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Your jurors have changed.  
Your trial strategy should, too.  
We can tell you how. 
The COVID-19 pandemic has fundamentally changed the world. Assumptions that we had six 
months ago are being challenged and opinions are continuously shifting. Community views 
about COVID-19 will undoubtedly affect the potential jurors who will comprise the venire at 
your next trial. 

As the pandemic unfolded, IMS Consulting & Expert Services began conducting extensive jury 
and community attitude research to help our clients gain meaningful insights for their cases 
and practices. This summer, we conducted twelve focus groups with eighty-two mock jurors in 
representative venues across the country. We followed that research with surveys of almost 500 
respondents in Chicago, Houston, Los Angeles, and New York. As you would expect from us, 
we are not yet done, our efforts are ongoing and will continue throughout at least the end of 
the year. 

We learned how COVID-19 is affecting juror attitudes, including what concerns them, who 
they trust, who angers them, and whether parties to future litigation have done enough to 
avoid liability or to mitigate potential damages. We explored the ways in which their views 
have changed over time, their feelings toward their fellow citizens who suffered losses, their 
stances concerning how corporations should be responding, which entities they felt should 
be held responsible in various situations, and whether they believed those in positions of 
authority could be trusted. Our research data revealed quantified data on juror attitudes, freely-
expressed opinions, and the general questions they asked throughout the research exercise.

In addition to collecting broad viewpoints and detailed demographic data, we explored mock 
jurors’ thoughts on seven different industries, including insurance, nursing homes, and cruise 
lines. We selected these industries both to obtain data specific to each of them, and because 
investigation into each of these industries promised to reveal participants’ underlying views 
about personal and social responsibility. 

To help our clients navigate the complexities associated with cases and trials amid COVID-19, 
we have published and will be continuing to publish a series of insights developed through 
this and related research. An overview of our research and practical recommendations for 
integrating these findings into your practice can be found through our COVID-19 Client 
Resource Hub. 

Using the results of this research and our experience from more than 20,000 cases and well 
over 1,000 trials, our advisors have developed recommendations for clients in the areas of trial 
graphics, case strategy, expert witness recruitment and preparation, and jury consulting. We 
also invite you to contact us directly should you wish to discuss implications of our findings for 
your practice or a specific case. 

IMS COVID-19 Research Insights Series:
Threats, Opportunities, and Strategies for the 

Commercial Litigation Community
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Influence Juror Attitudes? 
How Will the Concept of ‘Personal Responsibility’  

By Clint Townson, PhD and G. Christopher Ritter, JD

At the core of nearly every current and future COVID-19-related lawsuit there is or there will be 
potentially sympathetic plaintiffs—people who have suffered from the virus, whose family members were 
killed by it, or whose businesses failed because of it. Plaintiffs will not be the only ones affected by the 
pandemic. Many who decide these cases, from judge to juror, will likely have suffered personally from 
COVID-19 or know someone who has. With a pandemic that touches decision-makers personally, it 
will be incredibly difficult for them to retain pure objectivity, the standard ideally required of those who 
decide legal matters. After all, human beings are social creatures, so judges and jurors may feel tempted 
to act—or at least to consider acting—in ways to protect those who have suffered.

Overview of Likely Sentiments

In many of these cases, the defense will strive both to persuade jurors to disregard their natural sense of 
empathy and compassion, and to encourage them to shift some or all of the blame for the resulting damages 
on the plaintiffs, the very people whose injuries underlie the complaints. 

