described the subsequent arrest of James King,
a part-time security guard. The third article described the charges against King, and how the District
Attorney wanted to ask for the death penalty. The fourth article contained three key pieces of
information that we created. Participants read that King had once become involved in a shoving
match with a delivery person, pushing the man to the ground; that King had a temper, causing his
associates at the chess club to be afraid of him; and that King, with his martial arts training, had once

broken a fellow cadet’s arm while practising hand-to-hand combat in the army.
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The “Bad-Character, Non-Violent” package also contained four articles. The first three were
identical to those in the “violent” condition described above. The fourth article contained three
different pieces of information. King was described as always raising his voice to his children, always
borrowing money without repaying it, and often cheating at chess.

Those in the “Eyewitness” condition also read the same three articles, with the following
modifications to the fourth. One neighbour described how King had retuned home shortly after the
crime had been committed, walking quickly with a package under his arm. Another neighbour
reported hearing that King had been seen near the bank that morning. Finally, participants read a
compelling report that a bystander placed a person with King’s description in the area of the bank at
the time of the crime.

Participants in the control condition once again read only the two brief associated Press
articles which, as described above, simply report the crime and the subsequent arrest of James King.
In the first King study, we kept all material not subsequently presented in the trial in the highly
negative condition - in this study, in order to make the information appear more realistic, all
conditions contained equal amounts of both admissible and inadmissible information.

Procedure
The procedure was virtually identical to Study 2.

Session 1: For this study, a 'reverse condition assignment' was used. Recall that, due to the
pre-set trial schedule in the first King study, the remaining available times for students who
participated in later sessions were not convenient and led to the problem of some juries with fewer

than six people present. For this second King study, this method of assignment was improved. When
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an individual came to session 1, he or she was first shown a schedule of trials, which had been
preassigned a condition number, although participants were unaware of this fact. Once they picked
a convenient trial date, they were then assigned to whatever condition matched this trial, and given
the appropriate stimulus materials. This meant that often there were several different conditions being
run at the initial session, as up to seven people were in the room at any one time, although subjects
were unaware of this. The packages were made to look as identical as possible, so that individuals
would not become suspicious of what another student was reading.

While this procedure reduced the randomness of the assignment process, as students were,
in a sense, self-selecting to a convenient condition, it ensured that all trials had at least 4 and often
7 jurors present. Each trial/condition was offered several times a week at various times in order to
minimize any self-selection confounds such as the time of day.

The same cover story was given; subjects would be acting as a member of a jury in the second
session, and they needed to read a little bit of background on the case so that they would be better
able to follow the rather fast-moving video of the trial. Once again they were asked not to discuss the
case with anyone before coming in to watch the trial.

In addition, 67 of the participants in the first session were asked to tell us their opinions and
verdicts up to that point, partly as a manipulation check for the materials, and partly to determine if
stating an opinion that early in the trial process had any impact on later decision-making. They were
given a questionnaire that asked “Considering everything you have read about this case, do you feel
that James King is...”, and were asked to indicate their response on a 7-point scale ranging from 1-

Definitely Not Guilty, to 7-Definitely Guilty. They were also asked to indicate what their choice of
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verdict would be, if they had to make a decision right at that moment, given the limited information
to which they had been exposed. They were not asked whether or not they felt the material had biased
them. In the first King study, the twenty-seven individuals who completed this part of the study did
not participate as jurors in the second part. As these sixty-seven individuals would be assigned to
trials, it was felt that asking them to specifically focus on the pretrial manipulation might have too
great an impact on their decision-making processes in the second session.

Session 2: As in Study 2, participants were run in groups of 4-7 individuals, in order to
simulate a real jury. They were told not to talk or take any notes while the trial was playing. The
videotape was played on an eighteen inch television set which was placed at one end of the jury table.
Participants watched the trial as soon as all members of the jury had assembled; once again they were
given no instructions regarding the information presented at the first session. They were told to
watch the trial without any discussion or interruption, and that they would be given a chance to
discuss it at the end.

Immediately after the trial, they were asked to fill out a pre-deliberation questionnaire that was
similar to the one used for half of the subjects in session 1. They were asked to indicate their age, sex,
and how guilty they felt that King was, on a seven-point scale ranging from Definitely Not Guilty (1)
to Definitely Guilty (7). In addition, they were asked to render a verdict, without discussing their
decision with the other members of the jury. A foreperson was then randomly selected by the
experimenter, and asked to ensure that everyone had a chance to talk even if they found that they
were unanimous right away. Other than these instructions, they were told to proceed any way they

wished for deliberations. The experimenter then left the room, while the jury was given approximately
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20 minutes to deliberate and (preferably) come to a unanimous decision regarding the guiit or
innocence of King. At the end of deliberations, the foreperson was asked to notify the experimenter
and state the verdict.

The post-deliberation questionnaire was the same as for Study 2, with the exception that some
of the items in the evidence checklist had been changed to reflect the new information presented in
the articles at session 1. Once again jurors were asked to state their individual ratings and their group
verdict, as well as whether or not they felt that any of the materials they had been exposed to had
biased them in any way. (See the appendices for a copy of all materials). Once participants had been
debriefed, they were asked not to discuss anything about the case with anyone who might be
participating at a later date.

Results

Manipulation Check

(For 67 subjects, 16 men and 51 women, from session 1).

A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) indicated that there were no significant differences among
the groups as a function of pretrial publicity condition, in terms of their ratings of guilt (F (3,63) =
1.04, p< .38) suggesting that the manipulation was not successful. The mean guilt ratings were 4.57
for the control group, 4.88 for the bad-character/non-violent group, 4.63 for the violent character
group, and 5.06 for the eyewitness condition. Chi square analysis found that early verdict preferences
were also not affected by the pretrial manipulation, (X (3) =.59, p <.89). There were approximately

equal numbers of guilty and not guilty individual verdicts across the four conditions.
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Individual Subjects
Ratings of Guilt

One-way ANOVA found no differences among the four conditions in terms of their ratings
of King's guilt before deliberation (E(3, 128 ) = .57, p< .63). After deliberations, however, an effect
emerged for pretrial condition (F (3, 128) = 2.92, p <.03) (see figure 5). Multiple-range post-hoc
tests (using LSD test with significance level of .05) reveal that those in the bad-character/non-violent
(M = 2.97) group actually had overall mean ratings that were lower than the control group (M =
3.24). This mean rating for the bad-character/non-violent group was significantly different from both

the eyewitness condition (M = 3.91) and the violent character condition (M = 3.97).

Figure 5: Mean guilt ratings by condition.
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Verdicts

Pre-deliberation: Chi square analysis indicated that there were no significant differences in pre-
deliberation verdicts as a function of the information conditions (X* {3) = 1.45, p < .69) (see Figure
6 for percentages).

Post-deliberation: Individual verdict results were once again included for comparison purposes
(see figure 6), although they are no longer statistically valid; responses are no longer independent.
A 4 x 3 chi square analysis (X* (6) = 26.55, p < .002) revealed a significant effect of pre-trial
information on post-deliberation individual verdicts. Rather than increasing the error rate by
computing several 2 x 2 tables, these data were subjected to a oneway ANOVA, with Not Guilty
coded as (1), Hung Jury as (2), and Guilty as (3). This analysis conﬁnhed the effect of pretrial
publicity (E(3, 128) =2.37, p < .072); multiple-range post-hoc tests (using Tukey's-HSD) found the
eyewitness (M =1.29) and control groups (M = 1.00) to be significantly different from one another
at the .05 level of significance. The only group to have any members vote guilty was the eyewitness

condition; all members of control juries voted not guilty.
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Figure 6: Percentage of guilty verdicts by condition (for individuals).
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‘When asked whether or not they felt that any of the material they had read prior to seeing the
trial had influenced their decisions in any way, an average of 30% of the jurors across all conditions
indicated that they felt that it had. However, there were no differences among participants in the four

conditions in terms of their responses to this question (3 (6) = 7.13, p < .31).

Evidence Checklist

There were ten different pieces of evidence listed on the questionnaire. The three violent



Pretrial Publicity
98

character items were checked an average of 14% of the time by those in the violent character
condition compared to 4% of those in the other three groups. The three items from the non-violent
articles were checked an average of 10% by those in the non-violent condition, compared to 2% by
those in the other three groups. The two eyewitness items were identified an average of 37% of the
time by those in the eyewitness condition, compared with onty 14% of the time by those in the other
three groups. Finally, one item common to all three experimental conditions items was checked 17%

of the time by all group members, while one bogus item was never chosen by any individual.

Jury Results
Ratings of Guilt

Ratings of guilt were averaged across jury members for each of the 27 juries. One-way
ANOVAs revealed no significant differences among the four groups as a function of the information

condition either before (E(3, 23) = .43, p <.73) or after deliberations (F(3,23) = 1.19, p <.34).

Verdicts
A one-way ANOVA indicated there were no differences in final verdicts among any of the
four groups as a function of the information condition (F(3, 23) = .43, p < .73). Table 3 shows the

distribution of final jury verdicts.
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Table 3: Final Jury (Group) Verdicts

Condition Verdicts
Not Guilty Hung Jury Guilty
Control 7 0 0
Non-Violent 5 1 0
Violent 6 1 0
Eyewitness 6 ’ O 1
Group Influence

Results were tabulated for the pre- and post-deliberation verdicts, to determine whether the
final vote was affected by a majority decision rule (see Table 4). As in the first King study, there were
no majority verdicts that were ultimately overturned by the minority; members of minority factions
either voted with the majority for the final verdict, or deadlocked the jury. There was only one trial
in which an initial "guilty" majority resulted in a final “guilty” jury verdict.

Table 4: Relationship between pre-deliberation verdicts and final jury vote.

Pre-deliberation Verdicts Final Jury Votes
Not Guilty Hung Jury Guilty
Unanimous Group (NG) 6 (100%)
Even split 1 (100%)
Not Guilty Majority 16 (89%) 2 (11%)

Guilty Majority 1 (50%) 1(50%)
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Discussion

These results suggest that pretrial publicity is more likely to have an effect after deliberation,
rather than before, in apparent contrast to what we found in Study 2. This finding must be interpreted
with caution as this was the case only with individual verdicts, which are problematic in terms of their
statistical independence. However, neither of the King studies indicated that pretrial publicity had any
lasting impact on final jury verdicts. Indeed, it appears here that while differences in terms of
individual ratings of guilt were found, there were no effects on final jury verdicts. The fact that those
in the eyewitness and violent conditions tended to show longer-lasting publicity effects, in terms of
their ratings of guilt, than did those given only unsavoury character information shows partial support
for the hypothesis that information that goes to the heart of the defense or prosecution cases is more
likely to have an impact on jurors. These differences were apparent only when individual ratings (and
verdicts, in the case of the eyewitness condition) were tabulated, and were eliminated once the group
deliberation process began.

One could argue that the materials in this case were not strong enough to tease apart the
subtle effects of pre-trial publicity, as the manipulation check apparently failed. However the
Cifferences found in individual ratings of King's guilt suggest that this was not entirely the case. The
trials were generally held two weeks after the presentation of the pretrial material; while the evidence
checkdist does not show a great deal of retention among subjects for individual pieces of information,
it may be that such material helped them to form the basis for their stories before the trial began. The
eyewitness evidence seemed to be slightly more memorable, which may mean that the specific

information we provided in this condition was somehow more salient than in the other conditions. It
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may also be the case that this evidence helped to improve the prosecution's case, which was generally
weak, and therefore this information was retrieved more readily in order to assist in the formation of
a coherent story. In addition, the eyewitness information provided pretrial was arguably more
evidential than was information regarding the character of James King; it is probably more difficult
to disregard evidence that directly implicates the defendant.

‘While those in the violent character and eyewitness conditions were more likely to feel that
King was guilty, the fact that jury decisions did not reflect such a verdict may mean ejther that
individual jurors simply followed the not-guilty majority factions, or that they were not all that
committed to their initial stories. The group deliberation process once again seems the key to
unravelling the effects of pretrial publicity. In this study, as in the first one, overall ratings for King's
guilt were reduced from pre- to post-deliberation, suggesting a moderating effect of the jury. If initial
ratings and verdicts were inflated due to pretrial publicity, then this makes sense; as jurors are forced
to focus on only the trial evidence, ratings should become more moderate.

As for why there did not appear to be any differences among subjects who completed a
questionnaire at the initial session, it may be, in light of the above findings, that pre-trial publicity has
to interact in some way with the trial to have an effect. In this experiment, all jurors knew that they
would be expected to justify their opinions at a later date, and conceivably have wanted to appear
more open-minded at this point. The fact that there were lingering feelings of doubt among all
subjects who had been exposed to the most damaging information supports such a notion. Those in
the control and non-violent condition may have been most influenced by seeing King on the witness

stand - there was nothing to disconfirm their belief that King was basically a nice man. Those in the
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violent and eyewitness conditions, in contrast, may have had some difficulty reconciling the mild-
mannered man they saw on the witness stand with the man whom they had read about previously,
leading to the lingering doubts.

It is curious that there were so few guilty or hung juries, in contrast to the initial King study,
especially in light of the fact that there were generally at least a few members of each jury who
initially voted guilty. Of course, most juries had an initial not guilty majority, which may have more
easily persuaded the rest of the jury members. On the other hand, the "correct" verdict, based on the
actual trial evidence and outcome that we were given, was "not guilty." Jurors may simply have been
better at focusing only on the trial than in the first King study. One possible explanation for the lack
of guilty verdicts may be found in the notoriety surrounding the O.J. Simpson case, which was
coincidentally being televised during the course of this experiment. It appeared that these mock-jurors
were far more “trial-smart” than were those participating in our previous studies. Many made
reference to the Simpson case, and it is arguable that almost all had watched at least some of it on
television. As Greene and Loftus (1984) found in their studies, participants may have been extra-
careful both in terms of how they interpreted pre-trial information, and how they came to a verdict.

Many of the same limitations we faced in the initial laboratory study are found here. Once
again, we did not videotape deliberations, which may have provided more insight into what types of
information jurors paid attention to, and how the idea of “accountability” actually affects individuals
in such a setting. Once again, we used students as our mock-jurors. While this is generally the norm
for these types of studies, we cannot say with certainty that “real” jurors in a “real” case would act

in the same way, though it is difficult to imagine that the mechanism would be all that different.



Pretrial Publicity
<103

We were also not able to track those individuals who completed questionnaires in the first
session to the second session. We wanted to avoid making too salient the idea that they were giving
a verdict before even seéing the case, and thus committing them to a certain viewpoint. Therefore we
didn’t include their names on their questionnaires. We also only had half of the participants fill it out,
in case there were differences between those who had completed it and those who hadn’t. As we
could not follow them up individually, we expected that they would be randomly distributed
throughout the various trials, and so would not unduly affect final verdicts in their respective juries.
Having such individual information would have provided a better opportunity to look at how jurors
come to their decisions, as well as whether or not Hastie’s story model would help predict such
results. It may be that those who are asked for their opinions early in the experiment are more likely
to remain committed to their stories, even after deliberations..

We are also still unable to make any definitive statements regarding the types of evidence that
are more likely to have an effect on jurors’ verdicts. While it may be true that information that goes
to the heart of either side’s case may be more likely to have an impact, the extent of this impact may
be the result of a subtle interaction between the pretrial publicity and the specific case. As noted, the
eyewitness material may have been more evidential, and, therefore, more difficult to ignore. If the
prosecution's case had been stronger, then individual jurors may have been less inclined to use this
information. Perhaps jurors are more likely to use extra-legal information when what they are given
in court is not enough for them to form a coherent “story,” whereas a really strong case either way
may lead them to rely less on such information.

The two King studies demonstrate that certain types of pretrial publicity can affect individual
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ratings regarding a defendant's guilt, as well as individual verdict preferences. The effects on final
verdicts are not clear; while neither King study found increased guilty jury verdicts after exposure to
pretrial publicity, the first study did find more hung juries among these groups. Both studies do
suggest that it may be possible to narrow down the possibilities regarding the types of information
that are most likely to have an effect; this latter study in particular supports the idea that material that
either damages the defense's case or bolsters the prosecution's case will be most likely to have an
effect. However, it is important to demonstrate that such findings were not unique to this particular

case.



Study #4

The results of the first two laboratory studies illustrate the fact that, besides the difficulties
encountered in finding consistent pretrial publicity effects, determining which types of evidence are
most likely to have an effect, and under what circumstances, is even more problematic. Given the
inconsistencies between the first two King studies, we were interested in assessing what impact the
specific case used would have on the results. Much of the previous pretrial publicity research has been
completed in isolation. Many different researchers, over many different years, use different materials,
different trials, and often completely different designs. Few seem to do follow-up studies in order to
replicate and improve upon their results, although there are some exceptions (e.g. Sue et al., 1974
& 1975; Greene & Loftus, 1984 & Greene & Wade, 1988; Kramer et al.,, 1990 & Kerr et al., 1991).

Given our notion that evidence that was crucial to either the defense or prosecution would
be more likely to have an effect, which we do now have some evidence for, we thought it important
to attempt to build on the results of the initial research by using similar evidence, but a different trial.
Ideally, we would like to have found a case that was the opposite of the King trial in terms of its key
features. In the King case, we felt that King’s character was crucial to the defense’s case, and so our
pretrial publicity reflected this issue. Specifically, we thought that showing that he was not a very nice
man, and could even be dangerous, would have the greatest impact. The results from the first two
studies, although weak, suggest that this was at least partially true.

We would like to have found a case where the same evidence could be presented, but with
opposite effects. This would mean that while we could still present violent character information, we

would not expect it to carry much weight, whereas perhaps the bad-character/non-violent would. For

105
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instanice, s suggested earlier, we could imagine a case where a person known to be a violent criminal
in the past was charged with a more “white-collar” crime such as embezzlement. While it is clear that
the person is not particularly nice, it may be unlikely that he would be involved in such a different kind
of crime. {On the other hand, such violent character information may be hard to ignore. People may
be more likely to punish a person they assume to be a criminal anyway). However, if we were able
to find such a case, jurors might be forced to focus more on the actual evidence provided rather than
simply on the character information.

Such a perfectly matched case proved difficult to find. What we found instead was another
murder case, with a different focus. The defendant was charged with murdering his wife; his first two
trials resulted in a hung jury. For the third trial, the charges were reduced and the jury found him
guilty. When the actual jurors were interviewed after the second trial, many admitted that they
thought the defendant was probably guilty, but that they were unable to convict him due in part to
poor evidence, but mainly due to the fact that there was no apparent motive. After viewing the trial,
it was our opinion that the defendant did not appear to be as unlikely a suspect as James King, and
so bad character information, either violent or simply unsavoury, would be less relevant. Based on
the post-trial interviews with the original jurors, and our observations after watching the trial, we
created four new pretrial publicity conditions. To allow for comparisons with the first two King
studies, we included both bad character and violent character materials. In addition, we added a
motive condition. Thus, the first two experimental conditions would presumably damage the defense’s

case, while the latter condition would bolster one of the weaknesses of the prosecution’s case.
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‘We hypothesized that any effects of pretrial publicity would be most apparent in thé “motive”
condition. Providing a motive should allow for more complete “stories” in the minds of the jurors.
We assumed that while bad character information in general wouls be less relevant for this case, the
violent character information might still affect jurors’ judgements, as such material would be more
directly relevant to the crime. Therefore we predicted that any impact of violent character
information would be more similar to the motive information, but that information that simply
portrayed the accused as not particularly nice would have less of an effect.

Method
Subjects

Two-hundred and forty-nine introductory psychology students, 193 women and 56 men, at
the University of Toronto participated in the experiment as partial fulfilment of a course requirement.
Subjects ranged in age from 16 to 52 years. Students were given a comprehensive consent form
detailing the procedures, in particular explaining that they would be required to complete two
experimental sessions approximately two weeks apart. Participants were informed that their
participation was voluntary and that all information gathered was confidential. They were also
informed that they were free to discontinue their participation in the study at any time, at either
session.

Materials

The court case used in this study was once again based on an actual trial that occurred in New

Jersey, and which we obtained from Court TV. The videotape showed the re-trial of Daniel Bias,

a man charged with murdering his wife of five years by shooting her in the head. Bias had claimed
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that his wife Lise had been attempting to commit suicide, and that when he tried to take the gun away
from her, it accidentally went off.

Articles that originally appeared in several Belvidere, New Jersey, newspapers were modified
for the study. Four different packages of articles were prepared. Three of these conditions, the bad
character, non-violent, the bad-character, violent, and the control conditions, were similar to those
in the King studies, although the actual material in each was new. A “motive” condition was added.

Participants in the motive condition were given four articles. The first was an obituary page
that contained a brief report on the death of Lise Bias, with the headline indicating that her death was
under investigation. This article was common to all four conditions. The second article reported that
Bias had been charged in the death of his wife. This article described Bias’ expertise with firearms,
his apparent agitation earlier on the day that Lise was shot, and how he had yelled at a fellow
competitor at an archery tournament, claiming that soon he would have “more money than he knew
what to do with.” An acquaintance of Bias noted that Bias apparently hated children. The third article
contained Bias’ version of events the night of the shooting. He described how he and Lise argued
frequently over her obsessive attention to him, and her penchant for luxurious items they could not
afford. The fact that Bias had remarried only ten months after the death of Lise was reported. The
final article included statements from neighbours who stated that the marriage of Daniel and Lise was
less than idyllic, and that Bias had been seen with another woman on occasion. In addition, a life
insurance policy with Bias as the beneficiary was mentioned.

After reading the obituary of Lise Bias, those in the violent character condition read a second

article that described how Bias became so angry with a fellow hunter that he fired a wamning shot at
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the man’s feet. An acquaintance reported that he and Bias once got into an argument which led to
Bias threatening him with a knife. In the third article, Bias admitted to once breaking down the
bedroom door when he and Lise were arguing. The final article included reports from friends and
neighbours of Bias who described him as “macho” and power hungry, a man with a violent temper
who often got into fights.

The first bad-character/non-violent article, after the obim@, described Bias as being a
moody, whiny individual who was also a cheater. A colleague reported that he had and Bias had once
argued over target practise scores, which Bias had apparently changed. The next article described
some bizarre behaviour that Bias occasionally engaged in; when he and Lise fought, he would howl
to aggravate her. Bias claimed that his wife’s worst nightmares involved werewolves, and that if he
began howling, their Siberian Husky would join in, which would apparently so upset Lise that it
ended any arguments (NB. this information comes directly from one of the original articles). The final
article for this condition described Bias as emotionally distant and uncaring; as a man who often
borrowed money which was never returned; and as a liar and cheat.

The control condition contained excerpts from each of the same four articles (although the
obituary was included in its entirety). The information presented briefly described the crime and the
arrest of Daniel Bias.

The videotape of the trial that we received was one hour in length. We edited this down to
a final running time of approximately 31 minutes. Portions which were edited out involved in-depth
commentary by Court-TV reporters, and post-trial interviews with the jurors. No information was

added to the tape.
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There were three different questionnaires used in this study. The preliminary questionnaire
was used as a manipulation check in the first session. We were somewhat concerned that asking
obvious questions about the participant’s feelings about the defendant’s guilt or asking for an early
verdict, as we had in the initial studies, might be more likely to cause the individual to form an early
intractable opinion on the case. This time, we embedded our key question in several distracters such
as “Have you ever taken part in a trial before?” (almost ﬂnpogsiﬁle, given the young age of most of
the sample), or “Have you ever taken a course in law before?” Our key question was “Considering
the limited information that you have been given about this case, how would you rate Daniel Bias as
a person?”, with participants responding on a 7-point scale ranging from (1) “Negatively,” to (4)
“Neutrally,” to (7) “Positively.”

The pre- and post-deliberation questionnaires were identical to those used in the first two
King studies. The pre-deliberation questionnaire asked for “ratings of guilt” and a verdict. The final
questionnaire also asked for ratings of guilt (in terms of the individual’s own personal view, in case
it was different from the group), and the jury verdict. Once again they were asked to indicate in an
open-ended fashion which pieces of evidence caused them to vote as they did. They were also given
a 10-item checklist to indicate which “facts” listed they recalled about the case. These items were
taken from the 4 different packages of articles, and were intended as a further manipulation check to
determine if participants actually had any recall of information presented to them pre-trial. Finally,
they were asked to indicate if they felt that the material that they had read prior to seeing the trial had
influenced their decision about the guilt or innocence of Daniel Bias in any way; if they answered yes,

they were asked to explain in detail.
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Procedure
The procedure was virtually identical to that used in Study 3.

Session 1: Participants entered the laboratory and were given the same cover story as was
used in the preceding studies; they were going to be acting as a member of a jury in approximately
two weeks, and so it was important for them to have some background information on the case so
that they would be better able to follow the extremely brief trial. It was pointed out that the original
trial took place over several days, whereas they would only be exposed to & half-hour condensed
version which might be difficult to follow without some lead-in.

Once participants had agreed to participate and had indicated that they had no prior
knowledge of this particular case, they were asked to fill out the consent form and indicate when they
would be able to return for the second session. As in Study 3, subjects’ choice of trial time dictated
which condition they would be assigned to. Therefore, participants once again self-selected into one
of the four experimental groups by choosing the most convenient trial time for themselves, although,
of course, they were kept unaware of the fact that there were several different conditions.

Participants were then given the appropriate package of articles and told “What I am giving
yéu are just a few brief articles that appeared in New Jersey area newspapers and which contain some
background information on the case. Take as much time as you like to read them over. There is no
need to take any notes, or to try to memorize the information. It is simply background.”
Approximately half (132) of the participants were asked to fill out the preliminary questionnaire upon
completion of the articles and told “I know that you have very limited information to go on, but just

do your best.” Once subjects finished reading their articles (and completing their questionnaires) they
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were reminded of the trial date that they bad chosen and asked not to discuss any of the information
that they now had about the case, especially if they knew someone else participating in the study.

