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Abstract 
While many studies investigate how eyewitness identities such as gender, race, and dialect 
might affect evaluations of the eyewitness’s credibility, lexical dimensions of these statements 
are often overlooked. Properties of language production such as lexical diversity can reveal in-
formation about a person’s language status or other identities, serving as indirect proxies for 
those attributes when explicit information is unavailable. Previous research has found that a 
higher number of total (volume) and unique (abundance) words, lower type-token ratio (variety-
repetition), and higher proportions of “vivid” descriptors are linked to veracity (e.g., Colwell et 
al., 2007; Morgan et al., 2013, 2015). However, it is unclear how more complex dimensions of 
lexical diversity might be related to perceived credibility. In this study, mock jurors (n = 64) eval-
uated written eyewitness statements for perceived accuracy, credibility, deceptiveness, elo-
quence, and prestige. The statements, evaluated across six dimensions of lexical diversity (vol-
ume, abundance, variety-repetition, evenness, disparity, and dispersion), were written by L1 and L2 
English speakers. Quantitative analyses indicated that volume, abundance, variety-repetition, 
evenness, and disparity predicted perceived integrity (accuracy, credibility, and deceptiveness), 
while abundance, variety-repetition, evenness, and disparity predicted perceived status (eloquence 
and prestige). When controlling for lexical diversity, L1 statements were nevertheless rated 
more positively than L2 statements. These results highlight how juror perceptions may be bi-
ased even absent explicit demographic information. Furthermore, they identify the lexical as-
pects of a text on which jurors may rely when evaluating the integrity of a witness, with impli-
cations for the study of human error in veracity judgments. 
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1. Introduction   

Eyewitness testimony is often introduced as evidence in court trials. In countries with 
jury trials, a panel of jurors is expected to evaluate this testimony and use that evaluation 
to ultimately inform their decision regarding a defendant’s guilt or liability. Many pre-
vious studies have investigated the accuracy of eyewitness accounts (e.g., Buckhout, 
1974; Wells & Turtle, 1987; Kassin et al., 1989; Loftus, 1996, 2019; O’Neill Shermer et al., 
2011), and others have probed how jurors’ perceptions about the eyewitness’s race, ac-
cent, and ethnic origin (e.g., Frumkin, 2007; Lev-Ari & Keysar, 2010; Frumkin & Stone, 
2020; Frumkin & Thompson, 2020) might be reflected in their evaluation of testimony.  

Human raters largely fail to correctly gauge whether a given statement is true or false 
(Bond et al., 1985), leading to questions about what might help characterize truthfulness 
in a given text. While researchers have studied the composition of witness statements 
themselves in relation to the veracity of those statements (e.g., Morgan et al., 2013), di-
mensions of the text that comprise its lexical diversity, such as the length of the text, the 
number of unique words, and the relationships between those words, have not yet been 
considered in the context of juror perceptions. Lexical diversity is known to be linked to 
demographic variables such as whether a person is using their first language (L1) or second 
language (L2); jurors may therefore unconsciously use clues from the lexical diversity of a 
statement to make decisions about the eyewitness’s identities and their credibility. 

The current study asked participants eligible to serve on juries in the United States to 
assess written eyewitness statements for their credibility and related attributes. The 
statements were assessed along six dimensions of lexical diversity (Jarvis, 2013b), which 
is known to be affected by language proficiency and status, to determine whether any 
are predictive of the participants’ perceptions of the statements. Additionally, this study 
attempts to evaluate “vividness” (Bell & Loftus, 1985, 1988; Colwell et al., 2007; Reyes et 
al., 1980) in the statements to consider whether this lexical aspect is related to percep-
tions of credibility. Finally, the study examines whether the mock jurors rate statements 
written by L2 English speakers more harshly than L1 English speakers, even when that 
language status is not explicitly revealed. 

2. Background 

2.1. Language in the Courtroom 
Though the Sixth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution guarantees the right to a trial by 
an impartial jury, human jurors have human biases. Linguistic bias is particularly per-
vasive, and linguists have examined how these biases affect the judicial process from the 
beginning of a police interrogation (e.g., Pavlenko et al., 2019) to the ultimate verdict 
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(e.g., Rickford & King, 2016). People using their L2 in the courtroom are uniquely vul-
nerable participants; as Powell (2008) notes, courtrooms are often expected to be a mon-
olingual setting that does not reflect a richly multilingual society. For those who are not 
dominant in or comfortable speaking the language in which court is conducted, the 
courtroom context can lead to miscommunication and lack of comprehension, archaic 
legalisms notwithstanding. Leung (2008) maintains that legal interpreting is not only a 
necessary step towards equality in the courtroom, but a fundamental linguistic right 
that all people must be afforded. However, even when support personnel such as trans-
lators or interpreters are not necessary, the way an individual uses language may still 
lead to bias or discrimination in the courtroom. 

Sociolinguistic aspects of language production such as accent and dialect can have a 
tremendous impact on courtroom outcomes, even if the person testifying is doing so in 
their L1. Minoritized varieties of a language, especially those tied to another identity 
such as African American English (AAE), can affect how language is understood and per-
ceived in the courtroom. Jones et al. (2019) found that when court reporters encountered 
AAE testimony, their accuracy declined compared to mainstream US English, demon-
strating particular difficulty in correctly transcribing sentences and phrases. These re-
sults call into question the validity of subsequent appeals and related legal proceedings 
that are unknowingly using inaccurate transcriptions. In the context of juror percep-
tions, Rickford and King (2016) detail how linguistic bias against Rachel Jeantal, a Black 
witness testifying at the 2013 trial in which a man was tried for killing her friend Trayvon 
Martin, ultimately led jurors to acquit the defendant. Jeantel speaks AAE and used this 
variety when responding to questions during her testimony. Interviews with jurors after 
the trial’s conclusion made it clear that Jeantal’s use of AAE led some jurors to dismiss 
her testimony, with one admitting that she discounted Jeantel as “not credible” due to 
how she spoke rather than her testimony itself (Rickford & King, 2016: 971). Beyond the 
United States, Drobnjak (2024) reports varying perceptions of eyewitness credibility in 
Slovenian courts using audio recordings of eyewitness statements in Slovene. Drobnjak 
notes that Slovenia has low levels of income inequality such that socioeconomic status is 
largely naturally controlled. The stimuli featured statements read by L1 speakers of re-
gional varieties of Slovenian, and participants were asked to give binary responses to 
prompts about the witnesses’ credibility, disturbingness, eloquence, naturalness, pleas-
antness, respectability, trustworthiness, and understandability, among other attrib-
utes. Dialect did indeed significantly predict the participants’ ratings, underscoring 
how jurors can be biased against intrinsic, immutable characteristics of a witness. 

