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Transcript
Jury Hub conversation: Lee Curley and Kay Lynn Stevens
LEE CURLEY: Hello. My name is Lee Curley, and welcome to our podcast on juror and jury decision making. Today, we have Kay Lynn Stevens, professor in psychology from Columbia Basin College. Do you want to tell us a little bit more about yourself, Kay, just to start off? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Sure. Thank you for having me, Lee. This is a lot of fun. So I teach at Columbia Basin College, which is a two and four-year college in the United States. I'm in the State of Washington. And in terms of my background, I'm a generalist. I've taught psychology for 20 years, and went back to school to finish my PhD a little later on in the process. So I'm happy to talk more about that, what it's like to be a returning student. But my research has been in juror decision making. And it's been a really interesting experience, and I'm glad to have connected with lovely colleagues in the UK. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, great to have you all the way for America. It's amazing. So yeah, just to kind of get started, shall we touch up on that, about how you came kind of in psychology? What made you interested in psychology in the first place? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, so I mean, to be honest, I had a really hard time deciding on what major because I found a lot of things interesting. I really enjoyed being a student as an undergrad. And what really made me settle on psychology was the diversity of the field and the different kinds of things that you can do. I mean, I think the American Psychological Association has finally said psychology is a hub discipline. So almost everything else that, well, if a human is thinking it, feeling it, or doing it, there's a psychologist studying it. 

And so I just find that really, really interesting. In terms of what-- I didn't think that I wanted to teach. I come from a family of teachers. And so that didn't appeal to me. I really thought that I wanted to do more clinical research. And so originally when I was in graduate school many years ago, I was studying multiple sclerosis and depression and the relationships between those disorders, and which is super interesting, and my heart is still in it. 

As we move North of the equator, there's just a greater incidence of multiple sclerosis. So it's concerning, certainly. But I did discover that I really did enjoy teaching. And so after I finished my master's, I took a year off and was a sabbatical replacement at a community college and really kind of fell in love with the mission. It's democracy's college. It's come y'all. Everybody is welcome. And I just really have enjoyed the opportunity to work with very diverse student groups. 

I mean, I learn a lot every day. So that's what kind of initially got me into the field and then what got me into teaching. And then one of my colleagues who we hired almost 10 years ago, Adam Austin, he came to our institution with a background in Forensic Research. And so we started doing some research with our students, helping them to do research. And of course, many students watch Criminal Minds and those sorts of things, and so were interested in this domain. 

And so I got interested in doing it, but-- and I can tell you more about why I specifically got interested in researching the crime of sex trafficking, if you like. I can either discuss that now or later as you wish. 

LEE CURLEY: No, yeah, yeah, I was actually going to ask you about that. But yeah, just kind of firstly, how did you get into your specific research area? How did you get an interest in sex trafficking? And how did you get interested in juror decision making? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, so again, my colleague was really-- I had never really-- I'd never really studied forensic psychology as either an undergrad or even in my earlier experience in grad school. And so it was just a really interesting opportunity because I really appreciate cognitive science and what leads us to make the decisions that we make. And of course, we like to believe we're rational, but you know, we use lots of other things to influence our decisions. 

And so that was interesting. And then thinking about-- one of the things that originally I was thinking about doing research on adverse childhood experiences and how that affects adult learners. And we know that ACEs, of course, over the life span, have all kinds of-- they're predictive of all kinds of negative health outcomes. And anyway, well, that research area really has-- that's kind of been plowed. 

I will just say this, that what's interesting about that is that, once you get to the college level, students that have aces do not underperform or complete at a lower rate than folks that have fewer ACEs. So I think what the thinking is that, if you make it to college, if you get to University, then you've developed enough resilience that you can overcome it. But one thing I did encounter in this was the fact that folks that have higher numbers of adverse childhood experiences are at higher risk of being victimized, being trafficked. 

And so many of my students-- there's a lot of students at community colleges that do have more adverse childhood experiences. So these are my students. And thinking then also we have a sex trafficking unit in our area that serves victims, and we have a fairly-- for this area, there's a fairly high amount of that going on. And many of the folks who are accessing those services, they are reluctant to press charges because they're afraid they won't be believed. 

