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Abstract

In this thesis | combine the social network analygproach with the traditional
experimental approach to study the phenomena pidecision-making. | examine
whether with each trial a social network is formé&Hde jurors, the two teams of lawyers,
as well as the accused and the judge, all forntalseetwork with cliques and leaders.
This division of individuals into specific cliquealong with the lawyers’ performance in
court, is hypothesized to have a significant impacthe jury’s verdict.

Thus, by specifically studying the lawyers’ engagetrand disengagement on the
jurors during a trial and the impact this has amthrdict, as well as understanding the
structure of the social network that the individuabrs create, | hope to shed light on
some of the influences that are key in deliverimg\erdict. In addition, this pioneering

study may lead to significant policy changes inftitere.
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1 Introduction

Jury trials are used in North American society.iTpamary purpose is to
convict the guilty and acquit the innocent. Thegpaount question arises: how does this
group of people chosen from the general populatiake these decisions? Can this
group of people make accurate decisions to cotivecguilty while acquitting the
innocent? Literature shows there are many fact@atsdome to play significant roles in
the jury’s verdict. Most of these factors have vigtie to do with the evidence presented
to the jury. The goal of this paper is to desctheefactors that play an important role in
jury decision-making. More importantly, howevere impact of lawyers’ approaches to
the presentation of the case on the jurors’ decigitl be discussed.

The influence of lawyers on jurors while they formisible connections has not
been studied by researchers who use Social Nettalkysis. Previous studies have
shown how the lawyers’ emotional engagement aredastion with the jurors, versus no
interaction with jurors at all, influences the jtgodecision. However, this form of
interaction has not been examined with the useagbknetwork analysis.

This paper will begin by examining the processuoy jselection and how social
network analysis can be applied to represent gwdynformed social structure. Second,
evidence will be presented as to how the juroresyvet, and react during the trial. Third,
the deliberation process will be described, and juvars’ positions within this newly
formed network will impact the verdict. Lastly, th#luence of the lawyers on the jurors’

decision will be examined.



1.1  Social Network Analysis and Jury Selection

Once the lawyers choose the jury, which is madefu? individuals from the
general population, initially there is nothing Il trial and the accused connecting the
12 people together. Social network analysis defihissas a STAR. This means that the
accused has a relationship with these 12 indivgjuawever, they do not have a
relationship with each other at this point (Sc@@Q0, p.10). The accused has chosen to
take steps in his/her life that have led him/hahwupcoming trial. The behaviour of the
accused has led the lawyers to choose a groupizdts to whom the accused, through
the help of his/her lawyers, will communicate tkeies of events. The relationship that
the accused has thus created with the 12 jury menmda channel through which
information is going to flow. Many tools that hathesir basis in persuasion will be used
to communicate to the jury the accused’s storywehés (Scott, 2000). Therefore, even
though the 12 individuals who form the jury may eemeet the accused or form inter-
personal relationships with him/her, the trial valen channels through which
information will pass. Thus, it is the accused vidthe central character of the star, since
the accused is strongly motivated to formulatenansible tie with the 12 jurors (Scott,

2000, p.10).



Figure 1

Star Diagram

)

If it were not for the accused, the 12 individualyjmembers would not have come
together to create an understanding and make sétise events. This understanding
could not be acquired without the flow of infornmatifrom the accused to the group of
jurors.

As the trial begins and progresses, the channelsies between the accused and
the jurors are going to become stronger; the tidsalgo strengthen between the jurors
themselves. In addition, this relationship willdeeiprocal. As the jurors hear the
evidence, through their facial expressions, thdlyreciprocate the communication.
When the lawyers are selecting the 12 membersegiutly, they look for favorable
attitudes; that is, attitudes that are similattmse of the accused. For example, in a
friendship relationship person A that likes per8onot only has a positive connection
with that person, but also a similar attitude (8200, p. 10). The same concept can be
applied here. Those individual jurors who hold &mattitudes to the accused, or have a
friend similar to the accused, will identify withat person. This relationship is

established by asking the jurors questions thaajeto the case at hand. The lawyers



look for personal characteristics in the jurord tieflect those of the accused, so that if
the two were to meet, the basis for an interpelsatationship would be there.

This newly formed social group exists in a socme and connects the group
with its surrounding environment. This environmenperceived by group members and
its meaning is constructed by group members ombaises of its context. The jury creates
an environment, which is an element within thedargpcial field (Scott, 2000, p.11).
Each one of the jurors is a member of a sociak¢laslds a certain political view, and is
a member within many other social groups, suchhasct or recreation. All of these
factors are important, as they form the jurorstadies and will have an impact on the
individual’s position within this network. They wihfluence whether the individual will
become a leader or follower in the group, and ieatdwntly impact the decision. In
addition, it will have an impact on being choseraasror, since the accused’s lawyer
will look for jurors who hold congruent attitudestivthe accused. Similarly, the
prosecution will look for previously establishetitades that would be congruent with
their own attitudes, outlook, and the current case.

The position of the accused within society willefday a role in jury selection.
For instance, an accused member of the upper lzéassthe financial resources to hire
experts or consultants, which can lead to a greh@nce of being found not guilty rather
than guilty. This individual would have the finaakresources to hire jury experts to
advise his/her lawyers as to what characterigtieg should look for in a jury, in order to
receive the desired verdict (Hans & Vidmar, 1986adard, 2003). This was clearly

demonstrated in the O.J. Simpson murder trial. Sonjs lawyers hired a team of jury



consultants who conducted analyses, that showechwmdividuals would make
favorable jurors.

The analysis showed that 20% of the potential jaeznple believed Simpson to
be innocent, while 50% did not want to believe SSopwas guilty (Thagard, 2003).
Further analysis showed that middle-class black eromere Simpson’s largest
supporters; Simpson’s jury was composed of eigkdieiaged black women who
wanted Simpson acquitted. With this kind of jurymgaosition, it should not be surprising
that the verdict was “not guilty” (Thagard, 2003urthermore, in-depth analysis showed
that 75% of the black population in Los Angeles Qigwbelieved the police framed
Simpson. It is believed that personal experiencesaial position within the larger
white social structure impacted on the attitudethefblack population. It is possible that
through their networking, black individuals of LAsgeles heard of or observed many
cases in which the police framed black people (Ah&2003). It is reasonable to believe
that many jurors were emotionally biased towardom since they had made prior
positive connections with him (Thagard, 2003).

Even though Simpson’s trial may have begun witlemotional bias to acquit
him, it was not the only factor that determinedvkedict. There were the interactions
between the jurors, as well as the explanationghait happened that were presented by
both teams of the defense and prosecution, thgégla significant role (Thagard, 2003).
Since Simpson’s trial was widely publicized anddevice has already shown that many
black individuals were previously pro-Simpson,attd be said that the spectators who
attended Simpson’s trial may have impacted thegurdhis is especially true if they

were similar to the composition of the jury. Unforately, research was not conducted in



this area to shed more light on this subject. Assalt, it can only be speculated that the
spectators’ reactions had an impact on the juntesision, but it is neither confirmed nor
denied. Moreover, few trials are publicized in #aene manner that the Simpson trial.
Individuals are accused of murder and stand tviatyeday, but the public does not hear
of the accused as they did of Simpson’s trial. Thtus important to keep in mind that
the O.J. Simpson trial may not be representatialohurder cases.

This idea of preconceived notions of innocenceuilt giolates one of the core
assumptions that juries appear in court with arfblslate” and are not influenced by life
experiences and pretrial publicity. Ideally, thag®rs who hold prejudicial attitudes will
be dismissed from jury duty (Kassin & Wrightsmaf@i8&). Since each lawyer’s team is
looking for individuals that would favour their efit, this ideal may be violated. Indeed,
before the trial even begins, a specific pointiefwwill be represented. However, since
the two opposing teams (prosecution versus thendefeeam) have a say in who will
become a juror or not, there will be some viewpdifferences.

When the newly formed jury of 12 strangers comegtiger, they will form some
negative connections and some positive connectidresjury quickly forms a network
within which there are subgroups, or cliques, Viitith positive and negative
connections. Those individuals who hold similaitades will form positive connections,
while those who hold different attitudes will havegative connections with them, but
form a subgroup among themselves (Scott, 2000).p-Iese cliques will have a very
powerful influence on the verdict during the deldteon process of the trial. Since these
individuals are going to become emotionally claseach other, they will respond in a

congruent fashion, which may have a significantaoipn the verdict (Scott, 2000).



Although there may be a strain between subgroupinagroups there will be a balance
of attitudes and opinions (Scott, 2000).

As the trial progresses, the jurors will get to wnane another and their
connections will strengthen, especially since ttaynot discuss the trial until the time of
deliberation. They will learn each other’s attitadad opinions on a variety of issues.
Many of the jurors’ ideas and opinions on a var@tgocial issues may overlap with
others in adjacent cliques. Jury membership incaielis not exclusive; each jury
member can belong to different cliques. Even thahghe may be different cliques
among the 12 jury members, the 12 as a group cagrthescore of the network and
interact with one another most often (Scott, 2@P2). The accused and the lawyers
comprise the primary circle of the network. Thes#ividuals interact with the core, the
jury, but do not share the same level of intima@gudtt, 2000, p.22). The lawyers are
strongly motivated to communicate to the jurorsaase of the accused and will form a
tie or reciprocal relationship. Even though theles as lawyers place them in the
primary circle, they use many types of communicatiources to create a bond with the
jurors. Once again that relationship will not toebgypical relationship where individuals
communicate with one another on a regular basisieder, similar to a typical
relationship, the messages that jurors will sertthéamembers of the primary circle will
be through invisible channels and may take the foffacial reactions. This is referred
to as emotional contagion (Thagard, 2004). Whenutwes hear evidence from the
lawyers, they have emotional reactions that arnbleiso others and are universal in
meaning. Similar to the spread of a contagiousagisethose emotions are spread from

one juror to the other. For instance, when onerjsinailes in response to the evidence,



and another juror looks at him/her, he/she wilkpip on that emotion and smile as well.
This has major implications, as the jurors do remchverbal communication to
understand others’ feelings, opinions, and posstiom an issue. They can easily read the
feelings and opinions of the spectators, lawyessyal as everybody else’s in the
courtroom. This is possible only because the emstdffuse among the individuals in
the network (Thagard, 2004). The following are Tdvals propositions of the three
stages as to how this occurs:

Proposition 1. In conversation, people tend autmaldy and

continuously to mimic and synchronize their movetseamvith the facial

expressions, voices, postures, movements, andimstital behavior of

others.

Proposition 2. Subjective emotional experiencesaffiected, moment to

moment, by the activation and/or feedback from suahicry.

Proposition 3. Given propositions 1 and 2, peoghel to “catch” others’

emotions, moment to moment (2004, pp.10-11).
This means that jurors, through non-verbal commation, very clearly communicate to
the lawyers their feelings and opinions. This comioation would be as clear as if the
lawyers and the jury had conducted regular disoussand had interpersonal
interactions.

In addition to the jury clique, each team of lawsyand their experts will form a
clique. Within each team’s clique, there will bbadance of attitudes and opinions,
although between the cliques there may be a sttast, but not least, there is the

secondary circle, which is composed of reportgysctators and individuals/groups that



infrequently connect with the core (Scott, 200@2p. These individuals who compose
the secondary circle have put in place similar cledsthat those from the primary circle
have, which lead to the core.

Figure 2

Newly-Formed Network

Secondary:
Spectatorsimedia

Primary:
Lawyers & their
teams

Core:
Jurors

Head clique

However, unlike the members of the primary cirghey may not use them as often; that
is, they may be present, but passive. When thdyteeeed to inform the core of their
beliefs, they will use the established channelsates the message. By voicing their ideas
they will send the message to the core, whichin will be received and reciprocated.
The reciprocation may take different forms depegdin the nature of the tie with that
specific group of spectators. Thus, even thouglspieetators and the jurors may never
meet, they will have built a relationship on theibaf mutual goals and motivations.
These goals are to understand the information ptedeo them, and on those bases
deliver a quick and unanimous verdict.

It is perceived that for a group to reach a unanisnecision, both verbal and
nonverbal interaction is equally used. The non-gkniiteraction is most often shown

through emotional expressions (Thagard, 2004). ;Timesjury will collect the nonverbal



emotional expressions from the spectators andhese in reaching the verdict. For
example, if the spectators are scowling or sneewingn they hear evidence, the jurors
will know exactly what that group thinks and feelad what their stand on the issue is
(Thagard, 2004).

Ideally, the judge is not a member of any cirdhe fudges’ role can be seen as a
mediator (Scott, 2000). Since the judge is thewhe is connected to all network
members, he/she must oversee and keep the whelerkkeh balance (Scott, 2000).
Now that the jury is selected and the network iplace, it is time to move on to the trial.
1.2 Trial and Social Network Analysis

At the beginning of the trial, lawyers with thezaims of experts present their
story of the events, each trying to present thdenge in such a way as to convince the
jury that their story is the true version. While tlary is listening to the lawyers,
witnesses, etc., they are strengthening their adiores between the core cliques and the
primary circle. Similar to how the connections @deen formed within each clique,
some will be positive and others will be negatiSeme jury members will identify with
some of the lawyers and witnesses, whereas othknrsotv These connections made
during the trial, are going to become vital durdediberations, upon which the verdict
will be based (Scott, 2000; Kassin & Wrightsman88P For example, if the jury really
forms positive connections and identifies with #teused, then the verdict may be “not
guilty”. This would be especially true when the cja¢ors react to the evidence of the
defence in a positive way, and through the nat@itheir reaction convey to the jury their

stand on the issue.
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There are some key factors that the jury usesdtuate the witnesses and form
the positive or negative connection. During thal tihe jury learns about the background
of the witnesses, which influences their decisinrwdnether to believe that person is
trustworthy or not. This will be determined basedhow the lawyers communicate to the
jury the information about the witnesses. Anotlaatdr is the witnesses’ motivation to
testify. The question that naturally comes to mgdwhat is in it for them?” The story
needs to make sense, both physically and psyclhualibgi The jury will turn to their
personal experiences and socially constructed kexhyd to evaluate the witnesses
(Kassin & Wrightsman, 1988).

