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In the most general term, informants provide infor-
mation about criminal activity (e.g., accomplice wit-
nesses, jailhouse informants, cooperating witnesses). 

Sometimes informants are engaged by the government 
to provide evidence against other suspected criminals, 
and in other cases, informants have procured incrimi-
nating evidence and contact the authorities in the hopes 
of brokering deals for themselves. This article focuses on 
jailhouse informants — individuals who, while in cus-
tody, gain evidence about a fellow inmate’s case and 
assist the prosecution in return for an incentive, such as 
reduced jail time.1 

Use of jailhouse informants is widespread, yet little 
is known about the circumstances surrounding their use 
at trial. An analysis of DNA2 exonerations revealed that 
most jailhouse informants were prosecution witnesses 
and were used in murder and rape cases in which there 
was little or no other evidence against the defendants. 
When giving testimony, the jailhouse informants gener-
ally denied receiving incentives, had criminal histories, 
were friends or acquaintances of the defendant, and had 
testimonial inconsistencies. 

 
The Jailhouse Informant’s Effect on Juries 

Jailhouse informant testimony is extremely persua-
sive to jurors, as evidenced by wrongful conviction cases 

and empirical evidence. The Northwestern University 
School of Law — Center on Wrongful Convictions3 
reviewed 111 cases of persons released from death row 
between 1973 and 2004 and found false testimony from 
informants in more than 45 percent of those cases. This 
makes false testimony from informants the leading cause 
of wrongful convictions in capital cases. According to the 
Innocence Project,4 jailhouse informant testimony has 
contributed to more than 15 percent of wrongful convic-
tions later overturned through DNA testing. The 
National Registry of Exonerations,5 which tracks both 
DNA and non-DNA exoneration cases in the United 
States, estimates that jailhouse informants have been 
involved in over 150 proven wrongful convictions. 

Social scientific research using trial simulation 
methods has also consistently found that jailhouse 
informant testimony is extremely persuasive. This 
research has revealed five key findings regarding jail-
house informant testimony. First, jailhouse informants 
increase the likelihood of conviction. Jurors vote guilty 
significantly more often when a jailhouse informant pro-
vides testimony.6 The impact of a jailhouse informant is 
hard to shake. The research shows that the jailhouse 
informant’s impact was effective even when the jailhouse 
informant’s testimony is inconsistent with facts of the 
case7 and even when the defense proffered an experi-
enced jailhouse informant as an expert witness for the 
defense to educate the jury about the phenomenon and 
craft of jailhouse informants.8 

Second, jurors do not discount jailhouse informant 
testimony when they learn of the incentives associated 
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with the informant’s testimony. In the 
simulation research, conviction rates 
were unaffected by whether the jailhouse 
informant received an incentive in 
exchange for his testimony.9 

Third, jailhouse informant testimo-
ny has a greater impact on jurors than 
other forms of evidence. In one study, 
researchers compared four separate 
types of evidence (confession, confes-
sion from jailhouse informant, eyewit-
ness testimony, and character evi-
dence).10 The conviction rate was highest 
— regardless of type of case (rape, mur-
der, or theft) — when there was a con-
fession, either from a jailhouse inform-
ant or a direct admission of guilt from 
the defendant. This demonstrates not 
only that jurors tend to believe jailhouse 
informant testimony, but that jurors 
credit this testimony in much the same 
way as they do when someone admits to 
have committed a crime. 

Fourth, jailhouse informant testi-
mony is immune to judicial instruction 
meant to protect against false testimony 
from jailhouse informants.11 In one 
experiment, judicial instructions about 
jailhouse informants did not reduce the 
impact of jailhouse informant testimony 
on conviction rates. The jury instruction 
had no significant impact on verdicts 
even when the jailhouse informant indi-
cated he was getting an incentive, his tes-
timony was inconsistent with the facts of 
the case, and when the informant could 
have learned the proffered details from a 
source other than the defendant. To be 
clear, these compromising factors led 
jurors to rate the informant as less hon-
est, less trustworthy, less interested in 
justice and more self-serving, but these 
factors did not affect conviction rates. 