Session 2: All but two of the 42 juries were made up of between 5 and 7 individuals. These
other two juries had 4 members. One large rectangular desk was placed in the middle of the room,
so that 3 people could sit along each side. This way all jury members could see each other, as well
as the eighteen inch colour television, which was set up at one end of the table. As soon as all
members of the jury were assembled, they were told to watch the tape straight through - not to stop
it or replay any parts of it. They were also told not to take any notes or discuss anything they heard
until deliberations. No instructions were given regarding the information presented at the initial
session. As they were watching a re-trial, and the video displayed this information at the bottom of
the screen throughout the trial, subjects were told “you will see the words “re-trial” from time to time
on the screen. The judge in the first trial became ill and so they had to stop the proceedings.” While
this may seem a fittle unusual, no juror expressed any suspicion regarding this comment. The jury then
watched the trial.

Immediately after the trial, each person was assigned a juror number, to be placed on each of
their questionnaires. This was our only method of identifying individual jurors. They were then given
the pre-deliberation questionnaire and told to fill it out without discussing anything with the other
members of the jury. They were told to use this form to indicate how they personally felt, before
deliberations began. Therefore, they reported their individual ratings regarding the guilt of Bias, as
well as their individual verdict preferences. Once these forms were completed, the experimenter-

assigned juror number one to be the foreperson. They were told to ensure that each person on the
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panel was given a chance to express his or her views, but otherwise they were to deliberate in any
way they felt appropriate - it was up to them to decide how and when to take a vote. Before they
were left to deliberate, the jury was told to take some time to discuss why they felt the way that they
did, even if they found that they were unanimous early on. This was done to avoid some juries
possibly hurrying through deliberations without considering all views expressed and to encourage
them to feel more accountable for their decisions by spending more time thinking about and
discussing the evidence. The juries were given approximately 45 minutes to deliberate. The amount
of time used for deliberation was recorded. Once they had reached a verdict, or declared themselves
deadlocked, they were told to alert the experimenter in the next room.

Individual jurors then filled out the post-deliberation questionnaire. They were told that the
question regarding their ratings of guilt still pertained to their personal feelings (in case these were
different from those of the group) but that the “verdict” question was to reflect their group decision.
Jurors were then debriefed, thanked for their time, and asked not to discuss the case with anyone who
might be taking part in the study at a later date. See the appendices for a copy of all materials.

Results
Manipulation Check
(For 132 subjects who completed the questionnaire during session 1).

A one-way analysis of variance indicated significant differences in ratings of Bias as a person,
as a function of the pre-trial condition (F (3,128) = 9.88, p < .05). Multiple-range post-hoc tests
(using Tukeys-HSD, p < .05) revealed that those in the bad character/non-violent group (M = 5.35)

and those in the violent character group (M = 5.45) were more likely to rate Bias negatively than
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were those in the control condition (M= 4.47). There were no differences for those in the motive
condition (M = 4.96).
Individual Subjects
Ratings of Guilt

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated there were no significant differences among
the four groups either before deliberation (F(3, 245) = .62, p <.60), or after (F (3, 245) =1.61,p <

.19) for ratings of Bias’ guilt (see figure 7).

Figure 7: Mean guilt ratings by condition
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Verdicts

Pre-deliberation: A Chi Squarfe analysis found no differences in individual verdicts as a
function of pre-trial condition (X? (3) = 4.83, p <.19). As can be seen in Figure 8, the guilty verdicts
are fairly evenly distributed across the four conditions.

Post-deliberation: After deliberations, a 4 x 3 Chi Square analysis revealed significant
differences in verdicts among the four experimental conditions (3 (6) = 63.96, p <.05). These data
were then subjected to a one-way ANOVA, with “Not Guilty” coded as (1), “Hung Jury” as (2) and
“Guilty” as (3). The overall F-statistic (F (3, 245) = 11.33, p < .0001) confirmed the above chi
square results and multiple-range post-hoc tests (Tukey’s-HSD, p < .05) revealed the following
differences among the conditions. The jurors in the violent character conditions (M = 2.01) tended
to choose verdicts which were closer to the “guilty” end of the continuum than did participants in the
motive (M = 1.61), bad-character/non-violent (M = 1.38) or control (M = 1.39) conditions.

Figure 8: Percentage of guilty verdicts by condition (for individuals).
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Feelings of Bias

When asked if they felt that the material had influenced their decision in any way, 32% of the
entire sample said yes, 46% said no, and 22% said they were not sure. One-way ANOVA found
significant differences among the conditions (F (3, 245) = 2.56, p <.055); Multiple-range post-hoc
tests (LSD, p < .05) indicated that those in the bad-character/non-violent group (M = 2.03) were
more inclined to say that they had been influenced by the material than were those in the control
group (M = 1.66). There were no differences found for either the violent character (M = 1.95) or

the motive (M = 1.74) conditions.

Evidence Checklist

There were ten items included in the checklist. There were initially three items chosen from
the motive condition; however, it was discovered that one (that Bias and his wife fought over flashy
things) was mentioned in the trial, and was therefore checked by 89% of the entire sample. The
remaining two items were selected by those in the motive condition an average of 19% of the time,
as compared to only 8.4% of £he tim-e by those in the other three conditions. There were four items
that were exclusive to the violent character condition which were checked an average of 35% of the
time by those in the violent character condition, and an average of 6.7% of the time by those in the
other three groups. Finally, those in the bad-character/non-violent condition checked items pertaining
to that group an average of 31% of the time, while these items were chosen by those in the other

groups only 9% of the time.
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Jury Results
Ratings of Guilt

Ratings of guilt were averaged across jury members for each of the 42 juries, One-way
ANOVAs revealed no significant differences among the four groups as a function of the pretrial
publicity manipulation either before (F(3, 38) = .43, p <.73) or after deliberations (£(3,38) = .51, p
< .68).
Verdicts

A one-way ANOVA indicated there were no differences in final verdicts among the four
groups as a function of the information condition (F(3, 38) = 1.55, p < .22). Table 5 shows the

distribution of final jury verdicts.

Table S: Final Jury (Group) Verdicts

Condition Verdicts
Not Guilty Hung Jury Guilt,
Control 6 4 0
Non-Violent 9 0 2
Violent 3 5 3
Motive 6 2 2
Group Influence

Results were tabulated for the pre- and post-deliberation verdicts, to determine whether the
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final vote was affected by a majority decision rule. As can be seen in Table 6, among the eighteen
juries with initial "guilty" majorities, six were eventually hung, six changed their verdicts to "Not
Guilty," while six stayed committed to the majority opinion. Fifteen of the juries with an initial "Not
guilty" majority rendered final "not guilty" verdicts, while five of them remained deadlocked. There

were no juries with a "not guilty" majority that switched their final vote to guilty.

Table 6: Relationship between pre-deliberation verdicts and final jury vote.

Pre-deliberation Verdicts Final Jury Votes

Not Guilty Hung Jury Guilty
Unanimous Group 2 (67%) 1(33%)
Even split 1 (100%) ‘
Not Guilty Majority 15 (75%) 5(25%)
Guilty Majority 6 (33%) 6 (33%) 6(33%)

Deliberation Time

The average deliberation time across all four conditions was 20.57 minutes; Control juries
took, on average, 19 minutes compared with bad-character/non-violent juries (18.45 minutes), violent
juries (24.54 minutes) and motive juries (20.1 minutes). No differences were significant (F(3, 38) =

01, p< .40).
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Delay

The average delay between session 1 and session 2 was 24.40 days, across all conditions.
Control juries faced a delay of, on average, 24.76 days compared with 23.5 days for the bad-
character/non-violent condition, 25.21 days for the violent condition, and 24.16 days in the motive

condition. No differences were significant (F (3, 38) = .26, p < .85).

Discussion

Findings from this study show once again the elusiveness of consistent findings in the pretrial
publicity research. Despite the lack of motive in the case and actual jurors’ comments, the motive
material appeared, overall, to have less of an impact than either the bad or the violent character
manipulations. The average ratings of Bias' guilt were higher after the trial in all three experimental
conditions, yet these were not statistically different from the control group. Individual verdicts
seemed to be most affected by the violent pretrial publicity, however, these results should be
interpreted with some caution due to the non-independence of the judgements. The final jury verdicts
show interesting patterns; the control condition is the only one that does not have a single guilty
verdict, yet these findings are not significant.

The fact that the material had little influence on participants at any stage of the study suggests
one of three possibilities. It may be that, as in the second King study, the materials were simply not
strong enough to have any impact. On the other hand, it may lend further credence to the idea that,
when expecting to have to justify one’s opinions and views in front of others, individuals tend to be

more moderate in their judgements. They may be more likely to wait to hear all the evidence
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presented before making a decision. Finally, the case against Bias was certainly stronger than was the
case against King. This can be seen by the fact that there were so many juries with initial "guilty”
majorities. I suggested earlier that jurors may be much less inclined to rely on extra-legal information
when the case itself is strong, which may help to explain the findings from this study.

There were some differences in ratings of Bias as a person among those subjects who
completed a questionnaire at Session 1. While we had expected that the motive material would have
the greatest impact, we found instead that any bad character information was most likely to have an
impact on initial views. Such a findings may be explained, at least in part, by the question we asked.
In the previous studies we asked for ratings of the defendant's guilt and an initial verdict. We had
some concerns that this might cause an individual to become too committed to an initial opinion, and
so chose a more neutral question for this study. Asking how an individual would rate Bias as a person
(Negatively to Positively) is quite a different question; character information seems more directly
relevant to answering this question than does information regarding a motive. The fact that these
differences did not even emerge in pre-deliberation ratings of guilt for Bias support the idea that
participants were answering two questions that simply did not relate to one another as much as we
had hoped. However, regardless of the specific question, the results from the initial session do suggest
that the pretrial materials were having at least some impact on initial impressions of Bias.

The bad character information may also have been more salient in this study than we had
anticipated. There was some rather bizarre behaviour included in this condition, such as the fact that
Bias howled at his wife when they were fighting in order to upset her to the point that she gave up

her side of the argument. While this information was apparently true, and was included in at least one



Pretrial Publicity
121

of the original newspaper articles from Belvidere, New Jersey, it may have increased the likelihood
that an individual would remember it. It is unclear why the motive condition failed to have an effect,
at any stage of the experiment, given that this issue figured so prominently in at least one of the early
trials of Daniel Bias. The results from the evidence checklist suggest that this information was
rémembered less well than was information from the two negative character conditions. While we felt
that this information was quite strong, especially reports that Bias remarried within ten months of
Lise's death, this material may simply have been too weak.

Tt was surprising that there were no differences in the amount of time required for deliberation
among the four conditions. We would have expected that those in control juries would be able to
more quickly make up their minds. Indeed, there were no final guilty verdicts among these control
juries, but some of the individual members had indicated before deliberations began that they felt that
Bias was guilty. It appears then that even in these groups, there was some discussion and persuasion
needed to sway these individuals toward a not-guilty vote.

While we had hoped for an average delay of 2-3 weeks between the sessions, the large
number of subjects meant that the trials took closer to 5 weeks to run, and thus many of the juries
faced delays up to a month. While this delay is certainly more realistic in terms of how the ‘real
world’ might work (e.g., we may read about a case months before it ever comes to trial), it may have
been a little long for a laboratory study. On the other hand, if Hastie is correct and individuals form
a schema or framework for their ‘story’ early on, then the delay should not have had that much of an
impact, beyond simple forgetting of the information. Kramer et al. (1990) had delays ranging from

1 to 53 days and still found increased effects of pretrial publicity after the delay. One-third of our
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participants, even after delay, reported feeling that the material that they had read prior to the trial
had influenced their judgements of Bias' guilt.

We were unable to track the individuals who filled out the session 1 questionnaire through
to final deliberations, as we ensured them that their initial questionnaires would remain anonymous.
Perhaps the individuals who rated Bias more negatively at session 1 were more likely to vote guilty
at the second session, and therefore more likely to end up on a hung jury. It would be interesting, in
a future study, to follow these individuals through each stage of the experiment.

The jury results, although non-significant statistically, show more interesting patterns than
ei&er of the two King studies. Simply increasing the numbers of juries improved upon the statistical
power of this research. The fact that there were eighteen different juries with an initial "Guilty"
majority suggests, as noted above, that the case against Bias was stronger than the case against King.
Having twelve of these eighteen shift to either a hung jury or, more impressively, to a "Not guilty"
verdict shows that deliberations were an important aspect of this research.

Once again, it appears that the effects of pretrial publicity, when they do appear, are very
subtle effects, not easily pinned down in a laboratory situation. It does seem that bad character
information in general may be more likely to initially bias individuals toward guilty verdicts, but this
does not then mean that this will lead to a final guilty verdict. However, these findings may be
particular to these two cases. Mock jurors have shown us that they are capable of putting aside
extraneous information and focusing on the facts presented to them. It is a job they take seriously,

even in such a simulated environment as a university laboratory.



General Discussion

These four studies were designed to examine the relationship between pretrial publicity and
post-trial judgements of guilt or innocence. A review of the literature indicated several different
aspects of the research that could be improved upon. Some of these were methodological and some
were theoretical. The goal of the present research was to increase the realism of the standard
experimental paradigm in addition to illuminating the conditions under which pretrial publicity is most
likely to have an effect. The results of these studies show some interesting patterns.

Pretrial effects

One of the most robust findings from previous pretrial publicity research is large pretrial
effects. From the earliest field research (e.g. Simon & Eimermann, 1971; Riley, 1973) to the more
recent laboratory studies (e.g. Otto, Penrod & Dexter, 1994) strong effects of publicity on pretrial
judgements have been found. Our first study (Bernardo) did show the common pattern; increased
exposure to pretrial publicity was related to increased ratings of guilt. Our laboratory studies,
however, did not show such consistent effects. With the exception of Study 2, the first King study,
the pretrial materials seemed to have only moderate effects on pretrial ratings. There are several
possibilities why this might be the case. The strongest effects in Study 2 were found among those who
participated only at the first session; they were never scheduled for trial, nor were they asked to
deliberate as a jury. They simply gave an "opinion" after reading about the case. In the other two
laboratory studies, all participants were aware that they would be acting as a member of a jury and
would have to discuss their views in front of others at the second session. Such findings suggest

support for the accountability theory (Tetlock, 1983) whereby those who expect to have to justify

123
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their opinions in some sort of group or public setting are more likely to be moderate in their initial
opinions. As a "juror” in this study, it may not have been prudent to make too strong a statement
regarding the guilt or innocence of the accused without first listening to the actual evidence in the
trial. Interestingly, the excellent study done by Kramer et al. (1990), which included both a delay
condition as well as jury deliberations, also found no effect of pretrial publicity on verdicts before the
trial.

A second possibility may be that the materials were not strong enough to have any lasting
impact on juror decisions. It is difficult to believe that the pretrial publicity should be made stronger.
Most of the information was based on actual newspaper articles; increasing the amount of damaging
information too far beyond what one might reasonably expect in real-life seems somewhat
unnecessary. If an effect cannot be found with real-life materials, then one should not try to
manufacture an effect using unrealistic publicity. However, for several of the conditions, most
notably the "motive" condition for the Bias trial, the most damaging information we could find, or
create, was included and still had little effect. It is hard to imagine how we could have provided a
better motive for the crime than we did in this case; the defendant needed money and his wife had a
large insurance policy; she wanted a baby and he didn't; he was having an affair and was re-married
within months of his wife's death.

The lack of findings in this condition suggests that it is almost impossible to predict if and
when we will find an effect of pretrial publicity. On the basis of interviews with original jurors in the
Bias trial, the lack of motive was identified as a key point, yet this gap was apparently not as glaring

in the thirty-one minute version of the trial that we used. The focus in this particular case may have
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been on whether or not the defendant's version of the events leading up to his wife's death was
plausible or not, from the perspective of our subjects. This was not something that we could have
easily predicted ahead of time.
Delay

The majority of the previous research seemed to imply that including a delay between
presentation of the publicity and assessment of verdict preferences was unnecessary, as few ever
included it as part of the paradigm. Most asked for opinions, or showed a trial, within minutes of
administering the pretrial publicity (e.g. Greene & Wade, 1988; Sue et al., 1974; 1975). This is highly
unrealistic; it is hard to imagine that a real juror would read all of the relevant pretrial publicity
moments before entering the courtroom. The two studies which did include a delay (Davis, 1986;
Kramer et al., 1990) found, in general, more acquittals after a delay than before. In the Kramer study,
however, a long-term effect was found for one type of publicity. Emotional publicity was more likely
to have an impact on a jury even after a delay than was factual information. Kramer et al. (1990) did
find reduced recall for pretrial publicity after a delay. Similarly, in our three experimental studies,
recall for material that was not reiterated in trial was recalled less well than was material that did
appear in the video. However, it is possible, given that there were still effects for ratings of guilt in
the King cases, as well as a hung jury effect in the first study, that an enduring negative image of the
defendant may have remained. This too is consistent with the findings of Kramer et al. (1990), who

suggested that while specific facts may be gone from memory, an overall impression may remain.



Pretrial Publicity
126

Deliberations

As discussed previously, deliberations may be thought of as a remedy to the threat of
prejudicial pretrial publicity (e.g. Kaplan & Miller, 1978; Kerr 1994). There are two competing
predictions here. On the one hand, jurors may police themselves and allow for no discussion of extra-
legal factors. If a member of the group brings up information remembered from pretrial articles, the
others on the panel will ensure that such information is not included as part of the decision-making
process of the jury. On the other hand, deliberations may polarize the jury, so that any initial majority
that has been unduly influenced by the material will unfairly bias the jury. Kerr (1994) says that the
latter prediction is borne out more clearly in the literature. Giving the defendant the benefit of the
doubt, a normal procedure, may be weakened in jurors exposed to pretrial publicity.

What we found consistently among all three studies that included jury deliberations was a
decrease in overall ratings of guilt; all of the juries became, on average, more lenient after
deliberations. While group polarization seemed to be more of a factor in the first two laboratory
studies, as no minority factions ever changed the verdicts of the majority, almost all were "not guilty"
to begin with. The relatively low number of juries makes such conclusions problematic. In the third
laboratory study, however, there were far more juries, allowing for better statistical power. In
addition, there were several juries that were, in fact, swayed by the minority, suggesting that “majority
rule” may not always be the norm. What is obvious is that deliberations were an integral part of the
experimental paradigm. Including them may have tempered pretrial opinions, and allowed for a more

thorough processing of the trial evidence, through group discussion.
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Types of pretrial publicity

Qur research has demonstrated effects for some types of pretrial publicity, but not for others.
Otto, Penrod and Dexter (1994) also found effects for some evidence, such as negative character
information, but not for others, such as prior record. The findings suggest that different types of
pretrial publicity may affect verdicts through different routes. The Bernardo study demonstrated that
large amounts of pretrial publicity can be damaging to pretrial opinions, although these effects can
be weakened or even eliminated by providing sufficient trial evidence. The first King study, using
more general categories of publicity, found that highly negative information can affect opinions of
guilt. As we discovered, however, trying to predict which specific types of publicity are most likely
to have an impact is difficult. Often the decision can come down to one or two key pieces of
evidence, rather than any particular type. It is difficult enough trying to determine what these specific
types might be after viewing the trial; it would be almost impossible in a real-world situation to make
these predictions about any specific case a priori. There are alt kinds of competing variables that can
have an impact on which types of pretrial publicity might have an effect. While this research lends
support to the idea that key prosecution or defense evidence is the most likely to have an effect,
determining this for every single case would be almost impossible.
The mechanism

While it was made clear that this research was not theory driven, several different possible
processes by which pretrial publicity might have an effect were discussed. Given the lack of
consistent results, it seems most plausible that different theories explain different types of pretrial

publicity effects. We concluded from our findings that the types of evidence that are most likely to
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have an effect are highly case-specific. A general category of pretrial publicity may not adequately
capture the subtle interactions between the evidence and the case. The first two studies, the Bernardo
field study and the first King study, seemed to indicate that the more negative information that an
individual was exposed to, the greater the assumption of guilt. This is similar to the findings of
Ostram et al. (1978), who suggested a linear or additive model of jury decision-making. This theory
does not, however, fully explain the results from the final two studies, where the amount of
information given to the jurors was kept constant.

The story model proposed by Pennington and Hastie (1992) provides a tempting explanation
for the results of all four studies. This model suggests that jurors form a coherent story that best
encompasses the events surrounding the crime. What we propose, on the basis of the current findings,
is that the decision to include extra-legal information in the story will be most dependent on whether
or not the information is needed to form a coherent story. When the evidence is strong enough, then
jurors will be less likely to rely on the extraneous information. If the evidence is weak, then they may
need this information to fill in any gaps. In the Bernardo study, all jurors had to base their initial
decisions on was the pretrial publicity they had been exposed to. After hearing the evidence, this
publicity was no longer needed to help them form an opinion. In the two King studies, the evidence
itself was weaker, and so the jurors may have relied on this extra information more. In the Bias study,
the prosecution's case was stronger, and so jurors may have been more inclined to ignore the pretrial
publicity. However, the results of all three experimental studies were not particularly powerful.

It may be that, in the absence of jury deliberations, a biased story will be more likely to affect

final verdicts. However, the reduction in ratings of guilt from before to after deliberation suggests that
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jurors are not as committed to these stories as has been suggested in the past. If this is true, then we
do not need to be as concerned about the damaging effects of pretrial publicity, as long as the trial
itself provides evidence on both sides of the issue, as well as a chance for a group discussion of the
evidence. Tetlock is probably right when he suggests that we are cognitive misers, taking the shortest
and easiest route to a making a decision. A story is relatively éasy to construct, on limited
information. We don't have too think too deeply about the material; we need only put it into a
plausible framework. However, when asked to assume the role of juror, an individual is forced to go
though three processes; he or she must think more deeply about the information presented, think
about the sources of that material, and justify an opinion in front of others. Ultimately, it may be
these three processes that better explain the findings than any one theory.
Implications for Pretrial Publicity Research

The results of this thesis suggest that, while this research is important, it still has a long way
to go before it can be used to make definitive statements regarding if and when a publication ban is
warranted in a particular case, or whether or not a jury has been unduly influenced by pretrial
material. The lack of consistent research paradigms, and a tendency for researchers to complete and
publish only one or two studies on the issue before moving on to something else, means that there
too many variables that are ignored in the overall reading of the literature. Findings will remain vague
and inconsistent until a solid body of research is completed.

The fact that the findings in this thesis are inconsistent, given a strong experimental paradigm
and the use of similar materials across several different studies, supports the notion that it is still too

early to come up with general rules regarding pretrial publicity.
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Assessment of Experimental Design

Perhaps the greatest strength of the present research was the experimental design. There are
several important methodological improvements included in this research. Aside from the initial
selection procedure, each of the three experimental studies tried to simulate the entire jury process.
Pretrial publicity was given out well in advance of the trial, and participants were given a plausible
explanation for why they were reading such material in the first place. Both the pretrial publicity and
the trial itself were based on actual cases and materials. Jurors watched the trial in groups and were
given a chance to deliberate as a jury, in order to reach a unanimous verdict. Each of the elements
has been included in previous research, but with few exceptions, they have been looked at in
isolation. By combining as many of these factors as possible, we are better able to mimic some of the
complexity of the actual judicial processes.

Having pointed out the strengths of this research, it is important to note that even the best
laboratory simulations are no match for the realism of an actual courtroom. No matter what
conclusions we draw from this research, they must be tempered by the fact that the judicial process
is a complicated one, and it is impossible to say definitely that the processes that we study in the
laboratory would work in exactly the same way in a real trial. In all but the Bernardo study, mock
jurors were drawn from a student population. Such a sample is hardly representative of a real jury-
panel, However, as discussed previously, mock jurors seem to make an effort to take their assigned
roles seriously, and we have no particular reason to doubt that the actual decision processes engaged
would be any different for them. If we believe that jurors take their role seriously and try hard not

to be affected by extraneous information, then it may be that actual jurors would be even less likely
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to be affected by pretrial publicity, as they would be more highly invested in the case and would feel
an even greater amount of accountability for their decisions.

‘While we believe that jury deliberations were integral to the results of this thesis, we have little
knowledge of the actual brocess through which our mock jurors reached their decisions. Had we
videotaped deliberations, we would be in a better position to argue that jurors police themselves with
regard to pretrial publicity. It would also be the case that we would have a better understanding of
the type of deliberation style that our juries adopted. Without manipulating explicitly the instructions
either to take an initial ballot or to wait until the end, we cannot say which of these two styles will
most likely be affected by pretrial publicity. Kaplan and Kickul (1996) conclude that inducing an
evidence-driven deliberation enhances the effectiveness of deliberation, as well as magnifying the
leniency norm and reasonable doubt. We can predict that a verdict-driven jury would be less inclined
to ignore the pretrial publicity, but we cannot say for certain.

In addition, the number of juries for mostvof the studies was quite small. While much of the
existing research relies on individual ‘verdicts’ when assessing the effects of pretrial publicity, it is not
realistic to do so. A verdict in a trial is a decision reached by a group of individuals who have listened
to and discussed the evidence. Once the deliberations have taken place, an individual’s judgement
can no longer be considered independent from that of the group, and therefore should not be
considered valid evidence of any effect. Only jury verdicts should be considered after deliberations,
and therefore the statistical power of the analyses drops considerably as the data from several

individuals are collapsed into one unit.
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Conclusions and Future Directions

These studies have demonstrated that the effects of pretrial publicity are elusive at best. At
this point, it is quite difficult to state with any certainty when an effect will be found. Trying to
determine which specific types of pretrial publicity will have an effect and under what circumstances
is even more difficult. We have learned from the literature that certain overwhelmingly negative
pieces of information, such as conclusive evidence of guilt, are almost impossible to ignore. What
these studies have demonstrated is that any effect of pretrial publicity, even a strong one, can be
weakened or even eliminated; this may be mediated by the provision of strong evidence within the
trial itself and a jury deliberation process. Helle (1997) stated “The [U.S.] Supreme Court has not had
to overturn a conviction because of prejudicial publicity since Sheppard. Charging judges with the
duty to protect Sixth Amendment rights has worked; these past 30 years have proven publicity does
not equal prejudice” (p.17).