A lot of adults who have been trafficked, they have a rap sheet of their own. They have engaged in other-- maybe it's a drug-related activity, and they've been through the criminal justice system. And so they are afraid. It's like, nobody's going to take me seriously. They'll view me as a throwaway person, so I don't want to come forward. So that's really what motivated me to think about this, it's like, well, is that really what people would think? Is that really what would happen if a case like this went to trial? And that's what really motivated me to do this. 

And then looking at the literature, and there really isn't-- to my knowledge, when we went to-- when I went to do my dissertation and then publication later, nobody had been looking at this crime. And so we know a fair amount about how jurors may have biases about other crimes of sexual victimization, but we didn't really know for sure if those same attitudes would be present toward folks in a sex trafficking case. So that's—
KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, yeah, that's really interesting. I read some of your papers over the weekend, and they are really great. But yeah, you're doing a really, really worthwhile research. And I kind of go into juror decision making in kind of not exactly the same, but kind of similar. I was always interested in the cognitive sciences as well. The forensic part, to me, really came later. I was interested in decision making, biases, system one, system two, unisex, all that jazz. And then from that, it just seemed like the law was the perfect place to study it because it's such a more open atmosphere for these laypeople. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, yeah. Well, and I'm really interested too in how the Scottish system is different from the US system, that on a jury in Scotland, aren't there 15 folks? 

LEE CURLEY: 15 people, yeah. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, and then three different possible verdicts-- guilty, not guilty, and then not proven. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, it's cool, isn't it? Yeah, the Scottish system, it kind of happened by chance. So originally in Scotland, we had kind of verdict similar to guilty, not guilty. But jurors didn't want to vote against the pro-oppressive laws given by the King. So they kept acquitting jurors, so acquitting the defendants. So basically, the British government changed the law, that it was-- that the judges could give a guilt claims and juror's gave, actually, is it proven or not proven, the specific charges or indictments. And then the not proven just never went away for some reason. And it's just a kind of quirk to the system. There's no real rationale for it. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, interesting. Well, in reading your work too, that it sounds like the not proven option increases both type 1 and type 2 errors, that there's more false positives or potential, I guess, for-- yeah, how would that be-- yeah, that more folks would end up with not proven even if they are potentially guilty, or innocent folks then might be given as not proven, but which is then leading to social stigma even though it doesn't necessarily lead to criminal sentencing or anything like that. 

But just interesting to think about how that in and of itself, just the presence of that, influences decision making. There's no kind of gray area option in the US and probably other-- most—
LEE CURLEY: Yeah, I think Israel has a similar system. And Italy used to have a kind of similar verdict. But yeah, it's interesting. It would actually be quite fascinating to see how it interacts in relation to trafficking cases because the not proven verdicts used disproportionately in rape trials. And I wonder if the same thing might happen and in sex trafficking. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: I think that's a really interesting question. We've been doing some follow-up research. So my colleague, Adam Austin, and I, we've been working with Dara [INAUDIBLE] in the UK. And so we've done a follow-up study. And we actually looked at UK and US participants. We didn't include the three verdict options. We just used the US option. But based on that, I don't know. I think an area that we need to look at is whether there's a ceiling effect of calling it sex trafficking, that sex trafficking has been out in the news a lot. 

And even though we're only doing research on adult victims, we're not looking at kids or anything like that, I think that could be a bias. The overwhelming majority of folks in the research that we've done, which is still just one small little lab doing this research, I mean, we need to get more data. But the overwhelming majority of verdicts are guilty, and that it doesn't mean there is some kind of predilection to give a not guilty verdict to a male defendant more than a female defendant. 

But when the majority of verdicts are guilty, independent of the defendant or what we manipulated in the follow-up study, is the gender of the victim, the complainant, It just didn't matter. The majority of verdicts were guilty. So I don't know. There's something going on there. 