Fifth, it is clear that people will lie for 
very small incentives in order to achieve 
their goals. A survey found that 20 per-
cent of respondents who were asked to 
assume the role of a prisoner were willing 
to provide false evidence in exchange for 
an incentive.12 Furthermore, people’s will-
ingness to be dishonest increases as the 
incentive gets larger.13 As one can imag-
ine, the larger the incentive is, the more 
enticing it is to lie. Research on jailhouse 
informants confirms that larger incen-
tives elicit more lies.14 

 
Addressing Jailhouse  
Informant Testimony 

The defense lawyer faced with jail-
house informant testimony should be 
aware of how jailhouse informants have 
been positioned in previous cases.15 Some 
general observations can be gleaned from 
exoneration cases involving jailhouse 

informant testimony.16 Not surprisingly, 
all of the prosecution jailhouse inform-
ants testified about the defendants’ alleged 
confessions. Most jailhouse informants 
claimed that the defendants confessed to 

them only after directly asking the defendants 
about their guilt. In order to establish some 
credibility for their testimony, jailhouse 
informants must show that they had con-
tact with the defendant. Indeed, almost all 
the informants testified they had contact 
opportunities with the defendants. The 
most common contact opportunity arose 
from being housed in the same facility. 

As might be expected, much of the 
testimony given by jailhouse informants 
was consistent with the actual case facts. 
The informants denied hearing about 
the crime details anywhere other than 
from the defendant. Some of the details 
were facts in evidence and could have 
been provided to the informant by the 
prosecutor. There were also inconsisten-
cies in the testimony of the informants. 
In a review of informant testimonies, 
over half the sample had an inconsisten-
cy between their trial testimony and the 
actual case facts or between the trial tes-
timony and what they had previously 
reported to the authorities. When there 
were inconsistencies in the testimony, 
prosecutors commonly tried to mini-
mize the impacts of these inconsisten-
cies in their closing arguments. 

During closing arguments prosecu-
tors almost always mentioned the jail-
house informant and did so in a way to 
bolster the credibility of the testimony. 
For example, one prosecutor argued the 
fact that the jailhouse informant had tes-
tified in many previous trials in the same 

capacity as indication of his trustworthi-
ness. The prosecution also often 
ascribed laudable motives for the jail-
house informant’s testimony (e.g., trying 
to do the right thing). 

The defense lawyer should also con-
sider educating the jury about jailhouse 
informant testimony. The history and 
nature of jailhouse informant testimony 
is likely outside the ken of the jury. For 
example, the average juror would likely 
not know that jailhouse informant testi-
mony is a recurring phenomenon in 
cases in which other evidence is scant, 
that jailhouse informants are courted 
with significant incentives, and that the 
sudden development of a moral con-
science is an unlikely explanation for the 
jailhouse informant’s cooperation with 
the prosecution. In short, an expert wit-
ness can inform the jury about the histo-
ry and patterns around jailhouse infor-
mants. The expert can explain to the 
jury the prevalence of jailhouse confes-
sions in exoneration cases, citing statis-
tics and research findings such as those 
discussed earlier. 

The expert can also educate 
factfinders about important factors that 
may explain the informant’s behavior. 
For example, one study found that par-
ticipants have been shown to inform on 
their peers for minimal incentives. The 
expert witness can also inform the jury 
about the psychological factors 
involved in jailhouse informant testi-
mony. The expert should be able to 
draw upon and explain the relevant 
research on behavioral psychology (for 
example, the impact of incentives on 
behavior), deception, deception detec-
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tion, and false confessions. False con-
fessions, addressed at length in the July 
2020 issue of The Champion, are relevant 
to jailhouse informant testimony as 
well. The informant, after all, may be 
giving a false — though secondhand — 
confession of the defendant. 

The expert will not be able to opine 
on the ultimate issue — whether the 
informant is providing false testimony. 
There is no way to know whether the 
jailhouse informant is lying about how 
he obtained the information. The expert 
can, however, point out specific factors 
within a case that are generally indica-
tive of deception. For example, the 
expert can point out that the jailhouse 
informant’s statements changed over 
time and that this is common in cases of 
false jailhouse informant testimony. 
Moreover, the use of an expert may be 
the only way to impeach the jailhouse 
informant and educate the factfinders 
on the dangers of this type of testimony. 