There have been many suggestions as to where the research should go from here. Certainly
the research should attempt to maintain as high a degree of realism as possible. More realistic cases
and publicity materials are important. Increasing the involvement and accountability of the mock
jurors would be useful. "Shadow" juries who sit in court and observe a highly publicized trial then
deliberate a verdict, is one possibility (Gerbasi, Zuckerman & Reis, 1977). However, this is an
expensive option and still these individuals may behave differently from those truly involved.

Having many different trials, all with "interchangeable" evidence, and all run simultaneously,
would be the ideal. With a range of cases and categories of material, we would be better able to rule

out certain types of evidence and perhaps narrow down the specific types of pretrial publicity that
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might be most damaging to certain #pes of cases. In terms of exposure to the pretrial publicity, being
able to manipulate the exposure in a manner more similar to what happens in the real world would
be helpful. It might be possible to mail packages of information to mock jurors over a period of time
before they are exposed to the actual trial. However ensuring that all of the individuals read the
material to the same extent would not be easy.

The British approach is to simply punish any publication of material that is deemed to be a
threat to a fair trial. Nothing that might conceivably affect the attitude of a potential juror may be
published unless and until it is formally disclosed in court. In North America, it is, of course, up to
the courts to decide if and when exposure to pretrial publicity is a justification for dismissing jurors
or allowing a change of venue. However, the existing literature and the present research suggest that
such justification will be quite rare. The effects of pretrial publicity are fragile and elusive. It is our
opinion that a match between the crucial pretial publicity and a specific trial is key to understanding
this issue. Every trial is different, as is the pretrial publicity preceding it, so that trying to come up
with general rules may be a fruitless endeavour. As long as there is freedom of the press, however,
the concerns surrounding pretrial publicity will remain, and ultimately, the particular circumstances

of each and every trial must always be taken into account.
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Materials for Study 1
The Bernardo Case
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CONSENT FORM
A study of pre-trial publicity.
University of Toronto
1 agree to participate in

this study regarding pre-trial publicity, and I understand that my participation involves the following:

1 agree to answer a series of questions regarding my knowledge of a current criminal case.
I 'will also be asked to read 2 brief passages containing information about this case, and then answer
a few questions about my opinions concerning this case.

I understand that all information given by me will remain in the strictest confidence, and that
at no time will information of a personal nature (such as my name and address) be released to anyone,
nor will this information appear in print.

1 understand that the study should take approximately ten minutes, and that if I choose to
discontinue my participation at any time this will be freely granted. I have been assured that my
participation in this research is totally voluntary.

If I have any complaints or questions about the research, I may direct my enquiries to Tara

Burke, through the University of Toronto Psychology Department.

Having been fully informed as to the nature of this study, and having been assured that all information
will be confidential, I agree to participate in this study.

Signature

Date
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Welcome to the Science Centre Psychology Exhibit.

We would like to ask you a few questions regarding a criminal case that is currently before the courts.
Your questionnaire package should contain 4 pages. Please complete each page before moving on
to the next.

1) What is your current age? __Years.
2) Are you: __ Male ___ Female.
3) Where do you live? ___ Ontario. ___Other Province.
___ TheUsS. ___ Other Country.
3) Please indicate how much you have heard regarding the Paul Teale-Bernardo/Karla
Homolka case:
__ Nothing at all. ____ Afair amount.
____Alittle bit. __ Agreatdeal.
__ Some.

4) ‘What has been the source of your information, if you have in fact heard
anything? (Please check all that apply).

___Newspapers. ____ Internet.
__ Magazines. __ Friends.

___ Radio. _____ Other (Specify).
___ Television.

5) Please state (briefly) what exactly you have heard regarding the case, if anything.

(Use back of pagc if necessary)
Please turn to next page....
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Below is a brief description of the Bernardo-Teale/Homolka Case. Please read it
carefully.

On June 29, 1991, Leslie Mahaffy's dismembered body was retrieved from a lake near St.
Catherines, Ontario. Ten months later, Kristen French's body was found in a ditch near
Burlington, Ontario. Twenty-nine year-old Paul Bernardo (who also goes by the name Paul
Teale) faces charges of first-degree murder in the slayings of both girls. [For half of the subjects:
He also faces 28 rape-related charges for a series of assaults that took place in Scarborough,
Ontario, between 1987 and 1990. A date for the trial on the rape-related charges has not yet been
set.]

In July, 1993, Karla Homolka, Paul Bernardo's ex-wife, was convicted of two counts of
manslaughter in the deaths of the two teenagers. She was sentenced to 12 years. She is expected

to testify at the upcoming murder trial of Paul Bernardo.

The judge in the case, Mr. Justice Francis Kovacs, imposed a ban on reporting Karla's plea and
everything else that was said in the courtroom concerning the deaths, or anyone mentioned in the

trial.

It has been suggested that this ban was imposed to try to protect Bernardo's right to a fair trial, or
possibly to ensure that the impact of Homolka's testimony against him is not diminished in any

way.

Please answer the two questions below:

1) Considering everything you have heard and/or read about this case, do you feel that
Bernardo is: (Please circle the number which best represents your view).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty.

2) If you were asked to be a juror in this case, how would you vote?
* Remember that to vote guilty, you must be convinced beyond a reasonable
doubt - otherwise you should vote not guilty.
Guilty.

Not Guilty.
Please turn to next page....
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Please read the material below carefully. It is important that you understand that we have no
inside information about this case and that we are in no way suggesting that the information below
is factual or true. However, we would like you to imagine that this is what happens at the trial:

There are two sources of evidence against Bernardo. First, an expert testifies that 6 hairs found in
his house match the hair of one of the victims, and that a small bunch of fibres, also found in the
house, match those from a sweater worn by the other victim. Second, Karla Homolka, his ex-
wife, gives extensive testimony in which she describes in honifying detai} how he committed the
murders. She admits that she was an accessory, but says that she only went along with him

because she was terrified of what he would do if she didn't.

To these statements the defense replies that Paul Bernardo is totally innocent of all charges
against him. An expert witness for the defense testified that while the hairs do seem to match the
victim's hair, they would match many people's hair as they are not unusual; and that the fibres are
not a very good match with the sweater and even if they were, they are common wool found in
millions of sweaters. In fact, the expert says that if the murders had occurred in the house, as
alleged, after two months of searching the house, the police would have found much more
physical evidence. Indeed, according to this witness, the fact that there is so little and such weak

evidence indicates that the crimes did not occur in the house.

This leaves only Karla's testimony against Bernardo and it is thus her word against his. He claims
that she is a bizarre and violent person and that the martiage broke up because of her behaviour
and because he discovered that she had been having an affair that had started even before their
marriage. He does not know the man, but says he has interrupted Karla talking to him on the
phone several times, and often has picked up the phone only to hear someone quickly hanging up.
In addition, he once saw Karla getting out of his car down the street from their house. Bernardo
says he is convinced that Karla and the man committed the murders. He assumes that Karla was
afraid that the police knew about her involvement and would soon find her lover also. Together
she and the man made up the story about Bernardo to protect the lover and to get Karla a mild
penalty - 12 years with the chance of parole in four instead of life imprisonment with no chance of

parole for 25 years.
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Please answer the 3 Questions below:
Assuming that this is what occurred in the actual trial, what is your opinion
regarding Bernardo's guilt?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Definitely Not Guilty Mo Idea Definitely Guilty.

If you were an actual juror in this case, would you vote:
* Remember that to vote guilty, you must be convinced beyond a reasonable doubt -
otherwise you should vote not guilty.
Guilty? ______Not Guilty?
If you were in fact called to be a juror on this case, do you feel that you could act fair

and impartially, regardless of whatever information you had been exposed to previously?

Yes. No. Not sure.

Thank you for your time and effort in completing this
questionnaire.
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Materials for Study 2

James William King
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CONSENT FORM
You be the juror.
University of Toronto
1 agree to participate

in this study of how jurors make their decisions. I understand that my participation involves the
following:

T understand that participation in this study involves two different sessions, on different
days, approximately two weeks apart. In the initial session, I agree to read a series of articles
regarding a court case that I will be asked to participate in as a juror during my second session. I
understand that this first session will take approximately half an hour. During my second session,
1 understand that I will be asked to watch a videotape of an actual trial, and that at the end of this
trial I will be asked to make a decision regarding the guilt or innocence of the accused. I
understand that this second session takes approximately 1.5 hours.

T understand that all information given by me will remain in the strictest confidence, and
that at no time will information of a personal nature (such as my name and address) be released to
anyone, nor will this information appear in print.

Iunderstand that if I choose to discontinue my participation at any time, and at either
session, this will be freely granted. I have been assured that my participation in this research is
totally voluntary.

IfT have any complaints or questions about the research, I may direct my enquiries to Tara

Burke, through the University of Toronto Psychology Department.

Having been fully informed as to the nature of this study, and having been assured that all
information will be confidential, I agree to participate in this study.

Signature

Date
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Axticles for the Negative Condition
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armed security guards during a bank
robbery in which an estimated $100,000
was taken. .

The man, James William King, a 4
year-old part-time security guard~at
the bank until last fall, was arrested at
‘his home near Galden, Palice Chief Ari
Zavaras said. Today,; Mr. King was or-
dered held without bond.

guard in a sub-basement They had

Sows T

oE Co) DENVER, July 4 (AP) — A retired
P _ police sergeant was arrested on|beenshottodeath
¢t \ Wednesday in the slayings of four un-

Investigators later discovered that
the gunman had removed videotapes
{rom the security System’s cameras.

The slain guards were identifted as
Phillip Mankoff, 41, and Willlam
Rogers McCullom Jr., 33, both of Auro-
ra, and Scott McCarthy, 21, and Todd
Allen Wilson, 21, both of Englewced.

Mr. King, who is expected to face for-

On June 16, a gunman evaded the
electronic security system at United
Bank of Denver to enter a basement
room where five employees were
counting at least $1 million in weekend
recelpts from businesses. The gunman
ordered -the_employees_into_another.
roorn and ook some of the money.

- A short time later, the police found
bodies of three guards in the security
control room and the body of the fourth

the Denver Police Department. five
years ago after a 25-year career, Chief
Zavaras said. , “ :
Neighbors of Mr. King said he was
seen puttering around his house on
June 16, when the robbery occurred. .
—*I_just_can’t-believe-he-would-do
this,”” said Roberta Trujillo, who lives

across the street. “He's too hice of a|.

guy. He couldn't kill a mouse in the
road if he were going down the street.”

mal_charges_next-week, retiredfrom.
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Thres sh ' Lt e Qurver Sust
Thl"i’d’m a iree shots pierced MeCallom'y. .
licy that officials of United  bead. Two others penetrated hiy =
Enk.nav 1030 and one hit Bim in the arm.
defended. They said the Thea the killer stole McCullom’s
of armed guards can spark greater  accesscard and key,
e nan a woek wenld e kliea
spokeswornan Last we pot  a.nHe and . )
say if that policy has changed. Canhymuadhemtmﬁ» —
At the tawering dowmiown Cirthy’s body was found on top of -
the events of Fatker's Day 1991 Mankotf's, an Indication, police.-
began about 7:30 amm. when guards sy,mthemwed-imm;
from Wells Fargo & Co. and Loosn-  §123Zan. - H
is Armored Inc. arTived to make _In the meantime, police theos,
weekend deposits fromstores, . £is3, the gunman either hid o ap'- .
bars and restawrants. ie:% the monitor room. Two miw: ©
Police were able to retrace the 9l later, Wilsoa walked in and
killer's 42-minute crimne spree wAs murdered. The pmman then
from the access card be took off removed the guards' log sheeiz,a :
ooe of the murdered guards, Ouce  WJikie-talkie, 10 videotapes fram "
be had it, his 1 of baok rooms survetiiance camerzs and 16 sets .
was unjimited. Each timebe used  ©f master keys. P
the card to enter or exit a room, it : -
was recorded by compater. . t9:48 a.m, the gunman; -
At 9:14 a.m., police say, the gun- strode ioto the cash vault,
man entered the bank og Liscoln where 1ix emplayees were
Street. He called the guards from  Soudting receipts. He ocdered €
a near the elevatoe and g‘;mmazxm“m.ﬂ.; i
claimed be was bask vice presi- clerk Barrancoto fillg |
was bagwtthmﬂmmk&mm;
spending the day i the i stuffed it with $197,080, . Pl
bat the guards dida't know that. The gunman left the bank § mip- |
They recognized the name and fig-  Uies later, having physically barm-
ured be had business inside. ¢ none of the vanlt employees. In-
McCullom was dispatrhed from gatory believe be was oat of
the security mouitor room in the _3mmunition, In addition to the 17
basement to let him in. When the  ~Dullets that hit the four guards,
freight elevator opeped, McCullom  OPesiotmisfired .
faced the man who woald kill him Investigators considered the 13
minates later. mmmmm?mm:
The intruder led McCallom to toward a cop or former
the sub-basement at gunpoint, ccp. Denver officers carry six bal- |
le's in their service revolversand |

walked him through a tunnel to a
storage arez and openexd fire.

12 others in two automatic reload-
ers,
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“in 4 slayings

C£1CtIdL L uvuvity

B8y John C. Enssltn

end Dan

Rocky Moustain Nen Staff Wrinn
Prosecutoss charged a former

Deaver cop yesterday with killing

four United Bank gusrds in the

ner, guards
Phillip Mankolf,
Todd Wilsoo,
William McCul-
lom Jr. and
Scott McCar-
thy. The other
four counts ac-
cuse King of
killing  the
guards while
robbing the
bank. He coud
be convicled at
moat oa four of
the eight mur-
i ye—
nti) yesterday,
victed on any of those chasges
could face the death penalty. How-
ever, that was thrawn ianto ques-
tion yesterday whean the Colorado
Supremae Court ruled that the
sate’s exi:li:dg death-pemlty stat-
ute was flawed, i
“if we still have a valid death
penalty, 1 will st consider filing »
death-penally case, said.
However, King's attorney, Wal-
ter Gecash, said the I:‘l; court
deasion would prevent prosecl
tors from seelung capital punish-
ment agamns hus client. s
Gerash said King wil plead fa-
i AN

i)
UNITED BANK
HEIST PROBE

> at United Bank

Wedt, July 101901 p,

1

Yy

Suspect in 4 bank slayings charged

ROBBERY rom ¢

aocent, The awyer has suggest
that the case against his cliem is
largely circumstantial,

HKing, who turned 55 today, also
faces one count of aggravated rob-
bery and six counts of menacing,
one for each of the six United Bank
employees he is accused of holding
at gunpoint but did not harm while
taking at least $100,000 {rom the
bank’s underground counting
room june 16,

Denver police said yesterday
they've gotten test sesuls from
the FBI on a key piece of evidence
seized from King's honse after his
July 3 srrest. Iavestigators tecoy-
ered a shoc they believe matches a
footprint found on the wall inside

bank’s security contral meni-

The brother of one of the six
unharmed employees said his sig-
ter is still terified by the experi-
ence. She was one of the witnesses
who caught a glimpse of the gun-
man as he ordered them to tie on
the floac.

The brother, who spoke only if
his name was not refeased, said
King's arrest and the charges
bring some comfor 1o his family,

“I feel a fitte bit better, but
still, 'm a fittle bit worried,” he
said. “You know, maybe (the rob-
ber) and somcone clse were work-
ing together.”

Palice, however, say they be-
Lieve the guaman acted alooe,

Meanwhile yesterday, police
said they continued 1o pursue
leads genenated by the discovery
91 uy‘;ral aliases on forged police

lﬂr’li_\:: T00Mm. N
gunman ap iy it the
print as he tned 10 kick his way
inlo a room that contained video-
Qpe fiom the security cameras,

esterday, police sefused 1o com-
ment on the outcome of thas exam,

cards lound in King’s
home. .

One of four names on the cards
belonged 1o 2 man hrom wham
King had bought a house in 1980,

Ocen W. Marshall, a mechanical

engineer, and tus wite, Lorothy.
sold King and his wile, Carof, o
house at BOB0 W. Eighuh Place
Lakewood, in December 1980,

King sold the house in Novem
ber 1984, two years before reur
ing from the palice department,

The 1.D. cards are similar 10:
those issued to police officers by
the identification section, where
King once worked.

In addition to Marshalf, 1
names William Scort  Goodby
James W. Ette and Wilkam J. Ke
plinger were found on the cards,

Peg McKechume, spokeswomar
for United Bank of Denver, yesier
day confiemed har Gerash ap
peared in one of the television ads
the baak pulled on June 18. “We
didn’t feel it was appropriate fog
United 16 be ramning television
commescials when we just hadg
faur people kitted,” she sand. “He
is 2 customer, and he was in one or
the ads. Cestamly, at the tiune, we
had no dea Me. Gerash would be
represeatiag My, Kang. ™
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rolGe reveal al

UOfficers find six phony
ID cards in suspect’s
home, win judge’s QK
to release the names

By John C. Enaslin
and Fawn Qarmar
Rocky Mouxtain News Staff Writers

Investigatars last night released
alidses found on six phony police’
identification cards they seized
from the home of an ex-Denver
cop suspected in the bloody Fa-
ther's Day heist at United Bank of
Denver, all with the likeness of
James William King.

he cards
were found July
3, the night po-
lice arrested
King, 55, dur-
ing a search of
his house. De-

tectives re-
leased the
aliases  mo-

ments alter a
judge yesterday
denied a inotion
by King's law-
yer to limit pre-
trial publicity in
the case.

The ruling
camie two hours
afler investiga-
tars completed
their second

S ] search of King's
Clasa-shaven  fefferson Coun-
ty home within a week.

1ases linked to King

. DcnvcrADialricl Attorney Norm
Early said he expecis to file

. charges today against King, whom

police arrested last Wednesday
night in the bank robbery and
slayings of four unarmed guards.

The aliases found on the cards
are: Williarn Scott Goody, William
1. Keplinger, James W. Ette and
OrenW, Marshall,

wistn . -

Police are asking for informa-
tion from citizens who recognize
King or who had dealings with
anyane using those aliases, said
Denver homicide Lt. Tom Haney.

In pacticular, police are looking
for information on King's where-
abouts between the June 16 rab-
bery and his arrest on the night of
July 3, Haney said. -

Meanwhile, police also released
photegraphs of King that showed
him with and without 2 mustache.
Witnesses in the robbery de-
scribed a gunman with 2 salt and

Geugs Kothonies i /Rocky Mountsin Hews
Police and B! Investigators leave James W. King's Jefferson County hame with evidence — In-
cluding computer equipment — possibly linking King to the bloody United Bank of Denver robbery.

pepper mustache and sunglasses.,
Police suspect King may have
shaved olf his mustache since the
robhery.

After the second search, at least
10 detectives and FDI agents left
King's Pleasant View bungalow
near Galden with stacks of files, a
home camputer and a pair of dark

. sunglasses.

Among the items laken were a
file box labeled “Plans” and nu-
meraus {ile foldess crammed with
records,

See KiNG on 168

N ————
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. BankKtioor plan ™
reported found
ing’s home -
91 =

linK
G Mﬁ@% 7 |
Rocky Moctarn News Staff Wn Judge Sa}’s ’

Ouring a search of James King's . . .
house, palice (aund 3 floar pian of I{_ﬂ]g l].kelY
the cancourse level at United Bank : .
where three guards were killed to Stand mal I
and the vault is located, 2 Denver 2 ’
detective testified yestarday. ver County Judge Brian

Detective Caivin Hemphil] teati- CIB,;Lu indicated on Friday
fied that the map was in a foider that he probably anll order

] y

marked “plans™ that was found ac 2o stand trial on
King's house during a search July mucder ind
3, the day King was arrested. robbery

“The item that struck me vas a charges,
layout of the level of the bank that N Campbet}
contzined the money vault and id the pros
guard roam,” Hemphill said, ecutors

The robber stole 3197080

“know ['m
from the vault and killed chree not 2 rubber
guards in the securty office an stamp’’ buat
June 16. The body of a fourth thae the stan-
guard was found on another level, dard of prool

The floor plan was revealed dur- prefiminary hearing is -
ing a2 Deaver County Court hear. ?;.;mnhm:umm
ing that will decide if King, a for- that he must view the eve
mer United bank guard and palica deoce “in the light most fa-

" officer, must stand trial on robbery vorable ta the prosecticn.” .
and murder charges, Campbeil made the re-
besoseredsostand a8 | mares e o waat

o [} ing, saying he want-

%w%a; is speculz- ﬂiﬂ,hﬁ,m‘f e {araily
tion,” he said, e construct- victims in the case 1O
ing a house of sand, . . . The joints wwmam .
are conjecture and the beams are The judge aiso said he is

suspicion, .
Hem_ahins_aid King told him in a King, freeing him untl his
luly 2 neerview about the proce- trial if he can caise the moaey.
dures for letting 2 gerson into the Campbell cautioned that
bank. He sad the name would be any bond- would be “in the
verifed a4 2 bank empioyee in the hurdreds of thousands of dot-+

carnpater, “He said you wouidn't " and the entire amoant
' k:mumerwerﬁaﬁﬁumm! o et e
or 3 secretary,” Hempl — indzay
i The robber gave the name of SueLintsay,
vice president Bob Bardweil 7
when seeiing entry to the bank.
On » PYOSECUCHCS pre-  am. and 9:56 2.m.

sented evidence from former qu)l.uju;d?mm]r.
guard Dans Pappas who 1aid King  said King’s wife, Caruiyn, toid him
told him last year how he might kill she and King had breakfast anvt he
guards and ob a bank — 2 plan ent 0 play chess about 9 2m.
_.  that precisely paralleis how police She said King returned abour 10
believe the crime occurred. 3.m., saying he :nusdnh 't find any-
;T ; ; one at the chess club,
¢ Set Doug Hildebeant testified Herriphil said fanitars working
i that King told him he got up on emiphil "“'h'ﬂm
| FathersDiyat8am andwentto that morming at the Copiral Hil
! play chess about 9:30 a.m., Community Center, where King 3
: coukdn't find anyone at the chess said he went t glay cheas, tod }
j club and retumed home sbour him theydidat see anyooe. N
10:30 3. King told him he saw  Caroiyn King told the detective
- Do one at the chess club or in the. that she was having trouble get-
. neighty d who could bo~  ting used to seeng her hoshand
" rate i alibi, without 3 mustache. He told her he
Police have learned that the i ¢
Some took place between 9:10
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that nobody really knew

Records faxBilrt)ﬁortran
of Unite suspect
By Jaffray A. Roterts, Marilyn Robinson
and Petar Chronis

Canver Post Statt Wrrters

To golice and prosecutors, James Wil-
liam King is the man accused of guoning
down (our unarmed guards at United Bank
of Deaver on Father's Day.

But to his brother, King i3 “'a very good
and decsmt man” who couldn’t bave com-
mitted such a heinous cruTe.

“My mom wrote that if this wasa't hap-
oening 20 s, she wouldn't believe it =as
possible the police could be 30 unfair,”
Thomas E. Xing said in a brief interview
{ast week, “They haveu't releasad what in-
formation they have, and it seems it's all
circumstantial.” \

{hamas King Uves in Saa Francisco Ind

Thva Darrver Post

IAMES RING: Ex-cop, mur-
der suspect at booking.

hasa't seen James King in several years
Bu?htcs:;m: an ardent defender of his
55-year-old brother, 2 retired Denver po-
lice sargeant wbo later worked 333 guard
at the bank bw i3 aczused of rulhhmg. .

“I just hope he's got a good lawyer aa
can iez’ﬂ:::—e the sgmrm." Thomas Kizg
said, "I guesy bis reputation i3 already ru-
ined” — devpite 25 years as an “exempla-
7" Denver cop. .

Public records paint a portrait of Xing
that his brother, other relatives and clese
Iriands @ould not confirm. His wfe aad
children declined to be interviewed.

Kiag was bora James W, Eite on July
10, 1936, in San Francisco. He was acopt-
ed by Harold Scott King, a Ford Motor Co.
mechanic from San Diego, and Doris Lou-
ige King, a native of Delta, in western Col-
orado. -

Fleasa see KIN& en GA

KING frem Page 1A

1
He usad 4iy birta name and his
mother’s family name — Keplin- {

ger — oa two fake police identifj-
cation cards found by investiga- |
tors after his arrest July 3. I
King moved around a lot as a (
child, atiending a dozen schools —
thres in 1950 alooe — before grad- ]
uating ia 1954 from Castlemont :
High Schoot in Oakland, Calli. He ]
was an average student who earn-

- ed mostly B's and C's but excelled !
at mechanical drawing and in the |
schoof’s ROTC program. I
Passion for chess i

His lifelong passion for chess be-

- gan early. He was president of his

. high school chess club and played

; the game religiously — sometimes
by mail - until the week of hisx

' arvest

King also enjoyed reading. clim-
bing and building mode! airplanes,

. and he professed considerable ex-

! pertse with lirearms. When he ap-

; plied to be 2 Deqver police officer,

+ be rated himself “axcellent” with

"1 a.45<aliber 2utomatic, a .22<all-

+ ber revolver and “mest .30-caliber
- riflex.” He also considered himseif
+ to be a (air boxer and wrestler and
1 good at jujitsa.
He had honed his martial skilis
in tse Army, wnere ne¢ served
* thres years as a military police-
. man. After ealisting in August
1954, King went through basic
: training at Fort Crd, Calif., and re-
ceived military police training at
Camp Gordon, Ga.
The young soldier shipped out to
! Germany that December, assigned
’ to Bravo Cornpagy, 9th Ordnance
- Battallon. Retired Maj. James
o Greybill, then company commasnd-
*er, said the MPs attached to the
rupit guarded 2 U.S. instzllaticn
aear Stuttgart that assembled
' alomic warfeads.
- King recsived an honorable dis-
- charge, at the rasok of private {irst-
class, in July 1957, He retained 2
military bearing aod appearance
thereafter, always wearing a crew
cut without rea3rd far fashinn
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ny
' Quiat hitch in Army

Greyhill. cantacted at tis home |
in Virginia, said he didn’t camems |
ter King. But neither did other
peaple wno worked #ith e quier

, cerebral man over the yeard.