Consider a lawsuit in which a plaintiff seeks to recover insurance proceeds based on a business interruption 
claim. The policy-holding plaintiff will seek compensation for lost revenue stemming from her business being 
shut down. The plaintiff will try to persuade the jury that she made premium payments based on a good faith 
belief that the insurer would protect her in a catastrophe such as a pandemic. Common sense and fairness, the 
policyholder will argue, indicate that this pandemic situation is exactly what the policy is supposed to cover. 
On the other hand, the insurance company, after expressing its sympathy, will likely deny any legal obligation 
based on a strict interpretation of the exact terms of the policy. Additionally, it will set forth—as a thematic 
justification—the argument that its legal position is appropriate, and as a way of hopefully convincing more 
sympathetic, as opposed to legalistic-minded jurors, an argument that stresses the importance of personal 
responsibility. Specifically, it will assert that the policyholder has no one but herself to blame if she did not fully 
understand the limitations of her policy, even if those restrictions fell somewhere in the middle of a 30-page 
form policy. 

As the global coronavirus pandemic has unfolded, IMS has conducted extensive research and investigations 
into how COVID-19 is impacting the litigation community, ushering change across industries and practice 
areas, and shaping the attitudes of jurors. Through a series of twelve in-depth focus groups across three 
representative venues, we explored attitudes and themes relevant to the concept of ‘personal responsibility’ 
in the context of pandemic-related matters. This research, which spanned seven litigation types, illuminated 
several important considerations for litigators.

We found that the extent to which a defendant will be successful in making a thematic argument based on 
“personal responsibility” is often a function of several factors that fall into two categories. 
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• Situational variables or facts associated with specifics of the case, for example

 › The severity of plaintiff’s injury. The higher the damages or the more severe the injury, the more difficult it 
will become for some jurors to apply personal responsibility limitations.

 › Whether the case involves legal or factual ambiguities. Ironically, such ambiguities sometimes make it 
easier and other times harder to apply the concept of personal responsibility.

 › Whether the party asserting the personal responsibility theme has itself exhibited personal responsibility. 

 › Whether either party has acted improperly, in a nonlegal use of the term. That is, does either party have 
unclean hands? 

 › Whether the basis of the personal responsibility defense is perceived to be a mere technicality that is being 
exploited by the party asserting it in an attempt to take advantage of the other party. 

 › The perceived power disparity between the parties.

 › The wealth disparity between the parties. 

 › The degree that the party against whom the personal responsibility theme is used should have or could 
have otherwise known of the potential risk he faced.

• Locus of control, which refers to the psychological concept of how strongly a person believes he has control 
over the situations and experiences that affect his life.

 › Jurors who have an “internal locus of control” believe that they set their own courses and they feel a strong 
sense of personal responsibility for any of their successes or failures. They see themselves as “the captains 
of their own ships” and they expect others to take the same level of responsibility for their own lives. 

 › Jurors who possess an “external locus of control” believe that outside forces that are beyond their personal 
control (such as society, the government, corporations) have a disproportionate effect on their lives. 

General Observations

• Even in this unusual time of exceptional events that will likely lead to unprecedented losses, our focus group 
research participants generally insisted that individuals were not released from obligations to take personal 
responsibility.

• As a general rule, participants believed that extreme unforeseen circumstances (such as the COVID-19 
pandemic) do not reduce or eliminate a party’s obligations for those situations for which that party is 
personally responsible. No matter how bad or unforeseen the conditions, parties cannot shirk their personal 
responsibilities. 

• For many respondents, these times of heightened stress and confusion make it all the more imperative 
that all parties be willing to assume personal responsibility for events that happen to them. Participants 
believed stressful circumstances did not suffice as a basis to lay blame on others, even when assumption of 
responsibility would result in suffering for the party assuming it. 

• The degree to which potential jurors believed personal responsibility mattered greatly varied among the test 
venues. 
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Key Observations On Particular Types of Claims

In addition to collecting broad viewpoints and detailed demographic data, we explored jurors’ thoughts on 
several specific industries, including insurance, nursing homes, and cruise lines.

First-Party Coverage Disputes

With respect to potential first-party insurance claims in which an 
insurer denied coverage because of specific limitations stated 
in a policy, many focus group participants had sympathy for 
insurers who were denied coverage, but that sentiment did 
not prevent them from feeling strongly that an insured had the 
responsibility to: 

• Know exactly what type of protection he needed. 
• Know what protections were covered by the policy.
• Make sure that, if a particular coverage was important  

to the insured, it was provided for by the policy. 