 
Proffering an Expert  
on Jailhouse Informants 

Getting an expert admitted is easier 
said than done17 — as exemplified in the 
California case People v. Johnson,18 in 
which the court refused to admit an 
expert in a case that involved a jailhouse 
informant. The court stated: 

Appellants contended that the 
trial court erred by excluding 
their proffered expert testimony 
from two witnesses, a sociology 
professor and an “expert” liar, to 
the effect that imprisoned 
inmates will sometimes lie and 
will give false testimony incrim-
inating others. The court 
affirmed the trial court’s ruling 
and found no abuse of discre-
tion because the proposed testi-
mony would not be sufficiently 
relevant. The court determined 
that the idea that inmates lie 
would not be outside the com-
mon understanding of jurors 
and that witness credibility 
should be the subject of 
impeaching evidence. The 
court found that the testimony 
of the sociologist would have 
been of dubious scientific 
nature that was not certain to 
aid the trier of fact. 

 
How can defense counsel support 

an expert proffer? First, proffer an 
expert on psychology of confessions. As 
discussed, jailhouse informants are 
relaying a confession they heard from 
the defendant (social scientists call this 
a secondary confession). An expert 

must prove to a judge that the evidence 
he or she will provide is reliable based 
on Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals.19 
Based on Daubert, the U.S. Supreme 
Court has listed four nonexhaustive fac-
tors that judges can consult in order to 
decide the reliability of an expert: 

 
v    Can the data be falsified? 
 
v    Has the data been subjected to peer 

review or publication? 
 
v    Are there known or potential  

error rates? 
 
v    What is the general acceptance of 

the findings in the relevant scientif-
ic community? 
 
The first factor is falsifiability. 

Scientifically, falsifiability refers to the 
ability of a scientific statement to be test-
ed and disproved by empirical evidence. 
If an expert is relying on peer-reviewed 
research to form an opinion, then the 
answer is yes. An expert can say, based on 
experimental data, that people will pro-
duce false secondary confessions even 
with minimal incentives.20 Can a psycho-
logical expert say for sure, however, what 
the base rate of a jailhouse informant’s 
lying is? The answer is no. There is no 
data on true secondary confessions 
because there is simply no way to get the 
rate of true secondary confessions. 
Regarding the second Daubert factor of 
peer review, there is now a growing body 
of peer-reviewed jailhouse informant lit-
erature.21 The third Daubert factor of eval-
uating expert testimony concerns the 
known error rate. Error rate may apply if 
the expert was to offer a diagnosis or to 
predict the likelihood of some event, but 
that would not be the role of an expert in 
this case. The role of the expert would be 
to educate the factfinder about the 
informants and false confessions. Thus, 
the concept of error rate does not apply. 
Lastly, regarding the fourth Daubert factor, 
there is relatively little disagreement 
among psychologists about the reality of 
false secondary confessions. Some may 
argue that not all of them are false and 
that jailhouse informants are valuable to 
the legal system, but they acknowledge 
that false secondary confessions exist. 

 Second, as a confession, the defense 
attorney may request a reliability hearing. 
Judges routinely grant reliability hearings 
in cases involving confessions to make sure 
that the confessions were given voluntarily. 
In fact, the Federal Rules of Evidence22 
allow pretrial admissibility hearings out-
side of the presence of the jury for all con-
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fessions. Given the growing scientific liter-
ature on coerced and false confessions23 
and the growing realization of the role of 
false confessions in wrongful convictions,24 
psychologists are sometimes admitted as 
experts in contested confession cases.25 