LEE CURLEY: No, 100%. And it is almost the opposite issue that we have in rape trials, that there's not enough convictions. Yeah, that's actually really interesting. Is there any work that's been done on specific beliefs and how they correlate? So your kind of like incel group or Andrew Tate fans, not that I want to give him much airtime, but people here kind of like that, are they more likely to get a not guilty verdict from this [INAUDIBLE] or what happens there? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, great question. And in fact, that's one of the things that we followed up with in-- we have two papers that we're kind of finalizing right now. And one specifically was looking at attitudes toward victims. And there's a standardized scale, the sex trafficking attitude scale, and it has a number of subscales. But basically looking at culpability, how kind of-- it gets at victim blaming to some extent. 

So we looked at that. And then we also included a right wing authoritarianism scale, which kind of gets to a little bit of some of that and perhaps more likelihood to be punitive. Just globally, what we found is that the American participants had higher rates of right wing authoritarianism overall as compared to the UK folks. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah. And then right wing authoritarianism really does predict the kind of sex trafficking attitudes that a person has. So yeah, there's definitely a connection there. But then with the juror decision making component of that, even still that we see these differences in attitudes, it didn't translate into differences in verdict. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, yeah, so that's really interesting. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah. I mean, I think what it boils down to is that the people that had, like, the highest levels of right wing authoritarianism and kind of would be what you would consider to be the outliers, I think those are the folks that we need to somehow screen for when we're doing juror decision making or, sorry, juror selection, and somehow get them out of the mix. 

And I think that for any crime like sex trafficking, it's-- good instructions to the jurors are going to be very important because of the coercion part of it, psychological coercion. You can't see that. So helping people to understand exactly what it means. But like I said, I still think we need to find a way, maybe just not even in our experimental simulations, perhaps not use the word sex trafficking, and just say a crime has been committed, and see what happens there. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, no, 100%. Interestingly, I had actually applied for a grant looking at a similar thing. I was kind of interested. I never got it, but the grant was to look at if we change the name of rape from rape to just non-consensual sex, if that has the same thing because, I don't know. I kind of have a theory that people have a traditional idea of rape, a guy jumping out of a bush. 

They don't think it maybe the person's friend that takes them home, and they-- there's a lot more-- rape isn't just one type of rape. There's different types of rape. And I was quite interested in seeing if you change the name of it with increased convictions, but yeah, we never got the grant funding into it. But hopefully, one day, I still manage to do that research project. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, that would be great. I mean, there is evidence that that word tends to increase victim blaming, if you call it rape versus sexual assault. There's definitely some-- I agree. And there's empirical evidence really to back it up that the word rape is a very potent mental construct, kind of a gestalt, I think, that gets created—
LEE CURLEY: Yeah, 100%, 100%, and that's kind of why I was interested in looking at. Kay Lynn, you touched on what you were talking about earlier, you coming from the US, it would be nice to kind of talk about jury selection because we don't have jury selection here. So yeah, can you tell us a little bit about that? I think it's really fascinating to know how that works. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, it is fascinating. And years ago, I actually served on a jury, so I had the opportunity to kind of see how it played from that angle as well. But in the US, the process is called voir dire, which is-- it's an inquiry process. Both the prosecution and the defense can-- they ask questions of each potential juror. And at the very beginning, they can just out of hand, without even having a reason, say, we don't want this person. 

This person is out. And so they each kind of get-- it's almost like when you're playing cards, like, you get a trump card or something like that you can just play that and say, yeah, no, no to this person, no. You don't have to have a reason. And so each side gets a certain number of those. And then it gets down to different decisions. And of course, each side is trying to stack the deck in such a way that the majority of folks on the jury would be either more punitive if it's the prosecution side or more likely to believe the defendant if it's the defense side. 

And how they get to that is quite interesting. In bigger cases, of course, that's where the stakes are higher, like, I'm thinking about, of course, the former president is going to be indicted tomorrow in New York, so all eyes are on that. But to think about if this becomes a jury trial situation, how will that play out for those folks? How do you find folks that are unbiased? 

I mean, everybody has access to the media now and we know that the pretrial publicity about any case is going to be a potential influence on a juror's thinking. 

LEE CURLEY: 100% 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: What type of news [INAUDIBLE]? 