Studies have also investigated the relationship between perceptions of witness iden-
tities and how jurors rate their credibility. In a study employing video stimuli, Frumkin 
(2007) investigated perceptions of spoken eyewitness testimony across five Likert scale 
metrics, namely accuracy, credibility, deceptiveness, physical attractiveness, and pres-
tige, as well as a binary determination of the defendant’s guilt. Participants were mock 
jurors who evaluated taped eyewitness statements from purportedly real court cases. 
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There were three “eyewitnesses”, one each of German, Mexican, and Lebanese back-
ground. The mock witnesses were highly proficient bilinguals who recorded two ver-
sions of the videos, keeping the script constant. One video was “accent-free” with Amer-
ican English affectation, and one featured an accent that more traditionally corre-
sponded to their national origin. The researcher found a significant main effect of per-
ceived ethnic background, with the Lebanese witness rated as less credible than the 
other witnesses. In addition, accent predicted ratings of each of the five credibility met-
rics. In a follow-up study, Frumkin and Stone (2020) asked participants to rate “eyewit-
nesses” from audio clips rather than the videos that Frumkin (2007) used. The paradigm 
was further modified to test interactions between three demographic variables: accent 
status, race, and age. These mock witnesses were either white or Black, older (aged 50 
to 55) or younger (aged 20 to 25), and had accents typically associated with higher or 
lower social status in Britain. Participants rated the eyewitnesses on eight dimensions, 
including accuracy and credibility, which were collapsed into a single “favorability” score 
following factor analysis. Higher status accent was associated with higher favorability 
than lower status, and white witnesses were rated more favorably than Black witnesses.  

In sum, evidence linking dialect and language status in credibility ratings indicates 
that the way a person uses language in the courtroom may be just as important as what 
they say. Juror decisions and perceptions may be affected by unconscious biases that 
lead to disparities in courtroom outcomes, negatively impacting members of certain 
groups. The present study investigates an overlooked dimension of eyewitness state-
ments that may play a role in juror perceptions of (and biases regarding) credibility: lex-
ical characteristics. In the courtroom, lexical aspects of spoken witness statements oc-
cur alongside other linguistic dimensions such as fluency, morphosyntactic accuracy, 
and pragmatic cues that cannot be fully captured by a written transcript. These dimen-
sions can also be difficult to separate when investigating the role each plays in how jurors 
perceive a witness, leading to potential confounds in research. Written statements rep-
resent a related, yet distinct, register of legal language (see also Chen, 2021, on subregis-
ters such as court transcripts). While these statements are not directly analogous to spo-
ken testimony, they represent a useful way to isolate lexical characteristics from addi-
tional communicative variables, offering valuable insights into how language produc-
tion is evaluated in legal settings (e.g., Brönnimann et al., 2013; Builes et al., 2024). 

2.2. Lexical Diversity 

Lexical diversity encompasses several aspects of quantifying the lexical variety in a text. 
Jarvis (2013a) draws connections between patterns of ecological diversity and naturally 
occurring lexical diversity, noting that diversity arises not solely from variety or differ-
ences, but instead from the combination of varied elements and the relationships between 
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those elements. In an overview, Jarvis (2013b) identifies seven dimensions of lexical di-
versity that have been used in prior research: volume, abundance, variability (later re-
named “variety-repetition”; Akbary & Jarvis, 2023), evenness, disparity, dispersion, and spe-
cialness. Volume refers to the number of words, or tokens, present within a given text, 
while abundance refers to the number of unique tokens. Variety-repetition describes the 
relationship between volume and abundance and is often adapted from type-token ratio 
(TTR). Evenness, a concept borrowed from studies of ecological diversity, quantifies the 
balance of type distribution throughout a text. Disparity calculates the semantic similar-
ity between words. Dispersion analyzes the distance between types as they occur 
throughout a text. Specialness refers to specific words that make a text “feel” more di-
verse, an aspect of diversity that remains elusive in terms of quantification (Jarvis, 2017). 
Each of these metrics might alone fulfill a simplistic definition of “lexical diversity”, but 
combining them allows for a multifaceted and nuanced idea of diversity within a given 
text. When untrained human raters are asked to evaluate the lexical diversity in a text, 
their judgments show high interrater reliability and pattern with quantitative measure-
ments of lexical diversity dimensions at overall correlations of between .492 and .847 
(Jarvis, 2017; Kyle et al., 2021). Put plainly, human raters can perceive and identify diver-
sity in a text to an extent that is highly correlated with objective measures. 

There are some limits to quantifying lexical diversity. One of these limits is the length 
of a text: shorter samples (<100 words) should not be used for the more complex lexical 
diversity measures (i.e., variety-repetition, evenness, disparity, and dispersion), as they are 
dependent on text length (Kyle et al., 2021; McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010; Zenker & Kyle, 
2021). For example, some measures of variety-repetition, such as Measure of Textual Lex-
ical Diversity, use a technique whereby words are evaluated consecutively, leading to is-
sues with the last several words in the text (McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010; Vidal & Jarvis, 
2020). An alternate variety-repetition measure, Moving Average Type-Token Ratio 
(MATTR; Covington & McFall, 2010), rapidly computes the type-token ratio for a win-
dow of variable length (which is adjusted for the length of each text) to avoid sampling 
biases; MATTR is considered a contemporary “gold standard” in assessing variety-repeti-
tion in the field of lexical diversity. 

Lexical diversity is known to vary across populations. Durán et al. (2004) report 
trends in lexical diversity for both first and second language development. They found 
that L1 speech was characterized by sequentially increasing lexical diversity for typically 
developing children aged 18- to 60-months. In contrast, lexical diversity in speech pro-
duced by children with specific language impairment was shown to develop non-linearly 
and demonstrated wide variation compared to the other child group. For adult L2 learn-
ers with low proficiency, there were register differences in lexical diversity (e.g., aca-
demic text demonstrated the highest scores), but their level of overall lexical diversity 
was comparable to the typically developing 5-year-olds’ L1 speech. These results indicate 
that lexical diversity might be used to infer information about a person’s language de-
velopment or status. In adults, higher L2 proficiency generally correlates with higher 
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lexical diversity in both spoken and written language production. Treffers-Daller (2013) 
investigated the usefulness of two measures of variety-repetition for assessing language 
knowledge; they ultimately explained 62% of the variance in participants’ L2 proficiency 
scores. Read and Nation (2006) found that higher production of types and tokens during 
L2 speech assessment was linked to higher language proficiency scores. Yoon (2017) 
identified patterns in lexical diversity that characterized both L2 proficiency level and 
register. Though the corpus analysis showed some overlap in variety-repetition across ad-
jacent proficiency levels, there were clear distinctions between higher and lower profi-
ciency.  