Third, when proffering an expert, 
lawyers can make several arguments that 
were not available to them when the court 
ruled in People v. Johnson.26 There are now 
many large databases that detail wrongful 
convictions based on false jailhouse 
informant testimony: The Innocence 
Project (https://innocenceproject.org/), 
National Registry Exonerees (http://www. 
law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/ 
about.aspx), and the Northwestern Center 
for Wrongful Convictions (https:// 
www.law.northwestern.edu/legalclinic/ 
wrongfulconvictions/issues/perjury/). 
These databases clearly show that laypeo-
ple do not appreciate the potential dangers 
jailhouse informants can pose. 
Additionally, there is now scientific litera-
ture on jailhouse informants and second-
ary confession evidence.27 This literature 
has recently emerged; however, the results 
are very conclusive — testimony from jail-
house informants is extremely persua-
sive.28 In this scientific literature, there also 
exists an archival analysis that defines both 
the attributes of a typical jailhouse inform-
ant and the informant’s false testimony.29 
Again, the research points to the same  
conclusion that can be garnered from  
the databases, which is the psychology of 
confession evidence is beyond the ken of 
the layperson. 

The final advice is twofold. First, 
additional reasons exist to hire experts 

other than their testimony. An expert 
can help educate the attorney on the sci-
ence, prepare questions for direct and 
cross-examination of witnesses, and 
help the attorney develop opening and 
closing statements when the jailhouse 
informant is relevant. In addition, it is 
strongly recommended that attorneys 
who cannot get their expert admitted at 
trial should request a proffer and pre-
serve the expert’s testimony for appeal. 
Lastly, defense attorneys must commu-
nicate with their peers. In fact, two attor-
neys have developed a step-by-step play-
book, known as the “Rat Manual,” for 
defense attorneys dealing with jailhouse 
informants.30 This guide makes many 
useful suggestions for defense attorneys, 
including retaining experts. 

 
Conclusion 

Jailhouse informants represent a 
significant challenge to the defense 
lawyer. One might think that the link 
between jailhouse informant testimony 
and wrongful convictions, the magni-
tude of the incentives offered to jail-
house informants in exchange for their 
testimony, inconsistencies in their testi-
mony, and their general shady characters 
would be enough to neutralize them in 
the eyes of the jury. Trial simulation 
research and actual cases, however, 
teaches us that despite these shortcom-
ings, jailhouse informants are influen-
tial. The likely root of their influence is 
the power and allure of confessions, 
even false confessions. Defense lawyers 
faced with jailhouse informants should 
be aware of the common threads in jail-

house informant cases and the availabil-
ity of expertise in the form of other 
defense lawyers experienced in these 
matters and psychologists versed in the 
topics of confessions and informants. 

© 2021, National Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers. All rights 
reserved. 

Notes 
1. State v. Dedge, Fla. Cir. Ct. Aug. 28, 1984; 

People v. Restivo, N.Y. Dis. Ct. (1986); People v. 
Wyniemko, Mich. Cir. Ct. Nov. 3, (1994). 

2. J.S. Neuschtaz, D.K. DeLoach, M.A. 
Hillgartner, M.B. Fessinger, S.A. Wetmore, 
A.B. Douglass, B.H. Bornstein & A.M. Le 
Grand, The Truth About Snitches: An Archival 
Analysis of Informant Testimony, PSYCHIATRY, 
PSY. & L. (forthcoming). 

3. R. Warden, The Snitch System: How 
Incentivized Witnesses Put 38 Innocent 
Americans on Death Row, Northwestern 
University 1-16 (2004). 

4. Informing Injustice: The Disturbing Use 
of Jailhouse Informants, Innocence Project, 
Dec. 4, 2019, https://www.innocenceproject 
.org/causes/incentivized-informants. 

5. Exoneration Detail List, accessed Aug. 
23, 2020, https://www.law.umich.edu/special/ 
exoneration/Pages/detaillist.aspx. 