LEE CURLEY: 
I'm sorry, not I'm for Donald Trump. But you can't ever really get a fair trial, can you? Because everybody knows you and everybody knows everything about you and all that kind of stuff. And we had a similar kind of thing in Scotland a couple of years ago. One of the first ministers of Scotland or the ex-first minister of Scotland was up for allegations of sexual assault and it was this same kind of thing, you know. How do you get an impartial jury in a scenario like that? It's quite difficult because everybody who loves you it's just going to give you a not guilty verdict and everybody hates you just want to have a guilty verdict. So it's quite difficult, isn't it? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, yeah. And of course, I have some biases about the case I was just discussing. But I'll leave that for another conversation. 

[INTERPOSING VOICES] 

LEE CURLEY: I think we probably have the same biases. Yeah. Yeah. But, yeah, that's definitely interesting. And also some of the other differences. What are the PhD programs in the America because we don't seem to have as much a formal processes as you do over there? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, so it depends on the type of program. I mean, there's kind of two broad categories of programs which is probably similar to what you have. There's clinical programs, which are very-- it's almost like a technical program in the sense that the American Psychological Association really dictates the curriculum. What coursework does a person have to take and then how much clinical experience do they have? The research part of it is going to be more university-based in terms of what are the expectations for that? 

But then on the research side of it, it's more experimental psychology, and so then there's social psychology, there's forensic, there's cognitive that kind of all fit into that experimental umbrella and those programs are a lot less formalized in terms of the curriculum and all of that. I mean, I'm sure there's across most places there would be a similar expectation in having research methods and statistics and things like that. 

But then the coursework that a person engages in is going to be more specific to their area of interest. I think there's more flexibility in that for most places. Well, I guess let me take a step back too. So kind of the process for most kind of traditional PhD programs is that someone earns their undergraduate bachelor's degree, their Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science which is full time of four-year university degree and then a person applies to a PhD program, which is typically four to five years. 

If it's clinical then there's going to be a pre-doctoral internship, post-doctoral internship, and all of that. But in terms of a master's degree and then PhD, the master's degree you kind of get it on the way. You don't really apply to enter a master's program and then the PhD separately. There are master's programs, terminal master's programs as well that people-- for example, I'm thinking of one in particular. My colleague, Adam Austin, he went to the University of North Dakota and they have now a terminal master's program in forensic psychology. So a person can just do that and they're offering it all online, which is really great for a lot of folks that are [INAUDIBLE] bound. Yeah. 

So I originally was in a clinical program and would finish my master's and then didn't go back to finish the PhD and so for me then I chose an all online PhD program, which the program that I went to it has a curriculum that's fairly regimented but then specializing in whatever area you want to do. There's some flexibility with the coursework there. But then of course, taking the research methods and statistics and all of that would be needed for dissertation. 

But most folks that entered that program they already had a master's degree and so that program it's not guaranteed that a person could finish it in three years but the coursework is roughly two years and then add on a year or however long it takes to finish dissertation. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, that's really cool. Yeah, here it's a bit-- yeah, you're kind of like an RA I suppose. You get no formal classes. You just conduct research for three years and then that's it. There's no real. It's funny. I exposed American. I think your method is probably better if I'm honest. Do the guys got like people from the UK over studying in America or is it, do you get much? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, I mean, my experience is somewhat limited to my own experience because we don't have grad students at the institution where I teach and because of the cost, the sheer cost, state institutions it's much more expensive for a person who is a non-resident or in particular an international student. Like the PhD program kind of the traditional one that I was in originally the tuition is waived and then you get an RA or a TA position that gives you a stipend to squeak by on with ramen noodles and all of that while you're going to school. 

But the program that I finished in there's no assistance ships that are provided with that. And there certainly were international students in that program at a much higher rate than I saw elsewhere. So I don't think they charged. I don't think they had the same sort of differential charges that made it as prohibitive for international students. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, that makes sense. Because yeah, I think I think we get quite [INAUDIBLE] US students in the UK. I don't know if they're just interested. I also think some of the fees are cheaper than in America. And I had a friend, she was from South Carolina. And she studied in Edinburgh, but she said it would be cheaper than doing it [INAUDIBLE]. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Interesting. That's interesting. Yeah, I mean, I think it's great if people want an opportunity to study elsewhere. Traveling and just living in another place is always a positive experience in ways [INAUDIBLE] really quantify so. 