Data from attrition populations, composed of individuals whose language knowledge 
has declined, are somewhat consistent with these results. Schmid and Jarvis (2014) 
tested participants who were L2 dominant following L1 attrition, comparing them to a 
group of monolinguals. They report that lexical diversity scores were better predictors 
of group membership than measures of current proficiency. While evenness and disparity 
were most characteristic of the attrition group, there was also wide variation between 
group members with regards to lexical diversity. Gharibi and Boers (2019) echo these 
results with their study of child heritage language users aged 6 to 18 whose language 
knowledge had attrited. They found that variety-repetition was lower compared to mono-
lingual controls, though they produced a larger range compared to the monolingual 
group. These data also showed an effect of age, with older children producing language 
with higher lexical diversity, indicating that the age effects observed by Durán et al. 
(2004) persist beyond age five. Taken together, these results indicate that lexical diver-
sity is often associated with specific groups of language users.  

As humans are sensitive to differences in lexical diversity, these dimensions might 
serve as cues for a writer or speaker’s identities even without any additional context. 
Even absent explicit information or assumptions about a person’s background, such as 
(perceived) accent or dialect, lexical diversity may shape how a juror evaluates the cred-
ibility of an individual. The current study seeks to determine the extent to which six di-
mensions of lexical diversity may be related to juror ratings of written eyewitness state-
ments. 

2.3. Forensic Lexical Variation 

In addition to studies of language development and proficiency, aspects of lexical diversity 
have been investigated in relation to veracity in a forensic context. Morgan et al. (2013) em-
ployed modified cognitive interviewing (MCI) in an effort to improve detection of veracity and 
deception. The MCI technique involves prompting interviewees to recall a given event across 
visual, auditory, emotional, and temporal dimensions. For instance, rather than the tradi-
tional “Tell me what happened”, an interviewer using MCI might ask questions such as “What 
did that look like?” or “If I were there, what might I have seen?” to elicit specific visual details, 
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with similarly structured questions pertaining to the other dimensions. In the study, re-
searchers collected MCI data involving either true or false recall, then asked highly skilled and 
experienced human raters to determine whether the witness was being deceptive. In addi-
tion, the interviewers were directed to judge the veracity of the eyewitness statement imme-
diately following the interaction, and the volume, abundance, and variety-repetition (TTR) of the 
statements were computed. The results reveal the fallibility of human raters: despite these 
participants’ background in the security sector, their classification accuracy was 52% for truth-
ful statements and 41.7% for untruthful statements – performing worse than chance. The lex-
ical diversity analysis, however, was fruitful. While none of the three dimensions predicted 
veracity in responses to visual or emotional prompts, number of types and tokens did predict 
veracity in statements involving auditory and temporal recall, in addition to predicting full 
recall (collapsed across the four dimensions). All three dimensions predicted veracity in the 
initial non-MCI unprompted recall. When the researchers found differences in lexical diver-
sity, TTR was lower and number of types and tokens were higher for truthful statements. The 
model with just types and tokens as predictors of veracity had 84.4% classification accuracy, 
with 27% sensitivity and 98% specificity; in other words, the model was highly accurate at de-
termining truthfulness but had more false “positives” when identifying someone as deceptive.  

Morgan et al. (2015) also used lexical diversity to assess variation in MCI statements from 
three groups of people: those who had completed a task and described it, those who had not 
completed a task but said they had, and those who had completed a task but said they had not. 
The tasks were either cognitive or manual in nature. Three human raters trained in MCI eval-
uated the statements for veracity, with an average accuracy of 76% for truthful accounts and 
46.7% for untruthful accounts. When there were significant differences between true and 
false statements, numbers of types and tokens were higher in the truthful statements com-
pared to the untruthful statements, much like Morgan et al.’s (2013) findings. In the 2015 
study, TTR was higher for all truthful statement types except a prompt where participants 
were asked to reflect on any possible errors in their recall. These results demonstrate that 
measurements of lexical diversity can be a helpful tool in understanding how language varies 
in the forensic context.  

Few publications investigate length or word count of typical eyewitness accounts. The 
Morgan et al. studies report wide variability in mean statement lengths, with responses to in-
dividual MCI prompts as between 49.5 and 729.7 words (2013) and full interview statement 
lengths (when responding to interlocutor prompts) as between 590.1 (SD = 132) words for 
truthful statements and 1288.5 (SD = 132) words for deceptive statements. However, as these 
statements were collected in a lab setting with prompts intended to elicit extended contextual 
information, they may not accurately reflect naturalistic testimony length. In an analysis of 
statements from real court cases, Builes et al. (2024) note veracity-related differences in tran-
scribed spoken testimony, with fewer words per sentence in dishonest testimony. However, 
the authors did not analyze overall length of statement because they were not the same across 
honest and dishonest testimony, with no mention of directional trends. Brönnimann et al. 
(2013) also analyzed transcripts from real court testimony; however, their analysis controlled 
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for statement length, with no exact values or ranges reported. Thus, while number of tokens 
may be a helpful indicator of veracity, few studies have quantified this lexical diversity dimen-
sion in real-life statements. 

Beyond lexical diversity, social psychologists have another, related construct that is directly 
related to how witness testimony is perceived. Reyes et al. (1980) found that variation in ac-
counts describing the same event led to drastically different outcomes in a mock juror para-
digm. The authors presented participants with “vivid” detailed eyewitness accounts and “pal-
lid” accounts with few details. Their mock jurors were able to remember more about the vivid 
accounts in both immediate and delayed recall, and they also found the vivid statement to be 
more persuasive: the juror was more likely to side with the party whose witness presented a 
vivid account, regardless of whether they were the defendant or plaintiff. Bell and Loftus (1985) 
proposed that these results reflect how detail-rich vivid descriptions can evoke stronger emo-
tional responses than pallid descriptions, which may in turn lead to positive perceptions about 
the witness’s knowledge or memory abilities. In a subsequent study, the authors at least par-
tially confirmed this hypothesis by collecting and examining qualitative responses from mock 
jurors that detailed why they found statements to be more or less persuasive (Bell & Loftus, 
1988). Decades later, Colwell et al. (2007) collected eyewitness accounts that were either truth-
ful, obfuscated (such that the perpetrator was difficult to identify), or fabricated. The re-
searchers operationalized statement vividness as both total number of details and proportion 
of extraneous details to total details. They found that vividness strongly predicted perceived 
and objective veracity and guilt; that is, that higher vividness was associated with both veracity 
and greater perceived veracity. There is, however, a limit to the effect of vividness in perceptions 
of eyewitness accounts: Peace et al. (2015) found that vividness must co-occur with plausibility, 
as their participants rated statements with “bizarre” details as less credible despite high levels 
of vividness. While these studies do not situate vividness within the context of lexical diversity, 
there may be some relationship between quantifications of vividness (parts of speech) and lex-
ical diversity (lexemes). 