Since both teams of lawyers are strongly motivédedin the case, they bring
expert witnesses to help them make the case strovgay of these experts use very
scientific terminology that to laypersons or nofeastists sounds impressive, even when
its methodology is flawed. Jurors who hear suctimesy, unless they have formal
scientific training, are impressed by the testimanyg may make decisions based on
flawed evidence (Bull Kovera, Russano, & McAulif)02). Kovera et al., (2002)
conducted a series of studies to evaluate theguability to identify problems with
expert testimony. The findings of their studieswltbat jurors may be unable to
recognize problems in the evidence presented bgrexpBased on their research
findings, the researchers concluded that unlesgitbes receive assistance in helping
them identify flaws in the experts’ testimony, tHagk the necessary skills to do the
evaluation themselves (Bull Kovera et al., 2002;riMagton, Stallard, Price, & Goss,
2002). These researchers also studied the judh#ity 4o identify flawed testimony and

found that, similar to the jurors, judges were uadb recognize flaws in scientific expert
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testimony (Bull Kovera, et al., 2002). Since thdgas are unable to recognize the flaws,
they are unable to prevent the testimony from beiegented in court. As a result, jurors
may be making decisions based on flawed informatiwt only that, they may turn to
spectators for help in evaluating the evidenceoBserving the reaction of the spectators,
jurors may take hints and later use those hintsdke the decision as to whether the
person is guilty or not. Since limited research b@sn conducted in this area, this idea is
only speculation. What is known is that cross-exstion does not correct the flaws like
it is believed (Bull Kovera et al., 2002). Duringbss-examination, it is believed that
lawyers ask questions that deal with the methodolbgt the expert has presented. The
intention of the questioning is to bring out difeat flaws in the methodology. Since the
expert testimony appears solid to all involvedhe trial to begin with, cross-examination
will be unable to bring those flaws to the jurcaiention.

Studies demonstrate that when the testimony predd¢atthe jurors becomes
overly complicated and difficult to understand aotnprehend, they focus on unrelated
aspects of the witness to make a judgment (Rosed®83; Worthington, et al., 2002).
Jurors acquire much of their information on a sabjem the media, and bring that point
of view into the courtroom. In the courtroom, trepend much time listening to
testimony that they cannot understand; it wouldb®osurprising that the jurors turn to
spectators for help. If the media representativegart of the spectators that previously
have informed the jurors on the subject, thosergunzay follow their lead in
understanding the case, since they already have mpadsitive connection with these
groups or individuals. These groups or individwadsild previously have created a very

atypical relationship that possesses the saméwats of a typical interpersonal
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relationship. For example, through watching thegpans that are created by the group
or individual there would be silent interaction.€Tjarors would have seen the previous
context in which the group or individual presentieelir ideas. That presentation will
deliver the message to the jury. That is, the adraéthe message would contain their
attitudes and opinions. Thus, seeing that groupdividual in court would bring forth to
jurors’ minds those attitudes and opinions. Theeefeven though the jury members may
never meet the individual members of the spectatioey would know their attitudes and
opinions. Consequently, one does not need to hatamerson and have a one-on-one
interaction with the person to know their attitudeginions, and have formed a
trustworthy relationship. These relationships hawebeen studied by social network
analysis, and thus are only theoretical speculatibat need to be tested.

Researchers have also found that many of the jus®she hindsight bias when
making their decisions and not the evidence presentcourt. Hindsight bias is defined
as, “a person’s tendency to judge past decisiohghhof one’s current knowledge of the
outcome” (Worthington et al., 2002, p.155). Thesgshers found that the media
presented information about a case, which the gunarve seen. As a result, during the
trial the jurors turned to the media portrayallad tase to make judgments (Worthington
et al., 2002). The researchers used the case datigers of silicon breast implants. The
media presented health problems that could be ddwssilicon breast implants, and
many individuals were educated on the issue thravajiching or reading media reports.
Therefore, when those individuals were selectdaktjurors, they brought that
knowledge with them into the courtroom. Since tb&ynot understand the evidence in

court they relied on their prior knowledge to malke decision (Worthington et al.,
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2002). They also relied on the witnesses’ appe&arand paralanguage, and not on the
testimony (Rosenthal, 1983; Worthington et al.,200QJurors therefore use the
connections that they have with other networksoitiety to strengthen or weaken a
connection within this trial network. They are fibkank slates,” like it is ideally
assumed. These are examples of how trustworthtyaeships can be built without
interpersonal interaction. Even though these lghips have been built and are silent,
they are very much alive and influential.

Putting aside witnesses’ testimony and their impacthe strength and type of the
connection with the jury, attractiveness also hrasrgact in the courtroom. The
attractiveness of lawyers, the accused, witnesses,will play a major role in
determining how the jury will react. Attractivendsss nothing to do with the innocence
or guilt of the accused, yet it will play a sigodint role in the verdict (Kassin &
Wrightsman, 1988). Our society has preconceivetnstof attractiveness that influence
how individuals see others and are influenced bythOn the surface, people will say
things such as: “do not judge a book by its covieut, in reality, how others are viewed
will very much depend on their physical attractiess (Kassin & Wrightsman, 1988, p.
100). Attractive people are portrayed in our stycés being more honest, talented,
warm, intelligent, etc., than those who are legaetive (Kassin & Wrightsman, 1988).
Since jurors are members of a society that progagaese views, they are affected by
them in the courtroom. Mock jury studies show thatys to look good. (Kassin &
Wrightsman, 1988).

In a study that was conducted in Pennsylvania,tegegearchers rated the

physical attractiveness of 74 male criminal defertislan a seven-point scale. Their
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results showed that the more attractive the defendlze lighter the sentence (Kassin &
Wrightsman, 1988). This is very significant sinbe jury will be attracted to some
individuals, which will strengthen their connectidthichever team a jury clique is
attracted to (i.e. defense versus prosecution)maag a big impact. The jury will like
those people, identify with them, and become ematlg attached. As a result, they will
not base their judgments on the evidence, butrathéheir emotions. By discussing the
attractiveness of the members within the primargiej the cliques would be influenced
by their group members and adopt a similar attitadeder to maintain the balance
within the group (Scott, 2000). The individuals Wbunot be breaking any rules about not
discussing the trial if they were to discuss ativaness.

Hobbs (2003) discusses the impression managensdratiyers use in the
courtroom to persuade the jurors. She descrileedifferent techniques that lawyers use
in order to make positive connections with the jaroHobbs used segments of
prosecutors’ rebuttal arguments from a criminall to illustrate her point. A trial can be
viewed as a dramatic performance in which lawyéayg [gading roles while jurors, who
play the role of an audience, evaluate the comtktiite presentation, as well as the key
players. Thus, when lawyers present their cassgheir personalities, demeanors, and
appearance that are on trial (Hobbs, 2003). Lawwarslar to politicians, strive to win
the votes of jurors, and consequently they playjéocaudience. They recognize that in
order to win a juror’s vote, a positive connecti@eds to be made. Since jurors tend to
identify with those they like, establishing a stthidentity with the jurors is the key to
obtaining their trust. Lawyers’ careful choice ahfjuage, dress and style are the factors

that will make connections with jurors. For instanif a lawyer uses language that the
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jury has a hard time understanding, does not mg&eentact with the jurors, and wears
brown, jurors most likely will not make positiveraeections with them (Hobbs, 2003).
The analysis shows that choice of blue represamtersty, red represents power, and
brown was, overall, not a good choice (Hobbs, 2088ung female lawyers may also
want to wear glasses, since the spectacles wilerttam appear more mature and
intelligent (Hobbs, 2003). The other importantexgp that would make connections with
jurors are spontaneity and cultural referencesimsiance, a lawyer who appears to be
spontaneous in that she speaks freely without fapét her notes, signals to the jurors
friendliness and informality, as her speech flolks & conversation and not like a lecture
(Hobbs, 2003).

Referring to the culture of the jurors will alsdnestablish a positive connection
with the jurors (Hobbs, 2003). For example, a blaskyer, who is presenting a case to a
mostly black jury and uses specific terms usedhlay group, will form a positive
affiliation with that group (Hobbs, 2003). Thisshsignificant implications since it is the
lawyers’ acting ability that may play a more imgont role in the jurors’ decision, than
the evidence presented. Since spectators wouldthiewame performance as the jurors,
their reactions may be congruent with the jurosipon and it may confirm and
reinforce their opinions. Research needs to bewded to test this.

Feelings of sympathy toward the victim may plag@é role in the verdict as
well. For instance, if the victim is mentally disath and claims that he/she has been
harmed, the jury will sympathize with that victiithe general consensus in our society is
that these individuals are more vulnerable and reasdly exploited. In a mock jury trial

160 men and women viewed a videotape of a triargvtiee victim was sexually
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assaulted. However, one group saw the victim aggbaentally disabled, whereas the
other group saw the individual as mentally and piafty healthy. The results showed
that jurors were more likely to return a guilty @&t when the victim was mentally
disabled than when the victim was not (Bottoms,d¢y€arris, Harris, & Tyda, 2003).
Once again this illustrates that jurors do not came a trial with a clean slate. They
were also more confident in their verdict, whiclygests more balance and cohesion
amongst the cliques (Scott, 2000). This also m#aatsduring the trial the jury did not
necessarily focus on the evidence, but turneddiv &motions and preexisting influences
to reach their decision.

All of the above examples have been tested sepgrateich means that each
team of researchers only looked at only one snsgket at a time. Together, all of these
small parts build the network and establish diffiétgpes of connections. By applying
social network analysis one can study all of theseepts and influences
simultaneously. The benefits are numerous. Fhstrésearchers would look at the
whole, and not just at different parts of the whdleis could be comparable to looking at
a map, in which an individual would only study aadhpart of the map and not the
whole. The small part would present a solution single problem, but the whole would
shed light on other possibilities, connections, efidiences. Each study sheds light on a
small part, but social network analysis would pdavihe complete picture. It would
include each part and that part’s connection asdaation with the other parts within
this network. By looking at the trial as a wholacke part’s role would be examined, and
their interactions that may have escaped the nofiogher researchers, would be

identified and explained
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Throughout the trial, the jury listens to an oveelvhing amount of information.
Legally, they cannot discuss this information aftexy have heard it, but must wait until
it is time to deliberate. It should therefore netdurprising that the jury spends the time
after court talking about themselves, their livad aaking the connections between each
other stronger. These subgroups or cliques thgutielivided themselves into not only
provides alliances among individuals, but also mtes the support needed during
deliberations (Hans & Vidmar, 1986).

1.3 Deliberations

Once the trial is complete, the jury is readyétiberate and decide if the accused is
guilty or not guilty. Before deliberations begihgetjury needs to elect a leader known as
the foreman or forewoman. At this point in thalirthe jury has spent much time
together, so this normally takes only a few minu#hile the jury was getting to know
each other during the trial, natural leaders entergberefore, the procedure of choosing
a foreman/forewoman does not take long. There ifflereht ways by which an
individual is chosen. He/she is mostly nominatedhgygroup and asked to be the leader.
The people that nominate the foreman/forewomarnh&renembers of that person’s
clique and have made alliances with them duringribé(Hans & Vidmar, 1986). This
process may appear unstructured, but in factveig structured and reflects the structure
in society at large. For example, those individwat® are leaders within their social
networks outside the courtroom will be the indiatkuiwho are selected to be leaders in
the jury room (Hans & Vidmar, 1986). These indivatkitend to occupy a high status in
society, have a higher education, are well-conmeict@ general social network, and/or

have previous jury experience, and so are beliewé@ experts in the field (Hans &
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Vidmar, 1986; Scott, 2000). Studies of mock jurgls have shown that those
individuals who sit at the head of the table aneb&dfirst during deliberations are the
ones chosen to be the foreman/forewoman. Thetsesiulhese studies also show that
high status individuals are most likely to sitla hiead of the table and speak first during
deliberations (Hans & Vidmar, 1986). It does notamé¢hat this will happen in every
single trial, but in most trials it is the norm.i$ s another example of how individual
connections within society are important to jurgiden-making.

The idea behind jury deliberation is to finally diss the case, ask questions and
scrutinize one’s own view. This is achieved throaghexchange of information,
otherwise known as diffusion (Kassin & Wrightsm&888; Scott, 2000). Diffusion, in
social network analysis, refers to the passagefofmation from one member to another
(Scott, 2000). In the jury room, the jurors areeasto share their views, ideas, and
perceptions of the trial with one another. Everutitfoall the jurors have seen and
experienced the same trial, they may not have sgiatet some evidence in the same way
as other jurors. During deliberations, they passi@rmation about the trial (Kassin &
Wrightsman, 1988). Every juror is motivated by fane goal: they all want to reach a
verdict quickly and return to their daily livesnSe the motivation is high, an individual
juror will not need to go through many links wittime social network of the jury to
obtain the information they are seeking (Scott,00@nce the discussion begins, it picks
up speed and momentum. The leaders present tkas,idvhile others challenge or
explain them; very quickly the group becomes abstidnd involved. In social network

analysis, this is referred to as snowballing (KagsMWrightsman 1988; Scott, 2000).
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Leaders possess much power, support and have riiamges. If they see the
accused in a certain light and present their pafiniew to the jury members, others will
listen and follow by the very nature of their pasitin the network. Studies of mock
juries show that once one individual presents tagepoint of view to the group, the
group will follow that pattern of thinking (Hans ¥idmar, 1986). Since the leader is
well-connected within the group, it is not goinga® hard to have other members see the
leader’s point of view. At times the leader andfbifowers are so passionate about their
position, that pressure is applied to have thergthiers agree; this may occur through
verbal abuse or threats (Hans & Vidmar, 1986). Spmrags feel too intimidated and
fearful to present their point of view, and as sutefollow the leader. Those individuals
would rather be liked by others than rejected (Ka&§Vrightsman, 1988).