LEE CURLEY: No, 100%. So kind of going back to the jury kind of decision-making stuff and also the voir dire I think that's really fascinating, are psychologists involved in that process or is that just strictly legal professionals who select? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, I mean, that's a whole area of specialty that certainly-- most folks that become expert witnesses they might be high end depending upon how much money there is to pay for a defense. For example, it would be or even the prosecution that they could hire a person, an expert witness to help them figure out what questions do we need to ask to try to exclude people? Who are the people that we want? 

And with all kinds of publicly available data, you get the list of the people who are going to be in the jury pool and then take all the information that they can find and look for. They're very knowledgeable about what types of biases may lead somebody to be either more pro-prosecution or pro-defense. So yeah, certainly people are hired to do that. Typically though a person who is an expert witness they I mean certainly not always but often they are both JD PhDs so they have a law degree and a PhD in psychology. 

Whether it's clinical or not. Just as an example of an applied application of this outside in a more clinical realm I guess that I have a colleague who works for the state of Washington who has both the JD and actually he has a PsyD the doctorate of psychology. So it's a little less research-based it's more clinically oriented. But anyway, he does assessments of folks who are in jail. People that are-- are they fit to stand trial? Are they properly placed where they are in the jail? Do they need to be somewhere else? 

And so, really, for people to be kind of operating at the highest level, whether it's in a clinical application or in a more legal application, they need more law background than just a PhD in Psychology would give them. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, that makes perfect sense. Yeah, we don't have it here. I remember once speaking to a senior Scottish lawyer, but I won't name him. But I had asked him about jury selection here and why we don't do that. I'm sorry about that. And he was just saying the pure cost that we couldn't really afford to do it. And I think it's because of those additional elements that tie into it. I guess it can get quite pricey for the courts quite quickly. 

I guess-- what else? So, yeah. Sorry, I'm just looking at my notes for what questions I want to ask you. So, yeah, what advice would you give yourself if you could go back in time and meet a younger version of you pre-PhD? What advice would you give to yourself? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Mhm. That's a really good question. I mean, it's, of course, hindsight being 2020. I think that I would have been better off to have picked an experimental path to begin. That's really more what suited me. So I think I would have pursued that. But honestly, there were kind of two reasons why I didn't. One was, I really wanted to make sure that I could get a job. And so I thought, well, a clinical PsyD would give me the opportunity. I can do research. But I could also do clinical work, and it kind of gave me all the-- when I was kind of at the end of my college experience, at the beginning of grad school, the economy was in bad shape. 

For example, the state of California was issuing IOUs to state employees, and I was living in California at the time. It was like, oh my gosh. I got to do something where I know I'm going to have work. But I wish that I would have-- I think if I would have pursued the more experimental path from the beginning, I would have completed. But that said, I might not have landed where I did. And I love my job. Teaching at a community college, it's just such great work. And so, that I guess that would be the other thing, is not to get too hung up on thinking about, OK, well, where do I need to go to school, try to get the most prestigious degree that I can, And all of that. Just go to school, do your work, do good research, and you'll find you'll find a good place to land. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, that's great. Yeah, because I think some our listeners might be in that place right now. And it is very scary and it is quite difficult. When I was an undergrad, I changed my mind weekly and what type of psychologist I wanted to be. And then yeah, eventually, I got interested in jurors. Yeah, I think all kind figure itself out in the end. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: It does. I'll just add one more thing to just build on that. I think I felt the weight of that decision, like I have to have this all figured out like for the rest of my career. I've got to have this figured out today. And that's just-- it's OK if you don't. I mean, I think there are, of course, some people who do. But for the most part, things unfold. I mean, I would have never predicted that I would be having this podcast conversation with you when I went back to [INAUDIBLE] my PhD. That was just not even in my realm of thinking and how cool. 