6. J.S. Neuschatz, D.S. Lawson, J.K. 
Swanner, C.A. Meissner & J.S. Neuschatz. The 
Effects of Accomplice Witnesses and 
Jailhouse Informants on Jury Decision-
Making. 32 LAW & HUM. BEHAV. 137-149 
(2008); J.S. Neuschatz, M.L. Wilkinson, C.A. 
Goodsell, S.A. Wetmore, D.S. Quinlivan & N.J 
Jones, Secondary Confessions, Expert 

N A C D L . O R G                                                                                 T H E  C H A M P I O N18

J
A

IL
H

O
U

S
E

 I
N

F
O

R
M

A
N

T
S

About the Authors 
Jeffrey S. Neuschatz, Ph.D., is a Distin-

guished Professor of 
Psychology at the 
University of Ala-
bama in Huntsville. 
Dr. Neuschatz has 
pioneered research 
on jailhouse inform-
ant testimony. He has 
testified as an eye-

witness memory expert witness or quali-
fied as an expert in approximately 100 
criminal cases in nine states, federal 
courts, and military courts.  
 
Jeffrey Neuschatz, Ph.D. 
University of Alabama 
Huntsville, Alabama 
256-824-2321 

 neuschaj@uah.edu 
 www.uah.edu

Brian L. Cutler is Professor of Psychology 
at Ontario Tech Uni-
versity and Presi-
dent of Coral Coast 
Group, Inc., which 
houses the Interro-
gation Evaluation 
Clinic and Eyewit-
ness Evidence Evalu-
ation Clinic. Dr. Cut-

ler regularly serves as a consultant and 
expert witness in false confession and 
eyewitness identification cases. 
 
 
Brian L. Cutler, Ph.D. 
Ontario Tech University 
Oshawa, Ontario 
Canada 

 cutler@coralcoastgroup.com 
 www.coralcoastgroup.com

Stacy A. Wetmore, Ph.D. is an Assistant  
Professor at Roanoke 
College. Her primary 
areas of research 
address psycho-legal 
issues surrounding 
the causes of wrong-
ful conviction. More 
specifically, her 
research addresses 

faulty eyewitness memory, eyewitness 
identification procedures, and perceptions 
of jailhouse informant testimony. 
 
 
Dr. Stacy A. Wetmore 
Roanoke College 
Salem, Virginia 
540-375-2475 

 wetmore@roanoke.eduEMAIL

WEBSITE

EMAILEMAIL

WEBSITE

(Continued on page 32)

https://innocenceproject.org/
http://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/about.aspx
http://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/about.aspx
http://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/about.aspx
http://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/about.aspx
http://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/about.aspx
https://www.law.northwestern.edu/legalclinic/wrongfulconvictions/issues/perjury/
https://www.law.northwestern.edu/legalclinic/wrongfulconvictions/issues/perjury/
https://www.law.northwestern.edu/legalclinic/wrongfulconvictions/issues/perjury/
https://www.law.northwestern.edu/legalclinic/wrongfulconvictions/issues/perjury/
https://www.law.northwestern.edu/legalclinic/wrongfulconvictions/issues/perjury/
https://www.innocenceproject.org/causes/incentivized-informants
https://www.innocenceproject.org/causes/incentivized-informants
https://www.innocenceproject.org/causes/incentivized-informants
https://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/detaillist.aspx
https://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/detaillist.aspx
https://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/detaillist.aspx
https://www.nacdl.org/


Life Depends on It, 36 HOFSTRA L. REV. 693, 746 
(2008) (“The building blocks of a competent 
social history investigation are the collection 
of life history records and interviews of all 
significant persons in the defendant’s life. … 
An exhaustive documentary history can 
reveal important clues establishing or leading 
to the discovery of persuasive mitigating 
evidence, including the developmental 
history of the client, conditions affecting  
him in utero, medical conditions, mental 
retardation, mental illness, substance  
abuse, poverty, environmental toxins,  
and other factors that may have impaired  
the health and development of the client  
and his family”).  