One of the core assumptions behind deliberatiotisaisduring the time when
jurors are heavily involved in discussions of thee the discussion will fill the gaps in
jurors’ memories. As a result, the verdict will li@sed on accurate and precise
information (Prechard & Keenan, 2002). Howeverdss show that deliberations only
slightly improve jurors’ memories, because the jarelt they were not forgetting key
information, and consequently did not think thaitimemories needed to improve
(Prichard & Keenan, 2002). The leaders were méehlito be inaccurate in their
memories (Prichard & Keenan, 2002). The leadergwenfident in the correctness of
their memories, whereas those who may have haerliettollection than the leaders,
were not confident enough in their memory and, eesalt, were able to be persuaded
(Prichard & Keenan, 2002). Collective memory o ttrors is key to reaching a correct

verdict. Since trials can take a long time, dunivigch time discussion may not take
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place, much evidence may be forgotten. Jurors r@septed with so much information,
and at times are asked to disregard some piecesibember others, that they are unable
to remember it all (Kassin & Wrightsman, 1988). pleaisually remember information,
but not its source. It would be comparable to agkitudents to only use lecture material
on the test and disregard the text. This is pricigbat the jury is asked to do. At some
point during the trial, the jury will be asked tisiegard some evidence but later, while
they are deliberating, they may not remember tisgtezific point was not to be
considered (Kassin & Wrightsman, 1988). The ingilmns are profound, since the
verdict may be based on information and evidenaewlas not to be used. If this is the
case, how the spectators react to evidence mayrtgeegery memorable, even when it has
nothing to do with the trial. In addition, if th@idence was presented by a lawyer who
had already made a positive connection with thg filne innocence or guilt of the
accused could possibly become irrelevant.

All these issues aside, the jury experiences moesspre from the secondary
circle. Seeing their desired verdict become théicethat the jury delivers drives these
individuals. They are very motivated to communidatéhe jury their opinions and
views. Their opinions diffuse through differentdguntil it reaches the jury. The jury
takes hints from the media, spectators, and theiilfes, as well as from the important
leaders in their private lives. They want to mdie right decision, however, what the
public thinks and feels is very close to jurorsatte (Kassin & Wrightsman 1988). Since
the jury will need to return to their social netk®ionce the trial is over, they do not want
to sever the connections that they have in thetseonks. Even though they may not fully

believe that the accused is innocent or guiltyy timay deliver the desired verdict, not
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necessarily the true verdict (Scott, 2000; KassiW#éghtsman, 1988). Most media
sources such as television, Internet, and newspaj@emention only a few, present
reports of criminal cases. In many cases the repontain details as to what occurred.
Since most members in today’s society have acoadmse reports before a trial even
begins, potential jurors have the opportunity tarfaheir opinions (Constitutional Rights
Foundation, 2000). The potential jurors not onlgridheir own opinions before the trial
begins, but members of their network are able ésgmt their views and opinions as well.
Studies show that in heavily publicized criminases, jurors become prejudiced before
the trial begins, and as a result base their viesrdie the public opinion and not on the
evidence presented to them during the trial (Carginal Rights Foundation, 2000).
Many of the reporters who report about the caséise@ublic before the trial, appear in
court as spectators and may impact the jurors (@otisnal Rights Foundation, 2000).

This was evidenced during the trial of Sam Sheppaht was a wealthy
Cleveland doctor, on trial for murdering his wifdl through his trial the press,
cameramen and photographers interfered in the pditgs. Since the judge did very
little to stop the press, jurors were not only esgubto pretrial publicity, but to the very
clear opinions of the press during the trial. bl not be surprising that Sheppard was
convicted (Constitutional Rights Foundation, 20@heppard appealed, and since his
trial precautions have been taken to limit mediad sypectator bias on the jury
(Constitutional Rights Foundation, 2000). One & wWays an accused can protect him or
herself from biased publicity is by asking the jadgr a change of venue. However, this
is not often granted due to financial reasons (Gmri®nal Rights Foundation, 2000).

Some United States judges have instead tried ®ajivaccused a fair trial, by restricting
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the press from attending the trial. However, sitte violates the First Amendment right
of the American constitution, this may not be akal\(Constitutional Rights Foundation,
2000). This clearly illustrates that not only caetpal publicity influence the jurors, but
that the presence of the media at the trial ineztgpor role, can have an impact as well.
1.4 Summary

After examining how jurors are selected, how thetyaend react during the trial
and during deliberations, in some cases it mayrecapparent that the verdict the jury
reaches has very little to do with the innocencgult of the accused. Many factors play
a significant role in the jury’s decision. Ofteretfactors that play the most significant
role in jury decision-making have very little, asthing to do, with the accused’s
innocence or guilt. By applying social network atseéd one can see very clearly the
reasons for which jurors may not focus on the ewtdeo reach the verdict, but rely on
other factors that are important to them in soci®tgst importantly, it is very idealistic
to assume that jurors could separate all of thediets, attitudes, and social connections
from the case, and view it with open minds. Theilkalways be pressures, connections,
and influences that play a significant role in jing’s verdict. Many studies in this area
have not used social network analysis to examinedacision-making. It would be
beneficial to conduct a study that would use saugdvork analysis to examine the
strength of the connections that the jury creatdbleir network, as well as the influence
of the primary and secondary circles on the judgsision. These circles may have a
significant impact on the jurors, which distradterm from the job at hand.

As it was described earlier in the paper, thisaawetwork is only constructed

because of the accused. If the accused had notcheeged with committing the crime,

23



this network would not come to exist. Since thithis case, once the trial is over, the
network dissolves, and each one of its membersn®to their prior constructed
networks. This is important to note, since mosivoeks, once they are in place, go
through changes or adaptation, but do not dissatweely (Breiger, Carley, & Pattison,
2002).

This newly formed network of jurors, lawyers, apestators adapts many
aspects of a social network for its duration. Samib other networks, this network has
sets of both formal and informal social roles. Faknoles can be defined as, “roles that
are prescribed by groups, organizations or cutmkare reflected in the designation of
formal position” (Breiger et al., 2002, p. 121 this network the judge occupies the
formal position. The role of a judge comes withrbetitten and unwritten norms and
expectations. Even though there are many unwrittkss that the judge must follow,
his/her role as a judge is a formal one, sinceitithtidual had to meet a specific set of
qualifications to occupy the position (Teppermairtis, 2004). The same is true for
any formal role. In order to have obtained tha¢yain individual had to meet a set of
expectations and they need to follow a set of emittorms in order to maintain their
position (Tepperman & Curtis, 2004). In order tfoe social dynamics of a network to
function, there needs to be an interaction betweerndividuals who hold the formal
and informal roles (Breiger et al., 2002). Among thformal roles, some individuals can
have a more dominant role than other members afrigp (Breiger et al., 2002). This
means that in this network of the courtroom, thedgpiholds the very formal role, since
she or he interacts with all group members, angkeeder and balance. Maintaining

order and balance in a courtroom, is only one afyrfarmal and written rules a judge
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needs to follow. However, within the circle thame individuals who hold informal but
dominant roles, as well as formal roles.

Within the jury group, the foreman or forewoman ques the formal role, since
he or she is the leader of that group. Within thmary circle the lawyers would have
formal roles, whereas other members of their teacospy informal, but perhaps more or
less dominate, roles. Media and the press, witlersecondary circle, compose the
formal position, while other spectators have infatmoles. This is important, since it is
the interaction between the individuals who hole fitrmal roles within the different
groups of this network that are going to be vitalthe verdict. How the individuals
holding the different roles interact with one aresttvill also show how cohesive the
network is, since it will be the leaders of thefeliént groups trying to influence one
another, and especially the jury. The lawyers enghmary circle compete for leading
roles, and making ties with the leader/leader$efitiry, and so do the leading members
of the secondary circle. The ties made betweenifferent leaders will represent a
stance on the issue at hand, and the strongeetharhong the leaders, the more the
verdict is impacted by that point of view (Breiggral., 2002).

Many of the individuals who are leaders among #eosdary circle have made
prior connections with the members of the coreleibefore the trial. Different media
and press reporters have delivered news or infoom&b the members of the jury before
the trial. As a result, their presence in the ttoom and the nature of their reaction to
the evidence presented, may strongly impact the meesrof the jury.

The social influence network theory may clarify thigapersonal/intragroup

influences. This theory explains how inner influesithat happen within groups affect a
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person’s attitudes and opinions on issues and peotitlerpersonal agreements,
including group consensus from an initial stateishgreement (Breiger et al., 2002, p.
89). The jury begins in a state of disagreemert,through the influences of others
within the network they reach consensus. This natign of opinions or reaching of
consensus is triggered by the representation fdrdiiit opinions and the susceptibilities
of group members to interpersonal influences. Threferred to as a social comparison
trigger, where the pursuit to obtain correctnesamissue takes into account the current
position of the group members on the issue. Groembers’ efforts to integrate
opposing influences and to form socially validgpeditions on the issue at hand occur in
a structural context that is a network of intrapeed influences. This network has a
profound impact on the opinion change process,edlsas on the revised position that the
group members may settle on. In order for opinimange to occur, factors such as
efficiency in creating the content of an issuewai as each member’s contribution to
establish the content and influence others in tbagare important. This becomes clear
in the following quote: “The content of persons iéiQtium...on an issue, the efficiency
with which this content is produced, and the retanet influence of each group member
on others depends on the structure of the influeeteork in the group” (Breiger et al.,
2002, p. 90). When the trial begins, there areyntaffierent opinions; however, the goal
is to reach consensus and agreement by the tintaahis over, as represented by the
verdict. The evidence presented during the coursieedrial influences the changes to
the jurors’ opinions and creates agreement. Aloitly thie evidence, there are other
influences, such as the spectators whose goats atenge the jurors’ opinions and

induce them to agree with their point of view. &lese influences take place in a formal
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context that is very structured and evolves acogrtth many rules. It is the interpersonal
influences that are going to form opinion changemagnthe jury and lead to agreement.
Much of this has not been applied to jury decisioaking.

What may especially be important to study is theykrs engagement or
disengagement on the jurors verdict. The emotiahe®fawyers is not evidence or
relevant to the case at hand, however, it may plgsater role in the verdict than
lawyer’s education and professionalism. This imtomay mean that the accused obtains
an unfair trial.

Since all individuals in the courtroom, have a ralglay, and a script to follow
studying the different roles and the unfolding jgtis key to having a better
understanding of the current legal system in Canaslavell as, the changes that need to
occur. In addition, lawyers are the central players case, thus, studying them first, may
help researchers shine light on other aspectgaf [gocedures. Thus studying this by
using social network analysis, may provide reshiéd are more aligned with the real
world phenomena, rather than, a laboratory experiraed having an understanding of

the main players, will help with understanding Wieole.
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2 Methodology

The impact of the primary circle is especially benal to study. Those
individuals who compose the primary circle are oy highly motivated to establish
connections with the jurors, but it is their gaab so. Their client’s freedom depends
upon the lawyers’ performance, and thus dependalizea the connection that the
lawyers establish with the jury. Studying the cections that the two teams of lawyers
form and their impact on the jury is very important

More specifically, this study proposes to expldre following research questions
and their implications. Does the lawyer’s presenitaof the case, especially his or her
emotional connection with the jury, play a sigrafit role in establishing connections
with the members of the jury? If these connectiamesformed, they have an impact on
the jurors, without the jurors interacting directth the lawyers. If this is the case, it
may be necessary to standardize lawyer behaviadier to mitigate any influence on the
jury. As well, can a lawyer, by consciously tryittgengage the jury in his/her
presentation of the case, make a significant impacdhe jury?The lawyer may be
influencing the jury emotionally, rather than imégkually, thus the jury’s decision may
be based on feelings, rather than evidence. Cselgican a lawyer negatively impact
the members of the jury by consciously not conmgctvith the jury and rather than
including them, exclude them completely?

In regard to the jurors, there are also questibasrieed to be answered regarding
their interaction with the accused and the lawyé¥e.the jurors use nonverbal
communication to form connections with the lawyeBy being able to read the body

language of the lawyer presenting the case, tlyewil receive nonverbal information as
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to how the lawyer feels about the case and itledlt them to form an opinion about the
case. Conversely, by reading the nonverbal comeatioh of the jurors, the lawyers will
understand how they feel about the case, and watitads of argument are effective. As
well, this research will be looking at the leadefsliques. Therefore it is a necessary
piece of information to know if those jurors whe deaders in their everyday lives are
the leaders in the deliberation room. Followingirthis point, the research will look at
how the 12 individual jurors divide themselves idtfferent cliques and sub-groups.
Does the type of connection between the two tedrtaswyers and the leaders of the jury
group play a role during deliberations? Thatfithe leaders from the leading clique
connect emotionally with a lawyer, they may hawe glower to influence the other
members of the jury into conforming with their desl verdict.

There is the other side of the lawyers’ emotiontdnaction: are the jurors
influenced by the lawyer’s emotional presentatemmy adjust their opinions accordingly?
It is theorized (Thagaard, 2004) that individuaisk to each other to confirm their
feelings. Thus, looking to other jurors and se¢hsame emotion will confirm their
feelings and opinions about the case. The abowares questions will be answered by
using an experimental research design.

2.1  Study Design

In the study four groups of 10-13 individuals e&elve been selected to represent
the jury. Each group was assigned to one of fondiions:

1. Defense emotional disengagement of the jury vepsosecution neutral
engagement.

2. Prosecution emotional disengagement versus defengeal engagement.
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3. Defense emotional engagement versus prosecutidrahengagement.

4. Prosecution emotional engagement versus defensethengagement).
That is, it was determined randomly which of thise experimental conditions in
which each group would participate. It would haeet preferable for participants to be
randomly assigned to condition, but this was naisgme because of scheduling
restraints.