So just being open to the experiences as they present themselves and to be open to the idea, and again, this is a cognitive issue that we just can't really-- we're terrible at predicting how we'll feel in the future or even figuring out what will happen in the future. So be open to do what you can to serve your future self today. But you're really you're just your present self today, and your future self will be a different person based on experiences. And that's good, and that's OK. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, 100%. We have the Open University, although many of our students maybe came through different paths in life to here as well, to academia as well. And I think they'll love here in that field because I think you're right. You just got to look after yourself in the day and work and make decisions when you can because you don't know, you might change your mind in the future. And yeah, that's fine as well. You might go a different career path. But I don't know about you, but psychology, particularly, I think it's one of those subjects everybody should study a little bit of because it helps you kind of reflect on yourself, make sure that more aware of your behavior and other people's behavior. 

When people are having a bad day, I think as a psychologist now, I'm like, oh, they're just having a bad day. It's nothing personal against me. They're just having a bad day. Whereas you maybe snap, or maybe you think, oh, what have I done? But it's just, you know, we're a bit biases and how people behave and how people create knots. I think so important life lessons. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: For sure. Agreed. And I will just put it out there that if any of your students wish to have a conversation with me about being a returning student and all of that, I'm happy to chat with anybody who wants to talk about that. 

LEE CURLEY: Thank you very much. Yeah, that's great. Kind of moving on a little bit. I know it's kind of I may seem a bit pinpoint here, but I wanted to ask you a lot of stuff, so yeah, I keep [INAUDIBLE] about the place. But yeah, I was going to ask if there's anything about the criminal justice system that frustrates you currently and how you see it as a researcher. Is there anything particularly that might frustrate you? 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Well, I mean, yes, there's a lot about it, of course. I guess, well, what I'll start with is just thinking about what it's like for a crime victim to report a crime and the fears about-- I think there's a serious need for reform around taking a more trauma informed approach to how do we deal with somebody who is reporting that they've been victim of a crime. 

How do we then make sure that there's plenty of evidence? There's bias among people who are supposed to be helping with this. So everything from the police who are going to investigate, to healthcare. I mean, especially like with sex trafficking folks, it's estimated that like 90% of sex trafficking victims have been seen by a health care provider and were not identified while they were enslaved they were seen by a healthcare provider. So just raising awareness and then helping to come up with a trauma-informed way of helping victims and to make sure that justice is served. 

There's just such fear around reporting because of the victim-blaming and the fear that nothing will come of it. I mean, and that's of course-- the other side of it is we have an innocent until proven guilty sort of a system, which I think there's a lot of integrity in that. And so making sure then how do we then preserve the rights of individuals from being falsely accused, even though we know with cases of sexual victimization, the likelihood of that is like massively low. 

If somebody comes forward and says something like this happened, believe them. That would be the first step. And you know, so right just from the reporting identification, reporting, and then making sure that prosecutors know, hey, we need to know what to do to make sure that we get a jury convened who doesn't have a bunch of these biases that involve victim-blaming that would lead to an acquittal when somebody actually did this. 

And in sex trafficking, it's a little bit more cut and dried. I mean, I don't think like the-- for my research I took a case that had been actually successfully prosecuted in the state of Washington and study the transcripts of that and created kind of a vignette. But it had both the prosecutor's side of the story, the defendant's side of the story, and then the juror's instructions. 

With the juror's instructions, the judge's instructions to the jury, it lays out what the crime is, and I think that kind of helps to-- that's a place that can eliminate some bias. But that needs to happen much earlier on. I think we need to have better screening all across the board to eliminate folks from the jury pool who are coming to it with bias. 

LEE CURLEY: 100%. 100%. I totally agree. Yeah, it's one of my big pleas is that we don't have some fomo jury selection here because so many people, particularly police, can just randomly get in our case and maybe sway that jury, which be. Yeah, unfortunately, like you say specifically stuff like rape mass and victim blaming. Yeah, it's not great. And it really isn't great and people aren't getting justice there because of these biases. But I think as our roles as researchers to kind of talk about that. I'm glad that we are because I don't think a lot of people are educated about rape mass. 