“1 dop't remember azything
atout him,” 3aid Duane Stocker,
who supernsed him in 1960 *hen

| King worxed {or a Boulder 3g=acy

Itbat deliversd The Denver Post

} Ring was enrolled at the Univers;.

ity of Colorade. majorizg (1t 2co-

| momics and math. e had transfer.
ted in June 1959 from Lang Zeaca
City Coilege ia Califoraza.
" King keld saveral part-time jobs
after leaving the Army. including

“ a' moath-long stint with tae Los
Angeles Police Depariment ia
135d. He also worxed tniefly a3 an
insurance investigator ia Denver
and a cab driver iz 3oulder.

His 25 years on the Deaver pe-
lics force begaz in September
1361, After a battary of tests. King
was razked No. L out of 37 cacdi-
dates. R

But former colleagues say he
never displayed the exceptional
qualities of a top cop. A police
commander described King as
,"bland. nondescnipt” — except for
- his trademark fat-top — and rela-
tively aponymoes evea among fel-
low officers.

“QObvicusly, this is a maa whe
aobody reaily kaew.” said the
commacder, #ho asked not to be
identified. “He didn't have any
streng friendships here. He came
to work. He did what #as required.

;and that was it"

' Trouble-free police career
\  King worked stints as 3 distnet

‘ officer, motorcycle patrolman. in
the identification bureau and cnl
the airport detail. One former co-
worker described him 23 aioof and |
arrogant. ’ '

. Al bome pear Golden. King and

. his family were private pesple
! #ho didn't socalize rmuch Newgh-
bors remember seeing his sons
. Fork oo cars in We dnveway aad
Kiag feeding birds and squurrels in

{, bis yard,
Kizg acd bhis =ife, Caralyn.

“kept lo themselves,” said next-

.doar geighbar Spence Wood.
"They'd Lk if you wanted o talk,
They just sort of wanted to lve a|
quiet {ife.” |
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ates the overthrow of

(Yen ar @

r force?

i Speciat io The Denver Pog|
HiNe's APPLICATION; James Willlam King, as he appeared

an his application to the Denver Police Departmont.

In ap Arvada neighborhoml, who llved across the street, sajq
where the Kings spent much of the li}lng "would talk to you after he
19703, Carol Gibhong 3aid King  gbt lo know you,

“aften raised his voice” ta his The Kings livey In Lakewaad
three children. Otto Bergstreser, and Golden during the early 19803

"He went bankrupt...
he owed $25,000 on
his credit cards”

Police comman
who askeu
to be idontn

and moved In Jype 1985 to (i,
home In Pleasant View near (ol

wile declared bankruptcy in 95
listing nea ly $25,000 in credie
card debls.

Bankrupt in retirement

King became a parl-time secu
ty guard for United Bank of bey
ver In 1989 after nearly thee.

'years as a draltsman af 3 Denve
map-making company. He left (1
hank last fall.

Always 3 loner, King is now
alone In a cell in Denver County
Jail, belng held jn isofalion as ne
awails a preliminary hearing Aug
27 on 15 counts of charges inelud
Ing first-degree murder, aggravai
ed robbery amd menacing.
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Articles for the Mildly Negative Condition



. i wao
ling the [oot-
ywl in Tucson
>cted o paid
he Rev. Dr.

his personai aide, his personai pnysi.
cian and, more important, the mili-
tary offNgr who carries codes for
launching “\Quclear missiles. Un-
nerved by this\sqission, White House
aldes hurriedly rdwgded up transpor-
tation and sped the O¥iger to the ten-
nis courts.

SHill Fighting the ‘Winy

nic year the
wively quiet.
while he was
1t Plaza, Dr.
nded by stu-
r threatened
rograms. A3
d-more con-
ontinued to]-
. each ques-
stantive an-
) placate his
ould have to

make him ped,
$ATs and eight months after

President, two and.a half - months

h the circle
the next ap:
‘hedule. Bu

4 Cuafds K dled

overwhelmingly -elected .

in Denver Bank Robbe

NG ey e e
- Tities have long complained

o Pretrial Publicity

neglected by the Bush W : 163
Mr. Bush declineget0olfer & _

fon on whether”California SHotld " v

move jts pfimary ‘to March, from™— " ———

Junewifen it can be anticlimactic {f ‘

ominations are already decided
Dy then, .

“I'm going to take a heroic position
on that one and say let Californians
decide,” Mr. Bush said. But his politi-
aladvisers sald the President would -

) ly immersed in California
Shaxg too long. -
“Keep your Swsglasses and Lycra
pants packed,” one ame said. “We're
going to be coming out here a lot as
'92heatsup.” -, )

R U T eS|

eelings; wag
‘he students
the Chancel
', a juniof in
said she be-
Students for
:h has tried
. Tien about

. DENVERywdune 16 (AP) — Four
guards were shot to death today ina
bankrobbery, the authorities said. . ~
The police said three guards were
found in a basement rocom used-for
onitoring the United Bank of Denver.
e room is near the.bank's vault. A
olice spakesman, David Neil said, the
ourth victim was in the same general
rea. ., - B
Five other people were in the build-
ing, but they were not injured, -
" The police received a call about an
ttempted raobbery just before noon. -

students in-
iid, “‘and an-
‘hat already

+ had disap-
miling and
‘prised stu-
t meeting.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation
. B —————

said-in a preliminary report that the
guards were shot by a man believed to —
be in his 4¢’s. The authorities said they
were looking for a 6-foot-1-inch white
man with silver hair and a mustache. .

how the robber entered the building.
' The bank’s chairman, N. Berne Hart,
said the robber made off with a “nomi-
nal’ amount of money. : ’
The guards were Killed in a secured
area, the police said. Coded electronic

and to use-the elevators on the week-

ends and evenings.
—————————
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eSS

of an unusual event

until the rga€tor reaches *‘cold shut-
down,” yifen the water in the cooling
systepa’is, below the boiling point at at—------ -

With no power available from the
outside, emergency diesel generators -
were started to provide electricity for o
pumps and valves. The plant‘has two _
backup telephones that continued to

ork, one of which was taken over by.

ident inspector for the Nuclear

lory Commissjon, -Mr, McGee

NJ 8 was put out by the plant's

2 said, ’

& (o EE, dor

age from power shrges and seeing

v A M ZH dnid

" what renairs and parts were needed o ....... - .. .-
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The police said-they did not know ____Cf_ﬁ_ "

cards are needed to enter the building . . - .....-.0
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the 13 members of the committiee, and
other tnfluentsal senmators, zalictiing
thelr sdvice on tntelligence policy and
sceking their rt. Friends and col-
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al of Mr.

for Nicaragual®rebels at a time when

«us-Arrestin Denver Bank Killings

Sols <
DENVER, July 4 (AP) — A retired
police sergeant was arrested on
C<' \ Wednesday in the slayings ol four un-
armed security guards during a bank
robbery in which an estimated $100,000

was taken. .

"The man, James William King, a 54
year-old part-ime security guard~at
the bank until last fall, was arrested at
his home near Golden, Police Chief Ari
-Zavaras said. Today, Mr. King was or-
dered held without bond.

oK <o)

”

guard in a sub-basement They had
been shot todeath. .
Investigators later discovered that
the gunman had removed videotapes
from the security System’s cameras.
The slain guards were identified as
Phillip Mankoff, 41, and William
Rogers McCullom Jr., 33, both of Auro-
ra, and Scott McCarthy, 21, and Tedd
Allen Wilson, 21, both of Englewood.
Mr. King, who is expected to face for-
maLcharges_ne.xt-_week,_relired.rmm,

On June 16, a gunman evaded the
electronic security system at United
Bank of Denver to enter a basement
room where five employees were
counting at least $1 million in weekend
recelpts from businesses. The gunman

room and took some of the money.

- A short time later, the police found
bodies of three guards in the security
control room and the body of the fourth

ordered_the_employees_into_another.

the Denver Police Department.five;
years ago after a 25-year career, Chief
Zavaras said. .o I .
Neighbers of Mr. King said he was
seen puttering around his house on
June 16, when the robbery occurred. .
_»]_just_can:t-believe-he-would-do
this,”" said Roberta Trujillo, who lives

across the street. “‘He's too fice of a |,

guy. He couldn't kill a mouse in the

road if he were going down the street.”
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Records mmt
of Unite suspect
By Jeffray A. Roberts, Martlyn Robinson
and Peter Chronis

Cenver P7et Saff Writery

To police and prosecutors, James Wil-
liam Kiog is the man accused of gunning
down four unarmed guards at United Bank
of Deaver on Father's Day.

But to his brother, King is “a very good
and decent man™ who couldn’t have com-
mitted such a keinous crume,

“My mom wrote that if this wasa't hap-
pening to us. she wouldn't beligve it was
possible the police coulg be % upfair,”
Thomas E. King said in3 brief Inferview
last week. “They haven't reieased what in-
formation they have, and it seems it's all
circumstantial.” .

thomas King lives in San Francisco ¥d

The Derreer fost
JAMES KING: Ex-cop, muxr- |
der suspect at booking.

AMNIil.

—_—D T Te Loty )
that nobody really knew’ -

ivaeiar .
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hasn't seen James King in several years. . .
' 1 ”L 3y
RN T 4
'

Eat be tamains an ardent defender of his
$S-year(d brother, a retired Denver po-
lice sergeant who later worked a3 a

" at the bank be i accuzed of robbing.

“1 hope be's got a good lawyer and
can vj:::m: the ssorm." Thomas Kiog
33id. "I guess his reputation is already ru-
ined” — despite 25 years as an “exempla-
ry" Denver cop.

Public records paint a portrait of King
that his brother, other relatives and close
friends would not confirm. His wile and
children deciined to be interviewed.

) was born James W, Ette on July
10, 1938, in San Francisco. He was adopt-
ed by Harold Scott King, a Ford Motor Co.
mechanic from San Diego, and Deris Lou-
ise King, a native of Deita, in westera Col~
orada. - J

- Pleage see KIN® o 9A
S e ee———
KING frem Page 1A )
i 5 insurance investigator in Denver
chf]{é_n §n“§§m :’3,‘:,{’; :u{q;,;’_l ! and a cab driver ia Boulder.
three in 1950 alope — before grad- His 25 years oo the Denver po-
uating in 1954 {rom Castlemont lice force began in September
gh School la Oakland, Calif. He 1961 After 2 battery of tests, King
was an average student who earn- was ranked Na. | out of 37 candi-
- ed mostly B's and C's but excelled dates.

* at mechanical drawing and in the But former colleagues say he
. .never displayed the exceptional

King held several part-time jobs
after leaving the Army. including
. & month-long stist with the Los

Angeles Police Department in
1958, He also worked beiefly as an

schoal’s ROTC prog . qualities of a top cop. A police
Passion for chess : comuder described King as
passi be-| | b nondescript” — except for

s lifeloog o {or chesd : his trademark flat-top — and rela-

- gan early, He was president of bis
. high schooi chess club and piayed
: the game religiously — sometimes

by mail — untl] the week of his|
! arrest.

tively anonymous evea amang fel-
low cfficers,
| “‘Obviously, this is 2 man whr
] ncbody really knew.” said the
commander, who asked not to be
identified. “He didn't bave acy
strong friendships here. He came

. Alter enlisting in Aogust | .
. 1954, King went through basic |

135 !
¢ training at Fort Ord, Calif., and re- |, to work. He did what was requi
¢ . : & ! required,
cex:: mrléf::ng?Hce training at i ; apd that was it” 3
, . The young saldier shipped out to ' 1 Trouble-free polics carser
Germany that Decernber, assigned | . King worked stints 23 2 diserict

' to Bravo Company, 9th Ordnance

: Battalion. Retired Maj. sza[ .
1 Greybill, then company command- |f
T er, said the MPs attached o the
runit guarded a1 U.S. installation

* officer, motorcycle patrolmaa, in
- the identification bureau and on
the airport detail Ome former co-
worker described him a3 aloof and
arrogant, but others characterized

nesr Stuttgart that zssembied him 28 3 pice, ezsy-going guy who

* atomic warheads never got upset about anythi

R ything, |
- King received an honarable dis- except 5&::5::00: drivers. § i
- charge, at the rank of private first- 1 didn't knaw him (o ever get in

class, in July 1957, He retained a | ;
military bexring and appearasce
thereafter, always wearing 3 crew
cat withaat regard for fashion
trends.

"trouble.” said Chuck Nidey, a re-
tired officer who was in King's po-
lice academy class and later work-
ed with him oo the force. “He
didn't drink. He didnt rust around.
He didn't get in fights.

“He waso't 3 super cop, a go-
getter. He was just 3 rumof-thes

, mil! policeman.”

© At bome gear Golden, King and

-his family were private people
who dida't socialize much. Neigh-
bors remember seeing his sons
work on cary in the driveway and

. King leeding birds and squirrels in

. his yard,

Kiag and his wife, Carolyn.

Quiet hitch in Army

Greybill, cootacted at his hooie
in Virginia, said be dldn't remem-
ber King. But neither did other
people who worked with the quiel,
cerebra} man over the yesrs.

1 don't remember anything
about him,” said Duane Stocker, |.
who supervised bim in 1960 when
King worked {or a Baulder agency
that dellvered The Denver Post

King was enroiled at the Universi-| | o mselves,” 3ai .
ty ogl Colorado, majoriag in eco-| | 'd::r t:eit:l:bor l?én mdwn: x;

i th. He bad transfer-| | ‘u e i
nomics and ma : “They'd talk if yoa wanted to talk.

red in June 1959 [rom Long Beach They just sort of wanted to
Clty College in Ca_lllorm- quiet {xm o tive 2

e
-

*
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Special io The Denver Post
KING’S APPLICATION: James Willlam King, as he appeared
oh his :pplk.auon to the Denver Police Depanment.

In an Arvada neighborhood,
where the Kings spent much of the
1970s, Carol Gibbons said King
“never raised his voice” to his
three children. Otlo Bergstreser,

who lived across the sireet, sald -
King “would lalk to you after he
got to know you.”

The Kings lived in Lakewood
and Golden during the easly 1980s

United suspect ng known as loner

and moved in June 1985 to their
home in Pleasant View near Gold-
+en, King retired {rom the force in
September 1986.

King became a pari-time securi-
ty guard for Uniled Bank of Den-
ver in 1889 after nearly three

!years as a drallsman at a Denver
map-making company. He left the
bank last fall,

Always a loner, King is now
alone ‘n a cell in Denver County
Jail, being held in isolatlon as he
awaits a prellminary hearing Aug.
i 27 on 1§ counts of charges inctud-
ing firat-degree murder, aggravat-
_ ed robbery and menacing. .

Pt

891
Aongng reweid
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Articles for the Control Condition
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4 Guards K tlled

guards were shot to death today in a
bank robbery, the authorities said.

his personal aide, his personal physi-
clan and, more important, the mili-
tary offN\gr who carries codes for
faunching ¥ \quclear missiles. Un-
nerved by this\aquission, White House
aldes hurriedly rimgded up transpor-
tation and sped the aNiger to the ten-
nis courts.

Still Fighting the ¢
. The President ma

#’boss on the links,
6me things that just

os and eight months after

President, two and -a half - months

overwhelmingly -elected .

Tits have Tong compiained Pretrial Publcty
neglected by the Bush Whit€ 170

Mr. Bush declinegs® offet
Californit —~anvu

fon on wheths

svifen it can be anticlimactic if
ominations are already decided
Dy then, -

*“I'm going to take a heroic position
on that one and say let Californians
decide,” Mr., Bush said. But his politi-
advisers said the President would -

[

pants packed,” one aMe
going to be coming out here a lot as
'92 heatsup.” - ’

. ~ - .

DENVERulune 16 (AP) ~ Four

The police said three guards were

found in a basement room used-for

olice spokesman, David Neil said, the

ourth victim was in the same general

rea. ..
Five other people were in the build-

ing, but they were not injured. -
. 'The police received a call about an

ttempted robbery just before noon. -
The Federal Bureau of Investigation

"I be in his 4¢'s. The authorities said they

said-in a preliminary report that the
guards were shot by a man believed to

were looking for a 6-foot-1-inch white
man with silver hair and 2 mustache. .

The police said-they did not know ...
how the robber entered the building.
 Thebank’s chairman, N. Berne Hart,
said the robber made off with a *nomi-
nal’’ amount of money. : :

The guards were Kkilled in a secured
area, the police said. Coded electronic
cards are needed to enter the building .
and to use-the elevators on the week-
ends and evenings. .

ALD . - . =
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the 13 members of the committer, and
coiher taflvential scmators, soliciting
thetr advice on Intelltgence palicy and
sceking thelr syeport. Friends and cal-
leagues deac

CJArrestin Denve
|

r Bank Killings

+ DENVER, July 4 (AP) — A retired
police sergeant was arrested on
‘Wednesday in the slayings of four un-
artned security guards during a bank
robbery in which an estimated $100,000
was takemn. .

" The man, James William King, a 54
year-old part-time security guard at
the bank until last fall, was arrested at
his home near Golden, Palice Chief Ari
Zavaras said. Today, Mr. King was or-
dered held without bond.

guard in a sub-basement.
been shot to death.
Investigators later discovered that
the gunman had removed videotapes
from the security system'’s cameras.
The slain guards were identified as
Phillip Mankoff, 41, and Willlam
Rogers McCullom Jr., 33, both of Auro-

Tney had

ra, and Scott McCarthy, 21, and ’I'odd.

Allen Wilson, 21, both of Englewood.
Mr. King, who is expected to face for-

On June 16, a gunman evaded the
electronic security system at United
Bank of Denver to enter a basement
room where five employees were
counting at least $1 million in weekend
recelpts from businesses. The gunman
ordered_the_employees_into_another.
reom and tock some of the money.

- A short time later, the police found
bedies of three guards in the security
control room and the body of the {ourth

the Denver Police Department.five
years ago after a 25-year career, Chief
Zavaras said. , -
Neighbors of Mr. King said he was
seen puttering around his house on
June 16, when the robbery occurred.
“I_just_can't-believe-he.-would-do

this,”" said Roberta Trujillo, who lives
across the street. “He's too nice of a
guy. He couldn’t kill 2 mouse in the
road if he were going down the street”

mal charges_next.weekretired-from,




Pretrial Publicity
172
Questionnaire (Session 1)

1) What is your current age? Years.

2) Are you: Male. Female.

Please answer the following questions as best vou can given the limited information you
have been exposed to.

3) Considering everything you have read about this case, do you feel that James
King is: (Please circle the number which best represents your view).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty
4) If you were asked to be a juror in this case, how would you vote?
Guilty.

Not Guilty.

5) Which piece(s) of evidence caused you to vote as you did?

6) If you were asked to be a juror in this case, do you feel that you could act
impartially.

___Not Sure.



1)

2)
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Juror #

Pre-deliberation Questionnaire

Do you feel that James King is: (Please circle the number which best represents your
view)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty

As a juror in this case, how would you vote?

Guilty.

Not Guilty.



1Y)

2

3

4

5)
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Juror #

Post-deliberation Questionnaire

What is your current age? Years.

Are you: Male. Female.

Do you feel that James King is: (Please circle the number which best represents your
view). i

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty

As a juror in this case, how did you vote?
Guilty.

Not Guilty.

Which piece(s) of evidence caused you to vote as you did?
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6) Please indicate below which of the following you recall about the case:
___ Afootprint was found matching ___ Six phony1.D."s were found.
King’s shoe.
___ King had gambling debts. ___ A map was found of the bank’s
floor plan at King’s house,

___King went bankrupt. __King often got in fights.
___King was excellent with guns. ___King drank and “ran around”.
___King got a large safety deposit box. ___King threw away his gun.
___Eyewitnesses identified King, ___King shaved his moustache soon

after the robbery.

7 Do you think that any of the material that you read prior to seeing the trial influenced
your decision about the innocence of James King in any way?

___Not Sure.

8) If you answered yes to the above question, please explain below.

THANK YOU!
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Debriefing Form

Most people would probably agree that pretrial publicity has detrimental effects on a defendant's
ability to obtain a fair trial. The body of literature which exists to date on the effects of pre-trial
publicity is generaily inconclusive. While Fulero (1987) says that pretrial publicity has an adverse
effect on jurors, Carroll, Kerr, Alfini, Weaver, MacCoun and Feldman (1986) see just the
opposite in the same body of literature. They conclude instead that the available social science
literature on the effects of actual news coverage on potential jurors or on actual jury verdicts is
not very useful. "It appears that news coverage in highly publicized cases may influence the
public, but it is also possible that those who are pro-prosecution choose to expose themselves to
more news and/or remember more of it. There is little evidence of any pervasive effects of news
coverage on actual verdicts, although in the cases sampled it would be no surprise that case
evidence far outweighs the effects of news coverage." (p.192).

This research is an attempt to study the effects of pre-trial publicity in as naturalistic a
setting as possible. We would Iike to know how different types of pre-trial publicity (the
independent variable), such as information about the character of the accused, or the luridness
of the crime, affect jurors’ verdicts (the dependent variable). Studies which have attempted to
look at this in the past have tended to lack realism. We hope to improve the realism of this type
of research by using a read (edited) trial, recorded on video. While the second session was the
same for all participants (and you all watched the same trial), you did not all read the same articles
in your initial session. Some subjects received more information about the character of the
accused, while others read more general descriptions of the crime itself. Some subjects read only
2 short articles which were common to all experimental groups (the control group). While all of
the articles you read were actual ones from Denver newspapers, some of the information was
deleted in some articles, or words were added to others,

In the actual trial, James William King was acquitted after the jury deliberated for 9 days. The
crime remains unsolved.

Thank you for your time effort in completing this questionnaire. If you have any questions, please
contact Tara Burke, through the department of Psychology at the University of Toronto.

References
Carroll, J.S,, Kerr, N.L., Alfini, J.J., Weaver, F. M., MacCoun, R.J.,, & Feldman, V. (1986). Free
Press and fair trial: The role of behavioral research, Law and Human Behavior, 10, 187-

201.

Fulero, S.M. (1987). The role of behavioral research in the free press/fair trial controversy._Law
and Human Behavior, 11, 259-265.

Gleitman, H. (1991)._Psychology. (3rd ed.) New York: W.W. Norton & Co. Pp. 453-532.
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Materials for Study 3

James William King
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CONSENT FORM
You be the juror.
University of Toronto
1 agree to participate

in this study of how jurors make their decisions. I understand that my participation involves the
following:

I understand that participation in this study involves two different sessions, on different
days, approximately two weeks apart. In the initial session, I agree to read a series of articles
regarding a court case that I will be asked to participate in as a juror during my second session. I
understand that this first session will take approximately half an hour. During my second session,
T understand that I will be asked to watch a videotape of an actual trial, and that at the end of this
trial I will be asked to make a decision regarding the guilt or innocence of the accused. I
understand that this second session takes approximately 1.5 hours.

TI'understand that all information given by me will remain in the strictest confidence, and
that at no time will information of a personal nature (such as my name and address) be released to
anyone, nor will this information appear in print.

T understand that if I choose to discontinue my participation at any time, and at either
session, this will be freely granted. Ihave been assured that my participation in this research is
totally voluntary.

If T have any complaints or questions about the research, I may direct my enquiries to Tara

Burke, through the University of Toronto Psychology Department.

Having been fully informed as to the nature of this study, and having been assured that all
information will be confidential, I agree to participate in this study.

Signature

Date
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Articles for Violent/Bad-Character Condition
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DENVER, July 4 (AP) — A retired
police sergeant. was arrested on
Wednesday in the sla of four un-
armed security guards during a bank
robbery in which an estimated 5100 000
was taken.

*The man, James William King, a 54-
year-old part-time security guard at
. the bank until last fall, was arrested at
‘his home near Golde.n, Police Chief Ari
-Zavaras said. Today, Mr. King was or-
dered held without bond.

guard in a sub-basement. They had
been shot to death.

Investigators -later discovered. that
the gunman had removed videotapes
from the security system’s cameras.

The slain guards were identified as
Phillip 'Mankoff, 4],
Rogers McCullom Jr., 33 both of Aurg-

ra, and Scott McCarthy 21, and-Todd

Allen Wilson, 21, both of Englewood. B
Mr. King, who is expected to face for-
mal _charges next-week, retired—{rom,

On June 16, a gunman evaded the
electronic security system at United
Barik of Denver to enter a- basement
room where five employees were
counting at least $1 million in weekend
receipts from businesses. The gunman
ordered :the employees_into_another.
room and took some of the money.

A short time later, the police found
bodxes of three guards in the security
'contml room and the body of the rourth

o

the ' Denver Police Department- five

years ago after a 25-year career. Chxef ]

Zavaras said.

Neighbors of Mr. King said he was
seen puttering around his house-on
“June 16, when the robbery occurred. ..

and William|.

S ]ust_mn-t-beheve-he—would—dc
this,” said Roberta Trujillo, who lives

across the street. “‘He’s too hice of a|,

guy. He couldn't kill a mouse in the
road if he were going down the street.”

.
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’ Rocky Mowstain News Siajy Wrirers

g:lépeét in 4 hank slayings éharged

gocent. The hwyer has suggeat
that lhe't:u 2gainst his client 1y
quglycmunuunlhl.