Once groups were randomly assigned to one of tlweeiperimental conditions,
they viewed a video of a mock murder trial, in whibe lawyers either emotionally
engaged the jury or did not. The same case wasmegsin the four conditions,
however, one of the groups viewed a defense lawherwas very disengaging, the other
group saw a prosecution lawyer who was emotiorthfigngaging, and the last two
groups viewed a defense lawyer who was very emallypengaging and a prosecution
lawyer who was emotionally engaged. The lawyer whs engaging maintained eye
contact with the jurors and spoke directly to tingyj as well as leaned toward them, and
acted in a manner that there was no doubt thadrtheaudience he/she was talking to
was the jury. The lawyer who was disengaged didmeontain eye contact, and simply
delivered his argument in a non-emotional mant#.was not physically near the jury,
and instead focused on his papers. In additiorhy eandition had a lawyer who was
neutral. The individual who was neutral differsifréhe emotionally disengaged lawyer,
by not trying to connect with, or in essence, edrlg, the jury. This would mean that he
delivered his information in a manner that showesljury that he was neutral. Where the
disengaged lawyer stood back and focused only ®pdper, and did not maintain eye

contact, a neutral lawyer, stood closer to the,jboy did not look directly at the jury. His
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glance once in awhile moved to the jury, but ditistay there too long, and did not
focused on one particular person. This lawyer eedid the information precisely and
with little emotion, but his body language was xeld, as opposed to the disengaged
lawyer, who was very tense, and the engaging lawyerwas very animated. Thus, this
lawyer was professional, but did not conscioughtarinclude or exclude the jurors.

The individuals chosen as the jury filled out asfignnaire (see Appendix B)
before the trial began in order for the researth@btain demographic information about
the jurors. The trial took three hours. After tvamments of the trial jurors had a break
during which they were able to interact with onetaer and their behavior was
observed. Similarly, the researchers observedutlyésjreaction to the lawyers’
presentations during the trial. It was hypothasittet during the trial the jurors made
both positive and negative connections with the difierent teams of lawyers, which in
turn impacted on their decision. A key role durdediberation depended on which jurors’
cliqgue made a positive/negative connection withalwhieam of lawyers. If the leading
cligue made a positive connection with the defergarosecution, that team of lawyers’
presentation significantly influenced the verdiBecause of the stimuli were carefully
controlled and the groups were randomly assignednalition, the internal validity was
relatively high, since the experimenters controfledmany of the threats to validity.
2.2 Participants

For the purpose of this study 43 participants vediesen. At first 48 were
selected, however, do to their inability to taket pathe entire study, only 43 remained.
These individuals were assigned to groups basddednavailability to come to the lab.

Each group was then randomly assigned to condifiba.43 participants who
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represented the jury were recruited through adsertent in classrooms$he participants
were undergraduate students in a variety of maMost of the participants were students
in psychology 101. Amongst the 43 participants Hexfemale while 24 were male and
1 participant did not provide information. Therere 20 participants who identified
themselves as Asian, 18 as Caucasian, 3 as brow2, as other. The participants also
were members of the major religions of the worlde Bample thus contained both
genders and people from a number of ethnic angioek backgrounds.

The participants that came from the Psychology abjest pool. The participants
were compensated for participating in this studydmeiving three credits toward their
Psychology 101 class. Most studies that have beeducted in this area used a
university sample, not a community one. Since gis@ho take part in a trial come from
all walks of life, the combination of a universapd a community sample would be more
representative of the society at large, and thezafre generalizable (Warling &
Peterson-Badali, 2003). However, due to lack afifng, it was not possible to use a
community sample, as attrition is more likely tacocwhen participants are not
adequately compensated.

A script of a murder trial was written (see Append) and volunteers, as well as
drama students from the University of Waterloo,evercruited to play the roles of the
lawyers, the judge and the witnesses. The scrghtidied instructions for the actors who
were playing the role of the lawyers as to the weey should act. For example, if they
were to be the emotionally engaging lawyer, theyewestructed to smile at the jury,
speak directly to them, make eye contact with ting, jand lean toward the jury. If they

were to be the emotionally disengaged lawyer, these instructed to look straight ahead
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while delivering the lines, to not make eye contaith the jury, and to be very
emotionally disengaged. The actors rehearsed tip,safter which it was video
recorded in the Kitchener Superior Court of Justmertroom, and the jury viewed one
of the four tapes. The same actors played the sale®in the different conditions, thus,
all conditions of the jury were exposed to the sacters; the manipulation was the
emotional engagement or emotional disengagemehedawyers.
2.3 Problems in the Implementation of the ResearcBesign

Since this study was run over three hours, thexesaveral problems that arose.
First, making sure that all of the individuals ihxexd will be there for the entire study
was an issue. That is, attrition is a common prolkdeiring lengthy studies. Second,
giving up three hours of one’s busy life in ordeparticipate in a study, from which
financial benefits were minimal, was a problem. Twe coders recruited were Sociology
students who had work experience in this area. cbisés of the video production were
minimal, as the actors and technical personnel weameiited on a volunteer basis from
the Drama Department at the University of Watedad the audio-visual department.
2.4  Procedure

Once the jury participants were chosen and assignede of the four conditions,
they were sequestered. During the time that tfteeguvere sequestered, they stayed in a
room at St. Jerome’s University where they were ablfreely interact with one another,
as well as watch the trial. However, the reseaschvere able to observe them through
being in the same room with them, as well as hathegcoders and having a video-taped
recording of their interactions. During this idoda their interactions were observed and

their conversations were recorded at all timesis taterial was analyzed later to verify
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that cliques have been formed, and to subsequealityate the observations of the
coders during the trial. The jurors observedttia during which the lawyers reacted in
accordance with the script and the condition. &y contact serves as a point of
connection between the jury and lawyers; thereforout the eye contact, the
connection between the jurors and the differenttedid not form.

Partway through the trial (after the first few sesgs of the trial before the day’s
session is ended) the jurors had a break duringhthiey were still sequestered, and
observed again, by having their conversations vajes and noted by coders. After this
brief 10 minute break, everyone returned to waigline trial. Jurors had another 10
minute break during which they were able to intefaeely with one another. The trial
ended that day, and the jurors received judicistructions, after which they deliberated.
Before the deliberations started however, jurossedheir silent vote. The deliberations
were recorded both by the coders and by video-apince the jury delivered a verdict,
they were free to go home. The instructions tguhers stressed the point that they were
not to discuss the case with other jurors or opleeple during the duration of the trial.
2.5 Measurement

As stated eatrlier, first when this new networkesnlg formed only the accused
links the jurors together. Thus, during the firgperimental trial, when jurors are
sequestered, the coders observed and noted theenuyye and length of the contact
that individual jurors have had with one anotheclijuror was assigned a number from
one to 12 and each time the observer saw a jur@racting with another he/she made a
note of it. For example, when juror one introdubéd/herself to Juror 5 and they talked

for 4 minutes together, this interaction was reedrdn addition, nonverbal
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communication was noted as well. For example, sniéaning toward the other person,
along with any physical contact, such as touchiveye noted. Coders noted where the
juror was sitting, the head of the table, or tlikesj as well as the individual jurors’
talkativeness. That is, how often did they spedig @id they address, and how long did
they speak? How assertive were the jurors? Wenertllaxed when they talked? That is,
was their upper body relaxed when they talked?tbeg speak without hesitation? Did
they seem nervous or unsure? Was there a partjgerlson that most jurors turn to and
seem to listen to more than any other? Thus, ierdamanswer these questions, the
coders were looking and coding the lengths, thegygnd the frequency of the
interactions. In addition, they were looking fomaeerbal interaction and coded these
interactions in the same manner.

During the trial, the coders observed the juramiverbal reaction to the lawyers
and the evidence presented to them. Specifidhiéyjurors’ nonverbal, as well as verbal
reaction after the lawyer’ presentation of the ewice was noted. The coders also looked
for nonverbal communication between the jurorsugrmut the trial. All repetitive
contact and communication signaled that a connetizal been made and was being

strengthened.
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3 Results

In order to test the research questions laid otliermethodology section of the
paper, it was first examined whether there weresagnyificant differences between
groups on characteristics such as, gender, rdagore first language spoken,
occupation, age or year in university. There werasignificant differences between
groups any of these variables (Mann-Whitney U's, $36.10). These finding suggest
that there were no discernable difference betweenps on these basic demographic
variables.

To examine whether the differences between thedeswgyngagement and
disengagement while presenting their case to tlyepfiuenced the jury's verdict a
Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric was conducted. Asvaiha Table 1 there were no
significant differences in voting between the grebefore deliberation (Chi-Square with
3d.f. =2.47, p >.4), but after deliberation tHieet of engaged lawyers seems to be
evident. When the defense lawyer was engaged thegme to a not-guilty verdict, but
when the prosecution lawyer was engaged the juneda a guilty verdict. The
difference between conditions on the final vote wigsificant (Chi-Square with 3 d.f. =
25.06, p <.001).

Table 1

Voting Patterns by Time of Vote and Condition

Condition Initial Vote Final Vote

Defence Disengaged 5 Guilty 4 Guilty

Prosecution Neutral 5 Not Guilty 6 Not Guilty

Prosecution Disengaged 5 Guilty 8 Guilty

Defence Neutral 4 Not Guilty 2 Not Guilty
1 Undecided

Defence Engage 7 Guilty 0 Guilty
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Prosecution Neutral 2 Not Guilty 12 Not Guilty
1 Undecided

Prosecution Engaged 9 Guilty 13 Guilty

Defence Neutral 4 Not Guilty 0 Not Guilty

Examining the data more closely there is no eviddhat a disengaged lawyer had less
influence than a neutral lawyer, but after deliberaan engaged lawyer appears to have
more influence than a neutral lawyer. The effebtsud be interpreted with caution,
however, because the final votes were not indeperateservations. Stronger
conclusions could be made if each jury were treated unit of analysis—a project that
would be much beyond the scope of this thesis.

The lawyer’s engagement in the trial appears t@made a difference in the
jurors’ vote, but so did the role that individuafgrs is likely to influence the verdict as
well. As it was illustrated in the qualitative aysik, the jurors who showed leadership
characteristics and took the role of the leadeevsggnificantly less likely to change their
vote than those jurors who took the role of a felo. As it is shown in the diagrams and
summaries of all conditions, those jurors who eegagthers in conversations, initiated
discussions, and took charge of the job at hander not only to be well-connected
with the other jurors, but also less likely to chartheir initial opinion. Those who are
seen in the diagrams and the descriptions of the aa inactive, less engaged in
discussions with others or taking charge of theasibn are more likely to change their

votes.
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4 Analysis
4.1 Condition 1: Defence Disengaged, Prosecution iN&al

During the first part of the trial, only a few ré@ns occurred, but nothing that
would be important, such as eye contact. Most gulmoked bored and gazed around the
room (see Appendix C).

Break 1:

When the break begins, juror 7 asks general questibthe group, and does
everything in his power to learn more about theerthJurors 2 and 10 however, start
many conversations, and take part in many as Wedly are emerging as dominant
figures and leaders of the group. All through tleedssions jurors 2 and 10 have broken
silences, started many conversations, and havelootetd much to many discussions. In
addition, jurors 7 and 8 are also very involve@amversations, but they have spent much
time talking to the leaders 10 and 2. At the same tjurors 3, 4, and 5 are very happy
talking with each other. They join others, but tisgend much time talking together.
Similarly, jurors 6 and 9 are silent and do nottdbate much to the discussions. During
the next segment, jurors 4 and 5 were most acthieewvatching the trial, but juror 4
mostly yawns and looked tired and bored.

Break 2:

During this break, jurors 7, 10 and 2 have beey aetive and have engaged
others in general conversations. Jurors 2 and @ to lead and have started many
conversations; however, juror 7 has also been aetiye and has contributed much to
many discussions. The major topic of conversat@stbeen school; this seems to be the

one topic that most jurors not only have in comniart,are most comfortable talking
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about. During the next segment of the trial onc@ragurors 4 and 5 were most active,
laughing, yawning, and sleeping.

When the deliberations start, the first task atdharto select a foreperson, and the
groups unanimously chooses juror 2 who has beerepdrson before. During the
discussion, the foreperson demonstrated leadesg&hlip by engaging and challenging
the jurors to discuss the trial and stay on tojdigst jurors took part in the conversation
with the exception of juror 6 who was mostly silefte first vote occurs and the results
are as follows: 2, 4, 5, 6 and 9 vote guilty, widlel, 7, 8, and 10 vote not guilty. The
leaders are divided in their decision. In additijomor 8 has taken an interest in the trial
and is contributing much to supporting his groupiesenting arguments and discussing
the trial with others. The small sub-group of jw@8t 4, and 5 has been broken and juror
3 has joined the opposite group from jurors 4 anitBhe same time jurors, 1 and 6 have
not contributed much, but are supporting the saote.v

After more discussions occur, another vote is cotetband it is juror 6 who
changes his vote and votes not guilty. This is wetgresting considering that this juror
has not spoken or contributed to the group’s dsioms. It must be noted that the not
guilty group has a leader and a very strong pertbus, it is two leaders arguing against
only one leader. This may have been the key refsomhich juror 6 has changed. Two
strong voices, verses only one voice may have caed this juror.

Final vote: juror 2, 4, 5, 9 guilty and 1, 3, 6,87 and 10 not guilty.

During the first moments of the trial jurors 4 @ndere the most active jurors
involved in the trial. Much of their behavior wastimportant, but they showed the most

reaction. In addition, during the breaks, they $peunch time talking with one another,
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and 4's wave to 5 may have suggested a prior actfume. These factors may have
contributed to those two jurors supporting eacteotturing deliberations. The most
puzzling behavior is that of juror 6 who did noeag much during the trial, or after. All
the other jurors have talked to each other andan@dd ideas and comments during the
breaks. The verdict is surprising however, sinaendithe trial the defense lawyer was
very disengaged, while the crown was neutral.

Table 2

Direct Interactions among Jury Members: Condition 1

Direct interactions among jury members

Summ  Strong
Jurar # 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Degree ed tie
1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 7 g 2
2 3 2 g 4 & 2
3 2 2 1 4 4 1
4 2 3 3 2
Bl 2 2 1
a] 1 2 1 4 5 1
7 1 g 8 10 2
g 1 2 2 1
g 3 3 B 2
10 7 14 4

Degree = number of people with whorm x interacts directly
Summed degree = number of recorded direct interactions
Strong tie degree = number of people with whom x interacts directly more than once

Large values are coloured
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Figure 3

Social Network Diagram: Condition 1

@.—
\?/@) .