I think our people who maybe a certain ages do know what that word does. And yeah, I think it's good to publicize the rape mass success and the disastrous effect that they do have. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, absolutely. And in talking with Don Wilmot, our colleague who I just have to give a shout out to Don. He has been just a wonderful supporter of my research. And using his scale, the JDS decision scale. The research that he did, I mean, I think it was clear to him that everybody, whether they were participating as a volunteer in his study whether they were a judge or whoever. I mean, everybody comes to this with potential bias. 

I mean, none of us are, and it doesn't make us bad, you know. I mean, we all were kind of steeped in this cultural soup that had these ideas. And so we know that teaching people about these biases and that it's not something bad about you, it's just this is a belief that culture has imbued on us. So to make it conscious then we get some freedom of choice. Do we go along with this bias or do we go, oh, wow, maybe I need to examine this evidence a little bit more carefully? 

LEE CURLEY: 100%. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Back to the system one system too kind of thing, it's just it's a lot easier to use a heuristic that you know, OK, well, this situation kind of fits the model of gender-crime congruency or race-crime congruency and I'm just going with my bias. Well, we've got to call those things out. 

LEE CURLEY: 100%. And I think, again, one of the tools we're open this podcast is that people will come to who are maybe going to be a juror and they're googling it. And they be listening to the podcast. And yeah, I think that's the best advice I'd have is always critiquing whatever your current mindset is thinking why you're currently thinking what you're thinking and reflecting upon that because you can just get stuck in a particular view and then everything starts just to confirm that view. But you have to be skeptical of your own ideas as they're going along. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Right, and that takes so much effort to do that. And that's, of course, hopefully what higher education is doing is giving us the tools to do that to ask questions about the world as we're experiencing it and ourselves, our beliefs. But yeah, any of us can fall prey. If we're tired, if we're hungry, those things, it's just it's harder to-- for the good evidence, it's just easier to use whatever ideas we were born to accept as children. 

LEE CURLEY: 100%. 100%. Yeah, it's just easier just to accept stuff. But yeah, I think. I think, yeah. I think it's good to be critical. Kind of touching on the frustrations and injustices on [INAUDIBLE] my other ones and addition to kind of the jury selection removing biases as well as areas that-- I don't know what it's like in America. But here we don't get access to real juries either and research. I always think it's that final part that's kind of missing in jury research, you know. 

It's great having all these experiments. We've really been working and our team that they were to make them as realistic as possible. So we've been working quite closely with lawyers in Scotland, creating videos, filming at Glasgow High Court, and then presented it to jurors. It's all great. But there is still that missing part, realism. And it'd be great to see if there is any overlap between these experimental studies and the naturalistic studies or natural trials. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah. I couldn't agree more. There was a famous case in the '50s here that some researchers essentially surreptitiously observed a jury doing their deliberations and then-- I mean, just the ethics involved in that, that was like, oh, well, we need to make this something people can't do. So but I don't know how we can go forward short of having that sort of naturalistic evidence. 

[INTERPOSING VOICES] 

What curious to hear from you. Like, what is the next step in your line of inquiry? 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, thank you. Yeah, so a couple of things in the pipeline. But I think they not proven verdict is probably going to be removed and they're going to Bellona in the Scottish Parliament. And they will probably do some reform probably guilty not guilty and we had also done some research on unproven and not proven system. And so yeah, I kind of looking at some of the structural changes that still exist in Scotland like you said earlier, we've got 15 people and we also have a majority system there that you don't need a unanimous [INAUDIBLE]. 

So, yeah, kind of looking at those jury elements and how that influences the decision maker. And yeah, also looking at more global issues. Although my research is being quite Scottish based because election reform was always going to come about post research so I kind of felt I'll want to add to that debate. I want to do research that is kind of influencing policy. But I think moving into stuff more like rape mass, racial biases, and stuff that affects jurors all over the world not in Scotland. And what about yourself? 

Well, like I was mentioning, we have the current project that we're finishing up. The next steps I would like to do would be to find a way to somehow investigate the ceiling effect or the potential ceiling effect around sex trafficking. I'm also very interested in the more global cross-cultural kinds of research looking at bias that is not necessarily unique to some particular place. 