Altogether, previous work offers compelling evidence that some aspects of lexical diversity 
are linked to veracity in a forensic context and that juror perceptions of witness credibility can 
be influenced by the way a witness sounds or looks. However, it remains unknown whether 
lexical diversity also plays a role in perceptions of witness credibility, which dimensions of lex-
ical diversity matter most, and whether any effects of lexical diversity can be separated from 
broader biases related to language status. Additionally, findings on lexical characteristics of 
witness testimony from social psychology have not been directly integrated with lexical varia-
tion research. The current study brings together these separate lines of inquiry to investigate 
how variation in lexical diversity relates to perceptions of credibility and associated metrics. 
It expands the application of forensic lexical diversity analysis to include other, more sophis-
ticated measures of lexical diversity and contributes a more comprehensive understanding of 
the role of lexical diversity in how written eyewitness statements are perceived.  
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2.4. The Current Study 

This research extends the work of Morgan et al. (2013, 2015), as well as the social psychology 
literature on vividness and perceived credibility (e.g., Bell & Loftus, 1988; Colwell et al., 2007; 
Reyes et al., 1980) and research on the relationship between juror perceptions of eyewitness 
identities and credibility (e.g., Frumkin, 2007; Frumkin & Stone, 2020), to uncover whether 
the lexical diversity of a written eyewitness statement predicts juror perceptions about that 
witness. It is the first to expand the operationalization of lexical diversity in the forensic con-
text to include three additional, theoretically distinct dimensions of lexical diversity (evenness, 
disparity, and dispersion; Jarvis, 2013b), and it further distinguishes between perceptions of 
credibility and other factors (such as eloquence) that may influence juror judgment. Specifi-
cally, this study asks the following research questions: 

(1)  Does lexical diversity in a written eyewitness statement predict perceived accuracy, 
credibility, deceptiveness, eloquence, and prestige? 

(2)  Does vividness (quantified as number of words adding non-essential context) predict 
perceived credibility, accuracy, deceptiveness, eloquence, and prestige? 

(3)  When controlling for lexical diversity, do mock jurors rate statements from L1 and L2 
English writers differently? 

For (1), following previous research findings, it was predicted that perceptions of credibility 
would be positively associated with variety-repetition and number of tokens and types. In an 
exploratory analysis, disparity, dispersion, and evenness were evaluated as possible predictors of 
perceptions of credibility and related metrics. For (2), it was predicted that higher vividness 
would be associated with higher perceived accuracy and credibility. For (3), it was predicted 
that L2 statements would be rated lower in prestige and eloquence. 

3. Method 

3.1. Stimuli 
The stimuli consisted of eight short statements. Four of the statements were written by L1 
English speakers, and four were written by L2 English speakers. Each statement was written 
by a different undergraduate student and described a video of a separate event, such as a car 
accident or a theft. Statement A was written by a female L1 English speaker aged 19 who is 
fluent in heritage language Jamaican Patois. Statement B was written by a male monolingual 
English speaker aged 19. Statement C was written by a male L1 English speaker aged 18 who 
has limited knowledge of L2 Spanish. Statement D was written by a female monolingual Eng-
lish speaker aged 36 who has limited knowledge of L2 Spanish, Italian, and Korean. Statement 
E was written by a female L1 Chinese speaker aged 21 with self-described conversational flu-
ency in L2 English. Statement F was written by a female L1 Spanish speaker aged 20 who is 
fluent in L2 English and has limited knowledge of L2 Portuguese and Turkish. Statement G 
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was written by a male L1 Cantonese speaker aged 21 who is fluent in L2 English. Statement H 
was written by a male L1 Chinese speaker aged 22 who has limited knowledge of L2 English. 

The writers were asked to recall what they had seen in as much detail as possible, writing 
at least 100 words (range1: 100 to 179), the minimum length necessary for analysis of a text’s 
lexical diversity (McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010; Zenker & Kyle, 2021). The statements had originally 
been written in the third-person (e.g., “There was a pedestrian crossing the street in front of 
the car”), and they were converted to first-person accounts (e.g., “There was a pedestrian 
crossing the street in front of my car”) for the purposes of the study per the findings of Colwell 
et al. (2007) regarding obfuscation in eyewitness statements. The text samples were then 
scored using six measures of lexical diversity proposed by Jarvis (2013): abundance (types), vol-
ume (tokens), variety-repetition (MATTR),2 evenness, disparity, and dispersion. Table 1 reports lexi-
cal diversity metrics for each of the eight statements.3 

Table 1: Lexical Diversity and Vividness Values for Stimuli Statements 

Note: Statements A-D were written by an L1 English speaker, and Statements E-H were written by an L2 English speaker. 
All participants were presented with a total of 4 written statements and told that they were real eyewitness accounts from 
a court case. Two of these four were written by L1 English speakers, and two were written by L2 English speakers. The four 
statements were counterbalanced and randomized within those lists to avoid order effects. Each statement and its re-
lated questions appeared on a single, separate screen. All text appeared in black 16-pt Times New Roman font on a white 
background.  

 
1 As limited data is available regarding typical length of eyewitness accounts, especially in real testimony, a compar-

ison between these statements’ lengths and those of typical eyewitness statements would be useful but is not possible at 
this time.  

2 In addition to MATTR, hypergeometric distribution of diversity (HD-D; McCarthy & Jarvis 2007) and measure of 
textual lexical diversity-moving window technique (MTLD-W; Vidal & Jarvis 2020) scores were calculated to evaluate the 
variety-repetition dimension of lexical diversity (see Table 1). These indices were chosen due to their reliability and stability 
regardless of text length (Kyle et al., 2021). The correlations between these 3 measures (MATTR, HD-D, MTLD-W) were 
very high (r = .977 to .990, all ps < .001), and models with HD-D or MTLD-W instead of MATTR did not change the overall 
results. 

3 The statements are also available in an OSF repository.  
Available at osf.io/udcyk/?view_only=853421513a8f49649be5463c4ca0ae8f (accessed 11. April 2026). 