Condition 1
Verdict - Mot Guilty

Jurors who changed
wvote colored red

O—©

O—O—0

4.2 Condition 2: Prosecution Disengaged, Defence iN&al

First break:

During this first break (see Appendix D), juror @s\va clear leader, starting
conversations as well as contributing many ideasthoughts to other people’s
conversations. Jurors 6, 4, 3, and 8 did not doumtei much during this time. All the other
jurors were engaged in many different conversatiand were doing their best to get to
know one another. At the end of the first breakas only jurors 6 and 8 who were not
engaged in conversations, and did not try to ledwut others, or have others learn about
them, especially juror 6.

During the second break, juror 9 continued to dat@rand enjoyed many
conversations with the other jurors. In additiampjs 7, 2, and 5 were also very involved

and engaged in conversations with others, alonig pbor 9. Juror 4 spoke when spoken
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to, and jurors 1 and 3 spoke here and there. Asdhee time jurors 6 and 8 were not
involved at all, while juror 10 was mostly withdravirom the discussions, but
contributed more than jurors 6 and 8.

The deliberations begin, and juror 4 becomes thepirson. This juror is the
foreperson, but only because he is in Legal stuaheisCriminology, and has knowledge
of the Canadian legal system. The first vote ocausthe results are as follows: jurors
8, 9, and 2 first degree murder, jurors 1 and 8rs@cegree, and 10, 7, 6, and 5, not
guilty while juror 4 is undecided.

When the discussions begin again and continugwtbguilty groups join
together and support each other, while juror 6icaes to be withdrawn and not
contribute to the discussion. Juror 9 continudsetthe leader and argues with the other
jurors. The guilty group works together, and stamoited against the not guilty group.
Thus, after the second vote the results are asioib, jurors 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 9 vote
guilty of second-degree murder while jurors 5, 6arfd 10 vote not guilty.

After this second vote juror 4 has made up his mitdle all other jurors have
stayed with their votes. The guilty group contint@svork together and argue for a
guilty verdict, while juror 5 is single-handedlghiting the not guilty battle. It is
becoming clear that even though juror 4 is thederson, juror 9 is the most dominate
one, and is the leader for the guilty group, whiler 5 is the leader for the not guilty
group and is single-handedly battling with the esh&hus, jurors 9 and 5 are the leaders.

The final vote takes place and it is 8 guilty tod guilty. Jurors 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9,

and 10 vote guilty. Jurors 5 and 7 vote not guiliyrors 6 and 10 changed, but these two
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were the least involved jurors, especially jurod@éror 7 was wavering, but in the end did
not change his mind.
Table 3

Direct Interactions among Jury Members: Condition 2

Direct interactions among jury members

Summed Strong tie
Juror # 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Degree  degree degree
1 5 6 1 4 0 2 6 13 1 8 38 4
2 1 1 4 0 12 1 10 2 9 36 3
3 4 2 0 1 1 5 0 7 20 2
4 2 0 0 0 2 0 5 10 0
5 0 2 2 9 3 8 28 1
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
77 1 6 0 6 24 2
8 3 1 7 15 1
9 0 7 48 5
10 4 7 0

Degree = number of people with whom x interacts directly
Summed degree = number of recorded direct interactions
Strong tie degree = number of people with whom x interacts directly more than 4 times

Large values are coloured

Figure 4
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4.3 Condition 3: Defense Engaged, Prosecution Neatr

As the trial begins, all jurors are paying clogerion to the trial (see Appendix
E). Juror 2 takes notes all through the first sagméthe trial, while the others watch
and listen. The first break begins.

During the first break, the jurors have dividedriselves into pairs, and mostly
talked with only one other person. There are vewy §roup discussions. Thus, after this
first break, most of the conversations were abolkiosl, programs of study and
professors. The conversations were mostly withialsgroups, or pairs, but juror 8 was
the most animated and showed leadership by engativegs in conversations. Juror 8
had most of his conversations with juror 9 and thegmed the most close together. At
the same time, jurors 1 and 2 were the most ugsted and unengaged.

As the second segment of the trial begins, mostguare listening intently. Juror
2 continues to take notes through this part ottlaé Jurors 9 and 8 are the most active,
laughing, smiling, and exchanging looks. Jurori@gquror 2 in taking notes, and part
way through this second segment it is both juran@ 9 who are taking notes. The
second break is announced.

During this second break, jurors 9 and 8 contineedlk together, and engaged
others in conversations. Jurors 1 and 2 spokkie#st. The others talked and were
engaged in conversations all around, but no onkespe much as jurors 8 and 9. The
break is over and all jurors turn their attentiorite trial.

During this last segment of the trial, juror 9 @tbok the most notes. Other
jurors were listening to the trial, but it was ju@and 2 who took notes, and it was juror

9 who had the most reactions to the testimony.
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The deliberations begin, and they start with amoypse. Their first open vote
results are as follows: jurors 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, anfl Bote guilty, while jurors 2 and 8 were
voting not guilty. Juror 4 was not sure, and did eecide on his vote at this time.

Once the open vote is over, juror 9 speaks up atmactting a foreperson, and the
group suggests that he take the position. He dwogsthis time it is because he was the
only one who spoke up about it, and not becauseasestudying Legal Studies and
Criminology or had jury experience, like in the yioais two conditions.

After the first vote, it is 7 jurors who vote gwilt2 not guilty and 1 has not
decided. Before the second vote takes placejutas 2 arguing for a not guilty verdict,
and juror 7 is most engaged in the discussiongakatplace. During these talks, juror 7
changes his mind, and starts supporting jurortBemot guilty verdict. Other jurors are
swaying.

The second vote occurs and is as following: votorgquilty of second-degree
murder are jurors 1, 3, 4, and 8. Voting not gudtg jurors 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, and 10.

Thus, after the second vote, the not guilty graugaminating, even though after the first
one, it was the guilty group who had more suppsrter

During this last segment of deliberations, it wa®is 7, 8, 9, 10 and 2 who
continued arguing their points, and jurors 4, % @mostly listened and only
occasionally offered a comment. In the end, abjsiwere united in their not guilty
verdict.

During the deliberations, even though juror 9 weesfbreperson, it was juror 2
who spoke up the most and made most arguments adehe juror who stood by his

decision and convinced others that the not guitgict is the only verdict that should
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occur in this case. Juror 2 started in the minpsilyce only juror 10 was in agreement
with him; however, after the deliberations werergtee other 7 jurors changed their
vote. Juror 10 supported juror 2, but juror 2 wagquestioningly the most dominating
voice. Jurors 3, 4, and 5 spoke up the least,dapuchr 6. Only here and there, did these
jurors make a comment; they did not take a leathhgyin most of the discussions. It was
mostly jurors 2, 8, 9, 10, and 7 who argued andudised the case. Juror 1 was totally
silent and was not heard at all. Thus, jurors 8@mdho spoke much during the trial, and
juror 2 who was taking notes, were the key plagersng the deliberations.

Table 4

Direct Interactions among Jury Members: Condition 3

Direct interactions among jury members

Summed Strong tie
Juror # 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Degree degree degree
1 4 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 2 7 11 0
2 2 1 1 0 9 7 ] 7 8 40 4
3 1 1 1 3 5 5 3 9 22 2
4 3 0 0 2 1 0 6 9 0
5 0 2 3 1 0 4 12 0
6 3 1 0 4 4 9 0
i 9 4 9 7 39 3
8 14 5 9 47 5
9 7 8 42 4
10 % 37 4

Degree = number of people with whom x interacts directly
Summed degree = number of recorded direct interactions
Strong tie degree = number of people with whom x interacts directly more than 4 times

Large values are coloured
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Figure 5

Social Network Diagram: Condition 3

Condition3
Yerdict - Mot Guilty

Jurors who changed

vote colored red @

4.4  Condition 4: Prosecution Engaged, Defense Neatr

During the first segment of the trial, a few jurtweked tired, but overall, all
watched and paid attention to the trial (see AppeRil The first break arrives, and the
jurors are ready for it.

During this break, it was juror 3 who started maowgversations with a variety of
other jurors. This juror was most active and wgmg to get to know others. At the same
time, jurors 7, 2, 6, and 1 were fairly quiet, esply juror 7. This group of jurors
enjoyed many small conversations within pairs,eathan having small group
discussions or large group talks. The same pdksddhrough the break, and only a few
jurors tried to engage others in conversations.

The break is over and jurors turn their attentianloto the trial. During this

segment of the trial, mostly juror 1 was activetdking notes as well as doodling, and
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juror 7 looked tired all through the segment. Th®eojurors listened to the trial, and
mostly shifted in their seats and looked aroundttoen, but showed no other signs of
activity. The second break is announced, and tloegistart talking.

During this break, the same people talked togedbeaturing the previous break.
Juror 7 also continued to look tired, and juroi@ bt speak much. Most of the jurors
did not engage those across the table from thesonmersations; they only talked to
those next to them. There were many intense coatiens, especially between jurors 11,
4, and 8. Even though they did not talk togethesreé were no uncomfortable silences,
and jurors were working on getting to know one AeatThe trial was ready to start
again.

In this last segment of the trial, juror 1 contidue take notes, while juror 7
continued to look tired. The trial is now over, &hd jurors turn their attention to the
deliberations. Juror 4 becomes the forepersongsinmne else wanted the job. Different
from the other groups, no open vote occurs at dggnining of the deliberations, but
instead jurors jump right into discussing the triairor 4 leads the group, and is very
organized in his role as foreperson.

All through the first part of the deliberationg|, jakors were involved in the
discussion, bring up points, and discuss diffeegrgies of the crime. Juror 12, however,
was the only one arguing for a not guilty verdadt,other jurors are arguing for guilty.
The discussions continue. Juror 4 continues ttdésiader, and since he believes that
the accused is guilty, he is very strong in prasgrttis evidence for a guilty verdict. All
jurors are involved in discussions, and there averal who believe that the accused is

not guilty.
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Juror 4 asks the group for a vote, in which ju@r&0, 11, and 12 vote not guilty,
while jurors 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 13 votdtguThis is a key point, since juror 13 is
voting for guilty, however, in the end he will deetonly one holding out and wishing to
vote not guilty. As the discussion starts agaims9, 10, 11, and 12 argue for a not
guilty verdict. After a few minutes of discussiodsiring which they were attacked by
the guilty group, juror 10 changes his mind anda® full-heartedly arguing for a guilty
verdict. Jurors 9, 11, and 12 have also changedvbtes. Juror 13 was the only one who
said not guilty, but after juror 4 and the othetsyted arguing with him, juror 13 changed
his mind. There was much pressure on this jurehtmge his mind from the whole
group, who wanted to go home and juror 13 was tig @ane holding them back.

Table 5

Direct Interactions among Jury Members: Condition 4

Direct interactions among jury members

Summe Strong
d tie
Juror # 2 4 5 6 T 8 9 10 1 12 13 |Degree degree degree
1 0 0 2 7 1 0 1 2 5 0 5 1 8 24 3
2 4 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 1 1 8 13 0
3 7 0 3 10 3 3 3 2 3 1 10 39 2
4 3 5 2 5 5 10 9 9 2 12 60 7
5 2 1 1 4 4 1 2 2 10 24 1
6 4 0 1 12 4 9 1 1 43 3
74 0 0 4 1 4 1 9 29 1
8 4 1 4 0 0 7 19 1
9 3 0 3 6 9 28 2
10 4 14 4 12 65 4
11 3 1 10 31 1
12 1 1 54 4
13 ? 11 21 1

Degree = number of people with whom x interacts directly
Summed degree = number of recorded direct interactions
Strong tie degree = number of people with whom x interacts directly more than 4 times

Large values are coloured
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Figure 6

Social Network Diagram: Condition 4
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5 Discussion

This paper took the research of jury decision-m@larstep further, and examined
the influence of lawyers on the jurors’ decisiomile the lawyers try to establish
invisible connections with jurors. Other researsh@ve focused on emotional
interaction between lawyers and jurors; howevethis study researchers examined the
impact of the lawyers’ emotional engagement, asdrjagement on the jurors’ verdict.
In addition, research focused on analyzing theepadtof interactions between the jurors
themselves while they watched the trial and deditegf on the verdict. Social network
analysis was not used in this type of researchregémd even though this study was
unable to conduct a full social network analysie tluthe limitation of the data, very
rudimentary network analysis has been conducted.

Two types of analyses have been conducted, allensgvthe research questions,
and all analyses were significant. The first lesehnalysis was quantitative, shedding
light on the pattern of vote change between thiemdiht groups, as well as supporting the
gualitative analysis. This analysis also lookethimieach group to determine the
patterns of voting. This last level of analysisdsed on describing jurors’ behaviour,
interactions, and the unfolding interactions betwggors as they sought to reach a
verdict.

Since all groups saw the same trial and the oniyatran between the four
different conditions was the lawyer’'s emotional @ggment, it was important to look at
whether the groups were equally and randomly disted. There were no significant
differences between groups on a number of demographiables, thus, the groups

seemed to be roughly equivalent.
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In examining the voting patterns of the juries éhemas some evidence that the
effect of the lawyers’ level of engagement impagtedrs’ votes. As it was predicted,
when the defense lawyer was engaged and strontgveé in her client’s innocence,
she was able to convince the jurors that the adcwses not guilty of the crime; at least
this was the verdict after deliberation of the ju§imilarly, when the Crown attorney
believed that the accused was guilty of the criewen though she presented the same
evidence to the jurors as in the other condititims jurors believed her patterns of events,
and voted accordingly, but again only reaching animous verdict after deliberation..
Therefore, the lawyers’ engagement, enthusiasmstradg belief her arguments seems
to have a significant impact on the jury’s verdlataddition, the results suggest that
jurors are equally affected when a lawyer is endagealisengaged. During the
disengaged trial jurors listen, but do not takel#veyer’'s performance into consideration
when making their decision. A defense lawyer whdisgngaged has a choice in the case
that he/she is representing, whereas, a crown laglges not. Thus, it can be speculated
that while the crown attorney simply does his/lody, defense who is engaged strongly
believes in the client.