But then again, I think it is interesting to look at differences like we already found. For example, in the US I think I mean, I think the perspective about Americans, is that they're very extroverted and yay, lots of things to say about everything. And to some extent we found a little bit of that going on in the research. Yeah, that Americans kind of have a highee-- like if you give them a Likert scale like on average they're going to have a little higher rating of almost everything compared to the UK or lower [INAUDIBLE]. 

Yeah, so I think that's just kind of interesting to think about that. I mean, it fits in this political realm that we're in right now. But just thinking about what then how that may influence you get somebody who is very extroverted on a jury. And they're very dogmatic maybe charismatic [INAUDIBLE] does that have on decision-making? So I would like to look a little bit more into that. 

But again, of course, I'd love to do-- that's the whole thing. I would love to be able to do the more ecologically valid actual jury deliberations piece. But it's just really the logistics of doing that are just huge. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, funding, time. But again, that is something that I am really passionate about jury research for because I feel like it ties together most of the areas of psychology because you're looking at cognitive biases, you're looking at social dynamics, you see individual differences, how does extroversion have an effect? There's cultural differences, you know. 

But then combined with that, I saw my PhD in 2015. And I remember thinking at the time that I don't know what it was like in America. But in the UK, there wasn't a lot people do in doing jury research. And it was quite-- well, there was people doing it. But it was always quite I don't know simplistic in a way. Whereas it feels now with it and some of the movements that we've had in the last couple of years like the Black Lives Matter movement, the MeToo movement like it really feels that the field has moved within those movements as well. 

And yeah, decrease rape mass, decrease a racial biases in a jury. And I think it's great that the field is so connected and so progressive in that way as well. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Wow. Yeah, agreed. I love that again that's taking the research and making it influence public practice. That's the goal. And if we can be activists in the sense of, hey, let's take this empirical evidence here and use it. This is not. I mean, otherwise that's a real frustration. So we've been talking about how do we meet with the prosecutors here in our area and share with them the evidence that we have here to hopefully influence their practice to try to eliminate bias. That's-- 

I'm just reiterating what you've just said. Apology. 

[LAUGHTER] 

LEE CURLEY: That's fine. No, I think it's great. Yeah, it's just been fascinating watching the field grow and move and change. And yeah, I don't know what [INAUDIBLE] was like in America. But there's also been a change. I felt in Scotland. I don't know even about England, and Wales, or Northern Ireland really but the legal professionals and the legal establishments are a lot more open to jury research now. They're a lot more interested in that. I've had several lawyers who want to be involved in it and when we first started it that wasn't always the case. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Yeah, yeah. Well, I don't know that I can say with certainty if attitudes have changed. I will say that we don't have a lot of-- where we are don't have a lot of interface at least with local legal folks although there is an annual kind of symposium on sex trafficking in our area. And that's kind of one of the ways where legal folks, health care folks, and academics can all get together to talk about this one particular crime, which is just one of many of course. So, how do we have those interfaces like that? I think that's what it really takes is people getting to know each other and kind of even getting outside of like taking our hat off of what's our role. It's like let's just get to know each other as people and then we can talk about what our profession is and what we know and how do we then work together. 

LEE CURLEY: Yeah, 100%. 100%. And I think it's hard to create those bridges, isn't it? But I think we do need to kind of still keep knocking on doors because there is a lot of people; lawyers, doctors, who don't really see that biases also affect their judgments and affect-- for instance, there was a talk or a recommendation in jury trials to remove jury trials in Scotland for rape trials because of rape biases. But I think there was a lot of acknowledgment. The judges with also why are they immune to rape mass, you know? And so yeah, I think we do need to keep having those conversations. But yeah, I think that's all my questions. 

And thank you very much for coming today and speaking. I'm sure the students will find it fascinating. I certainly really enjoyed chatting to you. So, yeah, thank you very much. 

KAY LYNN STEVENS: Thank you, Lee. That was really a pleasure. And if you decide you want to do a collaboration, just let me know. If you have any students who want to do collaboration just let me know. 

LEE CURLEY: Perfect. Yeah, we will. That's perfect. Thank you very much. 
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