• The majority of participants rejected the argument that extraordinary unforeseen circumstances somehow 
reduced or eliminated a party’s level of personal responsibility.

• The argument for personal responsibility potentially applied to both plaintiffs and defendants. 

 › When raised and relied on by defendants, the personal responsibility argument was a basis for some 
participants to decrease or eliminate the plaintiff’s claim. 

 › Conversely, when the argument was raised by plaintiffs against defendants in relation to situations in which 
the latter failed to do what they were supposed to do (e.g., nursing homes), their reliance on the personal 
responsibility argument led jurors to consider defendants negligent or worse.

Respondents understood that insurance policies were contracts and, as with any contract, “the exact terms of 
the agreement mattered.” Policyholders could not rely on generalities; instead, the insureds (even those with 
limited expertise in insurance law) needed to know and understand the specifics of the contract. So, for example, 
purchasing a policy with a section labeled “business interruption insurance” was not enough to automatically 
establish coverage for damages when business was interrupted. Likewise, purchase of an “all risk” policy did not 
mean that there necessarily would be coverage for all risks. Instead, the respondents believed that the exact terms 
of the contract determined what was or was not to be covered in the policy and each policyholder had a personal 
responsibility to know what those terms meant and to know what was or was not covered pursuant to those terms. 

Many participants found the insurance policies complex and difficult 
to understand. Despite the fact that they found them frustrating, 
they would not necessarily favor the insured in a dispute. 
Additionally, the fact that provisions limiting coverage were 
part of an overall long and complex document did not serve 
to sway them toward favor for the insured. Likewise, the fact 
that the insured would be financially ruined because he did not 
have the insurance coverage did nothing to change the minds 
of many participants. Research participants felt an insured had 
the personal responsibility to make sure he had the insurance 
he needed. This responsibility existed particularly in instances 

Practice Tip: 

Remind the jury that an insurance policy 
is a contract, like any other contract 
or agreement and that its terms can 
be negotiated. This effort can also be 
enhanced through the use of graphics 
that reinforce the similarities.

Practice Tip: 

Remind the jury that an insurance policy 
is a contract, like any other contract 
or agreement and that its terms can 
be negotiated. This effort can also be 
enhanced through the use of graphics 
that reinforce the similarities.
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when specific virus exclusions were included in the policy. Although most participants expressed sympathy for 
a plaintiff who found himself excluded from virus protection, they remained firm in their belief that a lawsuit 
brought to recover for coronavirus losses would fail, as was seen in this exchange:

Discussion between New York jurors:

Dante: “Their policy clearly states this does not apply to viruses or diseases. It’s 
written there, you signed it.”

Kendra: “[The policy] was completely worded and clearly worded in the agreement, 
and both parties signed, and you knew what you were signing onto.”

Ned: “Yeah, I’m kind of on the fence because I know the way that insurance 
companies operate and it’s kind of like betting…yes, as the letter of the law that both 
parties did agree to the contract, but still, ethically, I feel like the customer is owed 
something. But as the law goes, they’re not entitled to it. And that’s pretty much how 
all insurance goes, usually.”

“We’ve talked a lot about personal responsibility and I can acknowledge that, but at 
the same time, there’s also corporate responsibility and we’re paying for services, 
so they should be accessible. It’s not like restaurant owners weren’t paying for years 
on it, and then the insurance company has a right to deny them... It just should be 
more accessible and I feel like in extenuating circumstances the policy should be 
amended.” - Aria, Houston

Even the small business owners in our research groups felt as though a policyholder had a responsibility to 
know the limitations of his own business interruption policies. They were, however, like other participants in the 
research, not without sympathy for the insured.