‘ 'Som J;{ End
¢ e Seott MeCag- N

© Lty The oiher JUTISETINY [ilbek | ToomJune g o

' four counts ac- LIRITALIS ] The brother of gne of the six

cuse King of e o unharmed employees said his sig-

killing . “the ter is still terrified by the experi-

guards while coce. She was one of the witnesses

robbing the who caught a glimpse of the gun.

He cold a‘m}las he ordered them 1o fie on
0y ¢ floor,

;::mﬁ 3  The brother, who spoke only if

the eight mus: his name was ot teleased, said

pru'n arrest and the charges
bring some comfort to his family,

“I feel a lite bit better, but
still, F'm 3 little bie worried,” he
said, “You know, maybe (the rob-

i Sementay
ntil yesterday, a person con-
victed on any of those charges
could face the death penalty, How-
ever, that was thrown hnto ques-
tion yesterday when the Calorado
Supreme Court ruled that the
slate’s existin death-pemalty atat-
ute wasﬂawecr. ..

"l we still have & ::dﬁg:nh
penalty, 1 will still consi ling
death-penalty case,” Early said,

However, King's attorney, Wal-
ter Gerash, wj the high court
decision would preveat prosecu- i
tors from seeking capital punish- 1_:;us N emrin b :
ment against his client. Z'the ‘death 'pe P avedd

Gerash said King will plead in- ¥ hoqgh the awlwpae

T after the crime R4/ ”

. Police, however, say they be.
lieve the Runman acted ajone.
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Lan-you gfand rei{ylfixi sig ¢
Can you stand pain?—— —?,_-_—1-— :

suspect King known as lone

w1 or-prevent your full

R >
verages” (Yes or &
Lively —. . ) . -
L vou now ar have yau,
Lates the overthrow of
r force?.(Yes. {:'r &

‘Special to The Deaver Post
KING'S APPLICATION: James Willlam Klng, as he appearad
on his upyugﬂm to the Denver Polica Depertment.

that wasit.”

1o an Asva neighbouriood, where of King “nobody wanted to play
the Kings speut mouch of the hhnmymm,hchadsucha .
1970s, Carol Gibbons ssid King ., Wewere kind.of afraid
ouce “got into a pushing match ' ofhim", King honed his martial
withadeﬁvuqummd arvssidlbinthgaxmy,“'bﬂfm
actuslly pushed him to the served for three yesrs. Q\:{:ng
ground” when the man ‘hand-to-hand combat raiming,
accidentally drove over part of his King reportedly broke the arm of
lawn. Otto Bergstreser, who was oue his fellow cadets.

. fellow member of the The Kings lived in Lakewood

** chess club King belonged 1o, said and Golden during the cariy

~“Obviously, this isa
man who nobody
really knew. He

- didn't have any

stron%ifriendships
here. He came to

work. He did what
.was required, and

Police commander,
e wita asked not
BT 1o ba identified

1980s and moved in fne 1985t
{heir home in Pleasant View near
Guolden. King retired from the
foroe in Scptember 1986, and be
anid his wile declared bankruptey
n 1987, listing nearly $25,000 fn
credit-card debts.

Bapkrupt in retirement

King became a pert-tine
sccurity guard for United Baok of
Denver in 1989 afier nearly three
years at a Denver map-making
company. He left the bank last
fall.

Always a foner, King is now
slone in a cell in Deaver County
Jail, being beld in isolation as he
awaits a preliminary bearing oz
15 counts of charges including
first-degree murder, aggravated
robbery and menacing. .
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“I'm going to take a heroic position
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. DENVER~dune 16 (AP) — Four
guards were shot to death today in a
bank-rebbery, the authorities said.

The police said three guards were
found in a basement room  used -for
onitgring the United Bank of Denver.
e room is near-the bank's vauit. A
olice spokesman, David Nei} said, the
ourth victim was in the same general
rea. .. B
Five other people were in the build-

ch has tried
-, Tien about
- .

- students in-
aid, “and an-
that already

;nﬂhad disap- §ing, but they were not injured. - )
smiling and §° The police received a call about an
rprised stu- Eattempted robbery just before noon. -
xt meeting. The Federal Bureau of Investigation

e. .
=

Sone 129 1E
PISISY I |
s

said-in a preliminary report that th
guards were shot by a man believed to
be in his 4Q's. The authorities said they
were looking for a 6-foot-1-inch white
man with silver hair and 2 mustache. . -
“The police said-they did not know -
how the robber entered the building.
~ The bank’s chairman, N. Berne Hart,
said the robber made off with 2 “‘nomi- ~
nal” amount of money. ' '
The guards were killed in a secured . .
area, the police said. Coded electronic = ™=~
cards are needed to enter the building — ———:_ ..
and to use'the elevators on the week- o
ends and evenings. . :

4

a

uses Fire at A-Plant in 1Massaéh Esétts )

i

‘ ern Massa-
gency early
2t fire to one—
‘ed out both
;ctricily for
wn its tele;.

| R MASSACHUSETT:

here wasno . K were started to provide electricity for

oL . pumps and valves. The plant has two -

e, 35 miles o tvrf HH backup telephones that continued to

south of the 7 : ork, one of which was taken over by.

ating at full ) pren of Lk © ¢ |- rdsdent inspector for the Nuciear

:orm struck - . - ... Regirory Commission, -Mr, McGee -
Mountains. conn. {4 Rk said. TRINjre was put out by the njantic

W process - §9f|ﬁ6ﬂ.'d il i ST VLD Pt vae oy tiie piant’'s

g fire brigadeMag said. ’

O s : © Yasyerd © Wg s were

te shutdown ' — Vcw?::‘:;m Chec};}ng 7 for Qfgé(;n dlim!

\ ' LN ‘age from wer ges and seeln, .

Qanﬂi‘eif: LA nudea_x: plant in Rowe, Mass., - wg,.‘a[ remairs and parts were needed ;g_f_v_“__,_,

el

will continue tobe-- -~ - -
of an unusual event
“cold shut-

is. below the boiling point at at——-——--+-—-
heric pressure, Mr. McGee sald: ————————7
With no power available from the
outside, emergency diesel generators

<% MARTR gad,




tha 15 members of the commitiee, and o . Pretrial Publici
other influential senators, seficiiin 18%,
their adviee on tmclllgmcc policy a
sccking their sypport. Friends and col-
lcagues deac

agaln be blocked
that would cap

jo&_‘* s/
o C.) DENVER, July 4 (AP) — A retired|guard in a sub-basement, 'D)ey had
\9 police sergeant- was arrested on|beenshottodeath
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was taken. The slain guards were identified asi
“The man, James William King, a 54- | Phillip ‘Mankoff, 41, and: William|.

dered held without bond. mal charges next-week, retired-from. .y oecs

On June 16, a gunman evaded the|the' Denver Police Department:five|

electronic security system at United | years ago after a 25-year career Chlef
Bank of Denver 10 enter a basement | Zavarassaid. -

room where five employees were| Neighbors of Mr. King said he was
counting at least $1 million in weekend | seen puttering around his house-on
receipts from businesses. The gunman { June 16, when the robbery occurred. ..

ordered :the employees_intn_another. “L;usr._canx_beheve_he—wwld—d&
reom and took some of the money. this,”" said Roberta Trujillo, who lives
- A short time later, the police found | across the street. ““He’s too hice of a|
bodies of three guards in the security | guy. He couldn’t kill a mouse in the
control room and the body of the fourth | road if he were going down the street.”
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and Dan Luzadder
Rocky Mowntain News Stafy Writers
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said kix office will try James 1Y,

Enn.-?:_ﬁwgwﬁa on 15
.+ {elony. charges, inchudin eight

Bocent, The awyer has suggest, .
that :ﬁ.ﬂ-a againat his clieny 4y
_En.:v. dreumstantial,

King, who turned 55 today, also
faces one count of 2ggravated rob-
4 | [ bery and six counts of menacing,
3 % Watute Tl gn?_‘nun_ansahxca.&wui
1o wvived 1K ...... - & nav_exﬂazor-ngﬂg_?u ,

lom ._R man
TR A i i
four counts ¢ JIEAITIGETT
cuse King of
killing  “the

usrds while
wcg_..u the ﬁﬁ: N
bank. He could ¥
be convicted at | MDesthpen-

. most oa four of 5<uu 78,
the eight mu- | 3%

aﬁ.&h-ﬁ.ﬂ& .
atil yest: Y. 2 person con-
victed on any of those charges B2 TIW ¢
could face the death penslty, How- expocted 16t
ever, that was thrown into ques- A ”
tion yesterday when the Colorado : . ’Fa
Supreme Court ruled that the Option; Has | af 2
state's existing death-penalty stat-  [%: V.S Supreme Coart
ute was flawed.  Florida casn in which
“If we still have a valid death Fias 3 rahie
penalty, | will still consider filing a wad, 5o death’ peneXy,
death-penalty case,” Early said. tween:the time of the
However, King's sttorney, Wal- S the trials the Florida kegry.
ter Gerash, said the high court lalatare tenacted?: 2
decision would preveat prosecu-  Biistateand 1be:goont mled 3;
tors from seeking capital pumish- Enggsxﬁ

The brother of one of the six ™
unharmed employees said his sis-
ter is still terrified by the experi-
ence. She was one of the witnesses
BY who caught a glimpse of the gun-
¥| man as he ordered them to lie on
2] the floar.

H The brother, who spoke only if
his name way not released, said
#1{ King's arrest and the charges
| bring some comfort to his family,
“1 el a Jittle bit better, but
till, I'm a litte bit worried,” he
| 2aid. “You know, maybe (the rob-
{| ber)and someone else were work-
ing together.” .

Police, however, say they be-
eve the gunman acted alone.

ment against his clieot. %the ‘death “pemityg
Gerash said King will plead in- “though tbe lawiwar
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KING’S APP“CITION: Jamas Wmlam Klng, as he sppeared

§ on his application to the Denver Poﬂca Departm

In an Arva neighbourhood, where
the Kings spent mmuch of the
19708, Carol Gibbons said King
"was “pot very mice, always raising
his voice™ to his three children,
and was “always borrowing
money from peoplke and pever
paying it back™. Otto
Bergstreser, who was a fellow

whatever be could to win, even if
it meant cheating I coce caught
him moving a man when I looked
sway foc 2 second. Later, of

TRy
RN IR

Obv1ously thisisa
man who nobody
really knew. He
didn’t have any
strong {riendships
here. He came to
work. He did what
was requxred and
that was it.’

Police commander,
who asked not
to be jdentified

course, he lied about it”.

1980s and moved in June 1585 o
their home in Pleasant View pesr:
Golden. King retired from the

foree in September 1986, and he

- “and his wife declared bankrupicy -

in 1987, listing nearly $25,000 in
credit-card debts.

Bankrupt in retirement

King became 2 part-time
sccurity guard for United Bank of
Denver in 1989 after pearly three
years at & Denver map-making
compeay. He left the bank last
fall

Always a Jooer, King is now
alooe in a cell i Deaver County
Jail, being held in isolation 83 he
awaits a preliminary hesring ca
15 counts of charges including
first-degree murder, aggravated
robbery apd menacing.
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4 Guards Kzlled in Denver Bank Robbel:y

[
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DENVER\JLme 16 (AP) — Four
‘guards were shot to death today ina
bank robbery, the authorities said.

The police said three guards were
found in a basement room used - for
monitoring the United Bank of Denver.

e room is near the bank's vault. A

olice spokesman, David Neil said, the
ourth vr‘tzm was in the same genera)
rea. .
Five other people were in the build-
ing, but they were not injured. -
The police received a call about an
attempted robbery just before noon.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation

said iIn a preliminary report that the
guards were shot by a man believed to

"|be in his 4Q's. The authorities said they

were looking for a 6-foot-1-inch white
man with silver hair and a mustache. .

The police said-they did not know . _ =

how the robber entered the building.
The bank’s chairman, N. Berne Hart,
said the robber made off with a “nomi-
nal’’ amount of meney. :
The guards were killed in a secured
area, the police said. Coded electronic

cards are needed to enter the building .

and to use-the elevators on the week-

ends and evenings.
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DENVER, July 4 (AP) — A retired
police sergeant was arrested on
Wednesday in the slayings of four un-
armed security guards during a bank
robbery in which an estimated $100,000
was taken. .

" The man, James William King, a 54-
year-old part-time security guardTat
the bank until last fall, was arrested at
his home near Golden, Police Chief Ari
Zavaras said. Today, Mr. King was or-
dered held without bond.

rrestin Denver Bank Killings

guard in a sub-basement. They had
been shot todeath. .
Investigators later discovered that
the gunman had removed videotapes
from the security system’s cameras.
The slain guards were identifted as
Phillip Mankoff, 41, and William
Rogers McCullom Jr., 33, both of Auro-
ra, and Scott McCarthy, 21, and Todd
Allen Wilson, 21, both of Englewood. -
" Mr. King, who is expected to face for-

mal _charges_next-week, retired-{rom,

On June 16, a gunman evaded the
electronic security system at United
Bank of Denver to enter a basement
room where five employees were
counting at least $1 million in weekend
receipts from businesses. The gunman
ordered :the_employees_into_another.
room and took some of the money.

- A short time later, the police found
bodies of three guards in the security
control room and the body of the fourth

the Denver Police Department five
years ago after a 253-year career, Chief
Zavaras said. , o .
Neighbors of Mr. King said he was
seen putlering around his house on
June 16, when the robbery occurred. .
_ “I_just-can't-believe_he-would-do
this,” said Roberta Trujillo, who lives

across the street. “‘He's oo hice of a|.

guy. He couldn’t kill a mouse in the
road if he were going down the street.”’

u A3 Nirector o o -
ce is feing close mta:? ,
— 4 he
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in 4 slayings
at United Bank

8y John C. Ensalin - —
and Dan Luraddaec £ Tal
Rocky Mountain News Siaff ®Wreiters A e cy.vv_,v,elghs
CERS A e AT
Prosecutors charged » former- | R’Opf]m]s# ¥
Denver cop yesterday with killing A A RO Ly {
four Un‘ted Bank guards in the 1, 4
i

Father's Day robbery. Y
District Attorney Norm Early
said hiy office will try James W.
King, » former bank guard, on 15
felony charges, mefcrﬂ‘m
counts of first-degree mur Nocit K by of

Four of thase J stified’
coun(; accuse 7
him of gunning

- down, in a delib-
erate and pre-
meditated man-
ner, guzards
Phillip Mankatf, &
Todd Wilson,
William McCul-
fom );& Cand
Scott McCar-
thy. The other OLIS(2Y:FET TS
four counts sc- AR IS
cuse Kiog of B
killing the
guards while
robbing the
bank. He could
be convicted at
ost on four of
the eight mur. _
der charges.

Until yesterday, a person con-
victed on any of those charges
could face the death penalty. How-
ever, that was thrown into ques. e
tion yesterday when the Colorado iz
Supreme Court ruled that the [FoRioa Kaa
state’s existing death-penalty stat- % us;,
ute was flawed. . ¥

“If we still have 2 valid death oy
penalty, | will still consider filing a ! e b
death-penalty case,” Early said.

However, King's attorney, Wal-
ter Gerash, said the high court
decision would prevent prosecu-
tors {rom seeking capital punish-
ment against his clieat.

spemltyeve
?-A 5

Wed. July 10_19py-

Rocky My

4. Lo v
Suspect in 4 hank sl
ROBBERY fom 6
nocent. The lawyer has suggest
that the case againat his client is
hrg;ly circumstantial,

King, who turned 55 today, alsa
faces one count of aggravated rob-
ry and six counts of menacing,
one for each of the six United Bank
employees he is accused of holding

Gerash said King will plead In-
T ——

3 after the crime Ygiierton

At gunpoint-but did not harm while
taking at least $100,000 from the
bank’s underground counting
room June 16, -

The brother of one of the six
utharmed employees said his sis-
ter is still terrified by the experi-
ence. She was one of the wilnesses
who caught a glimpse of the gun-
man as he ordered them to lie on
the (loor.

The brother, who spake only if
his name was not released, said
King's arrest and the charges
bring some comfort to his {amily.

“I feel a little bit berter, but
still, I'm a little bit worried,” he
said. “You know, maybe {the rob-
ber) and someone else were work-
ing together,”

Police, however, say they be-
tieve the gunman acted alose.

yings charged

foygnd W

61
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THE DBNER PCST

suspect King known

as. loner

‘Obviously, thisis a
man w9 nobody

O

(nn you stand revultmg‘ sxghts ._._.__._-7,-4_——__.,.___“

- uv-J F °‘*“'\-—,

#rh ("an you stand pmn‘.’.._'._:,T;e_-iv:':,..T ___~_.__—.—- rea”y knew. He
1. | the abave? didn’t have any
S~

stron fnendshlps
here. %-Xe came to
work. He did what
was required, and

v arprevent vour full

verages? (‘x;es or@
Lively . A

- vou now or have you
ales the overthrow of
r force? {Yes ar@

Golden during the early 19805 and
moved in June 1985 to their home
in Plessant View near Golden.

King retired from the force in
Septernber 1986, ard he and his
wife declared bankruptcy in 1987,
listing aearly $25,000 in cred;t-
card debts.

Bankrupt in retirement

King became g part-time
security guard for United Baak of
Denver in 1989 efter nearly three
yeeass as g draftsman at a Degver
wmap-making company. He left the
bank last fall,

The Kings lived in Lakewood and

Always 2 loner, King is now
alone in a czli in Denver County
Jail, being held in isolation as he
awaits a prefiminary hearing on 15
counts of charges including first-
degree murder, aggravated robbery
and menacing.

Neighbour David Bell
reported seeing Kiog return home
that moring shortly after 10:00
a.m. "walking quickly”, carrying a
parce! under his arm. "He was iz
such a hurry he didn't see me
wave”, said Bell.

Carol Gibbouns, another of
Kings neighbours, said she had
"beard that Jim was seen
near the Bank that morning”,

,that was it.’

Polica commander, \

Keaueth Couzh, who operates a |
limousine and bus service, :
routinely comes downtown Sunday
mornings to scout street
coustruction to avoid during the
week.

Between 6:30 and 7:30 that
morning near United Bank, Couch
noticed 2 man in an old model
~ Ford - driving ematically and
i; changing lages so often that Couch
thought he was "looking for a
, hooker".

Couch said that be paid
3 attention to the driver near the
; United Bank because of his bad
r dnvmg His description of the
driver is amazingly similar to those
given by the six vault tellers
confronted by the gunman.
The driver, aged 4045, wore a

tweed jacket, a fedora with 2

yetlow feather and dark sunglasses,

"which | thought was funny for

that time of the morning” Couch

stated. The clothing description is
identical to that given by one of
the witnesses.

King claims thet on the
morming in question he drove to
the Capita] Hill Community Centre
- in his 1978 Ford Fiesta - to play
chess at the Deaver Chess Club,
but the club badn't been there for
several years.

Detective Calvin Hemphill said
that Janitors working that morning
2t the Community Centre told him
they didn't see anyone.
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Articles for Control Condition
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Lhe next spy| 4 Guards Krlled in Denver Bank Robber:y

feelings, wa

the studentd| _ KU T eS| 1

theé Chancel}l. DENVEMM 16 (AP) — Four|said in a preliminary report that the _.

y. a juniof inkl guards were shot to death today in a|guards were shot by a man believed to Swae =

said she be-§ bankrobbery, the authorities said. "I be in his 4¢'s. The authorities said they -

Students for] The police said three guards were [were looking for a 6-foot-l-inch white \Qr‘\O )

ch has tried}found in a basement room used-for{man with silver hair and a mustache. . e

-, Tien about fmonitoring the United Bank of Denver.| The police said-they did not know . = > "
how the robber entered the building.  _ ___ 7

students in-
1id, “and an-
that already

n had disap-
smiling and
rprised stu-
Xt meeting.

e room is near the.bank's vault. A
olice spokesman, David Neil said, the

ourth vxctxm was in the same general
rea.

Five oiher people were in the build-

ing, but they were not injured.

The police received a call about an

ttempted robbery just before noon.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation

The bank’s chairman, N. Berne Hart,
said the robber made off with a “nomx-
nal'' amount of money. ’

The guards were killed in a secured
area, the police said. Coded electronic
cards are needed to enter the building .
and to use‘the elevators on the week-

ends and evenings.
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will continue to be
of an unusual event

With no power available from the
outside, emergency diesel generators
were started to provide electricity for
pumps and valves. The plant has two
backup telephones that continued to~
ork, one of which was taken over by.
ident inspector for the Nuclear
tory Commission, -Mr, McGee
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ment, he has ok moctings with 13 of
the 13 membera of the commitice, and
other tnfluential senators, soliciting
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-.«Arrestin Denver Bank Killings
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DENVER, July 4 (AP) — A retired
police sergeant was arrested on
Wednesday in the slayings of four un-
armed security guards during a bank
robbery in which an estimated 3100 000
was taken.

*The man, James William King, a 54-
year-old part-time security guardat
. the bank until last fall, was arrested at
‘his home near Golden, Police Chief Ari
-Zavaras said. Today, Mr. King was or-
dered held without bond.

guard in a sxb—basemem. They had
been shot to death.

Investigators later discovered that
the gunman had removed videotapes
from the security System’s cameras. -

The slain guards were identified as
Phillip ‘Mankoff, 41, and William
Rogers McCullom Jr., 33 both of Auro-
ra, and Scott McCarthy 2], and Todd
Allen Wilson, 21, both of Englewood. :

Mr. King, who is expected to face for-
mal_charges next-week retired-from,

On June 16, a gunman evaded the
electronic security system at United
Bank of Denver to enter a basement
room where five employees were
counting at least $1 million.in weekend
recelpts from businesses. The gunman

ordered :the employees_into_another.|

room and took some of the money.

- A short time later, the police found
bodies of three guards in the security
control room and the body of the fourth

the " Denver Police Department . five
years ago after a 25-year career, Chxef
Zavarassaid. -

Neighbors of Mr. King said he was
seen puttering around his house- on
June 16, when the robbery occurred. .

—_*I_just_can’t-believe-he-would-do
this,” said Roberta Trujillo, who lives

across the street. “He's too nice of a|,

guy. He couldn't kill a mouse in the
road if he were going down the street."
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Questionnaire (Session 1)

1) ‘What is your age? Years.
2) Are you: Male. Female.

Please answer the following questions as best as vou can given the limited information you
have been exposed to.

3) Considering everything you have read about this case, do you feel that James King is:
(Please circle the number which best represents your view).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty
4) If you were asked to render a verdict in this case right now, how would you vote?
Guilty.

Not Guilty.

1234



Trial #

1)

2)
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/ Juror #

Pre-deliberation Questionnaire

Do you feel that James King is: (Please circle the number which best represents your
view).

1

(]
w

4

w
(=)}

7

Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty

As a juror in this case, how would you vote?

Guilty.

Not Guilty.



Trial #

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

Pretrial Publicity
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A A Juror#
Questionnaire-Final
What is your age? Years.
Are you: Male. Female.
Do you feel that James King is: (Please circle the number which best represents your

view).

1 2

w
N
W
(=)}

7

Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty

As a juror in this case, how did you vote?
Guilty.

Not Guilty.

Which piece(s) of evidence caused you to vote as you did?
(if you have any comments, please include them here)
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6) Please indicate below which of the following your recall about the case:
King cheated at games. _ King fought with a delivery person.
King drank and "ran around". King went bankrupt.
King was a liar. King broke someone's arm.
King borrowed money often.

King's car was seen near the bank.

People were afraid of King. Janitors couldn't back up King's alibi

of being at the old chess club.

7 Do you think that any of the material that you read prior to seeing the trial influenced
your decision about the guilt or innocence of James King in any way?

Not Sure.

8) If you answered yes to the above question, please explain below.

THANK YOU!
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Debriefing Form
Most people would probably agree with the statement that "pretial publicity negatively impacts

on a defendant's ability to obtain a fair trial". The body of literature which exists to date on the
effects of pre-trial publicity is, in fact, inconclusive. While Fulero (1987) says that the evidence
as a whole suggests that pretrial publicity has an adverse effect on jurors, Carroll, Kerr, Alfini,
Weaver, MacCoun and Feldman (1986) see just the opposite. They conclude instead that the
available social science literature on the effects of actual news coverage on potential jurors or on
actual jury verdicts is not very useful. "It appears that news coverage in highly publicized cases
may influence the public, but it is also possible that those who are pro-prosecution choose to
expose themselves to more news and/or remember more of it. There is little evidence of any
pervasive effects of news coverage on actual verdicts, although in the cases sampled it would be
no surprise that case evidence far outweighs the effects of news coverage.” (p.192).

This research is an attempt to study the effects of pre-trial publicity in as naturalistic a
setting as possible. We would like to know how different types of pre-trial publicity (the
independent variable), such as information that goes to the heart of the defense's case, affects
jurors' verdicts (the dependent variable). We hypothesize that if there is any effect of pre-trial
publicity, it will only occur when the information presented goes directly to the heart of the
defense's case, and when this information is not refuted in the actual trial. Studies which have
attempted to look at this in the past have tended to lack realism. We hope to improve this by
using a real (edited) trial, recorded on video. While the second session was the same for all
participants (and you all watched the same trial), you did not all read the same articles in your
initial session. Some subjects received negative information regarding the character of the
accused, which suggested King was indeed a bad person. Others read equally negative, but more
general information (such as information that a bank floor plan had been found in King's home).
Some subjects read only 2 short articles about the crime which were common to all experimentat
groups (the control group). While all of the articles you read were actual ones from Denver
newspapers, some of the information was deleted in some articles, or words were added to others.

In the actual trial, James William King was acquitted after the jury deliberated for 9 days. The
crime remains unsolved.