46. Id. 
47. See, e.g., Don Bambino Geno Tai, 

The Disproportionate Impact of COVID-19 
on Racial and Ethnic Minorities in the 
United States, 72 CLINICAL INFECTIOUS DISEASE 
703, Feb. 15, 2021; Linda Morris, A Wave of 
Mass Evictions Is Inevitable, and Black 
Women Will Be Hit the Hardest, July 24, 
2020, https://thehill.com/blogs/congress 
-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass 
- e v i c t i o n s - i s - i n e v i t a b l e - a n d - b l a c k 
-women-will-be; Ava MacBlane, Dr. Sherita 
Hill Golden Discusses the Impact of COVID-
19 and Systemic Racism in US During MLK 
Community Celebration Event, THE CAVALIER 

DAILY, Jan. 29, 2021, https://www.cavalier 
daily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill 
-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid 
-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during 
-mlk-communit y-celebrat ion-event ; 
Kathy Caprino, The Unique Impact of 
COVID-19 on Working Mothers, Black 

Women and Women in Senior Leadership, 
FORBES, Jan. 20, 2021, https://www.forbes 
.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/ 
t h e - u n i q u e - i m p a c t - o f - c o v i d - 1 9 - o n 
-working-mothers-black-women-and 
- wo m e n - i n - s e n i o r - l e a d e r s h i p / ? s h = 
61612c53cad7. n

N A C D L . O R G                                                                                 T H E  C H A M P I O N32

C
A

P
IT

A
L

 I
N

V
E

S
T

IG
A

T
IO

N
 A

N
D

 C
O

V
ID

-
1

9

About the Authors 
Cassandra Stubbs is the Director of the 

ACLU Capital Pun-
ishment Project. She 
leads the Project’s 
work on behalf of 
capital clients in 
trial, appeal, and 
p o s t - c o n v i c t i o n 
cases around the 
country. She is a fre-
quent commentator 

on capital punishment issues and instruc-
tor at capital conferences and trainings. 
 
Cassandra Stubbs 
American Civil Liberties Union 
Durham, North Carolina 
919-688-4605 

 cstubbs@aclu.org 
 www.aclu.org

Elizabeth Vartkessian, Ph.D. is a mitigation 
specialist and the 
founding Executive 
Director of Advanc-
ing Real Change, 
Inc., a national non-
profit with locations 
in Baltimore, Mary-
land, and Jack-
sonville, Florida, ded-

icated to conducting high-quality life his-
tory investigations in criminal cases. 
 
 
Elizabeth Vartkessian 
Advancing Real Change, Inc. 
Baltimore, Maryland 
410-685-2569 

 esv@advancechange.org 
 www.advancechange.org

EMAIL

WEBSITE

EMAIL

WEBSITE

NACDL MEMBER

Testimony, and Unreliable Testimony, 27 J. 
POLICE & CRIM. PSYCHOL. 179-192 (2012). 

7. D.K. Deloach, J.S. Neuschatz, S.A. 
Wetmore & B.H. Bornstein, The Role of 
Ulterior Motives, Inconsistencies, and Details 
in Unreliable Jailhouse Informant Testimony, 
26 PSYCHOL. CRIME & L. 667–886 (2020).  

8. Neuschatz et al., Secondary 
Confessions, supra note 6. 

9. Neuschatz et al., Effects of Accomplice 
Witnesses, supra note 6; J.M. Golding, J.S. 
Neuschtaz, B.H. Bornstein, A.M. Riederer & 
S.A. Wetmore, The Perception of a Jailhouse 
Informant in a Sexual Assault Case, J. POLICE & 
CRIM. PSYCHOL. (forthcoming). 

10. S.A. Wetmore, J.S. Neuschatz & S.D. 
Gronlund, On the Power of Secondary 
Confession Evidence, 20 PSYCHOL., CRIME & L. 
339-357 (2014). 

11. S.A. Wetmore, J.S. Neuschatz,  
M.B. Fessinger, B.H. Bornstein & J.M. 
Golding, Do Judicial Instructions Aid in 
Distinguishing Between Reliable and 
Unreliable Jailhouse Informants? 47 CRIM. 
JUST. & BEHAV. 582-600 (2020).  

12. C.T. Robertson & A. Winkelman, 
Incentives, Lies, and Disclosure, 20 J. CONST. L. 
33-84 (2017). 

13. U. Gneezy, B. Rockenbach & M. 
Serra-Garcia, Measuring Lying Aversion, 93 J. 
ECON. BEHAV. & ORG. 293-300 (2013).  

14. J.K. Swanner, D.R. Beike & A.T. Cole, 
Snitching, Lies and Computer Crashes: An 
Experimental Investigation of Secondary 
Confessions, 34 LAW & HUM. BEHAV. 53-65 (2010).  