This suggests that jurors make decisions basedesneamotional involvement in
the trial, and not the evidence. The evidence alhexperimental condition was exactly
the same, and the only difference was the deligétiiat evidence to the jurors. Even
though this was a very short and simple case vatly few experts and very
uncomplicated testimonies, the voting patterns weedicted based on how the lawyers
delivered their case to the jury and not on theeatof the evidence. This strongly

suggests that work needs to be conducted to stdimddhe delivery of evidence by each
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lawyer, since otherwise, the decisions will be mldeed on emotion and not on
evidence.

The second level of analysis focused on each dondit turn, and included an
examination of the jurors’ interactions with eathey throughout the trial and the
deliberations. The results of this part of the gtsidow the beginnings of social networks,
as well as developing patterns within sub-groupsaah larger group. The first condition
of the study presented jurors with a defense lawyery was very disengaged, while the
prosecution lawyer was neutral. All through theyavs’ presentations jurors witnessed
the defense lawyer’s lack of enthusiasm for herkywas well as disinterest, and boredom.
This lawyer did not fight for her client. Quiteetlopposite, she went through the
motions, and lacked passion. The prosecution didimaw much emotion, either for or
against the client, but she was very professiondldid her work well. It was
hypothesized that in this condition the verdict Wdofavor the prosecution, since the
defense lawyer did not inspire the jurors with ¢hafidence and conviction that her
client was not guilty of the crime. This howevegsanot the case, and the verdict came
back favoring the defense, but not all jurors hegkin this verdict. The split in the
verdict was 6 jurors who voted not guilty, whilgudors voted guilty during the final
vote.

Looking at jurors interactions during the trial ateliberations will give insight
into this unexpected verdict. All participants Imstcondition were students, and this was
a connection that they used to get to know onehemoMany conversations were about
school, professors, tests, and courses that eemhhjas taken or is intending to take.

Very early however, it became apparent who wasetheer. In this condition two jurors
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emerged as strong leaders, who guided the othemwersations, and were very
comfortable asking others questions, and guidieggtioup during breaks. Similarly,
cliques were hinted at during the interactions leetjurors while they were on break
from the trial. Jurors 3, 4, and 5 enjoyed talkiogether, and were observed to have
conversations together at different points durlmgttial. Following from this, jurors 7

and 8 enjoyed talking to the leaders and spent rtio@hin conversation with these two
individuals. There were two jurors, however, whd dot take part in conversations, and
who looked very uninvolved in the happenings arotinain. Thus, when the trial came to
an end and the jurors were ready to elect a fosepeone of the group leaders became
the foreperson. This person was not only alreathbéshed as a leader of this group, but
also had past experience as a juror. This pattdoeltavior has been observed and found
by other researchers in other trials. Thus, timdifig supports Hans & Vidmar’s (1986)
findings, which showed that previously establisleatiers become the forepersons, as
well as those who have experience in these maftars.was the case in this study as
well. Choosing a foreperson, took very little tinaed the person who was chosen, was a
group leader and had experience in this matter.

In this condition there were two leaders, and dfterfirst open vote, they were in
opposition. The foreperson and one of the leaders m opposition with juror 10, who
also showed much leadership during the trial, artd whom the foreperson was
engaged in many conversations with jurors 7 araft@r the first vote, juror 10 was in
agreement with both of those jurors, with whom peng much time talking and
interacting. The foreperson, however, was aloné,emen though he agreed with the

others on many topics that they talked about, tieel/a difference of opinions when it
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came to the verdict. Thus, as the deliberationsimed, few changes took place, one of
which was that the leaders were not in agreemeadtitee small sub-group of 3, 4, and 5
was divided. Juror 3 believed that the accusedneaguilty, while jurors 4 and 5
believed that the accused was guilty of the crifiis, juror 10 was supported by other
jurors with whom he interacted with much befored amor 8 had taken much interest in
the trial. Juror 8 argued points along with jurOr against the foreperson. The not guilty
group had two strong voices, as well as another prho made a connection with them.
On the other hand, the foreperson, even thouglatieséry good leadership skills and
guided the discussions well, was the only strornigevn the guilty group.

When another vote took place, the juror who haddhst to say during the entire
trial was the one who made the difference in thelice This juror changed his mind, and
without explanations, moved to the not guilty groligould be deduced that the strength
of two voices, persuaded this juror that the naltyuerdict was the right one. This
group was stronger and supported each other much timan the guilty group. Thus,
even though this was not the prediction, this \artillowed a pattern found by other
researchers. Hans & Vidmar (1986) found alliansessupports of jurors regarding each
other’s point were important during deliberatiofkis was the case in this current study.
Similarly, once a point of view was presented ® ginoup and supported by others who
were aligned with the leaders, the information gneywower, and others took note of it
and followed the lead (Hans & Vidmar, 1986). Thihe, views of leaders and the support
that the leader obtains from other jurors is kekeimching many verdicts, more so than
lawyer’s presentation of the case. Thus, it isthetevidence that matters, but the

opinions of the leaders of the groups.
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The second condition of the study involved a deddawyer who presented her
case to the jurors in a neutral manner, while tlosgcution was unengaged, and
uninterested in the matter at hand. In this coodjtsimilar to the first condition and
previously established patterns, the forepersahisfgroup had experience in the area of
legal studies and was voted to be the leader ofjribkgp. This individual was not the
leader who emerged from discussions during brea#tstee trial; however, the group felt
that since he had experience and knowledge irateis he should be the one who would
best guide them in the discussion (Hans & Vidm8aga). Juror 9, however, was the
clear leader from the very beginning of the traadd during the deliberations, even
though he was not the foreperson, he proved tajbally powerful and guided
conversations, challenged jurors, and was ablev&y sther jurors to support him in his
opinion and verdict. At the same time, juror 5 wag)le-handedly fighting the battle for
a not guilty verdict. This juror had very few supteos, and those who supported him, did
not join in or add support to his points. The gudtoup, all through the discussions,
followed their leader, and supported one anothawiats, ideas, and arguments. Thus,
this group had very powerful arguments and was nstrcdmger as a team; therefore, it
should not be surprising that the final vote wagheguilty to two not guilty.

Furthermore, the foreperson supported the leaddriteey stood united in the guilty
verdict. Thus, once again, the negative presemtatidghe case by the prosecution did not
make a difference in the case, but strong leadershs able to guide the group to
support their opinion. In these first two conditpithe verdicts did not go in the same
direction as the hypothesis, and it may be dubdddct that the behavior of the

unengaged lawyers was so unexpected, that it dreyutors’ attention, as opposed to
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alienating the jury. More studies need to be cotetuto fully understand the reason for
why jurors in these two cases voted differentlyntpeedicted.

In the third condition, in which the defense wagaged whereas the prosecution
was neutral, jurors voted as predicted. This tgnalp of jurors followed a slightly
different pattern of behavior from the other twogps. In the end, however, they were
united in their decision. In this group of juroogie juror in particular took notes
throughout the trial, and even though this juroswainvolved in conversations during
breaks with other jurors, during deliberation flisor became very active. Another juror
joined him in taking notes, but this was not utité last segment of the trial. There were
two jurors--jurors 8 and 9--who were the most acfiwors during breaks. Juror 9 was
also the one who took notes towards the end dfridle These two jurors spoke together
and with others. What was different in this grougsvthat the jurors spoke mostly in
pairs, and very few small group discussions occurf@e same jurors spoke together,
from break to break, and only on occasion did $@gak with others in the group.

Similar, to previous research, and what was obseirvéhe other two conditions,
the foreperson was selected very quickly. This thoeever, the foreperson spoke first
during deliberations, and thus was chosen fordbelf was juror 9, who was very active
during the breaks, and already established as faie ¢eaders. Thus, similar to Hans and
Vidmar's (1986) findings, the juror who spoke ficktring deliberations was the
foreperson in this case. When the deliberatiorm$estaonly two jurors, 2 and 10, voted
not guilty, while 7 jurors voted guilty, and 1 jur@vas undecided. This is very interesting,
since at the beginning of the deliberations theomitgjwas voting guilty. In the end

however, they were all united in a not guilty vetdi
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As the deliberations took place, juror 2, who télodé most notes throughout the
trial, was very active in presenting his argumemntss juror was not only very active, but
presented powerful arguments, that almost singhelbaly persuaded the others to vote
not guilty. Shortly after this juror started preseg his arguments, some of the other
jurors from the guilty group changed their minds grined juror 2 in his fight for a not
guilty verdict. Juror 9, who was the forepersonerathe second vote, is one of the jurors
who joined juror 2 in the argument for a not guilsrdict. Thus, it was one juror who
was not even engaged during the breaks in disaussidh other jurors, and did not
establish connections with others, that was thevatiethe strongest influence. This
juror was not persuaded from his convictions frow beginning of the deliberations, but
instead took on the role of the leader and preddmtearguments in such a way that the
others were convinced. This juror also obtainedstifgort of the leaders, who during the
second vote were already supporting him in his giees not guilty verdict. The verdict
of this grouped supported the hypothesis. Therdefétawyer, who was very engaged,
was able to persuade two people that his accouheadvents was a true one, and the one
juror who supported this lawyer was able to coneitie others that this was the case.
Thus, the connections that the lawyers make witbrg) even if it is only one or two
jurors, may play a significant role in the finakget.

In the last condition of the study, in which th@gecution was engaged and the
defense was neutral, the final verdict was as ptediby the hypothesis. This time
however, the majority of the jurors believed tha accused was guilty and argued
accordingly. In this condition, similar to the tthicondition, jurors enjoyed conversations

in very small groups of two and three, and didsp®ak with those jurors who were not
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sitting close to them. They all spent much timdiggtto know one another, with the
exception of juror 7 who looked tired and was withwin from conversations during the
breaks. Similar to the third condition, the foregmr was the juror who spoke first and
volunteered for the position. This juror was vecyivge during small group discussions,
especially with jurors 11 and 8. In addition, jufiotook notes during the trial, similar to
juror 2 from condition three.

The foreperson in this condition took the rolela# teader very seriously and was
very active in directing the group, organizing imf@tion, and persuading others. This
juror, along with a few others, believed the acdusebe guilty from the start and did not
waver in his beliefs, but instead convinced, ospoeed others to support him in the
guilty verdict. Once again, the leader and thegerson of this group had a lot of power,
and used his power to persuade others that thigit poview was correct (Hans &
Vidmar, 1986). Furthermore, this group of juroiisjiar to other groups, had a goal: to
arrive at a verdict as soon as possible and retutimeir daily lives (Scott, 2000). They
were highly motivated to get the job done and catetlithe deliberation in the most
efficient manner. Thus, the group did not go thioatany links to achieve this goal, but
took the most direct route (Scott 2000). This grotipurors, however, did their job
differently from others: they did not have an opete, but instead jumped straight into
discussing the evidence.

When the vote did occur, 9 jurors voted guilty, Mehanly 4 jurors voted not
guilty. Only one juror however, actively argued &onot guilty verdict, and that juror in
the end was pressured to change his mind and ditsar 13 is the most interesting one,

since he voted guilty; however in the end, he vlasonly juror who wanted the verdict
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to be not guilty. When juror 12 changed his mingoyj 13 took up his spot and argued
for a not guilty verdict.

The not guilty supporters in this condition werelenmuch pressure from the
leaders and the others to change their minds.oflll jurors who at first voted not guilty
changed their votes, and juror 13 who started hyngauilty and then changed to not
guilty held out the longest. In the end, this jugarve in to the pressure, and the verdict
was guilty. In this condition, one can see cleény impact of the Crown attorney on the
jurors. The majority of them believed that the asmiwas guilty, and were convinced
not only by the evidence presented to them byl#wser, but also by the manner that the
material was presented to them. Thus, the lawyggsentation of the case to the jurors
appears to play a significant role during delibiers.

The findings of this study also show that those whscribe themselves as
leaders and take part in team activities are Ikefy/Ito change their votes. This is similar
to what Hans & Vidmar (1986) found. They found ttlaise who have a higher
education, occupy a high status in society andvateconnected are viewed as experts
in the jury room during deliberations. Since othee these individuals as leaders and
experts, it should not be surprising that the leadee less likely to change their votes.
The leaders convince others that their ideas amdans are right, and thus, they do not
believe they are wrong. As a result, they do naingfe their minds, but stick with their
ideas, and are not persuaded by others. Those avhotchave this kind of experience
start questioning their opinions and ideas, anchgbdheir votes to be in agreement with
the leaders. The leaders may not have the bediaetoan of the trial, but they are

confident about their recollection, which is thezk®ther jurors may not be confident
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about their memories, even though their recollectiay be much better than the leaders.
Thus, the verdict will be based on the leadersltection, and this may be the reason
why the leader will be less likely to change thaite (Prichard & Keenan, 2002). Thus,
the model which was the first level of this studgisalysis shed light on the factors that
may have been important in the jurors changing thexdicts or not.

The data from this research showed that the lawpegsentation of the case,
especially his/her emotional connection with the juloes play a significant role in
establishing invisible connections with the jurdtsvas observed that connections
between jurors and lawyers were made, without pedsmontact with the lawyers. In this
case especially, the jurors saw a video; theretbey, were unable to personally meet or
talk with the lawyers. Much more research needsetoonducted; however,
standardizing lawyers’ presentation of the cag@agurors may help in reducing
emotional influence of lawyers of the jurors.

In addition, the lawyer’s conscious attempt to eyggtine jurors in her
presentation of the case had a significant impacdhe jurors. Thus, the lawyer may be
influencing jurors emotionally, rather than intelieally. Furthermore, those
presentations of the case by the lawyers, in wthiely consciously tried to exclude jurors
from the testimony proved to bring the oppositeultss The jurors formed invisible
connections with lawyers; however, little non-vérb@mmunications between jurors and
lawyers was observed. This may be due to theligelg presented to the jurors in a
video format, where it was much harder for theljsito communicate nonverbally with

the lawyers. The lawyers were unable to read tt@gunonverbal messages. Thus, it
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may be beneficial to conduct this study in a mammevhich the lawyers deliver the case
in person to the jurors.