Thank you for your time and effort in completing this questionnaire. If you have any questions,
please contact Tara Burke, through the department of Psychology at the University of Toronto.
References
Carroll, J.S., Kerr, N.L.., Alfini, J.J., Weaver, F.M., MacCoun, R.J., & Feldman, V. (1986). Free
press and fair trial: The role of behavioral research.Law and Human Behaviour,10,187-
201

Fulero, S.M. (1987). The role of behavioral research in the free press/fair trial controversy. Law
and Human Behaviour, 11, 259-265.
Gleitman, H. (1994). Psychology. (4th ed.) New York: W.W. Norton & Co. pp. 453-489.
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Materials for Study 4

Daniel Bias Jr.
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CONSENT FORM
You be the juror.
University of Toronto
I agree to participate

in this study of how jurors make their decisions. I understand that my participation involves the
following:

I understand that participation in this study involves two different sessions, on different
days, approximately two weeks apart. In the initial session, I agree to read a series of articles
regarding a court case that I will be asked to participate in as a juror during my second session. I
understand that this first session will take approximately half an hour. During my second session,
I understand that I will be asked to watch a videotape of an actual trial, and that at the end of this
trial I will be asked to make a decision regarding the guilt or innocence of the accused. I
understand that this second session takes approximately 1.5 hours.

T understand that all information given by me will remain in the strictest confidence, and
that at no time will information of 2 personal nature (such as my name and address) be released to
anyone, nor will this information appear in print.

T understand that if I choose to discontinue my participation at any time, and at either
session, this will be freely granted. I have been assured that my participation in this research is
totally voluntary.

If T have any complaints or questions about the research, I may direct my enquiries to Tara

Burke, through the University of Toronto Psychology Department.

Having been fully informed as to the nature of this study, and having been assured that all
information will be confidential, I agree to participate in this study.

Signature

Date
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Articles for Violent/Bad-Character Condition
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‘Little Jazz’

Trumpeter Aoy "Little Jazz"
1981 perlarmance, died”

musicians in jazz history.

' Eldridge, shown here in a
Sunday. Mr. Eldridge’s

lightening-fast slyle of play and penchant for sustalning
the high. notes, made him among the most respected

dary Elizabeth VanHorn

Ahry Elizabeth "Liz” Vantorn,

221 E. Brown St. in East
lruudshu.., died Monday In
troud Manor in East Stroudsbury.
Born in Tobyhanna, Pa., she was
daughter of thc late Lioyd and
Iima Deiloche Cramer. She was
tifelong rusident of Monrae Caud-

iler husband, Norman Walter
antiorn, divd carlier.
Survivors iaclude five daughters,
anda Gardou. Jancet Williams and
Adell DeFranca. all of Strouds-
burg. Betty Miller of Eaxt Strouda-
burg and Catherine Squire af
Secrunton, Pu.: twe sons, Keaneth
and John, both of East Streuds-
%urg: a sister. Edna MeGinnely of
ast Stroudsburg: 63
grandchildren. 50 great-
grandchildren, five srest- ;m\L
wrandehildren and 3
andduughter.
m r(u:ﬂh

1'1 an Waller V.v\”ur'\ Jroamd

geac V.

Services w\ll te held at p.m.

Thursday in Wiliam H. Clark Fu-

neral Home in Stroudsburg. fnter-
ent will b in SL Paul’s Cemetery

Swiltwater, Pa.

Rose M. Manieri

Rose M.- Manleri, 93, of the
Northampton Canvaleseent Center,
died Monday at the convalescent
center.

She werked: for many years at
Grr'y Department Store in Easten,
wherg she demonstrated knitting,
crocheting ond stitchery.

Born on Wilkes-Barre Street in
Fastan on March 19, 1893, she wasy
the diughter of the late Joseph
and Hurtnr'\ Ulrleh Zettler,

She was a charter member of
the Court Easton Chapter of the
Cathalic Daughters of America and
held aumerous offices. inctuding
erand regeat.

Emily L. Place

Emily L. Place. ™. of East
Stroudsburg R.D. 8. dicd on Sunday
evening In Harrisburg Hospital,

She was employed as a private
feenzed practical nuese for many
years.

Born in East Stroudsburg, she
was 3 doughtar of the late Stewart
and {rene Vallerschamp Lee. She
wus g lifelong resident of Monroe
County.

She was a member of Middle
Smitafield Preshytenan Churen in
East Stroudabury,

She was a niember of Ortder of
Fastern Star Chapter 29 uad
Ameranth Chapter, buth in Zast

Stroudsburg.
Surviving are her hushand,
lorton M. Place: two daughters,

Saily L. Jennings and Naacy L.

Bachman, hath ol Steouds.

burg: a sister. Shirley Hogerman
b

of Stroudsbura It 8 u hrother,
41 ..\ld M. Lee nf a1 Slroudsh
H 7o five pramiciildeen and

many nicees awil nephews,

Serviees will be Beld at 14 a.m.
Thursduy in Middle Smithficld
Presbyterian Church ia East
Stroudsturg. Iaterment will be in
Middle Smithfickl Vresbyteriun
Cemetery in Enst Stroudsbury

R.D.6. Lantermaa & Allen Funceal
Home in East Stroudsburz is ia
charge of arrangements.

Sara E. Alvater

Sara E. Alvater. 33, of Wood:
stack, VL. a retired organ and pi-
ano_teacher, church vridnist ard
choir directer, dicd Sunday in her
heme.

She was farmerly organist and
choir directyur at Flemingtan Bap-
tigt Church in Flemington: Calvary
Eplacopul Chueeh i Flemmaton,
Presbyterian Chureli vl Aagusti.
Ga.; Church of the Huly Trintly i
New York. N.Y.: and churches
Woodstack,

Dorn Sept. 4. 1904, in Sandbroak,
N, she was 2 danehter of th
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Warren County Commu-

t school on Routs 57 in
nship, N.J., spongored 3
dﬂvc‘Wednesdly.

of wife

By F. DAYID HOOPER
Express Warrea Buresa

BELVIDERE - Daaici Bias Se.
said that be reczived 2 tekpbooe
call at about 9:15 pa. oa Feb. 26,
1989, from ki sca, Daamy,

Discuniing his s00's impending
trial for the murder of his 27-
year-oid  wile, Lisc, tho [ather
isaid there wers inveatizators all

‘over bis so0’s bane o Chambers
¢ in Phillipsbury whea be got

there.

Daniel Biss Jr. bad called
Phillipsburg police to tell them his
Wife bad committed suicde. He
damed that be saw ber shoot
beracll 28 be was eatering the
pedroom. Later ke told
mvestigators  be  found  ber

minary
ysal site

According to Jim Jones
ind generating statlon, which
/il produce the fly xnd botiom
.th dumped al the site, the
Afarsifield fseility will not be
eady for two to thrze years.
Jones 3aid ash is now dumped
a an East Banger quarty, which
«Ill be closed in the next ceuple
+{ years.

The ash at the Marshfield site
Al be placed in a natural de-
resslon, he said. There wiil be
liner and a dralnage system
1stalled, he said.

Right now, Met-Ed is cleaning
al guarries nacar Marshficld
rive, Jones said, refernng to
clivity in the arca. Household
-ush had been dumped there {Ue-
aly. he said.

The facility would receive
Sout 300 tens of ash a day. he
id,

murdered

g that the vicim apparently
4s murdered by someone who
-oke into ond burglarized her
ime.

tanding in froot of 8 dresser
irToc in their bedroom, bolding
hiz 357 Magoum rovolver at the
back of ber bead and that the gun
weat off whea be tried 1o wrest it
from her.

Bizs Jr. was taken to Warren
bospital where his condition was
dingnosed at “perves. Paticot’s

uperintendent of Met-Ed's Port- -

wife shot berself,” according to

—_—
8y RICHARD A. KERSTETTER
Expresn 1aft wriler

SAL‘ISBURY TWP.. Pa. — A
townsiip man wha cight years
4g0 escaped {rom Northampton
County Prison and fled In a cor-
rectlonal officer's pickup truck
was arrested Wednesday for sl-
legedly murderinghis step-uncle,

Allentown pollce srrested Alan
Dale Norger. 33, of the A0 block
of Lawrence Strect and formerly
of Savercosl Avenue ln Bethles
hem. on s criminal homicide
charge Wednesday morning.

Barger was arvested at Lehigh
County Prison, where he was
jerving a seatence on charges
unrelated to the homlcide. He
was arralgned before District
Justice Anthony Napp uad re-
turnied to the prison without ball.

Palice accuse Borger of kulling
Samuel F. HIlI Ir.. 50. who Lived
ot the same Lawrence Street ad-

charge

[usband-charged in-death

records cuttodian  Geraldine

Hydusik.
Hi faber 3aid he waited in the
bring his son bome until 435
Lm., afler questicaing bim. He
1aid be ook his sou to0 his oW
bame in Whitehouse Satioa
where be stayed until the first
week of Agril.
Meaawhile, be said, be renurned
to his son’s Phillipebury bouse 1o
cean up the bicod from the
bedroam Goor.

Biag S, a dam procemiog
officer at the Chemical Bank of
New Jerwey and 2 certified
Naticaa] Rific Associatioa bunter-
tafety imstructor, sad b soa
probebly first fired & gun & age 7
and went hrunting with a firearm
at 15, He said they hunted and
Gebed together and  Daany
bandled a firearm "appropristely®
most of the time. He aoted that
his 300 &8 280 20 excelleat archer.
Docald Yarkaki of Keavil, aa
archery and  huster aafety
instructor who said be has known
the younger Bims for scven oc
eight years, said that Bias was
belping-him cut with registrations
& an archery tourpament in
Dover the i

Pretrial Publicity
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"He wat in a bad mood.ss usual®
He cxtmated thar Bies ket for
beae at about 6 p.

Yarlcskl, dexcribics Bizs as a
“very good 1bot* with a bow and
arrow, said be bas gooe deer
huaticg with him and ‘sometimes .
1xw him kandle a gun in an
unsafc way. He secmed pot o
are (B wowmecoe might get
burt® Yarioski recalied that ca
coc oceaicn, Bias got angry with
another banter who accidentaily
scared awxy an agimal and ‘shat
at the guy's feet - said be just
waated (o0 “scare him rwsy too”™.
Thomss Major of Whitebouse
Sutico, coordinator of acult
sexvices for the state Division of
Develcpmweatal Disabilities, said
be and Bis Jr, shared equipment
in hand-loading smmunnitica for
target shooting with handguns,
‘untl we really got into it ooe
dry. Be ook a swing at me, thea
threatened me with 2 knife. The
pry ceally hw a temper. Of
eirse, whea [ 1aid [ was going ©0
il the police, be said be was just
X aound  aod  that
sbouldn’t take him 30 scriously.”

The trial 8 cxpected o start

Escaped from
prison earlier

Stefanik said “the investiga-
tion xnd evidence™ led to Der-
ser’s arrest. The molive was sill
under investigation, he sod.

Borger had been released {rom
prison Oet. 10 after serviag an
cight-year sentence on a vartety
of charges including burglery,
aulo theft and escape. police
said.

in step-uncle’s death

sion of a firearm without 2 L.
cense. burglery and conspiracy
when he ok a mesl from e
Wichen to the (ront gate and
somehow got dy the guard on
duty. .
Borger then stele a correction-
al officer's pickup truck {from the
Jall parking lot and fled, police
said. Palmer Township police ap-
prehended him five days later
after a2 high-speed chase durng
which seversl parked cars and
3 police crulser were struck by
e stolen Mercodes Benz
which Borger and another man
were traveling.

A preliminary huring on the
homicide charge is scheduled for

Northampt

In Apnil 1982, Borger was serv-
tng a t n N

County Prison en charges of re
cciving stolen property, posses-

1:30 p.m. next Wednesday before
Rapp.

| GASOLINE PRICE WATCH

Tha follawing 13 & rancom survey Taken Iy The Expreas of service alations
troughaout tne Mid.Oolawera Valisy. The recerton the gasailne orices at
1ha vanous statans will Be Upcated aecodicaly.

PAICES EFFECTIVE: MONDAY, CCTOBER 13,

HARRISBURG
view panel has n
canstruction qf
treatment systen
town, diamissing
{rom the Eastan #

arovide evidence
<ause cavironmes

“We [t this v
was going lo go !

Departr

TUENTON (AP
and Jr., the brot
sembly majorty
Bryant, D-Camu
named (o the top
Department of
eculive services

Bryant was pre
palition of assusts

©
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EXProas onolograoiKEN WHITE

weapoo. That way, be explained,

in s abeeocz.  Otberwise, be
said, it was kept under his ide of
the ded

A campetitive archer, bunter, aod
fuberman, be 2aid be tried 1o
involve bt wife in his hobbics
and sbe sametimes went with

{ 5 F DAVID HOOFER
Express Warrea Buresu

i,

The night of the shooticg, Biae
claims that be and his wife wern
arguing sboat the amaount of tise
be speat sway from bowe. The
argument continued when they
went 10 put xway some laundry,
be said. Accoring o Bist, Lisn
went into the bathroom asd be

i

billipabury.
f  Charged with his wifc’s murder
and faiely telling police she
committed suicide, Bins sxid that
oa Feb. 26, 1989, be was trying to
take xwxy the handgua his wile
was bolding at ber bead whea it
weat off,

T wasn't sure if she pulled the
'!:ig;crbenelformy;nbbing!b:
sun caused it to go off,* the 23-
Year-old man stated.

Biag said be used the 357
Magnum revolver for  target
shooting and o provide his wife
protection whea be was away
{rom bome. He said he kept only
four cartridges in the six-shot

crazy,” Biss stated, *but if usually

the hammer was ool restiog
2gainst a lfve round and the gun
would pot fire oa the first pull of
the trigger.

While apprenticieg a3 aa

T dea't et viokent!, but thea
cloctrician, bo said, be weat to i

i3 pinned beneath the car after he ran into South Maln
‘eet. The emergency squad used a hydraulic Jack to lit
* car off the dog. Please see story on 8.4,

shaved properly

Yheeler, but ““only
:xpected o use.”
¥ of witnesses in-

He fater discovered she did not have a bdat,
but was yelling that she broke the window,
he said,

aat use

ttrust the pelice
i to give the de-

% 15 and charged
saulting 3 pelice
©v areliminary

(a proviaus interviews, Wheeler has denied
Rroaking the window, byt Tuesday ahe said,
“Maybe 1 broke the window soy stuff, b
{ retatiated. But I'm so sorry | did that, [
wish it never happened.”

Parkansky and Orchulli went to arrest
her, and she allegedly hit Parkansky ia the
face, hreaking his 1asseq ane sqiemd o

with molesting
girl quits job

Briodv dint nat retuim abace i1
s
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Conflicting reportqy | e
Bangor

Hy what lo

re will be road work ahead.

By F. DAVID HOOPER

what actually ocmirred in the

night of Feb. 26, 1989.
Charged with shooting hix wife
aod (alsely reporticg thar sbe
committed auicide, Blas contends
she was shok in the bead when be
jed (o take the gun sway fom
ber.

almost 6-year marrisge as "good”,
but be cooceded there were
often related to the

ount of time be spent away
from home at archery
competitions.  He said that such

ing an
ber in their bedroom with his
357-caliber Magnum revobver at
her hesd. Whea be grabbed for
the gua 1o keep ber from hurting
hersell, be said, it diacharged,

expect. thanks to this sign

lals
2d
tion

Jrands had

killing ber.
Bias called Phillipeburg police,
telling tham his wife had 1bot
bersell

Things had not gooc well for
Bias the day of the thooting,

sought

been wppied and pulled into

driveway 10 or 12 years ago and
was refaired by Frederick “'Bus’
Johnson with epoxy. This ume

)in Bias case

scording 1o Psul Scema, 2

range that day, and was upset 1o

Reports from ({rieods  andf
neighbours describe Bias 2 2
*macho man who liked 10 be in
charge - reslly power huogry,

scif-indulgent in archery, hunting, .

and other sports with friends and

1 mzo with & tzmper, 2 1hown §

general mansger of the loal ma @l

club,

Loertine Chaikey, 2 ciose fricad .

of Lisc Biss, pointed cut that'

the kind of guy who goes out of
his way to pick 2 fght [ have
even seen him kick a dog that go<
in his way, *
Similarly, Peter Qummings, &
former co-worker of Biae', said
‘Ho wws abwsys getling into
fights. Pvea pow, it secms more
like be just weat through a fght,
than & Uagedy.’

The trial s sct to begin

Sweet said, the statue droke in
the same places and others.

“'Idon’t know what can be done
1o restare it he said, noting the
cost of replacement would be
310,000 to $15.000.

Lan

acquisition

The borough zoning hear-
(53 board wil meet at 7:30
P.M. Wedsesday, Nov, 23
3 coaslder 2 request o e
model 3 commercial

ily friend. Duniel Bas wne building at the corner of
Express Warren Bureaa :?z with an ¢ -1y, bad iu:vmzer and Soutt Main
— e work - : Teets.
Speculation  mounting m o ot dooc well oa the archery Rlchard and Ada An-

glemyer, the owners, want

Y Sl N ’ o expand the Sporusmar
bome of Daniel aod Lise Bias the GMM“W::”W rem into the ares tat
when be got bame was used as a2 bardershop.

A porion of the tuilding
£ o bde reconstrucied to
Bouse txe darbershop, s
beauty shop and a laundry
for apartment tenants.

The property i1 located
in a aeighborhood commer-
cial zone. A vanance is be-
ng sought from off-street
parkiag. lot coverage.

Biss, a 23-yearold unica by a dxmaged bedroom door be e LA "
chectrician, deacribed the couple’s  ocked in whes Jocked out by bis dlitanee fonuirementy:

cea

Santa Claus will arnve
by firetruck here at 10
a.m. Saturday, .

The Slate Belt Chamber
of Commerte is sponsorng
e visit which will start
with 2 parade {rom Banger

a disagreement prompted his wife after the 1hooting, Bis scemed ?nmde ary (é:gx:rmu
threa! ioide. " , makiog rozdway an ul
© .u:-n “ N ru].}y gy :‘ be'!c'r Fourth Street.
The night of ber death, be said, hirs Jook bad.® "He's just not 2 Santa will be availabie
followi be found mice man,” she rclated. "He far visits afler the parade
untll noan at The Foat

Peddler at 35 Broadway.

Washington Twp.

The township supervisors
have awarded 1 new three-
year contract of $533.571 ta
Grand Central Sanitation
Iae. for collection service,
including reyclables.

This reflects a 4%
percent Increase for [991:
3.2 percent in 1992 and 1.3
pernexnt in 1993,

Don Brown, Grand Cen-
tral's business development
manager, said the total
cost is being reduced each
year because more of the
waste is expected to be
recycled.

Friday. A
¢ leavingy _ Sweet saiid Owens Monumental ° About 71 percent of the
23 of empty Cq. of Bengor. Pa. is to under- 1,400 households are recy-
a the come. 13ke the righuag of the over- res O u lO n a e cling, ene of the highest
xs of g light ‘urmed headstones and 2 marble rates in similar programs
bench that was tipped over. He handled by Grand Central
vnship com. Said he has ac cost figure but space for publfc use.The grant In other commuaities.
1s was lhe &Xpecisittobeacouple thousand By ALEX ROTH can be ay large as 2§ percent of Brown said that respanse
the property’s market value, de- has reduced the total waste

dellars.
_ Sweet and Demeter are offer-
ing the reward. Anyone with in-

Exgrass Hunterden Bureau

MILFORD — Borough counctl

pending on how much the prop-
erty is sold for and 2 number of
other (actars,

flow by 14 percent and
saved the townshlp about
$2.000 In additional collec-

‘chased by formauion can callthe state police -
in13lghad 3 Washinglon, 10153100, (e le table 3 resolution'to an: %yioy diglivid that the now park Uoa casts.
: gc{p e bo.'uuzhg‘cnlaréc Lol would have ta comply with state Recycled items totaled
purk on York Road tn fogr or (CRUIBMIONS if grant money was 20.5 tons in July, 18.5 tons
lcts d e layed {ive times s current size uxed to purchase the land. Same In August and 24.4 tons 1n
o N nlse noted that buying private September.
Cnurécil members uldl they  land and making it public would PR
wanted to {ind out maore nforma-  [ose the borough tax revenue, A i
cthad been ¢ : ion a i 2 t N The township supervisors
3 voters in g stlection of aktermates al- of En?«?:;nlx-;‘xecnst‘aﬂlmcegvf:rAn:(r::s The land the borough is consid- will seek 2 state grant to
ssteict was 0 e hicding, e €on: - ant nelare anmiving foF 5 cing buymg is awncd by 3 Mil. pay,a share of 2 proposed
e T annivi [T, Tamd e fae g maey

strugting eaptsaste

e ——————
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ORADUNE FOA DEATH NOTICE

am
430 o, Pridey
L 110 4 o Sarurany

Lise C. Biés
death under

Jeaths

AVERY — Garmet 4

Fagruary 27, 1583
Suraru Sence:

0 Easta
i o

ARRESE
Foomary 27, v-ma

0asax i iwncy), @ Brasctay Cacery
ADAMON!S, LOGIISTRA T=0 . passod s
on Fooruscy 23 1Y 8 h1 BSIN year
Arrangemanty 100 arrcuser: fier
FINEGAN FUNERAL HOMES
(PriGLa0re

4 Clammeiion N,
vy Premsngg

7 Catng nowrf
Wucmuaav 2 3nd 7-0om Mermanial eon
iutons My D0 MACE 1@ Muntoroon oy
e, Fognway 31, Flemington, NJ 08802

OLCOMOE-FISHER]

11asoytorar

Caston

intorment foen 3 Comateey Cat Wodtrmaday,
7-4300m, In Ashion Furcra) Mo, Cayion

Mormouars 10 Womun 3 Cuwa af L1198 Mas.

728,52 oo Souen

oy O r..mnnv

in'vestigatio‘n.

,\umcr‘ncs were investigatis
the death of ¢ 27.ycarole Phullips-
burg woman after an autopsy Mon.
day afternuon showed she dled of
# Kunshat wound o the head.

fase Caren Bias, 27, of 259 Cham-
hers St was found dead in her
hame nnr:!v after 9 p.m. Sunday.

The Warren County Prosecutor's
Office said Blas waes found by her
hushand. Daniel N. Bias Jr., In a
second-lloor bedreem of their
hame. Authorlties recavered a 367
caliher  Magaum  pistol at  the
seen

Warrea County Medleal Exam-
incr Isidore Mihalakls performed
the autepsy st Warren Hospital.
He snd Sgt. Gary Dundon of lhc
county prosecutar’s offfce said th
manter of death [y under in zcsusn
tion.

Phillipsburz palice and the coun-
¥ prusecutar'y office are hundilag
L the investlgution,
liay way en investment trader

with- Somerset Trust Co. I
Somerville, N.J.
nurn May 13. 19!, in Bronx.

. she moved as an infant with
er rnm!l( to Sand Brook, N.J.,
and Readlngton, N.J.
She graduated form Hunterdon
Lcnlml High Schoot in Flemington
79,
Survivora Include her hushand.
Daaiel Blas Jr.: her puronts, Ches.
ter and Elsa Catto Gaslorc\nkx of;
Whilehouse Station, N.J.;
brother, Mark Gaslorowski of Au-
rora, Colo.: and a sister, Laura
as. at home,
The funeral wiil be held at L:15
pom. Wednesday {rom Robert L.
#ord Funcral [lume in Flemington,

7

et

B X
St Prgatu
Siry 270 1985, i Warien Mararat o con
8lrd yodr Fureral servcs Teuracay 930

ey St
FINECAN EuNERAL wames
ey

tuwey €

KAPOCS! — Mar Mo St Algna,
T waron Hosiat o Fea 2y, 1923, ot
T4 ymar. Fumersi Thurscay, §30am

Freqan funeral oo,

Kury's Churen at Jam, nturenuet S5 Mary 3
Comatory Cail Wieoaay wvarng 70

FINEGAN FUNERAL HOMES

Alons

LLIVINGSTONE — Aloxanger, C2. of Cazer
R an Conny. B0

1 Tuoy .
Cavos Funwa Moma. Wipningion. Cremar
tofiaw &t Grean=oog Ciamaiony, Alan.

Services will be hield at 2 p.m. in
Calvary Bible Chureh In Reuding.
on. luterment will be in Sund
roak Cemetery in Sand Brook.

Arthur J. O'Hare
Arthur 1. O'Mare.
Graverale Jn Upper

dicd Sunday in &

[GLIRIGETHT]
- Novembier 1954,
rom the shipping
deparctment of Caneron Pump D
vision of lngersoil-Rund Co. @
Phillipsburg. He formerly served
as business ngent {or the electrical
workers® union ut [ngersoll-Rand.

Uorn Sept. 14, 1909, in I’hiflips.
burg. he was a son of the late
James and Margaret Sm)lhc
Q'Hare, Belorc moving
Gracedaie, he fosided 1 the Valley
View section of Fhillipsburg.

He wus o membee ul SL Thillp
and St James Catholic Chureh in

fon @
Fn s 1133 1

B ey e g e S Phillipsburg and Fleas Clud of
npter, P Q. Box 434, Wrmenan. 24 Easton, member and [ormer
urc:ldcnl of Warren Chemical Fire
0ok Co. of Phillf 2. 3nd member
MANIERI o~ Rase M ol Easion. oarseq ol New . Jersey State Exempt
7. wroun ew  Firemen'y Assacistion and Pinl
” x Iipshieeg mpt Flremen’s Asao-

it Sy clation,
A 3 lamas Cematary Coiben; Frusny, 7-00m Wiy wife, the former Jane

CURRAH-FINSOAN PUNERAL HOME
2t

Rl
—— T
ARE, = In Eavton Masoual, Feomy

P I

18I, Annut J Qrare

Tauceci, died carljer,

burvmng are 3 brother, Thomas
4. O'Hare of Phillipsburg: and
nicces nnd nephews. A d:u:hlcr

‘Little Jazz’

Trumgeter Roy “Little Jazz” Edrdge shewn here in a
1981 performance, died” Suncay. Mr, Eidridge's
lighterirg-tast style of play and penchant for sustaining

the h:gh notes, mace him among the most respected
musicians in jazz history.