“So going back to my earlier comment, you reap what you sow. And so if you sign up 
a policyholder and bury all these things into a legalese document, if it’s all of these 
that a layman wouldn’t understand what’s covered and what’s not, then to me that’s 
willful intent on the part of the insurance company to deceive the business as to what 
they were actually going to be receiving or not receiving.” - Abraham, New York

“From a moral point of view, the business owner does have something coming. And if 
he doesn’t get it from the courts, if I’m on a jury, and he can’t get it anywhere else but 
from me, I’m going to give it to him.” - Thurgood, Los Angeles
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Implications for Insurance Coverage Disputes:

• The insurer may benefit from the fact that the contract exclusion is a virus exclusion. This 
exclusion seems clear cut, particularly if there is testimony as to the history of the exclusion 
(e.g., It was added after SARS, etc.). This exclusion should make it easier for potential 
jurors to insist that “the insured should have done his homework and, thus, he can’t escape 
responsibility now.”

• The insurer may benefit because there is clearly a property damage requirement and the 
argument that “the COVID-19 virus on a table makes it unusable” will probably not be 
convincing:

 › The virus argument will be contrary to a juror’s common understanding of how property is 
damaged. 

 › Arguing that the property is damaged by the virus will reinforce the importance and 
applicability of the virus exclusion.

 › Many jurors felt that even if there was property damage, the damage would be minimal 
because “all the owner needs to do is to take a couple of days to clean his place up.” 

 » It may benefit counsel to query whether the importance of this coverage requirement 
eventually diminishes as the pandemic continues and the virus proves increasingly difficult 
to neutralize or deal with.

• Because many jurors dislike insurance companies, many were reluctant to apply the “personal 
responsibility theme” against the policyholders, for whom they felt considerable empathy. This 
reluctance is likely important in at least two ways:

 › If insured’s counsel can determine a way to circumvent the limitations of the policies, they 
will likely find a receptive audience among jurors who feel reluctant to apply the personal 
responsibility obligation against the insured. 

 › To the extent that the insured’s counsel eventually is able to legally navigate around the 
limitations of the policy to establish at least a credible path to coverage, it is highly likely that 
the personal responsibility obligation can be effectively turned against the insurers.

The Role of Personal Responsibility in Potential Claims 
Against Cruise Ship Operators

The role of “personal responsibility” also emerged in discussions about 
COVID-19 infections brought by passengers who got sick while on cruise 
ships. Most participants believed that such claims should be at least 
discounted because such ships are notoriously unsafe and passengers 
each had a personal obligation to determine the risk involved in taking a 
cruise before they assumed that risk. 

Practice Tip: 

Focus some of your discovery 
and case presentation on 
assumption of the risk and 
request a jury  instruction 
about assumption of the risk.
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This disposition was especially prevalent among those who had been on 
cruises. The respondents specifically mentioned that all cruises involve 
a health screening process and all passengers know there is a risk of flu, 
norovirus, and other infections. In short, they felt anyone who goes on a 
cruise accepts and assumes an inherent risk of illness. 

One participant mentioned that he had been traveling from Brazil early 
in March as the virus had been becoming more globally impactful. He 
candidly admitted, “I was a little negligent.” Others agreed it was their 
job to take ownership for their own well-being, including as it related to 
returning to work. Generally speaking, people sought instances of clear 
negligence on the part of the cruise ship corporations, but most were willing 
to concede that people had the responsibility to look out for their own health.

Personal Responsibility by Venue

The theme of personal responsibility emerged most strongly in the Harris 
County (Houston, TX) focus groups, and their views contrasted sharply with 
the New York City groups. Note that Harris County respondents were more 
conservative, slightly less diverse, and older than the more liberal, more 
diverse, and younger New York City respondents. The theme of personal 
responsibility undergirded their general sentiments toward COVID-19 and 
their views on how society should move forward from the pandemic. 

The following sentiment was most pronounced among the Harris County 
residents, and this sentiment will likely be held by many citizens residing 
throughout Texas and the Southeastern U.S.: People have a right to act 
individualistically, but they must accept the consequences of their own 
actions. Quite a few participants said that they were closely following the 
government’s safety protocols, and most expressed a desire to return  
to normalcy. 