Statement Types Tokens HD-D MATTR MTLD-W Evenness Disparity Dispersion Vividness 

A 46 100 26.1328 28.63 23.37 0.9236 1.002 18 0.3 

B 43 102 26.1328 31.11 26.24 0.9364 1.004 9.8 0.235 

C 76 100 36.5055 42.18 106 0.9834 1.008 5 0.313 

D 69 148 28.4157 30.18 21.79 0.9184 1.012 15.54 0.257 

E 73 100 36.2209 42.96 102 0.9857 1.025 4 0.293 

F 67 179 28.309 31.28 31.22 0.9391 1.023 16.2 0.32 

G 60 117 28.5455 31.72 29.17 0.9308 1.005 9.4 0.265 

H 52 115 27.1543 31.02 25.61 0.9321 1.016 21.74 0.252 
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3.2. Participants 

Participants were recruited via Prolific.com, an online subject pool that has been shown 
to provide high-quality data from human subjects (Peer et al., 2022). To mitigate low-
quality or automated responses, participants had to have previously completed at least 
100 Prolific surveys with an approval rate of 98% or more to be eligible for this study. 
Responses submitted by participants were also screened manually to ensure that demo-
graphic information in the survey matched the demographics in their Prolific partici-
pant profile, that attention checks were successful, and that the completion time was 
not significantly shorter than other participants’ submissions. 

Prior to viewing any surveys, Prolific requires all potential participants to complete a 
lengthy questionnaire, with items ranging from education level to political affiliation to 
specific medical conditions. Researchers on the platform can then use filters to show a 
study to a custom group of Prolific users who meet some set of criteria. For the current 
study, the following parameters were set: participants’ nationality was United States; 
participants responded “yes” or “no” (but not “I don’t know” or “decline to respond”) to 
whether they had served on a jury, had been the victim of a crime, or had been impris-
oned for committing a crime; and participants were comfortable taking part in a study 
where deception was used. The recruitment message stated that participants would an-
swer demographic questions, then read texts and answer questions about the texts’ au-
thors.  

Following an a priori power analysis to calculate necessary sample size, 64 participants 
were recruited for the study. All participants successfully passed two attention checks, 
and therefore none were excluded. Participants were aged 19 to 79 (M = 37.03, SD = 13.66). 
There were 23 male, 39 female, and 2 nonbinary participants. Two participants were 
born outside of the United States (in the Philippines and Trinidad), but all 64 were 
United States citizens. Six participants had previously served on US juries, and an addi-
tional 31 had been summoned for jury duty but not selected. Twenty-two participants 
indicated that they or someone they knew had been a defendant in a criminal trial, and 
18 reported knowing someone who had been sentenced to prison. 

3.3. Procedure 

Data were collected via Qualtrics survey during asynchronous online sessions. Partici-
pants had no time limit for how long they could stay on each page, but they were not 
allowed to return to a screen once they had progressed to the next item. Prior to the start 
of the study, all participants read an informed consent document approved by the ap-
propriate Institutional Review Board and gave their consent to participate. After the 
consenting procedure, the study’s questions and structure largely followed that of 
Frumkin (2007). Participants first completed a demographic questionnaire covering 
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age, gender, education, country of origin, language, and ethnicity. Participants then re-
sponded to the items detailed above regarding jury duty, experience in criminal cases, 
and criminal convictions. After completing the demographic questionnaire, partici-
pants were told that the survey required them to act as a mock juror and read four eye-
witness statements from “real crimes”, then answer questions about the writers of the 
statements. At this point, they were given the choice to either reaffirm their willingness 
to participate or decline and end the study. Next, each participant was “sworn in” and 
given “Judge’s instructions”, as they would in a real courtroom. 

Finally, the participants were presented with the statement-rating task. After read-
ing each statement, participants rated its writer from 0 (not at all) to 10 (very) for how 
accurate, credible, deceptive, eloquent, and prestigious they thought the “witness” was. 
The dimensions of accuracy, credibility, deceptiveness, and prestige were included fol-
lowing Frumkin (2007), and they were presented using the same wording. Unlike the 
current text-based study, Frumkin was collecting data based on observing and listening 
to, rather than reading, eyewitness statements. Physical attractiveness was therefore 
omitted as a dimension, instead replaced by eloquence. Table 2 reports the by-statement 
credibility ratings.  

Table 2: By-Statement Ratings 

Note: M(SD). All scores range from 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest). 

At the end of the study, participants read a debriefing form explaining that the study had em-
ployed deception in that the statements were not, in fact, from real court cases. They were 
then asked whether they wanted to allow their data to be included for analysis or to be deleted; 
all participants agreed to their inclusion. 

Statement Accuracy Credibility Deceptiveness Eloquence Prestige 

A 6.188(1.89) 6.344(1.75) 1.469(1.68) 4.719(2.54) 4.156(1.71) 

B 7.906(1.42) 7.656(1.66) 0.750(1.27) 5.812(1.99) 5.156(2.00) 

C 4.344(2.04) 4.844(2.34) 2.594(2.46) 5.344(2.57) 3.938(2.29) 

D 7.594(1.52) 7.312(1.73) 1.000(0.98) 6.500(1.92) 5.094(2.02) 

E 3.812(1.80) 4.125(2.04) 1.906(2.13) 1.094(0.86) 2.000(1.78) 

F 7.031(1.91) 6.562(2.09) 1.750(1.95) 4.500(2.06) 4.562(1.70) 

G 6.031(1.67) 6.219(1.81) 1.375(1.18) 3.906(2.05) 3.656(1.99) 

H 5.250(1.67) 5.688(1.89) 1.562(1.74) 2.156(1.65) 2.469(1.78) 
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3.4. Analysis 
All quantitative data were analyzed using R (R Core Team, 2025). Prior to analysis, a correla-
tion matrix of the five perception metrics was computed, using |.3| as the correlation thresh-
old (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As there were several correlations above the threshold, the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy was calculated to ensure that Ex-
ploratory Factor Analysis would be appropriate for identifying underlying factors for the five 
metrics; the KMO threshold (Kaiser, 1974) was .5 and used principal axis factoring. The KMO 
statistic was .76, between “middling” and “meritorious” on Kaiser’s scale, which indicated that 
the data would be suitable for factor analysis. The scree plot in Figure 1 shows a sharp decline 
between the eigenvalues for factors 1 and 2, with the eigenvalue for factor 2 at just above 1.0. 
The plot levels off after factor 2, indicating that 2 underlying factors are most representative 
of these data. Factor 1, henceforth INTEGRITY, was composed of perceived accuracy, credibility, 
and (inverted) deceptiveness, which had respective loadings of .71, .74, and .66. Perceived elo-
quence and prestige comprised Factor 2, henceforth STATUS, with respective loadings of .79 
and .86. Together, these factors account for .65 of the cumulative variance. The two factors 
were used as dependent variables for the subsequent analyses. The mean INTEGRITY and STA-

TUS ratings for each statement are presented in Table 3. The dataset is available in the linked 
OSF repository. 