It was found that the connections that the leadétise jury make with the
different teams of lawyers do have an impact orfitted verdict. It was seen that those
leaders who were emotionally influenced by the teafilawyers presenting the case
were able to persuade others, even if they wetteaiminority at the start of the
deliberations. Similar to what the Social Influemetwork theory has described, the
jurors started in a state of disagreement, howelrerinner influences of jurors led to not
only attitude change of many of the jurors, bubgsoduced agreement on the issue
(Brieger et al., 2002). The jurors started in &estd disagreement, but through discussing
the trial with others they reached a state of agese.

Many jurors in this study were pressured to delaveerdict by their peers in the
jury room. Unlike a real trial, these groups ofgig were not pressured by their social
networks to deliver a verdict that was desiredh®yrtsocial groups. This was a mock
trial that was not publicized; thus, jurors in thése were pressured only by those who
wanted to finish their work quickly and return tther personal activities. This may not
be the case in regular jury trials. Since this atagxperimental setting, this was one of
the limitations of the trial (Scott, 2000; Kassinv8rightsman, 1988).

In addition to this limitation of this study, theaee several more. First, the sample
consisted of university students, and althoughdteated a bond between them and was
a connection that many of them used to learn miooetaone another, this would not be
the case in a jury trial. Thus, it may be benefimaise a community sample while

conducting this kind of study in the future. Alsolarger sample would allow for stronger
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statistical results. Thus, a much larger sampleldvba recommended for future research.
This was not possible in this study, due to finahconstraints. Similarly, the trial in

itself was much shorter than a typical murder tnalld have been. Being able to
prepare a much longer trial, with more complex tesm@nd testimony may result in
jurors looking to lawyers’ non-verbal cues sinceytlivould be unable to follow the
technical aspects of the trial. This was not treeda this trial, and all jurors were able to
follow the development of the trial with ease. Tmors had only three hours to view the
trial, learn more about each other, and then dssthestrial. This time was too short to
attempt to build strong connections among the girdohe jurors were establishing
connections, and the beginnings of cliques weremesl, however, these relationships
did not have a chance to develop. Thus, a tridlvwloalld have lasted two days, where the
jurors had time to spend with one another woultbéreeficial. Threats to external
validity were not a problem in this study, sinceethough participants were involved in
a laboratory experiment, they very quickly adaptethe experiment and reacted to the
mock trial as if it were a real trial.

These are only some limitations of this study amgbestions for improvements in
the future. Following from this research it woule lbeneficial, to not only replicate this
study with a much larger sample, and a more comipilaixthat lasts much longer, but the
study of the impact of spectators on jurors denisi@ay be beneficial.

This research has shown that the lawyers’ emotipreslentation of a case does
play a significant role during the deliberations veell as that the impact on the leader of
a group may have a large impact on the verdictsThy standardizing the lawyers’

presentation of the case by restricting their moseinmn the courtroom, as well as
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advising the lawyers to maintain eye contact whih jurybut not to engage in other

interactions with the jurors, may improve our judicystem and yield better results.

64



References

Bottoms B. L., Nysse-Carris K. L., Harris T., & Ta&K. (2003). Jurors’ Perceptions Of
Adolescent Sexual Assault Victims Who Have Intelie¢ Disabilities Law and
Human Behavior, 27 (2), 205-223.

Breiger, R., Carley, K., & Pattison, F. (Eds.). @20. Dynamic Social Network Modeling
and Analyses: Social Influence Network Theory. Washington D.C.: National
Academies Press.

Bull Kovera M. & Russano M. B.& McAuliff B. (2002) Assessment of the
Commonsense Psychology Underlying Daubert; Legaldien Makers’ Abilities
to Evaluate Expert Evidence in Hostial Work Envirent CasePsychology
Public Policy and Law, 8(2), 180-198.

Constitutional Rights Foundation. Bill of RightsAttion. (2000).The Right To An
Impartial Jury Trial and a Free Press. Retrieved March 22, 2004, from
www.interscience.wiley.com.

Erikson, B. (1988). Irsocial Sructure: A Network Approach. Wellman, B. &
Berkowitz, S.D. (Eds.). New York: Cambridge Univgr$ress; p.99-121.

Hans, V. P., & Vidmar, Neil. (1986Judging the Jury Publisher. New York, New York:
Plenum Press.

Hobbs, P. (2003) “Is That What We Are Here AbouA”awyer’s Use of Impression
Management in a Closing Argument at Trdiscourse and Society,14(3), 273-
290.

Kassi, S. M., & Wrightsman, L. S. (1988fe American Jury on Trial. New York, New

York: Hemisphere Publishing Corporation.

65



Marsden, P. (1994). lAdvancesin Social Network Analysis: Research in Social and
Behavioral Sciences. Wasserman, S. & Galaskiewicz, J. (Eds.). Califor8&ge
Publications; p.1-22.

Pritchard M. E., & Kennan J. M., (2002). Does JDsliberation Really Improve Jurors
Memories?Applied Cognitive Psychology, 16, 589-601.

Scott J. (2000)Social Network Analysis: A Handbook (2" ed.). London: Sage
Publications.

Tepperman, Lorne & Curtis, James (2004%ociology: A Canadian Perspective.
Ontario: Oxford University Press.

Thagard, Paul. (unpublished). Emotional Consems@oup Decision Making.

Thagard, Paul. (2003). "Why wasn't OJ convicteddtonal coherence in legal
inference."Cognition & Emotion, 17(3), 361-383.

Warling, Diane & Peterson-Badali, Michele. (2003)eTVerdict on Jury Trials for
Juveniles: The Effects of Defendant’s Age on T@atcomesJournal of
Behavioral Science and the Law, 21, 63-82.

Worthington D. L., Stallard M., Price J. M., & GoBsJ., (2002). Hindsight Bias,
Daubert, and the Silicone Breast Implant Litigatidaking the Case for Court-
appointed Experts in Complex Medical and Scientiftggations Journal;

Psychology, Public Policy and Law, 8 (2), 154-179.

66



Appendix A — Trial Script

Characters

Sabrina Gray “accused”

Steven Klein “victim”

Mark Tyler “victim’s roommate”

Jim Thomson “police Officer, first on the scene”
Paul King “defense Lawyer”

Kim Wild, roommate, “witness”

John Steel “judge”

Amanda Moss, “bartender”

The Charge

Sabrina Gray, a 22 year old University of Watedtwdent is accused of murdering her
boyfriend Steven Klein, a 23 year old WLU student.

The Evening Before the Murder.

Sabrina and Steven had an argument in Sabrinartnagrat where she accused Steven of
cheating on her with another girl that they botlewnSteven denied the accusation and
claimed that they were studying for a test togethbis seemed to make Sabrina even
more upset, and she kept repeating she hated limtnhé was a lying snake, that she
wished that she had never met him and hoped hedvdiellbecause of the pain he had
caused her. This argument took place at about 9 &éhllwas overheard by Sabrina’s
roommate Kim Wild. Kim was in her room trying toiteran essay during the fight.

At about 10 P.M. Steven told Sabrina that she wagalaus drama queen who also

suffers from paranoia, and that once she calmeddhe could call him, otherwise she
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should leave him alone. Steven slammed out of paet@ent and Sabrina yelled after
him, “Come back! If you leave, | will hunt you dovand make you regret every single
word that you’ve said to me tonight, you nasty,athrey SOB.” Steven left without
saying another word to Sabrina. His body was fainedhext morning at 7 AM in
Waterloo Park by a police patrol. He found Stesdygdy, along with his wallet, and
called his roommate to inform him of the death. Tive was not robbery, as Steven’s
wallet and money were not touched. The cause dhdeas four stab wounds in the

back. The estimated time of death was 2:30 A.M.
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Trial

Clerk: Oyez, Oyez, Oyez. Anyone having busine$srbehe Superior Court of Justice
attend now and you shall be heard. Long live theegpiiPlease be seated.

Judge: Will the attorneys, the court clerk, andithaulease take their places for the trial.
Please bring in the accused Mr. Deputy. Ordeekdnd gentlemen. Please escort the
jury in Mr. Deputy.

Clerk: Queen versus Gray.

Judge: Good morning. You are now instructed t@ giwur complete attention to the
evidence and arguments that are about to be peskdd¢member that the accused pleads
not guilty to the charge of first degree murder madainst her. Your sole duty is to
determine is her guilt or innocence. Mr. Green,yane ready for your opening
statement?

Green: | am your honor.

Opening statements:

Green: Good morning ladies and gentlemen of the My name is Chris Green and |
am an assistant Crown Attorney. The accused hasdieeged with the crime of murder
for the death of her boyfriend Steven Klein. | di believe in lengthy arguments, and |
let my witnesses do all the talking for me. Thuajll keep this short and to the point.
The Crown will prove that on the night of the murthee lovers argued, as they did
frequently. After the argument, Steven left theuserl’'s apartment and proceeded to bike
around the neighborhood in order to cool off. Dgrihe night, while Steven was on his
way home, the accused stabbed him four times ibdlok. The knife that the accused

used to murder Steven was his own pocket knifem going to prove that the accused
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intentionally and with predetermined thought didrder Steven Klein, who was one of
the most liked and well-respected men among headis and classmates. He was the
recipient of many academic awards and scholarstfigswas an outstanding student and
friend and the evidence that I will present to yall show that Steven was murdered by
the person he loved and trusted most.

There were witnesses that heard the couple fighéind the knife with which
Steven was murdered was found in the accused’sTihegaccused was also heard taking
a shower very late at night, as well as doing layund he idea behind the nightly
cleaning spree was to eliminate any incriminatimglence, such as blood. When that
seemed impossible, the accused attempted to get the evidence by disposing of the
clothes in a dumpster. The investigating offices\aale to not only find the accused’s
clothing, but also prove that she was wearing thehnight. The experts will tell you
that the blood stains found on the accused’s céothatch the blood of Steven Klein.

Ladies and gentleman of the jury, a young man fesmuch too soon before his
time, and | will prove to you beyond a reasonaldeld, that this young lady sitting
before you is guilty of this horrible crime. Thapéu for your attention, as well as for
your service to our country.

Judge: Mr. King we are ready for your opening argats.

King: My name is Paul King and | represent Sab@may in this murder case.

Sabrina Gray is a young lady, who like many ofaxgerienced relationship difficulties;
however, she is not a murderer. She has suffeddgaly since the day that her
boyfriend Steven was murdered. Sabrina and Steares been together since grade 9;

high school sweethearts who experienced many thoggther. They have been there for
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each other during both good times such as stamtngersity and prom, as well as during
not so good times, such as family sickness, daaithschool stress. They have built their
dreams together and their dreams were slowly cormnugg

My question to you, ladies and gentleman of thg jsiwhy would two people
who love each other create dreams, make plandi@getind have the desire to spend the
rest of there lives together, destroy what is obstp important to them, and murder the
person that they love? | will present evidencgdo that will prove that this young lady
sitting before you is not guilty of the crime.

First of all, did anyone actually seen Sabrina cantints horrific crime? No. The
murder weapon that was said to be found in thesstts bag was Steven’s pocket Swiss
Army Knife, one of several that he owned and gav8dbrina to keep. There are
hundreds of such knives out there that are ex#otlygsame as the murder weapon, and
many young university students possess them. lalgt prove to you that the clothes
that Sabrina wore that night had Steven’s bloothem from an earlier kitchen accident.
Earlier in the evening Steven and Sabrina wereiogoknd Steven cut himself. Sabrina
used her shirt to stop the flow of blood — this tbason for which Steven’s blood
happened to be on her shirt. When she discoveetdhé blood stains could not be
removed she disposed of the clothes.

| ask you, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, tehswith open minds to all of the
evidence presented to you, and | strongly belibaé dnce you have heard all the
evidence, you like I, will know beyond a reasonaidebt that this young lady before
you is not the person who killed Steven Klein. Thgau.

Green: Your Honour, there are certain facts thatgreed upon. They are as follows:
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Stevens Klein’'s teachers, coaches, as well asdsidmve given statements that prove
that Steven Klein was well-liked. Jim Thomson eputy with the Waterloo Regional
Police Department. He was the first one on theesc8teven did cut himself during
dinner, the night before his death. The bag aathek that were found in the dumpster
do belong to Sabrina Gray. Sabrina Gray and St&l&n were together since high
school. The walk from Sylvie’s Bar that is locatad Columbia and King is within a 25
minute walking distance from where Stevens Klebosly was found. The time of death
of Steven Klein was estimated at 2:30 A.M.

Judge: Thank you Mr. Green. Does the Crown wigbrésent any witnesses at this
time?

Green: The Crown calls Kim Wild to the stand.

Judge: Will the clerk please swear in the witness.

Clerk: Do you want to swear on the Bible or affirm?

Kim: The Bible.

Clerk: Do you solemnly swear that the testimony goelabout to give in this case is the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the trgh help me God?

Kim: | swear to speak the truth.

Green: For the record, what is your full name?

Kim: Kimberly Wild.

Green: How long have you known the accused?

Kim: Since September 2003.

Green: How long have you been living with the aed?®s

Kim: Since September, so about 10 months.
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Green: During the time you and Sabrina have lieggther, had Steven Klein been a
frequent visitor?

Kim: Yes, Steven spent most of the days at ourtapart, and most weekends he would
stay over.

Green: Would you say that Steven and Sabrina whaeppy couple, or did they spend
much time arguing?

Kim: | don’t know; they seemed happy, but they asgued a lot as well.

Green: On average, how often would they argue?

Kim: Maybe once a week.

Green: Who was the one starting the argumentswaiat were they mostly about?
Kim: It was usually Sabrina who would start theuangnt, and mostly it was about the
same thing. Sabrina was very jealous of Stevenshadvould accuse him of cheating on
her, or not spending enough time with her.

Green: On the night of Steven’s death, did the apgue?

Kim: Yes.

Green: What about?

Kim: Sabrina was accusing Steven of cheating on her

Green: Was the fight a typical argument?

Kim: Well, this time it sounded like Sabrina waslig upset, and that she actually had
proof of Steven cheating on her. She was very upset

Green: How long did the couple argue?

Kim: They argued for about an hour, after whichvBteleft.

Green: What did Sabrina do after Steven left?
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Kim: She cried, called him names, and said that&megoing to kill him for being
unfaithful.