Several were vocal in their belief that people who wanted to go back to work, reopen their businesses, and 
engage in a social life had a right to do so, but they should assume the risk of doing so. 

One participant summed it perfectly:

“At this point, I think it’s a personal choice. Let’s say, if they opened up a movie 
theater or a bar—which a lot of bars are opened up here in Texas and Houston 
already—it’s your personal choice to go. Nobody’s forcing you, nobody’s putting a 
gun to your head and saying, ‘You’ve got to go out and be social now.’ If you feel 
that you want to stay home and keep doing that kind of stuff, you could. If you feel 
you want to go out and try and venture, [you could].” - Mateo, Houston

Practice Tip: 

During voir dire and 
jury selection, it will be 
important to take note of 
these ideologies and how a 
potential juror might broadly 
view personal responsibility.

Practice Tip: 

Remind potential jurors of the 
time periods in which facts 
at issue occurred and about 
what the world was like at 
that time. See our article on 
the importance of timelines 
for more information. 
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This mindset contrasted sharply with the attitudes of people from New York City. Nearly every New York 
respondent mentioned the necessity of social distancing and mask-wearing in order to protect the community 
as a whole. In other words, they saw these precautionary behaviors as not a matter of personal choice but as a 
matter of prosocial societal obedience. Like those in Houston, the New Yorkers expressed a desire to return to 
normalcy, but they differed from the Texans in that most felt it would be irresponsible to endanger others by 
reopening parts of the economy. This attitude was particularly prevalent among the first groups conducted in 
mid-May.

One New York resident described this concern for others: 

New Yorkers’ concern for the safety of others was evident not only in regard to how they believed citizens 
generally should behave during the pandemic, but also when they assessed the actions of parties in the specific 
case types. These New York groups believed the cruise lines and employers had a massive responsibility to 
ensure the safety of passengers and employees, respectively. Several even mentioned that employers needed to 
take steps to assess the mental health of their employees prior to requesting they return to work. 

COVID-19 has had an immense impact on New York. Meanwhile, there were inherent differing political 
ideologies held by New Yorkers and Texans. These factors taken together likely explain why the participants 
viewed personal responsibility quite differently. Despite these differences, there are similar strategic 
recommendations that would apply to both groups, and there are several jury considerations that address the 
disparity between them. 

Strategic & Jury Considerations 

From a strategy standpoint, both plaintiff and defense teams should be prepared to address personal 
responsibility in the various case types. The plaintiff’s team should point out the context in which their client 
acted and emphasize the plaintiff’s lack of knowledge, or underscore that he was poorly informed by the 
defendant. For instance, in the insurance cases, many of the respondents believed insurance carriers purposely 
tried to obscure the policy exclusions. As a result, they thought it was unfair that business owners were held 
accountable for something outside of their awareness.

From the perspective of the defense, counsel must strike a balance between sympathy for the struggles of the 
plaintiffs while firmly asserting plaintiffs’ responsibility to recognize the risk they agreed to assume. Many jurors 
will have experienced strife during COVID-19 and may empathize with a plaintiff. As a result, it is crucial to avoid 
marginalizing pandemic-related struggles while still holding plaintiffs accountable for their own choices. For the 
above insurance example, we identified no danger in the defense showing empathy for the plaintiff. A show of 
empathy did not diminish the power of the argument that this plaintiff had an obligation to understand his own 
insurance policy and its limitations. 

“I still wouldn’t want to catch something and not know that I have it, and then bring 
it to [someone else’s] family, to their children. To have that guilt and responsibility for 
something happening to them. So, I’ve just been kind of staying away from people. 
I’ve still been outside sometimes, but it’s not nowhere near like before. I only go 
outside when I have to, if I have to go to the supermarket.” - Vincent, New York
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In terms of the jury, it is important to consider traits like locus of control, socioeconomic status, and political 
ideology. As previously noted, locus of control largely determines how someone views personal responsibility. 
Those with an external locus of control will believe that most events in their lives are based on luck or external 
factors, and they will fail to see the role of personal responsibility in any of these lawsuits. 