Figure 1: Scree Plot for Factors Underlying the Five Perceptual Dimensions. 
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Table 3: By-Passage Ratings for INTEGRITY and STATUS 

Note: M(SD). All scores range from 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest). 

Linear regression models were employed to answer (1). Each lexical diversity metric was 
a predictor, and INTEGRITY and STATUS were outcome variables; there were thus 12 models 
total, one for each of the lexical diversity metrics per dependent variable. This method 
was selected due to high multicollinearity between the measurements of lexical diver-
sity, e.g., a higher number of types necessarily requires a higher number of tokens. A 
Holm-Bonferroni correction was applied to mitigate the possibility of Type I errors re-
sulting from this method.  

To answer (2), each of the statements was tagged for part of speech using TreeTagger 
(Schmid, 1997), and the following parts of speech were subsequently included in the cal-
culation of vividness: prepositions, subordinate conjunctions, adjectives, predetermin-
ers, possessive pronouns, and adverbs. The sum of the vivid parts of speech was divided 
by the total number of words in the text to calculate a vividness proportion. Linear re-
gression models were then employed to determine whether vividness proportion signif-
icantly predicted INTEGRITY or STATUS.  

(3) investigated whether participants rated L1 and L2 statements differently; while 
lexical diversity provides broad insight about lexical patterns in language production, it 
cannot capture all variation within texts. The statements themselves had a range of val-
ues for the lexical diversity dimensions, and lexical diversity was controlled across L1 
and L2 statements to the extent possible. Per two-sample t-tests, there were no signifi-
cant differences between the groups for any of the 6 lexical diversity dimensions (all ps 
> .05). This decision therefore allowed for delineating the effect of lexical diversity ver-
sus the effect of L1/L2 STATUS. To answer (3), a two-sample t-test was performed to de-
termine whether participants rated statements written by L1 and L2 English speakers 
differently for INTEGRITY and STATUS. 

Statement INTEGRITY STATUS 

A 7.021(1.44) 4.438(1.90) 

B 8.271(1.29) 7.656(1.70) 

C 5.531(2.04) 5.484(2.00) 

D 7.969(1.27) 5.797(1.74) 

E 5.344(1.46) 1.547(1.08) 

F 7.281(1.65) 4.531(1.64) 

G 6.958(1.34) 3.781(1.82) 

H 6.458(1.28) 2.313(1.62) 
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An exploratory analysis was also performed to examine the extent to which vividness 
would be correlated with each of the lexical diversity dimensions. The operationalization 
of vividness in this study was based on parts of speech, while the lexical diversity opera-
tionalizations were each based on individual lexemes. Vividness was therefore not antic-
ipated to be directly analogous to any of the lexical diversity measures, but it was 
thought that the latter’s dimensions of volume, abundance, variety-repetition, and disparity 
might show some overlap with the vividness score.  

4. Results 

4.1. Lexical Diversity 

(1) asked whether lexical diversity would be associated with participants’ perceptions of 
the statements. In the Bonferroni-corrected linear regression analyses (α = .0083), five 
of the six lexical diversity dimensions predicted integrity: volume, abundance, variety-rep-
etition, evenness, and disparity (see Table 4). Dispersion was marginally significant prior to 
the correction for multiple analyses (original p = .028) but failed to reach significance at 
the adjusted alpha level. In the linear regression analyses for STATUS, three of the lexical 
diversity predictors reached significance after the Bonferroni correction (α = .0083): va-
riety-repetition, evenness, and disparity (see Table 5). Abundance (original p = .118; corrected 
p = .707), volume (original p = .002; corrected p = .011), and dispersion (original p = .056; 
corrected p = .339) were not significant predictors of STATUS. 

Table 4: Regression Analysis for Lexical Diversity and INTEGRITY 

Table 5: Regression Analysis for Lexical Diversity and STATUS 

Variable Estimate SE 95% Confidence Interval Adjusted p 
LL UL 

Volume .016 .005 .006 .025 .011 
Abundance -.018 .012 -.041 .005 .707 
Variety-repetition -.118 .025 -.168 -.069 < .001 
Evenness 25.79 5.363 -36.347 -15.224 < .001 
Disparity 1.642 .423 0.808 2.475 < .001 
Dispersion .016 .008 -.000 .032 .339 

Variable Estimate SE 95% Confidence Interval Adjusted p 
LL UL 

Volume .015 .004 -.064 -.029 < .001 
Abundance -.046 .009 .001 .023 < .001 
Variety-repetition -.150 .018 -.191 -.117 < .001 
Evenness -32.90 4.043 -40.857 -24.932 < .001 
Disparity 2.12 .327 1.477 2.765 < .001 
Dispersion .015 .007 .002 .028 .170 
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These results indicate that higher perceived INTEGRITY is associated with greater volume 
(i.e., more words overall), lower abundance (i.e., fewer unique words), lower variety-repe-
tition (i.e., fewer unique words compared to total words), lower evenness (i.e., uneven 
distribution of unique words throughout the text), and higher disparity (i.e., more syno-
nyms). For integrity, variety-repetition and evenness were the strongest predictors, each 
explaining about 20% of the variation in INTEGRITY ratings. The results also reveal that 
higher perceived STATUS is associated with lower variety-repetition, higher evenness (i.e., 
more even distribution of unique words throughout the text), and higher disparity. For 
STATUS, there were no predictors that explained a large portion of the variance, with the 
highest amount of variance (7.7%) explained by variety-repetition. 

4.2. Vividness 

(2) asked whether the proportion of vivid words in a statement predicted its perceived 
INTEGRITY and STATUS. A linear regression model indicated that vividness indeed was sig-
nificantly associated with INTEGRITY ratings, β = -17.97, SE = 3.633, t(254) = -4.95, p < .001; 
R2 = .084. However, there was no significant relationship between STATUS and vividness, 
β = -5.65, SE = 4.681, t(254) = -1.21, p = .228; R2 = .002. These results indicate that state-
ments with more vivid detail were perceived as being less deceptive and more credible 
and accurate, explaining about 8% of variance in these ratings. Conversely, the vividness 
of a description had no significant bearing on whether the writer was perceived as more 
eloquent or prestigious. 

4.3. Language STATUS 

(3) investigated whether participants perceived L1 and L2 writers to have differing levels 
of INTEGRITY and STATUS beyond the lexical diversity in the statements. Results from a 
two-tailed t-test indicated that INTEGRITY was significantly different between the 
groups, t(248.5) = -3.17, p = .002. The L1 statements were rated as higher (M = 7.20) than 
the L2 statements (M = 6.51). The effect size for this difference was small, Hedges’ g = -
.39, 95% CI [-0.64, -.15]. 