Mary Elizabeth VanHorn

\hry Elizabeth "Liz"” Vantlorn,

{ 211 £. Brown St. in East
Strcudsburg, died Monday In
Stroud Manor in £ast Stroudsburg.
Born in Tolyhanaa, Pa., she wus
2 daughter of the I3te Llayd and
Alma Deiloche Cramer. She was
a lifelong resident of Monroe Coun-
ty.

Emily L. Place

Zmily L. Place, 04, of East
Stroudsburg R.D. 8. dicd on Sunday
evening In Harrisburg Hosprtal,

She was employed as a private
licensed practical nurse (or many
years.

Dern in East Stroudsburg, she
was a daughter of the late Stewart
and Irenc Yallerschamp Lee. She
was o lifelong resident of Monrae
County.

She wes a member of Middle
iald Presbyterian Church in

ler husband, Norman Walter
Vanllern. dicd carlier,

Survivory include live daughlers.
Wanda Gordan, Janet Williams and

Adell DeFranca, afl af Strouds- udstury.
Surz. Betty Miller of Cast Stroudss — Sha waz 3 member of Order of
durk awmd Catherine Squite of mogern Star Chapter 99 acd
>~ anton, Pa.: twa sans, Keanctlt Ameranth Chapter, both in Sast
and John, Yotk of East Strouds: giroudshurs.
Yurg: a sister. Edna McGinnety of Survmr‘g are her band,
gast Strosdsburg: 03 yoron M. Place: two daugnters,
randchildren, 50 "rcal- Sally L. Jenminygs and Naney L.
g.—:mrﬁ hildren, reatdrents puchman, hath ol East ands.
wlehideen sreulegreals puens 3 gister. Shieley Hagernnan
She  was c{ slrnndsuur: it.b. 8, a brothe
preceiied Uy twa . Lee of Fast Stroudshu
dagihters, Lol Hawmaa sid Nare Tive gramdeluldeen ami
ma Carrwell, aml two sons e awil nephews,
W aniturn S amd will be held at 113

in Middle Sau
n Church in
Intersent will he in
Middle Smithfield  Presbylenun
Cemctery in Eust Stroudsbury
R.D. 5. Lanterman & Allen Funeral
Home ia Zast Stroudsburg is in
charge of arrangemunts.

Sara E. Alvater

Sara E. Alvater. 81, of Weod-
steck, Vi, a retired organ and pue
ano teacher, churcn orgunist anmd
cheir director, dicdl Sunday ia her
home.

She was formerly organist and

gere Va
Services will be held at 2 p.m.

Thursday in Wliliam H. Clark Fue §irovdshurs,
neral Heme in Strondsburg. Inter-
ment will ben St Paul’s Cenetery

in Swiltwater, P3.

Rose M. Manieri

Hoae M. Manleri, 90, of the
Nerthampton Convalescent Center,
died Mondoy at the convalescent
center.

She worked- for many years at
Orr's Department Sterz in Eastan,
where she demonstrited knittlng,
crochetlny ond stitchery.

Born on Wilkes-Barre Street jn
Fa3ton on Macech 19, 1893, she wasy
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U.S. Brenze Po
iagton. befare r
50 years of ser
Alter retirin
for Pioncer on

Gearze and it
He former rc
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Frank Barre

Frank Barre
Ave. in Eastc
Easton Hospit.

Bom Jan. .
Piccoll provir
Raly, he was

Joseph and
Barrese.
He was 2 tr

former Neuwe:
of Easten, retr

lle. was a
Anthony's Cath
ton.

Ie is surviv
ward Barrese
tarce daughty
and Aana Durr
and fletty Wila
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ur
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neral Home
A Masy of Chr
in SL
Intern
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Carnet J. A

Gurnet J.
Fourth St
Manday n s

He w
Schaibie’s
Eastoa before ¢
27 yeury uf ser

tioen in Pea
a son of the lut-
Parsens Avery

Ijo was a mer
fethodist Chu
iis wife, e
Renel divd et
srviving ar

the duughbter of the late Joseph
amd linebars Gleich Zettter,

She was a charter member of
the Court Easton Chapter of the
Cathalle Daugiters of America and
heid rumercus clfices, including
grand regent,

a.; Churceh af the Holy Trimty m
New York, N.Y.; and churches
Woodstock,

Born Scpt. 4. 1905, in b.lndbmnx
N J. she was a danehter of ¢

choir dlrectur at Flemingtan Rap- af4hen ,\r,.yl
i ou, Calvacy Ntullle wi
SBuzeh e © Jeh "n n
Presbyterian Churrtr of Aeuslae, -uu!;lulnlu:n

Nervices will
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neral [lome in
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Express rwNKEN WHITE
Warren County Commu-
school on Routs 57 In
ship, N.J., sponsored 2
‘rive‘\‘lodne:day.

minary
sal site

ccording o Jim Jones,
erintandent of Met-Ed’s Port-

' (Hus?i)

of wife

By F. DAVID HOOPER
Express Warrea Burean

Discussiog his sca’s impeondirg

triad for the murder of hix 27-
yearokd wife, Lise, the [xther
said there were investigators ail
over his son's bame oa Chambers
- Street in Phillipeburg whea be got
there.
Danjel Biat Jr. bad cailed
Philkipsburg police 1o tell them his
wife had committed muicde. He
claimed that he saw ber shoot
bermelf 28 be was catering the
bedroom. Later be told
invetigators be fouod  ber
stending in froat of a dresser
mirroe in their bedroom, boiding
his 357 Magnum revolver at the
back of ber head and that the gua
seent of whea be tried to wrest it
from her.

Bias Jr. was taken to Waren
bospital where his condition was
disgnosed a8 “nerves. Paticat's
wife shot bericlf,® according to

4 generating station, which
. produce the {ly and bottom
dumped at the site, the
sshiield facilty will net be
dy for two o three years.
snes said ash is now dumped |
n East Bangor quarry, which
bde closed In the next couple

-ears.
“e ash at the Marshlield site
be placed In a natural de-
ssion, he sald. There will de
ner and a drsinage syslem
alled, he said.

ght now, Met-Ed is cleaning
quarrics ncar Marshfield
e, Jones sad. refermng to
ty 1n the arca. Househoid
n had been dumped there e
s, he said.

¢ facllity would receive
4 300 tons of ash a day. he

nurdered

that the victlm apparently
murdered by someone whe
e into und burglarized her
o

)LICE

h man arrested
\ST ALLEN TWP., Pa. —

THanl SeRmmaynp 31 af ke

‘ Hydusik.

Hs fatber aaid he waited is the
bricg his son bame untl 435
1m. afler questioning him. He
123 be took hit sa to his own
bome in Whitehouse  Statioa
where be stayed until the first
woek of April

Meaawhile, be said, be remrned
to hiz sca’s Phillipebary bouse to
cean up the biood fom the
bedroam fcor.

Biss Sr. a data procesming
officer at the Chemical Baak of
New Jency and a certified
Natioaal Rifle Ansociatioa hunter-
safety mstrocer, 1aid his soa
probably it fred agua at age 7
apd went hunting with a firearm
at 15, He 1aid they hunted and

mont of the tme. He noted that
his soa ¥ 2o an axeileat archer.
Donald Yaricaki of Ecavil, an
archery and hunter safety
instructor who s2id be has koowa
the younger Bims f{or scvea or
cight years, taid that Bim was
belpieg him out with regitrazioos
&l en archery tourmament in
Dover the day of the shooting.
“He was tn 4 bad mood,as usoal
He was always such a whiney guy,
you koow.” He estimated that

aﬁd; charged in death

Bixs kefl for home at about 6 par.
Yarjoskl, describing Bixs a1 2
‘very good sbos” with a bow 1sd
arrow, ud he bmt gooe deer
hugling with him 0d “sometimes
sow him handic a gun in an
umsale way. He saw himsell
such 1 funmy guy, but be w=s
mﬂyjm:xplin-in—lh&bum}k
scemed ot to care that samecae
might get bust.”
Yariosd recalied that ca coe
occamicn, Bias gok in the wry of
asother huater, 2od acared awxy
the animal the maa had been
tracking.  “The other guy was
really stexmed, but Deany just
thaught it was lysterical, and kepe
Izughing in the guys face. He just
doesn’t kmow whea cocugh
encugh”.
Thomes Msjcr of Whitcbouse
Statica, coordinaor of  adult
services for the state Divisica of
be znd Bias Jr. thared equipment
in hand-loading ammunition {or
target shooting with handguos,
*untl we gt Mo a luge
argument coc day oves the scores
from cur target practise. [ srw
bim change his score, but whea §
asked him sbent it, he demiod it
That's just the kind of guy be &.°
The tral ® apected to slart

Dext week.
_/

Man charged in step-uncle’s death

—
By AICHARD A. KERSTETTER
E1oress stal? wntor

SALISBURY TWP.. Pa. — A
tawnship man who cight years
ago escaped from Northampton
County Prison and fled tn g cor-
rectional officer's pickup (ruck
was arrested Wednesday for sl
legedly murdening his step-uncle.

Allentown police arrested Alan
Dale Borger, 33, of the 500 block
of Lawrence Strect ond formerly
of Savercool Avenue (n Bethle
hem. on & crimunal homicide
charge Wednesday morning.

Borger was arrested at Lehlgh
Caunty Prison. where he wag
Jerving a seatence on charges
udrclated to the homicide. He
wes arralgnad hefore Diatrict

Justice Anthony [app ung re. -

tumed te the prison without bail.

Pollce accuse Borger of killin
Samuel . HIl Jr., 50, who Livey
atthe same Lawrence Street ad.

Escaped from
prison earlier

Stefanik said 'the investiga-
tion znd evidence™ led to Dor-
ger'sarrest. The maotive was stll
under investigation, he said.

Borger had been released (rem
prison Cect. 10 after serving an
eight-year sentence on a variety
of charges including burglary.
auto theft and escape, police
sard.

In April 1082, Borger was serv.
tng a sentenco wn Northamplon
County Prison on charges of re-
ceiving slolen property, petses-

GASOLINE PRICE

The loltawing 15 a rancam survey tanen oy The E1reass of 1ervice stations
throughout the Mid-Olawara Vailey, The tepornt on the gasaline cnees 3t

0 vancus 33nans wil De vecaled ganccically.
PRICES EFFECTIVE: MCNOAY, CCTCBER

sion of a fircarm without a U-
cense, burglary and conspiracy
when he lock & mesl {rom the
kitchen to the fromt gate and
somehow gct by the guard on
duty.

Sorger then stole 2 correction:
at oftlcer's pickup truck (rom the
ol parking lot and (led, pollce
said. Palmer Township police ap-
prehended him f(ive days later
ofter z high-speed chase dunng
which seversl parked cars and
o polee crulser were struck by
the stolen Mercedes Benz ©
which Borger and another man
were travelng.

A prelimunary hearing on the
hamicidg charge is scheduled for
1:30 p.m. next Wednesday before
Rapp.

WATCH
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By F. DAVID HOOPER school tiree nigha & week 2od
Express Warres Bureau hiy wife, who worked 24 an

— investmeat trader at Scmersel
BELVIDERE - "All | know a I Trust Co. kept the revoiver ca
did noe pull the trigger,” Daniel ber side of the bed for protection
Bist Jr. insisted Mocday in telling in bis absence. Otherwise, be
reporters bow his wife, Lise, was  1aid, it was kept under his side of
shot in the bedroom of the the bed ’

Chambers  Steet  bome in A competitive archer, hunter,
Phillipebury. and fahermas, be 133d be tied to
Charged with his wife's murder involve his wife in his bobbics
and Ghbely telling police sbe and abe sometimer weat with
committed suicide, Bixs said that  him.

on Feb. 26, 1989, be was trying 1o The night o the shooting, Bias
ke swxy be bandgus hix wife claims thas be and his wifc were
was bolding at her bead whea it arguing about the 2mouat of tme -
went off. be speat zwey froen bome. The
“T wasn’t sure if she pulled the argumcat coatinued when they
trigger berself or my grabbing the went 0 put sy some laundry,
gua caused it 1o go off” the 28 be said. Accoring w0 Bise, Lise
year-old man stated, weat into the bathroom and be
Bizg said be uwsed the 357 began to bowi to sggravaie ber.
Magoum revolver for larget Biss sid his wiles worst
shooting and to provide his wife nightmares involved werewolves
protection whea he was zway and his bowling woukd get their
rom home. He said be keptonly  Siberian Husky bowting in the
four cartridges in the six-bot basement “The howling really
weapoa. That way, be explained, drove ber <azy,” Biss stated,
the hammer was oot resting but it vsually eaded an
against a live round and the gua  trgumeat, so I did it 10 s1cp ber
would oot fire oa the fnt pull of trom complsining.'

the trigger. The next thing be knew, be
While appreaticing a8  an clams, Lise was threatenirg to
~4 eloctrician, he said, be weat 10 3hoot herself with the gn

Exzrass shotoqragh KEN WHITE

i3 pinned ueneath the car after he ran into South Main

T‘EQ}TS g, et aaSe 3 hydraulc jack to i T'ea C h er C h af ge d
H o . °
:haved properly with molesting

] 4 ! e dis - L]

T A LR R A gl il qu its jO b

0L use excesstve

rea
1 tenst the palice “*Mayhe | hroke the winde
d to give the de- [ retaliated. But I'm so so
wish it never happened.™”
' 15 and chaszee  Parkansky ond Orchulli
saultiag ¢ leg f

By JANE XaPACK %:x:;g,ydxd natretum phene calls

. ) Exgress stalf wnlar  Theteacher, whoisaiso par.

“ov ar.’chst — time real cstate agent aperaung

XY 10T NAZARETH — The Nazarcth Saveri Homes Inc. in Wind Gap,

Ared School Doard 15 preparing 15 charged with indecent ace~n
Prévialaieg

1A vanlama bnmes
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- ru:- Tuesday, Nevermber 29. 1990 - ——
| Conflicting reportsf | xots
Bangor

Excraza pretograpn

Uy what to expect, thanks to this sign

re will be road work ahead.

By F. DAVID HOOPER
Expresa Warrea Bureau

Speculation 3 mounting & ©
what actually ocurred @ the
home of Daniel snd Lie Bias the

fals

wnship com-
s was the
dalism 10 be
metery. He
vorld war [
irchased by
,« in 1918 had

acts

ecthad been
up voters 1

v .
tsteret was

sought

been 'oppled and pulled irto 3
drivaway 19 or 12 yeary g0 and
was repaired by Frederick

Johnson with cpoxy. TRis Ume
Swenl satd. the statue broke in
the same places and others,

“ldon’t know what can be done
to restore 1t.”" he said, noting the
cost of eat would be
$10.000 to $15.000

Sweet said Qwens Menumental
Co. of Bangor. Pa. is to under-
take the nghtng of the over
vurned headstones and a marbie
benen thal was upped over, He
sald he has no cost figure but
expects i2to be a couple theusand
dollars.

Sweet and Demeter are offer-
ing the rewgrd. Aayona with in-
formation can cailihe state police
at Washinglon, 201639-3100.

delayed

Alter selection of aiternates ai-
lowed for in the hlddmz the cnn

aight of Feb. 26, 1989,
Charged with shootng bis wile
and fabely reporting that she
commitied suicide, Bias conteads
he was shot in the bead whea be
tried 1o take the gun away from
ber.

Bias, 1 2%yearoid unica
electrician, described the couple’s
almost 6-year marriage as “good®,
but be couceded there were
arguments often reiated o the
amount of time he spent xwxy
from home at archery
competitioas. He said that such
a disagreemeat prompted his wife
10 threaten suicide.

The aight of her death, be said,
[ollomngmuxumcn&bc{ound
ber in their bedroom with his
357<aliber Magnum revolver at
ber head. When be grabbed for
he gua to keep ber from hurting
berself, be said. it discharzed,
Killing ber.

Bias called Puillipsiurg poiice,
telling them hix wife bad sbot
berseif.

Things bad ocxX gooe well for
Bias the day of the shooking,
according o Paul Scamer, 3

-
Land acquisition

cut of work with aa injury, had a

in Bias case

bad dsy ca the archery raoge,
a0d wae upsct to find that bis
dinner wasa't cooked wbea be

ocighbours deacribed Bias 13 a0
‘emotionally ditant, uncaring
kind of gay wbo liked to think be
was mporast” scllisculgent in
archery, buctizg, and other sporus
with fricads. “He just waa't 2
good friead,’ said Panl Tayler,
geoeral mansger of the Jocal gun
club. “He was abways borrowing
mcocy, which you never saw
again, or bragging and lying
about bow well be bad dove ca
the range.”

Lormaine Chalkey, 2 close fricad
of Lisc Biss, pointed cut that
when Biss called police to report

*Danny doesa’t have anything
good o sy sbout Lme. He
fceps tellig peopic she wus
friends - bo seemt like be
trying to get all the sympathy for
himself, rather than for his wife.”
Samilarly, Peter Qummicgs, 2
former co-worker of Rise, 1aid
"he is walking around with this
*poor me” kind of attimde. He's
always been like that, you koow.
Moce ccacerned  with  himself
than agyooo clee.”

Tho trial i sct 10 begin shortly

resolution tabled

By ALEX ROTH
Excress Huntarcon Eureay

MILFORD — Borough cayncil
voted to table a resolution to ap-
oly for 3 state grant that would
help the borouzh enlarge a small
purk on York [toud t0 four or
five Umen ttx eurrent nize,
said they

Council members

wanted to (ind out more informa-
tion adout the state Department
of Eavironmental Green Acres

sant hefare apniyiag for it

space for public use.The grant
can bde ay large as 25 percent of
the propery’s market value, de-
pending on how much the prop-
erty is sald for 3nd 3 number of
other factors.

Most disliked that the new park
wauld have to comply with state
regulations of granl mancy was
uscd Lo purchase the lund, Seme
nlso notel thal buyimk private
lend and moking 3t public would
lose the borough tax revenue.

The land the borough is carmd-
nc Hu sz s ow-m! by I-

The barsugh zomag hear-
2g board will meet 3t 7.20
P.m. Wednesday, Nov. 23
W cocslder 3 request W@ e
mode! 2 commercial
building at the cerner of
Messnger and South Main
sireets,

Ricrard and Ada An-
glemyer, the owners, want
% expand the Sports:
Lvern inw the area at
w3 used a3 a bardersnon.

A porilon
{3 o be rec
Zouse the b
beauty shop a laundry
for apartment le-*uu

The property 13 located
{1 2 reightorhood commer-
cial zone. A vanance is be-
ing sought from ofl-street
parking. lot coverage,
front, alde and resr yard
distance requirements,

tee

Santa Claus will amve
by firetruck here at 10
am, Saturday,

The Slate Belt Chamber
of Commerce 15 sponsorng
he visit which will surt
with & parade (rom Bangor
Elementary Center at
Broadway and South
Fourth Street.

Saata will be available
for visits after the parade
until noon at The Foot
Peddler at 38 Broadway.

Washington Twp.

The township superviscrs
have awsrded 2 new three-
year contract of $533.571 to
Grand Central Sanitation
Lae. for collection service,
includicg reyclables.

Tals reflects 2 4%-
percent tncrease for 1991
3.2 percent in 1997 and 1.3
percent in 1993,

Don Brown. Grand Cen-
tral's buslness development
raanager, said the lotal
cest is being reduced each
ye&r because maore of the
waste is expected to be
recycled.

Aboul 71 percent of the
1,400 households are recy-
cllag, ane of tha highest
rates in similar programs
handled by Grand Central
In other cammunities.
Brown said that response
hag reduced the iclal wasle
flow by 14 percent and
saved the township about
$432,000 In additional collec-
Uon costs.

Recycled items totaled
20.5 tons (n Juiy. !8.5 tona
in August and 4.4 tans in
Scptember.

LR

The township supervisors

will seek a state grant to
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HRINIAK o Caiberme. of 448 Nosgrcr

nvestigation
Authorities were !

fe death ol a
TITL woman aft

ievesligating
year-old Phillips.
a0 aulopsy Mon-
showed she died of
oL wound 1o the hend.

is¢ Caren Bras, 27, af 258 Chzm-
S St. was found dead in her
hame short!!
The Warres Cetnty Prose
five said Blay was found by her
nusduad, Daniel N
secund-flo
hame, Authoris:
v

ar the

ace
. \Warren County Medlcal Exam.
iner Isidore Minaiok!s porformed
the autepsy 21 Warren H spital.
e and Sgt. Gary Dunden of the
county prosecuter’s office said the
manner of death iy under investigs.
tien,

Phillipsby
iv proseeutor’s offive are
e investigation,

iy was sn lavestment teader
Wit Somuerset Trust Co. fn
Somervwille, N.J,

Barn May 13, 1961, in Bron
N.Y.. she moved a3 an infant with
© family to Sand Breok, N.J..
and Neadington, N.J.

She graduated form Hunterdon
(_'ur;(r;;l Higk Scheol in Flemington
o7,

Survivors include her hushnnd,
Danicl Blas Jr.: her purents. Chex.
@nd Elsz Cetta Cusiorowski of
Wiitchouse Station. N.J
Brather, Mark Gustorowski af Ag-
rorn, Colo.; and a sister, Laura
Huis. at home.

Vhe funcral will be held at 1:15
- Wednesday frem Robert (.
Fortl Eeneral Home 1n Flenrington,
Services will be held at ¥ pom.on
Calvary Hible Chureh in Neading-
ton Ioterment will be s Sund
Uruak Cemetery in Sand Brook.

it police and the coun-
andling
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Arthur |, O’Hare
Arthur 10 0'Macee,

aeedale o Upper

Townslup, Pa.. div

cdale sinee November
He wak retieed from the slupping
departinent of Cameron ump Dr.
vision of lugersoll-itand Co. in
Phiilipshurg. ile formerly served
35 bustess agent for the ele al
workers' usicn ot lngersall-Rand,
orn Sept. 14, 1909, in Pinllipy-
burt. he was a son of the late
James and Margarer Smythe
Q'Hare, Before moving to
Gracudale, he resided In the Valley
View section of Phillipsbury,

He wus u member of St Phillp
and St James Catholic Church in
Phillipsburg and” Fleas Club of
Faston, member and logmer
president of Warren Chemiceal Flre
Co. of Phillipsdurg. and member
of New .Jersey State Exempt
Firemen's  Assaciation and Phil.
Hnshury Exempt Firemen's Asso-
clatton,

iz wife. the former
Tagcer, died earlicr,
Surviving are 2 brother, Thomas
J.0'lare of Phillipsburg: and
meces and neohews. A dacghter,

Jue

[ “Littie Jazz’

1981 performance, ciad

the high.nates, ‘maca him
musiciens in jazz history.

Trumpeter Roy “Litle Jazz”
“Sunday. Mr.
lightening-last style of clay and genchant for

shewn hera in a
Eidridge’s
sustalning
rasgected

Eicridge,

ameng the most

Mary Elizabeth VanHorn

Maey Elizabeth " Vanllora.
FG. of 221 . Brown St in Eust
BSlroudsbury, dicd Monday in
Stroud Manar in Eust Stroudsbury,
Nurn in Tobyhannz,
P daughter of the late LI
[Aima DeRochie Cramer. She was
oun-

3 lifeleny resident of Moaroc

ty.

Hler hush; Nnrmanr Welter
Yaatiarn, earlier.
Survivors include five d3 ers.
Wznda Gardon. Janet Williams and
Adeil Defranco. all of Strouds.
hurg, ety Miller of Eust Strotds-
bury and Catheriae Squirs af
Sersnton, o twa sons, Keaneth
und John, hoth of y

hel

urg; a sister
East Stroudsburg;
randchildren, 50

She
preceded 1a dteath by twe
i ters, Lol lowsin and Noe-

Carilwell, aned two sons, Nar
tnan A anll ard .

erviees will be held at 2 pan,

sday in William 1L Clark Fu-
al Home in Stroudaburz, Iaters
atwdl be s SU Paul’s Cemetery
in Swiftwater, !'a

Rose M. Manieri
Rose M.« Manlert, 24, of the
Northampton Convalesceat Cente

cied Montay sl the comvalesce
cent.

She worked for many years 2
Orr's Department Slore in Eastan,
where she demonstrated kailling,
crocheting and stitchery.

Wern on Wilkes-Uarre Street jn
stom on Marceh i3, 1901, she way
stagihter of the lute Joseph

and Barbars Gleien Zettler.

She a charter member of
the Court Easton Chapter of the
Catholic Daughiters of America and
including

thy

3

Emily L. Place

Emily L. [Mace, 6f, of
Stroudsburg R.D. 8, diedd on Sunday
evening in Harrisbury Hospral,

She wax empleyed as a private
licensed practical aurse for many
yeurs.

born in East Stroudsbury. she
was 2 daughter of the late Stewart
and [rene Vailerschamo Lee. She
ifeleny resudent of Monrce

East

M
erran Chu

her of Ord
2 Chapter 19
Ameranth Chapter, buth in Bt

sivter, Sheeles Hasermu:
Surg 16 o trother,
1+t Stroudaburg

burg: a
af Strou

Cerahd M, Lew ol |
WL T hve weidelnldren g
¢> 3wl oephews,
will be hetd a1,
@ Muddle Santheld
Church a0 East
erment sl be in
Lo Preshyter
Easl Strow

C

R.D. 6. Laaterman & Alie
Heome East Stroudsbury
charge of nRener

Sara £, Alvater

Sara Alvater.
stock, V. a reured argan and -
aro teachier, churen urpunist and
choir director, died Sumlay w her
home.