A related demographic characteristic is socioeconomic status. In previous 
mock trial research, we have found an external locus of control is more 
common among those with lower incomes. Following the pandemic, many 
jurors may have suffered some financial hardships due to furloughs or pay 
cuts, so more jurors in certain venires may view their situation from the 
framework of an external locus of control. The chronically unemployed/
underemployed, meanwhile, are more likely to have an external locus 
of control. Thus, they will tend to be plaintiff-oriented in certain types of 
cases. Potential jurors who have been furloughed or have lost jobs due 
to the pandemic potentially may not have an external locus of control. 
For jury selection, we may need to distinguish between the chronically-
unemployed and the pandemic-unemployed.

Lastly, liberal jurors are likely to reject the notion that plaintiffs share personal responsibility in these types of 
lawsuits. Additionally, an anticorporate bias may be more common among these jurors, which may result in them 
exhibiting not only sympathy for the plaintiff but also anger toward the defendant. 

The personal responsibility argument will have traction in certain cases and certain venues. Each case type 
will require targeted strategy recommendations. With an in-depth understanding of the context surrounding 
COVID-19 and its implications for decision-makers, our trial and jury consultants are uniquely positioned to help 
clients construct effective trial strategies and advance their cases with a clear view of each venue’s idiosyncrasies 
relative to the pandemic. 

Practice Tip: 

Request a jury questionnaire 
and include questions to 
reveal locus of control, 
socioeconomic status, and 
political ideology.
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Clint Townson, PhD, Jury Consultant

With a PhD in the field of communication, Clint knows how to deliver crisp, effective courtroom 
messages. His work as a university instructor enabled him to develop an adaptive instructional style 
which he now uses when he prepares different types of witnesses for trial. During his training as a 
trial consultant, Clint became skilled at evaluating mock trial data and identifying the traits that are 
predictive of verdict outcomes. Through collaboration with professors and fellow graduate students, 
he learned to apply quantitative findings to practical outcomes. Currently, Clint uses his social 
science background to help develop sophisticated research approaches, valid and reliable results, 
and theoretically-grounded strategic recommendations.

G. Christopher Ritter, JD, Senior Strategy & Jury Consulting Advisor

Chris is a highly sought advisor for top clients seeking guidance and perspective on case theme 
and persuasion graphics development, witness preparation, as well as focus group and mock trial 
research. Chris graduated from the University of Chicago Law School and actively tried cases for 
nearly fifteen years. He served as adjunct professor of law at the University of California, Hastings 
School of Law for twelve years, teaching courses in trial practice and evidence. Chris has advised 
clients for more than twenty years on over 500 cases throughout the country, with more than 100 
mock jury and focus group projects. He is a prolific writer, drawing on this depth and breadth of 
experience to share best practices and guidance for clients and peers. Chris’s written works include 
three books published through the American Bar Association, and dozens of articles and case 
studies on topics including integrated strategy, trial graphics, witness preparation, and trial war 
room management.

Marion Stampley Jr., JD, Senior Jury Consultant

Marion is a jury consultant with expertise in focus group and mock trial research. He has worked 
on over 300 mock jury and focus group projects throughout the US and Canada and has extensive 
experience in the areas of research design, witness preparation, selection and management 
of shadow juries, jury selection for trial, and administration of post-trial interviews. Marion has 
managed and staffed several multimillion-dollar ERISA, trade-secret, intellectual property, and 
construction lawsuits, and he has also been a speaker for several CLE conferences and an adjunct 
professor at multiple universities. He holds a master’s degree in communications with specializations 
in mediation and conflict resolution, along with administrative legal training, and a law degree.