A two-tailed t-test between the L1 and L2 groups for STATUS also showed a significant 
difference, t(253.82) = -8.49, p < .001. Again, the L1 statements were rated significantly 
higher (M = 5.09) than the L2 statements (M = 3.04). This difference had a large effect 
size, Hedges’ g = -1.06, 95% CI [-1.32, -.80], representing more than one standard devi-
ation from the mean. Figures 2 and 3 show the differences in means for the L1 and L2 
groups via boxplots. 
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Figure 2: INTEGRITY Ratings by L1/L2 STATUS 

 

Figure 3: STATUS Ratings by L1/L2 STATUS 

 

4.4. Relationship Between Vividness and Lexical Diversity 

The final analysis was an exploratory comparison of vividness and the six lexical diversity di-
mensions to determine the degree of overlap. To accomplish this, correlations were com-
puted between vividness and each of the diversity measures. While vividness was significantly 
correlated with all six dimensions, it was most highly correlated with Types (r(254) = .54, p < 
.001), evenness (r(254) = .47, p < .001), variety-repetition (r(254) = .41, p < .001), dispersion (r(254) = 
.36, p < .001), tokens (r(254) = .22, p < .001), and disparity (r(254) = -.13, p = .030). These results 
demonstrate that, while vividness has some overlap with lexical diversity, it represents a sep-
arate aspect of lexical variety. 
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5. Discussion 

This study shows that some lexical features of an eyewitness statement are associated 
with juror perceptions of credibility and related attributes even when information such 
as appearance and accent is unavailable. Additionally, statements made by L2 English 
writers were generally rated less favorably than those made by L1 English writers, even 
when lexical diversity was controlled. However, deceptiveness (the perceptual dimen-
sion most analogous to veracity) was associated more strongly with perceived credibility 
and accuracy rather than perceived prestige and eloquence, suggesting that, to some 
extent, jurors distinguish between stylistic elements and perceived INTEGRITY in their 
evaluations.  

5.1. Lexical Diversity 

(1) asked which, if any, lexical diversity dimensions predicted perceptions of INTEGRITY 
and STATUS. After controlling for multiple analyses, the linear regressions indicated that 
five of the six lexical diversity dimensions (volume, abundance, variety-repetition, evenness, 
and disparity) significantly predicted INTEGRITY (accuracy, credibility, and deceptive-
ness). INTEGRITY was positively associated with 1) longer statements that had 2) fewer 
unique words, 3) a less even distribution of the same word across the statement, and 4) 
more semantically related words (i.e., synonyms). The linear regressions for STATUS (el-
oquence and prestige) found fewer predictors among the lexical diversity dimensions, 
namely variety-repetition, evenness, and disparity. STATUS was positively associated with 1) 
a lower ratio of unique to total words, 2) a more even distribution of the same word 
across the statement, and 3) a higher number of semantically related words. 

Overall, the lexical diversity results reveal that mock jurors do indeed consider lexical 
diversity on some level when evaluating witness statements. Certain aspects of lexical 
diversity, such as statement length, are seen as indicating credibility, while others, such 
as the number of unique words, appear to (perhaps counterintuitively) seem suspicious. 
At the same time, related words were received positively and associated with both higher 
credibility and STATUS. The evenness of the distribution of repeated words across the 
statement had opposite effects on perceptions of INTEGRITY and STATUS, positively asso-
ciated with STATUS and negatively associated with INTEGRITY, though this accounted for 
much more variation in INTEGRITY ratings (20.8%) versus STATUS ratings (8%). Similarly, 
variety-repetition played a large role in INTEGRITY (20.6%) compared to STATUS (7.7%) rat-
ings, though both were positive correlations. 

The findings related to credibility are somewhat consistent with prior literature, al-
beit with some important caveats. Most crucially, these results may point to a key dif-
ference between the lexical characteristics associated with perceived INTEGRITY and ob-
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jective veracity: lower abundance may lead jurors to perceive a true statement as inaccu-
rate. The participants in the Morgan et al. (2013, 2015) studies performed near chance 
(52%) when identifying untrue statements but higher when identifying true statements 
(72%), and the current study’s lexical diversity findings may therefore help explain gen-
erally poor human judgments about whether a statement is true (e.g., Bond et al., 1985). 
Future work may investigate how other linguistic characteristics of eyewitness state-
ments, such as vocabulary choice, syntax, and grammar, affect perceived INTEGRITY and 
STATUS. 

Finally, these results have broader implications regarding linguistic variation and 
bias. The lexical diversity of language production has been shown to often vary system-
atically due to factors such as language proficiency or STATUS (which will be discussed 
further in 5.3). The results from this study show that jurors may unintentionally penalize 
certain types of lexical features, even when those features have no bearing on the truth 
of the statement. These findings are therefore relevant not only to (forensic) linguists, 
but also to legal professionals and members of law enforcement tasked with eliciting and 
evaluating witness statements. Through an understanding of how lexical diversity can 
bias perceived credibility ratings, including how these perceptions differ from objective 
measures of veracity, perhaps these effects could be mitigated, ultimately leading to 
more just forensic outcomes. 

Beyond lexical qualities and witness characteristics such as pronunciation and ap-
pearance, juror evaluation of courtroom discourse also relies on cues including attor-
ney-witness interactions, presuppositions, co-constructed event descriptions, sequen-
tial organization of responses, question and answer structure, and response complete-
ness and appropriateness when constructing perceptions of credibility, STATUS, and ac-
curacy (e.g., Ehrlich, 2011). The stimuli used in this study were static, decontextualized 
statements that do not reflect the full breadth of information available during synchro-
nous testimony. Instead, these results identify lexical diversity as one of many co-occur-
ring variables that contribute to how credibility is built and negotiated through natural-
istic courtroom interactions. Future research may consider how lexical diversity inter-
acts with pragmatic attributes of courtroom dialogue to gain a more holistic under-
standing of how jurors use this information to construct perceptions of integrity.  