She was {ormerly urganist and
choir dircetur at Fiemington Rape
trgt Chure in Flemma v
Enplscupal Chuech
Presbyterian Churel o
. ireh of the Hoby Tranty i
New York, N.Y.: and churches w
Woodstock.

.. Joen Sept. 4

of Waod-

t Saadbiennk,

1

e was 3 forr
US. ieanze o
aten

tan Town Cou
of Quake

Thursday in 1o
feral Home
ment will e i
tery in Clinton

Frank Barres
Frank Barrer
Ave. in Haston
Fasten Huspita
Horm Jar. 5.
Piccoli provime
ltaly. he was
Joseph and o
Harrese

was 2
Antheay’s Cathe

o Su
nurch. late
ton Cemete

Garnet J. Ay

N

Methudint €
ths wafe, the
fteed, ducd earl
Surviving are
of Penariyls n
Stafflet ol
pramfeliiteen
rrandetnldeen
Nervy will 1
Thuesday i Jaw
neral Hoee i
will he gn
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By F. DAVID HOOPER | and sbe scmctimes weat with
Esprexs Warrea Bureay him, “Lise war awiilly
possenive.” Biazx sid  "See
BELVIDERE - *All ] know s | wanted to be 3round me al the
did pot pull the trigger,® Daniel tme, and pever wasted a1¢ o
Bixs Jr. insisted Mooday in telling have gy time 10 myself, or aay
reporters how his wife, Lise, was  life of my own.” be told reportery.
shot in the bedroom of the  Bim said thas be 2od Lise bad
Chxmbers  Street  home o beea arguicg regularly sbout b
Phillipsburg. being away from bome 30 much,
Chasged with his wile’s murder aod tbat she abways demanded
wd fanely telling police the stication
committed suiide, Bias said that  He said hiz wife liked jewellery
on Feb. 26, 1989, be was trying 10 20d clothes, “things with 2 jot of
take xwy the handgua his wife  flash, but that we coulda’t afford”
was holding at ber head whea it be related. recalling the aight of
went ofl tbe sbooting, they had argued
T wasa't sure if she pulled the over a luge dizmood ring sbe
trigger berzell or my grabbing the wmated hin 0 buy for ber
gun caused it 10 go ofl,’ the 28~ birthday. He said be tokd ber sbe
year-old man stated. had enough jewellery.
Bias said be used e 357  The argument cosigued whea
Magnum revoiver for targer they went o put away some
shooting and 1o provide his wife lwndry, be mid  Accordizg to
protection whea he wam awsy Biat, Lise thea became upsct. He
from bome. He said be kept caly claims that be tried to end the
four cartidges in tbe s-thot argument by ayiog they would
weapoa. That way, be explained, tak abous it later, but thea abe
the bammer was ot resting got more 20d more upset and the
against 2 live round and the qun oext thing be inew, Liac wm
did oot fire on the first pull of threateaing 10 thoot berielf with
the trigger, the gun.
- While apprenticing =5 an
SIRM033 ZhCICTICR KEN WHITE clecrician, he said, be ~ent 10 During his pres conlercocs, 1
33 pinned teneath the car after he ran Into Scuth Main school taree nights a week and reporter  [from  the  Times
reel. The emergency squad used a hydraylic jack to fig his wife, who worked as an remarked that the gold wedding
2 car ol the dog. Plesse sae stcry an 8, ' igvestment trader at Somerset band Bia diplayed ca bis kft
T 4 Trust Co, kept the rovolver oo Band might mikead s jury inw
A her sice of the bed for protection  thinking be was still wearing the
- aVEd prOperl in biv sbseocs. Otherwise, be ring bis dead wife had given him.
y said, it was kept under his side of  Blas  became  somewbat
scovered she did ot have 3 by thebed Custered, but explained that be
31820 she Sroke the wmdgt: A competilive archer, hunater,  bad remarried last December,
and fisherman, be said be tied o caly te meaths afler the death
crhas demed | jgvoive bis wife in his bobbies of his wile Lise.

Teacher charged

sl bt
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tly what to

re will be road work ahead.

Conflicting report
in Bias case

By F. DAVID HOOPER

ki dinner weam't cooked whea be
g0t bome laze. There was thea
with his wife, who

Express Warrea Burean
Speculaticn i mounting s lo
what acuaily occurred in the

bomte of Danse! aod Lise Bias the
aight of Feb. 26, 1589.

Charged with shooting his wife
aad (aisely reporting that she
committed suicde, Bizs contends

tried 10 take the gua vy from
ber.
Bist, 2 28-yearoid union

electrician, described the couple’s
aknoat 6-year marTizge 38 "good”,

Tresy photograonfl!

expect, thanks to this sign

lals
2d

1tion

3rands had
s Friday,
the leavings
es of empty
:n the come-
ks of o light

~nship com-
is was the
falism to be
metery. He
orld War (
rehased by
’in 1318 had

acts

‘¢t had bean
1P voters in
Ustriet way

sought

bcen loppled and pulled Into 2
driveway 10 or 12 years ago and

but be cooceded there were
wrgucments often related 10 the
amount of time be spent awxy
from home at archery
competitions. He said that such
2 disagreement prompted bis wife
to threatea sicide.

The night of ber death, be said,
there was an argument over a
ring that she wanted him to buy
ber.: He said that be fouod her
in their bedroom with his 357
caliber Magnum revotver at her
head. Whea be grabbed foc the
gun (0 keep ber from hurting
bertelf, be said, it discharged,
killing ber.

Bixz called Phillipsburg police,
telling them hix wife had shot
bersell
Things bad

was repaired by Frederick “Busy’
Johnson with epoxy. This um.
Sweet sald, the stalue broke i
the same places and others.

“Idon’t know what can be don
to restore it,” he said, noting th
cast of repla ent would b
$10.000 to $15.000.

Sweet said Qwens Menumental

Co. of Bangor, Pa. is to ynder.
take the righting of the over.
tumned headstones and a marble
bench that was tipped over. He
said he has no cost figure but
expects it to be a couple tnousand
dollars.
. Sweet 3nd Demeter are offer-
ing lhe_ reward, Anyone with in-
formation can callthe state police
at Washingtos, 201-639-3100.

delayed

Alter selection of alternates al-
lowed for in the hidding, the can-
Mructine enatzasie wnl ot

archery tournament that day, and

the was 3hot in the bead whea be”

an

waated him to by ber 2 ring be
w:ld.n'uﬂord{otbexbirmd:yn-d
Repors  from  friends
peighbours  suggest that the
marriage Wit lem thas idyllic.
According to Lillian Taylor, e
aext-daor-neighbour, the
arguments between Mr, & M-
B were more and more
frequeat. Mna. Tayior abo claims
1o bave soca him dowatown, oa
cceasios, With eoother woman.
"It makes sense tince be gt
remarried 30 sooa after his wife's
death.” she remarked
Locraine Chalkey, a close (rieod
of Lisc Biog, 3aid that Lise * was
really cacited about Lrying to have
a baby, but Danay said that there
wa 00 way i hell be was over
going 10 bave 4 baby with Ber!
Ms. Chaikry further stated that
Lise had becone “more and more
angry” with the fact that Danicl
was upcmployed, lesving Lise 0
pay for i cxpeosa Lise
remarked that it was frooic that
Lac had o pay for things like
their life impurince, sincc now
Dagici Biss would get that
moocy.

Bizs, who hat beca free oo 2
$150,000 property bood posted
by his father, recoived court
permision last February 1o move
to New Mexico to joint his secood
wile, whom be mamied in
December 1989, whike swaiticg
bix sl

By ALEX ROTH
Exaress Hunterdon Bureaw

MILFORD - Borough council
voled to tadie a resolution to ap-
aly for a state grant that would
heip the borough enlarge a small

purk an York Rood to faur or [

five thmex it current size,
Councit members said they
wanted to find out more informa.
tion about the state Department
of Eavironmental Green Acres
wraal helare apniving for it )

solution table

space for publle use.The grant
can ge as large as 2§ percent of
the property’s market value, de-
pending on how much the prap-
erty is soid for and a number of
other f{actors.

Most disliked that the new park
wauld have to comply with state
regulations il grant moncy was

sed (o purchase the tund. Seme
alxe aoted that huyiag privete
land and making 1t public would
inse Qe borough tax revenue.

The land the borough is consid-
ering huying 15 owned hy 3 Mil.
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LOCALT

Slate Belt
Notes
Bangor

Tte darcugh loniag hear.
(3¢ board will mes=t at 7:30

2.m. Wedoesday, Nov, 3
o ccaslder a request o re-
model 3 commereial
building at the cormer of
Heisinzer and Soutth Main
sireels,

Rlehzrd and Ada An.
glemyer, the owners, want
W exp he Sporsman
Wvem intd the ares that
was used as k darbderanep.

A partion of the bulding
L3 o de reconstructes to
Bouse e barbersnop, a
beauty shop and a laundry
for_apariment tenants.

The property 1s located
o a geighberhood commer-
cial zone. A varance is be-
lag sought from off-strest
parking, lot coverage.
(ront, side and rear yard
distance requirements.

. °

.

Santx Claus will arrive
by lfiretruck here at 10
a.m. Saturdsy. .

The Slate Belt Chamber
of Commerce is sponsoring
the visit which will start
with 3 parade {rom Banger
Elementary Center at
Broadway and South
Fourth Street.

Santa will be available
fer visits afler the parade
until nocn at The Foot
Peddler at 35 Broadway.

Washington Twp.

The township supervisors
bave awarded 1 new three-
year contract of 3533571 to
Grand Central Sanitation
Ine. for collection service,
Including reyciables.

This reflects a 44-
percent {ncrease for 1931:
1.2 percect in 1992 1zd 1.8
percest io 1993,

Don Brown, Grand Cen-
tral's buslness development
manager, sad the total
ccat is being reduced esch
year because mare of the
waste is sxpected to be
recycled.

Abcut 71 parcent of the
1,400 households are recy-
cling, one of the highest
rates In similar programs
handled by Grand Central
in other communities.
Brown sald that respense
bag reduced the total waste
fQow by 14 percent and
saved the township about
$42,000 in additional colee-
toa cosla.

Recycled items totsled
20.5 tons in July, 18.5 tons
In August and 4.4 tons in
September.

a0

The township supervisors
wifl seek a state graat to
pay a share of a propesed
...... qen frm n mary

Vand

- e se—————
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) dicd Sunday ta
Saturcay L 430 Frieay death Under Canter.
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Investigation

%337 for-
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of Quakerigwr
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{roudsy R.D. 3. died en Sunday
ening In Haresturg Hospeal,

was employed a5 a privite
ed practical nurse for many

tion 28 Fan 1910y

i Tovaed Sund : 2
er ang Zlg

suroN.Gaigen dute Eonerst Homd (S

_anEmGumen By Pneny MonY Wintehouse

HOWELL — in fa3iga P4 Faz 26 199 hrother,

Cnauncey O Mawed o 11airg
Thuziay 0 Cotury Fuisycig
Thign Grocnean an

Antheay's Cath

e e
Zon ocrases

crs
Uroox Cem

VL e

Sy S o
NS LT ey Tawann
T - S5 unanens ' cre Py, ton lins

E2aL HOmMAL
i

Camaltie Saft Mourayise svameg S

EGAN FUNERAL HCMED
Y

TNBSTONE — aigeanar, 23 <l Cezon

21vot

2t Tasen, sa3sen
2 0 ur 20M yoar

Bpshury
ciation

Chusen mo Flomingtm,
teeran Chusel ol Augusta
liuiy

CURRAN-FINEGAN RUNEIAL HaME

Cantisans

—_— e
FNARE — '~ Layion warcin

MY amew D Za e

avral Home
wiil 2e i st




Pretrial Publicity
221

B BXPrees. T

Expresa pmqud'/KE“ WHITER

Warren County Commu-
+ school on Route 57 In
aship, N.J. sponsored 2
drive“ﬂedmwly.

*/ Husband charge
in death of wife

By ¥. DAYID HOOPER
Warree Buresa

bis a3 nm‘z:nv.‘.mg
tial for the murder of ks I7-vewr-
ddwfn!a:.m(xhamdmae
were investigaccrs Al over iz seo's
bowe o Clmbery Steet o
Phiilipstorg when be ot there
Dagie! Biw Jr kad aclled
Paillipaburg police to tell them his
wifo had commited sicide. He
caimed Bt he mw ber shoxX
berself a8 he wis cotering the
bedroom. Later he told investi gmons
be fond ber sanding in froof of 3
drosser mirroe in their bedoom,

bolding b 357 Magoem revolver
& the back of ber head 20d that the
mmd’\mh::aedmvn-
it Gom ber.

cizgnooed m “oerves. Paticoty wife
mm.'mm&:mm
casodiz Geridios Hydusix,

H3 (ather s3d Be waited In the
living room o< police &d pax
bring 2is s dome ) 435 2y,
a%er qoertioning bm. He uid be
WOk B3 300 B 0w Some T
W!mmxsmmvm:'b:md
mmmfumum

Meawhile, be 2aid, he mcumed o
hhm‘x?ﬁﬂimbmaewdm
up e boxd from te bedrocn
floer.

The al 3 apecaed © san
week.

fenants start move

minary from Alpha Building

ysal site

According o Jim Jones,
uperintendent of Met-£d's Port-
ind generating statlon, which
+ll produce the {ly znd bottom
sah dumped at the site, the
darshifeld {acdity will not bde
eady for two to three yesrs.

Jones said ash is now dumped

a 3n East Bangor quarty. which
vill be closed in the next couple
o vears,
The ash 3t the Marshiield site
vl be placed In 3 natural de-
resslon, he said, There will be
i+ liner and a drawmage system
astalled, he said.

Right now, Met-Ed

is cieaning

Ut quarres near
irive, Jones said, refernng to
«ctivity in the arca, Heu id

rushhad beendumped there e
:aly, he sad.

The facility would receive
1hout 300 tens of ash a day, ne
.

murdered

ng that the victtm apparesty
“3s murdered by someone wha
“roke into and burglarited her
tome,

POLICE

Bath man arrested
TAST ALLEN TWP. Ia.

Tl Kelmaan 2 A ang,

By JANE KOPACK!
Exprasy staft writer

EASTON — With no heat now
and no electricity by the end of
the month, the (ew tenants who
femsin in the Aipha Buiding

have begun their c¢xodus
warmer quarters.
Alter morc then 3 century

Downtown and 40 years In the
building, the law lirm of Teel,

By RICHARD A. KEASTETTER
ExDreus a7 writor

?a,
N

— A
yesrs

SALISBURY TWP.
township man who eight
ago escaped from Nerthampten
County Pn.san and fied in a cor-
rectional offlcar’s prekyp truck
was s.’.'c'h.‘d n:,..csday for
leg

Al
Dale narzcr JJ of the ROO block
ol Lawrence Strect and {armerly
of Saverzool Avenue v Seinles
hem. on a enmunal nemicide
charge Wednesday merming.

Borger was arrcsted at Lehigh
County Prison, where he waz
j1erving 1 sentence an charges
unrelated to the homicide. He
was arraigned hefore Distriet
Juatlee Anthony Rapp and re.
turmed o the prison without ball

Police sccuse Borger of klling
Samuel F. HI Jr., 50, who Lved
al the same Lawrence Street ad.

0 5

its cquipment inta s orage and
temperarlly shifted stock broker-
age cpe-u.azu to ity ?.—:::emn.
NJ. until permanen
quartersin Bc"ﬂc’x:m are .udy
The status of the buijding has
bean uncertain since entre
neur Gearge Swillyk, wha
n 3 promise t0 restore s
aver ownersup to Fi
I'ropertics LI, fn August 19 'J
{n June the mortgage helder, The

‘Man charged in step-un

Escaped from
prison earlier

82, Sor”-' w15 serve
'1(: c: s \c—'~ mpn
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By F. DAVID HOOPER weat o,
Ecpress Warren Bureau T waaa't sure if 1he pulled the
trigyer bericlf oe my grabbing the
BELVIDERE - "All [ koow 3 [ gun csused it 10 g0 ofl.’ ibe 23-
&d pot pull the trigger, Daniel year-ok man stated.
Bl Jr. ipaisted Mooday in telling  Bisa said be used the 357
repociers bow his wife, Lie, was  Magoum  revotver  for  Laget
thot in the bedrocm of e ihooting iad to provide his wide
Chambers  Street  bame  in prowction whez be was Twey
Phillipsburg. from home. He 1aid be kept caly
Charged with his wife's murder four cartridges in the six-thot
and fisely telling police she weepon. Thet way, be explained,
committed suicde, Bias 1aid that the hammer was oot reing
00 Feb. 26, 1989, he was Uying 10 agaimt 2 live round and the gua
take sway the handgun his wife would not fire oa the first pull of
wxt bokding at ber head whea it the trigger.

Teacher charged
with molesting
girl quits job

T ————— 34, id ret =

By JANE KOPACKI Jre g, o

Exzress stat wintar “he teacker, who is 2l 1 part-

U ne real estate agent cperating

Saveri Homes Ine.in
(&}

m phene calls

Hd — The Nawz
Area School Board is prepa
ta replace junior high school 5y
tgacher David Save

Express erctegrazrXEN WHITE

va3 pinned teneath the car aer he ran inte South Main
street. The emergency squad used a hydraulic jack ta lift
ne car oft the dog. Please see story cn B,

ehaved propé‘riy

"Wheeler, bul “only He later discovered she did rot have a bat,

expected (o use,” but was yeliing that she Lrake the window,
Uy of witaesses in. he said.

! notuse cxcessive  In previcus interzicws, ‘Wheeler has denind

breaiiny the window, hut Tuesiday she said,

“"Mayhe [ broke the winduw and stulf, bt

{ retalizted. But I'm so soery | did that, |

i ver happened.””
k7 9nd Orchulli went to arres
]

I

baby sitter.

Nazareth Area Sct
Superintendent Joh
said the beard uma
rented Savert's le

A't trust the police
i5ed Lo give the de-

,‘
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LOCALE
Rom |

- Tha Express, Tuescay, Nevemoer 20. 1990 i8-2

[Conflicting reportsy
in Bias case

Bangor 1
The barough :cning hear- !
2 board -uxz.'l me—l' z:hsaw
».M. Weddesday, Nov. 23
W cenulder a request W re.

Express Warren Bureau

night of Feb. 26, 1589,

By F. DAVID HOOPER

—eee e
Spectlaticn i mounting a6 to
what acmually occurred in the
heme of Dagiel and e Bias the

Charged with shooking hix wife
and fxisely reporting that sbe

Biag, 3 25-year-oid anice

electrician, deacribed the coupic’s
abmost 6-year marriage a3 “good’
but be coocmded there WesT
argumenn oftea reiated 0 he
smount of txme be speat Iwsy
from home at archery
competivicos.  He uaid that f
ldiug:rwnmlprmpwdhhmlc

raedel 2 commersial
bailding st the curmer of
Messinger and South Man

glem ihe qwners, wan!
3 expand e Spersman
tavern (oo the arez
was used 31 a bar

A portion of e b
Is o be reconsiry
Souse the bar

commiited micide, Bias conlends 1o threaten micide. beauty shop ar

tly what o

Express pactograch

she was 1k i the bead when be

tried o tske ibe gua sway from

= \Gnd ac

8y ALEX ROTH
Excrass Huntereen Buraau

expect, thanks to this sign

e wlil be rosd work ahead.

lals
od

ition

3rands had
nss  Frday.
the leavingy
ses of empty
in e cemes
cks ef alight

jwnanp com-
g wis the

wrehased by
¢ 1§18 had

acts

ect had deen
tp voters in
fistrigt wax

sought

been toppled and puiled into 2
driyeway 10 or 12 years ago and
was repaired by Frederiex "Bus’
lohasan wiath epoxy. This ume
Sweet 3aid, the statue broke in
the same places and others,

‘] don’t know #hat can be done
to rextore it,” he said, noting the
cast of replacement would e
$10.008 to 215,09,

Sweet sard Oweny Monumental
Co. of Bangor. ¥a. s lo under-
take the righting of the over-
turned headstones and a marsle
bench that was Upped over. He
sald he has no cost figure but
expects it to e a couple thousand
doltars.
 Sweet and Demeter are offer.
ing the reward. Anyone wity in-
formation car calithe state police
at Washington, 201535.3100.

delayed

After selection of alternates al-
lowed for in the hidding, the con.

LoWnn mantratic a

five times its current mze.

Council members said they
wanted to find gut more miorma-
tign about the state Depariment
of Enviroamental Green Acres
< for it

wrant hefere apnis

MILFORD — Borough councit
voted o table a resolution to ap-
ply for a state grant that would
help the borough enlarge a small
park on Yark ltosd o faur er

quisition
resolution tabled

space for public use.The grant
can be as largs 3s 25 percent of
the property’s market value, des
perding on how much the prop-
enty is sold for and a number of
other (actors,

Most disliked that the new park
would have to comply with staie
regulations i{ graat maacy was
used 10 purchase the fand. Some
alsu noterd that huying privale
fand and making it public would
lase the bargugh 1ax revejue.

The land the Seroughs consids

ring 15 awacd by 3 Ml

{or_apartment tenants.

The property 1z located
in a ceaighbcrhosd commer-
cial zone. A vanmance is be-
log sought from off-sireet
parxing, lot coverage.
{ront, side and rear yard
distance requir ents.

© o

Santa Clauy will amive
by flretruck here at 10
&.m. Saturday. .

The Slate Bell Chamber
of Carnmerce is sponsonng
the visit which wil stact
with a parade {rom Bangor
Elementary Center at
Broadway and South
Fourth Streat.

Santa will be available
far visity alter e parade
uatd noon st The Foot
Peddler at 18 Sroadway.

Washington Twp.
“The townihip supervisors
have awarded a new (hrees
year cantract of 253,571 to
Grand Ceatral Sanitaton
[zc. {ar collectian wariice
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5)

6)

Questionnaire (Session 1)

What is your age?  __ Years.

Are you: __ Male? __ Female?

Have you ever heard of this case before today? _ Yes.
Have you ever taken part in a trial before? __Yes.
Have you ever taken a course in law before? _ Yes.
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No.

Considering the limited information that you have been given about this case, how would
you rate Daniel Bias as a person? {(Please circle the number which best represents your

view).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Negatively Neutrally Positively
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Trial#__ /_ Juror #

2

Pre-deliberation Questionnaire

Do you feel that Daniel Bias is: {Please circle the number which best represents your
view).

1 2 4 5 6 7

w)

Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty

As ajuror in this case, how would you vote?

Guilty.

Not Guilty.



Trial #

4)

5)
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Y Juror#
Questionnajre-Final
What is your age? _ Years.
Are you: _Male. __ Female.
Do you feel that Daniel Bias is: (Please circle the number which best represents your

personal view).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Definitely Not Guilty No Idea Definitely Guilty

As a juror in this case, how did you vote? (What was your jury verdict?)

Guilty.

Not Guilty.

Which piece(s) of evidence caused you to vote as you did?
(If you have any comments, please include them here.)
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6) Please indicate below which of the following your recall about the case:
Bias "howled" at his wife. Bias broke down a bedroom door.
Bias was seeing another woman. Bias is a "macho man" who likes
power.

Bias often lies/cheats at games. Bias shot at someone while hunting.

Bias borrowed money often.

Bias didn't want to have a baby.

Bias threatened someone Bias and his wife fought over
with a knife. the "flashy" things she wanted.

7 Do you think that any of the material that you read prior to seeing the trial influenced
your decision about the guilt or innocence of Daniel Bias in any way?

Not Sure.

8) If you answered yes to the above question, please explain below.

THANK YOU!
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Debriefing Form
Most people would probably agree with the statement that "pretrial publicity negatively impacts
on a defendant's ability to obtain a fair trial". The body of literature which exists to date on the
effects of pre-trial publicity is, in fact, inconclusive. While Fulero (1987) says that the evidence
as a whole suggests that pretrial publicity has an adverse effect on jurors, Carroll, Kerr, Alfini,
Weaver, MacCoun and Feldman (1986) see just the opposite. They conclude instead that the
available social science literature on the effects of actual news coverage on potential jurors or on
actual jury verdicts is not very useful. "It appears that news coverage in highly publicized cases
may influence the public, but it is also possible that those who are pro-prosecution choose to
expose themselves to more news and/or remember more of it. There is little evidence of any
pervasive effects of news coverage on actual verdicts, although in the cases sampled it would be
no surprise that case evidence far outweighs the effécts of news coverage.” (p.192).

This research is an aitempt to study the effects of pre-trial publicity in as naturalistic a
setting as possible. We would like to know how different types of pre-trial publicity (the
independent variable), such as information that goes to the heart of the defense's case, affects
jurors' verdicts (the dependent variable). We hypothesize that if there is any effect of pre-trial
publicity, it will only oceur when the information presented relates directly to defense's case, and
when this information is not refuted in the actual trial. Studies which have attempted to look at
this in the past have tended to lack realism. We hope to improve this by using a real (edited) trial,
recorded on video. While the second session was the same for all participants (and you all
watched the same trial), you did not ail read the same articles in your initial session. Some
subjects received negative information regarding the character of the accused, which suggested
Bias was indeed a bad person. Others read information which suggested that Bias had a strong
motive for the murder - something which was missing in the actual trial. Some subjects read only
brief articles which generally described the crime, and which were common to all experimental
groups (the control group). While all of the articles you read were actual ones from New Jersey
newspapers, some of the information was deleted in some articles, or words were added to others.

In the actual re-trial, the jury could not reach a verdict. Bias was then tried a third time, for a
lesser charge, and was found guilty.

Thank you for your time and effort in completing this guestionnaire. If you have any questions,
please contact Tara Burke, through the department of Psychology at the University of Toronto.
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