Carolyn Spencer-Mork, Senior Jury Consultant

A jury consultant for well over a decade, Carolyn has consulted on over 250 cases throughout 
the country. As a socio-cultural anthropologist, she understands methods of communication, 
jury psychology, and group dynamics. She offers expertise in the areas of mock trial and focus 
group jury research, theme development, trial strategy, witness preparation, and voir dire and 
jury selection methodology. Carolyn is particularly skilled at designing jury research that helps 
clients gain strategic advantages early in the discovery process. Whether research involves testing 
potential witnesses in order to craft an effective company story, persuasively contextualizing 
damaging emails in advance of depositions, or developing an effective case theory to guide 
discovery, Carolyn helps her clients leverage early insights. She holds a master’s degree in 
anthropology and is fluent in Russian.

Jury consultants who contributed to the research and findings discussed in this report include:
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Jason Barnes, Senior Strategy Advisor

Jason Barnes is a trusted senior advisor to the firm’s top clients. A pioneer in the field of trial 
graphics since 1990, he helped to transform the standard of courtroom presentations from 
hand-crafted poster board displays to modern digital technologies. With three decades of 
trial experience, encompassing over 100 trials and more than 500 cases, Jason has a deep 
understanding of trial preparation and practice. He has a background in engineering, computer 
science, and graphic design and has contributed to books, presented CLE classes, and provided 
guest lectures to law school students. Jason serves as associate editor and is a frequent 
contributor to The Jury Expert, a publication of the American Society of Trial Consultants. Today, 
through his advisory work and thought leadership contributions, Jason continues to shape how 
technology and graphics are used in the courtroom.

Jeremy Young, Trial Consulting Advisor

Over the last eighteen years, Jeremy has managed trial strategy development and graphic 
production for some of the country’s highest-stakes trials. He has collaborated with trial teams on 
over 300 matters in virtually every area of litigation. Recently, Jeremy led our team’s efforts on two 
closely watched trials; FedEx’s defense of a $1.6 billion criminal drug conspiracy case—a case that 
was abruptly dismissed shortly after opening statements—and the largest ever auditing negligence 
case to reach trial, where our client sought to recover $5.5 billion, plus punitive damages, and 
received a settlement shortly after resting their case.

Jeremy has worked on numerous high-profile antitrust matters and led collaboration with the SEC 
on more than forty cases, including a trial that resulted in Waste Management’s former CFO being 
found liable on all sixty counts of having falsified company accounts in a $1.7 billion accounting 
fraud that remains one of the largest in US corporate history. Jeremy also assisted with the 
successful criminal prosecution in the 2001 San Francisco “dog mauling” trial.

Britta Stanton, JD, Strategy Advisor

As a former trial attorney, Britta pays rigorous attention to details and reviews case issues with 
laser-like focus. An experienced trial lawyer with nearly twenty years of practice in state and federal 
venues, and now as a trusted strategy advisor with the company, Britta has advised clients on 
hundreds of cases and trials. Britta has always been fascinated by the ways people are persuaded, 
develop beliefs, and make decisions. Thus, at the University of Texas, she chose to study 
advertising. She went on to Baylor Law School where she learned to persuade judges and juries as 
a trial lawyer. As an attorney, Britta has served as faculty for the National Institute of Trial Advocacy 
and worked with mock trial students to teach both law students and young lawyers the art of 
advocacy. Today, she helps the firm’s clients explore how to best persuade juries using everything 
from trial technology and demonstrative evidence to effective witness preparation.

Strategy Advisors and Trial Consultants who contributed to the research and findings 
discussed in this report include:

IMS Consulting & Expert Services delivers award-winning consultative trial and expert services for the most 
influential global firms through every stage of litigation. Combining the perspectives and proprietary methods 
developed over 30 years and more than 2,000 trials, IMS provides attorneys with the essential services they 
need to win: integrated strategy, expert witness placement, jury consulting, trial graphics, and trial presentation. 
With strategic locations in major U.S. markets, the IMS team is primed to support in-person and remote 
litigation needs from coast-to-coast. More at expertservices.com.
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