5.2. Vividness 

(2) asked whether vividness significantly predicted perceptions of INTEGRITY and STATUS. 
A linear regression model indicated that, while vividness significantly predicted per-
ceived INTEGRITY (accuracy, credibility, deceptiveness), it did not predict STATUS (prestige 
and eloquence). While vividness did significantly predict perceived integrity, the small 
effect size indicates that the amount of descriptive detail is only one of many character-
istics used to draw these conclusions. 
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These results are consistent with the findings of Colwell et al. (2007), who had found 
higher vividness to be associated with objective veracity in witness statements. In that 
study, vividness was operationalized as the number of details and proportion of details 
within the text. The current study’s findings reflect that jurors consider more detailed 
statements to be more accurate and credible and less deceptive. Together, vividness ap-
pears to both indicate objective veracity as well as lead to increased perceived integrity. 
However, the current study extends this work to include perceived STATUS, with results 
showing no relationship between vividness and STATUS. Taken together, the vividness data 
suggest that jurors are relying on multiple lexical attributes (e.g., not simply number of 
[unique] words, but which words appear) as they evaluate witness statements, and they 
do not evenly consider these attributes in the process. 

Additionally, the current findings underscore that vividness is not interchangeable 
with lexical diversity. An exploratory analysis investigated how vividness is related to the 
six dimensions of lexical diversity used in this study. To date, no other known publica-
tions have attempted to link the concept of vividness as introduced by social psychologists 
to the quantifiable aspects of lexical diversity long used by linguists. Correlations re-
vealed that vividness was significantly correlated with each of the six lexical diversity 
measures, ranging from moderate correlations (types, .54; evenness, .47; variety-repetition, 
.41; dispersion, .36) to low correlations (tokens, .22; disparity, -.13). These results, while 
generally expected, are somewhat surprising in light of the perceived STATUS data. Recall 
that variety-repetition, evenness, and disparity significantly predicted STATUS, and vividness 
did not, despite moderate correlations with variety-repetition and evenness. These results 
suggest that the predictive power of variety-repetition and evenness instead lie in aspects 
of lexical diversity that are independent from vividness. Overall, this links vividness to 
measurable lexical variation; future work in this domain from the perspective of social 
psychology may thus benefit from quantitative, in addition to impressionistic or quali-
tative, evaluations of vividness. Future research may also compare this operationaliza-
tion, applied to unstructured elicited statements, to the way Colwell et al. (2007) opera-
tionalized vividness for their more controlled stimuli statements.  

5.3. Language STATUS 

(3) asked whether, beyond lexical diversity, participants would rate L1 and L2 statements 
differently. Each participant saw two L1 and L2 statements, and the statements were not 
labeled for language STATUS. The results showed significant differences for both INTEG-

RITY and STATUS: L1 statements were rated higher for both despite the “blinded” nature of 
the evaluation. Notably, the effect size for the difference in STATUS was large, indicating 
that these ratings may reflect perceptions about the writer rather than the statement; how-
ever, the statements were still negatively affected. 
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In this study, jurors penalized L2 writers even though language STATUS was not disclosed 
and lexical diversity between the L1 and L2 statements was matched. These results demon-
strate that biases in courtroom interactions can be present in written testimony and are not 
restricted to the auditory or visual cues such as accent, appearance, and pronunciation in-
vestigated by Frumkin (2007) and Frumkin and Stone (2020). Instead, these perceptions re-
flect broader biases connected to the way language is used, demonstrating the vulnerable 
position of L2 speakers in the courtroom (Powell, 2008) even when they do not require lan-
guage support. The results also echo Rickford and King (2016) in that jurors may dismiss 
testimony based on language STATUS or identity rather than its content. These biases can 
negatively impact individuals’ courtroom outcomes, leading to systematic inequities. 

It is clear that the courtroom is not an unbiased setting. How can biases be mitigated? 
Juror training may be a good place to start. The concept of explicitly addressing implicit bi-
ases is not novel, and indeed recent work has attempted, albeit unsuccessfully, to combat 
unconscious juror bias via pre-trial video (Kirshenbaum & Miller, 2021; Ruva et al., 2024). 
Perhaps targeted information about ways that implicit bias may lead to unfair and dispro-
portionate negative courtroom outcomes through characteristics such as language may be 
more successful. More research must be carried out in this area to increase the efficacy of 
related interventions and efforts. For now, the current work contributes to the literature on 
unconscious linguistic bias related to L2 STATUS in the courtroom, particularly as it relates to 
the evaluation of witness statements. 

5.4. Limitations 

The primary limitation of the current study was that the mock trial setting may not directly 
reflect a real courtroom. The mock jurors had time to reread statements that might usually 
be read aloud, and they were asked to evaluate the statements without the additional con-
text afforded by trial activities such as attorney questions and other witness testimony. This 
method meant that participants were not influenced by the perceptions of fellow jurors or 
factors such as eyewitness accent or appearance, and the statement evaluations reflected 
only the textual content; however, subsequent studies may introduce additional variables to 
investigate whether they lead to different results. Additionally, the writers of the witness 
statements were all undergraduate students, and future work might explore whether edu-
cation level affects perceived INTEGRITY and STATUS. Finally, all the descriptions in these writ-
ten statements were true, an intentional decision to control for objective veracity. However, 
the inclusion of untrue statements may reveal additional differences or nuances in lexical 
diversity, especially the dimensions of evenness, disparity, and dispersion that have not previ-
ously been used to evaluate witness statements. While these methodological constraints 
may limit the direct transferability of the results, they offer controlled evidence for the role 
that lexical characteristics play in perceptions of credibility and STATUS separate from poten-
tial confounds related to a spoken modality. 
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6. Conclusion 

The current study makes four major contributions to current understanding of the lin-
guistic factors that shape perceived eyewitness credibility. First, it demonstrates that 
lexical diversity can shape juror perceptions of witnesses even when visual and auditory 
cues about witness identity are unavailable. Second, it distinguishes between perceived 
INTEGRITY and perceived STATUS as separate evaluative constructs influenced by different 
dimensions of lexical diversity. Third, it reveals persistent biases against L2 writers even 
when controlling for a statement’s lexical diversity. Finally, it identifies a specific lexical 
diversity dimension that differs between perceived credibility and objective veracity: 
while higher abundance (i.e., number of types) was associated with less credibility in this 
study, prior research indicates it is a marker of higher veracity. Altogether, these find-
ings help clarify which evaluations are about the witness and which about their state-
ment, providing insight into the factors that may influence juror evaluations of court-
room testimony.  

There is much room for future studies, especially in the realm of investigating how 
other linguistic dimensions such as syntactic variation, complexity, or lexical richness 
might influence juror perceptions. These dimensions, alongside lexical diversity anal-
yses, could also be applied to other aspects of the judicial process such as dialogue from 
interrogations or accuracy of court reporter transcriptions. Furthermore, future re-
search might investigate juror perceptions of regional or dialectal variation to under-
stand how these elements can influence perceived credibility and related aspects. There 
are clearly many factors at play in how jurors perceive witnesses and their statements, 
and identifying which specific factors lead to increased bias can help forensic linguists 
and other interested parties work towards linguistic equity in the courtroom. 
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