15. State v. Dedge, supra note 1. 
16. Neuschtaz et al. (forthcoming), 

supra note 2. 
17. For a comprehensive examination 

of the case law on admissibility of false 
confession expert 

testimony as through 2005, see Nadia 
Soree, When the Innocent Speak: False 
Confessions, Constitutional Safeguards, and 
the Role of Expert Testimony, 32 AM. J. CRIM. L. 
191, 227-255 (2005). 

18. People v. Johnson, 19 Cal. App. 4th 
778, 780, 23 Cal. Rptr. 2d 703, 705 (1993). 

19. Daubert v. Merrell Dow 
Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 509 U.S. 579 (1993). 

20. Swanner et al., supra note 14. 
21. S.A. Wetmore, J.S. Neuschatz, J. 

Roth, B.D. Jenkins & A.M. Le Grand, 
Incentivized to Testify: Informant Witnesses, 
in ADVANCES IN PSYCHOLOGY AND L. (vol. 5) (M.K. 
Miller & B.H. Bornstein eds., 2020). 

22. FED. R. EVID. 801(d)(2)(A) (1984). 
23. S.M. Kassin, The Social Psychology of 

Confessions, 9 SOC. ISSUES & POL’Y REV. 25-51 
(2015); S.M. Kassin. False Confessions, WIRES 

COGN. SCI. 1-11 (2017). 
24. B.L. GARRETT, CONVICTING THE INNOCENT: 

WHERE CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS GO WRONG (2011). 
25. See United States v. Hall, 93 F.3d 

1337 (7th Cir. 1996); United States v. Shay, 
57 F.3d 126 (1st Cir. 1995); United States v. 
McGinnis, 2010 CCA LEXIS 96 (A.C.C.A. 
Aug. 19, 2010); United States v. Raposos, 
1998 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 19551 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 
14, 1998); Boyer v. State, 825 So.2d 418 
(Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1st Dist. 2002); Terry v. 
Commonwealth, 332 S.W.3d 56 (Ky. 2010); 
People v. Kowalski, 492 Mich. 106 (2012) 
(holding that trial court exercised its 
discretion appropriately in excluding 
general false confession information, but 
remanding to the trial court to reconsider 
specific evidence based on psychological 
testing); State v. Myers, 359 S.C. 40 (2004). 
Hall, 93 F.3d 1337; Shay, 57 F.3d 126. 

26. People v. Johnson, supra note 18. 
27. S.A. Wetmore, J.S. Neuschatz, J. 

Roth, B.D. Jenkins & A.M. Le Grand, 
Incentivized to Testify: Informant Witnesses, 
in ADVANCES IN PSYCHOLOGY AND L. 23-49 
(M.K. Miller & B.H. Bornstein eds., 2020). 

28. Wetmore et al., supra note 10. 
29. Neuschtaz et al. (forthcoming), 

supra note 2. 
30. C.M. SEVILLA & V. WEFALD, THE UPDATED 

RAT MANUAL: FINDING EVIDENCE TO SEARCH FOR 
AND UNDERMINE THE SNITCH (2012). n

JAILHOUSE INFORMANTS 
(Continued from page 18) 

https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass-evictions-is-inevitable-and-black-women-will-be
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass-evictions-is-inevitable-and-black-women-will-be
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass-evictions-is-inevitable-and-black-women-will-be
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass-evictions-is-inevitable-and-black-women-will-be
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass-evictions-is-inevitable-and-black-women-will-be
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass-evictions-is-inevitable-and-black-women-will-be
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/508897-a-wave-of-mass-evictions-is-inevitable-and-black-women-will-be
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.cavalierdaily.com/article/2021/01/dr-sherita-hill-golden-discusses-the-impact-of-covid-19-and-systemic-racism-in-us-during-mlk-community-celebration-event
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kathycaprino/2021/01/29/the-unique-impact-of-covid-19-on-working-mothers-black-women-and-women-in-senior-leadership/?sh=61612c53cad7
https://www.nacdl.org/