Green: What were Sabrina’s exact words when shieespiohurting Steven?

Kim: I am not sure of the exact word by word quiatat but she said something like this:
“No man will ever cheat on me and get away with vtill kill all those that even toy
with the idea of cheating, so | will just have 18 kim, | guess.”

Green: Did she say anything else?

Kim: 1 do not think so.

Green: What were some of the names that Sabritedcateven?

Kim: SOB, cheater, and many others.

Green: What else did Sabrina do that night?

Kim: She stormed around the apartment, and thagistided her keys and left.
Green: What time did she leave, and did she sayendies was going?

Kim: I'm not sure exactly what time it was when #8ah left; it was after 11 P.M. for
sure, because my watch beeped at 11 and | healeaverafter that. | was in my room,
and Sabrina did not come in to tell me where she gaang; she just left.

Green: What did you do after she left?

Kim: | finished reading, and got ready for bed.

Green: Do you know when Sabrina came in?

Kim: It was late at night. She woke me up, butdind check my watch to see what time
it was.

Green: What did you hear?

Kim: I heard her walk in, drop some stuff in heono, and get in the shower.
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Green: How did she seem the next morning?

Kim: Normal, she didn’t seem upset anymore, justuseial self.

Green: Did she talk about Steven at all?

Kim: No, she just ate breakfast and watched TVe &wver mentioned anything about
Steven.

Green: Was it usual behavior after a fight?

Kim: Usually she tried to call him as soon as sbeup, regardless if they had argued or
not.

Green: But not this time?

Kim: No.

Green: How did Sabrina react when she found outSteven was dead?

Kim: She kept saying that it couldn’t be true. Heért die.

Green: Was she upset?

Kim: I'm not sure; she stayed in her room for maisthe day, and | didn’t really see that
much of her for the next few days.

Green: No more questions your honor.

Judge: Does the defense wish to cross-examineithess?

King: Yes we do your honor. During the evening abBna and Steven’s argument, did
you actually speak with Sabrina?

Kim: No, | was in my room the entire time.

King: How can you claim that Sabrina was more ufizah usual?

Kim: Even after Steven left, | could hear her cagllhim names.

King: But you didn’t actually see her, did you?
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Kim: No.

King: So, you have actually no idea where Sabrieatwor what she took with her, or
even what she wore to go out?

Kim: No.

King: Was it the first time that Sabrina took a weo during the night, before she went to
bed?

Kim: No, she usually showered before she went tb be

King: How close were you and Sabrina?

Kim: Well, we were roommates, we talked, went agiether sometimes, and overall, got
along.

King: But you and Sabrina were not actually clasenids?

Kim: | guess we weren’t close.

King: Did Sabrina ever confide in you?

Kim: No.

King: So how can you say how she felt the next nmgrnf Sabrina did not confide in
you?

Kim: I just said what | saw.

King: After Sabrina found out about Steven’s degthy did not see her for a few days?
Kim: That’s correct.

King: So she could have been grieving?

Kim: Yes.

King: And you did not check on her even once?

Kim: No.
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King: Have you seen this knife before?

Kim: Yes; it was Steven’s.

King: Did you see it the night before the murder?

Kim: No, | was in my room most of the evening.

King: So you don’'t know if Steven left the knife &abrina’s apartment, or if he had it
with him?

Kim: No.

King: Did he ever leave his things at Sabrina’s?

Kim: Yes, many times.

King: So he could have left that knife in Sabrinbég?

Kim: Yes, | guess.

King: So, because you were in your room all nigbty did not see what Sabrina wore to
go out that night?

Kim: No.

King: Did you see Steven cut himself while prepgrainner?

Kim: No.

King: So you never saw or spoke to Sabrina thetrogthe argument?

Kim: No.

King: No more questions your honor.

Judge: Any further withesses?

Green: Yes your honor. The people would like td e&rk Tyler to the stand.
Judge: Will the clerk please swear in the next @sm

Clerk: Do you want to swear on the Bible or affirm?
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Mark: The Bible.

Clerk: Do you solemnly swear that the testimony goelabout to give in this case is the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the trudhhelp me God?

Mark: 1 do so swear.

Green: For the record, state your full name, and yelationship to the deceased.
Mark: My name is Mark Tyler and Steven was one gftrast friends as well as my
roommate.

Green: How long have you known Steven?

Mark: Since high school, so | guess almost 10 years

Green: Have you known Sabrina the same amountefti

Mark: Yes. Steven and Sabrina have been togethee gjrade 9.

Green: So you have been close to both Steven dmih§a

Mark: Yes, Sabrina was my best friend’s girlfriend.

Green: Can you tell me when you saw Steven folastetime?

Mark: We both wrote an exam earlier in the dayeAdtards, we came home and there
was a message from Sabrina asking Steven to gall he

Green: What time was that at?

Mark: That was at about 5 P.M.

Green: Then what happened?

Mark: Steven called Sabrina, and spoke to herlfout5 minutes. When he finished
talking with her, he came into the kitchen and tolel that he was going over to Sabrina’s

for dinner and to talk about something with heasked him what it was that Sabrina
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wanted to discuss, and Steven said, “I don’t knowt,whatever it is, | am not sure if |
want to hear it”. | asked him if she was still upaleout Steven studying with Jill.

Green: Who is Jill?

Mark: She’s a student in our business class, andevked on several assignments
together and studied for a couple of tests together

Green: Okay, go on.

Mark: Steven said that he thought that Sabrinagudigén over it, but now it was apparent
she had not. | asked Steven if he was coming hbatenight, and he said that he was not
sure. “I'll just call you once | know”, is what Sten said.

Green: Then what happened?

Mark: Steven left; he biked over to Sabrina’s house

Green: Did he ever call you?

Mark: Yes, he called me at about 11:30 P.M. tortelwhat happened.

Green: What did he say?

Mark: He told me that he was coming home that nadtetr he had biked around and
cooled down. He sounded very upset. He said theds over between him and Sabrina.
His exact words were: “She is crazy. She becomes @red more paranoid by the
minute. I've had enough”. Sabrina would not beliSteven that he and Jill just studied
together. Sabrina accused Steven of cheating owittedill.

Green: How long did you and Steven speak for?

Mark: We were on the phone for about half an hour.

Green: Did Steven say what time he was going toechome at?
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Mark: No; he said not to wait up for him becausedaly needed to cool off after the
argument.

Green: To your knowledge, did Steven and Sabrigaeaa lot?

Mark: Recently yes. For some reason, Sabrina &t threatened by Jill, and she was
becoming more and more suspicious of Steven.

Green: Did Steven typically go for bike rides atdeguments with Sabrina?

Mark: Yeah, if not a bike ride, then a run, or heud go for a swim; he usually did do
something athletic afterwards.

Green: So what did you do after you spoke to Steven

Mark: | had a shower and went to bed.

Green: What happened in the morning?

Mark: | got up very early because | wanted to goefoun. | was surprised that Steven
was not home.

Green: How did you know?

Mark: His shoes were missing, and the door to Bdrdsom was open. It's closed during
the night when Steven goes to sleep.

Green: So you knew that he did not come home?

Mark: Yes.

Green: What happened then?

Mark: Before | left for my run, the police calleddtold me about his death.

Green: What did you do then?

Mark: | couldn’t believe it, so | called Sabrinagee if she knew anything.

Green: What did Sabrina say when you told her?
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Mark: She said that she didn't give rat’s ass ashat happened to that SOB. She also
said that it served him right, for all the cheatiregdid on her. She also said that his death
is really a service to the human race, since thes\got removed. .

Green: Was that a typical reaction after an arguthen

Mark: No, usually, she was the one calling him apdlogizing and asking Steven to
forgive her. This time, she sounded not happyasut being killed was the right
punishment.

Green: So when you spoke to her she didn't sousdtupr surprised about Stevens’s
death?

King: Objection your Honor! Leading the witness

Judge: Please rephrase the question.

Green: When you spoke to Sabrina, how did she sbund

Mark: She sounded angry perhaps, but not upsetrprised.

Green: No more questions your honor.

Judge: Does the defense wish to cross-examineithess?

King: Yes your honor. How long have you and Stekeown Jill?

Mark: For about one year.

King: How often would you and Steven study with2Jil

Mark: Fairly often since we were taking the sanassés.

King: Before your last exam, the one that you,alitl Steven wrote the day before he
died, did you study with Steven and Jill?

Mark: | did for an hour or so, and then | left.

King: Where did you go?
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Mark: Home.

King: What about Steven?

Mark: He stayed.

King: Where were you studying?

Mark: At Jill’s.

King: Does she have any roommates?

Mark: No, she lives by herself.

King: So once you left, Steven and Jill were alobed Steven come home that night?
Mark: No, not really. He came home in the morning.

King: So he spent the night at Jill's.

Mark: Yes, they pulled an all-nighter.

King: Is that all?

Mark: Yes, | do believe so. Steven would never tbeaanyone, especially not Sabrina.
Whatever problems they had, he cared about heralShdold him multiple times that no
one ever cheated on her, and she would personklinkone who would do that to her.
Steven would laugh at of and say that the same fgoé&sm.

King: What about Jill. Did she act as if she wali@ be with Steven?

Mark: Many times; she send Steven notes and ineitatto parties or get-togethers, but
Steven always made it very clear that he was rietested.

King: Did Steven, say anything about the studyisessith Jill, after he came home?
Mark: No, not really.

King: How did Steven behave when he come back fidis?
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Mark: He looked very tired, and was distracted.ditenot want to talk, but just said that
it was a long night.

King: Do you think that Jill was capable of makimgexual pass at Steven?

Mark: Maybe, | really don’t know.

King: Do you think that when Jill did not get heaywith Steven, she would take it out
on him for humiliating her?

Mark: | do not know.

King: How did Jill seem during the exam?

Mark: We did not really see her. She came in latel sat at the back of the room. She
left before Steven and | were done.

King: Have you ever seen Jill when she was angspateone?

Mark: Yes.

King: How did she act, and what was it about?

Mark: We were talking together, Steven Jill and eflfys the library one time, when this
one guy came in to the library. When Jill saw hstme jumped up, and started shouting at
him, and when he tried to say something she hit Bir@ven and | grabbed her and sat her
down so that she would cool down. That was whendaldeus that he stood her up, and
did not show up for their date. Then she startgthgr and that was really that.

King: Did she ever lash out at Steven that way?

Mark: No

.King: Thank you your honor.

Judge: Any further witnesses for the Crown?

Green: Yes Your Honour, the Crown would like td €. Scott Bauer.
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Clerk: Do you want to swear on the Bible or affirm?

Bauer: The Bible.

Clerk: Do you solemnly swear that the testimony goelabout to give in this case is the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the trushhelp me God?

Bauer: | swear.

Green: Your Honor | would ask that Dr. Bauer belifjed as an expert in blood splatter
analysis. | can advise the court that his expeis®t in dispute.

Judge: Is this the case Mr. King?

King: Agreed Your Honour.

Green: Dr. Bauer, could you state your occupatioriie record?

Bauer: | am a forensic specialist, and | speciahzbe areas of blood splatter analysis
and DNA testing.

Green: How long have you worked in your profession?

Bauer: For about 12 years.

Green: This would mean that you have much expegienblood splatter analysis and
DNA testing?

Bauer: Yes, | would say that | have experiencéat area.

Green: Could you tell us more about the blood sgiaést.

Bauer: Yes. The purpose of the test is to determhitne pattern of blood spray on a
piece of clothing has been caused by a weapondinddvhat kind of weapon, etc.
Basically, when there is a wound blood is spilleal depending on what has caused the
wound, there will be a different pattern that ttheoll creates. The pattern is determined

by the weapon that has been used to inflict thendpas well as the distance of the
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weapon from the body. In this case the weaponanasfe which left a specific pattern
of blood that was typical to that instrument.

Green: Have you examined the bloodstains on Sabrshat?

Bauer: Yes.

Green: Do they match Steven’s blood?

Bauer: Yes.

Green: Does the pattern on Sabrina’s shirt matelp#ttern that is left after a stabbing
someone?

Green: In this case there is a pattern on Sabrstarsthat would match multiple
stabbings. However, there is more blood presenmteshirt that would be normally
present after four stab wounds.

Green: Are you saying that the pattern is therethmre is also additional blood on the
shirt?

Bauer: Yes.

Green: No more questions Your Honour.

Judge: Would the defense like to cross-examinevitreess?

King: Yes, Your Honour. Dr. Bauer, you have saidtttihe pattern on Sabrina’s shirt
matches the typical pattern of a knife wound, bat there also is extra blood and
another pattern? Is that correct?

Bauer: Yes, there is the typical pattern of a staipland the blood on the shirt matches
the blood of the deceased, but there are otherssten the shirt that match the blood type

of the deceased.
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King: The evening before Steven died he cut himsél a knife and Sabrina used her
shirt to stop the blood. Could the patterns onsthie be from Sabrina stopping the
blood?

Bauer: As | have said there is more blood on the gtan there should be, which means
that scenario could have happened.

King: Could the pattern perhaps be solely causetthékitchen incident?

Bauer: No. The extra blood could be from the kitchrecident, but the other pattern is
unmistakable - it comes from a knifing.

King: Have you ever been wrong?

Bauer: Rarely.

King: But there were cases that you made mistakesith your analysis?

Bauer: Yes, there were a few cases where | wasgvron

King: No more questions Your Honour.

Green: The Crown rests Your Honour.

Judge: Will the defense please call their firshess.

King: The defense calls Amanda Moss.

Judge: Will the clerk please swear in the witness.

Clerk: Would you like to swear on the Bible or afif?

Amanda: The Bible.

Clerk: Do you solemnly swear that the testimony goelabout to give in this case is the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the trushhelp me God?

Amanda: | swear.

King: Would you state your whole name and your pation for the record?
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Amanda: My name is Amanda Moss, and | am a bartestd®ylvie’'s Bar.

King: How long have you been working at that bar?

Amanda: For the past 2 years.

King: Were you working on the night of Thursday, WEB?

Amanda: Yes | was.

King: What time did you start work?

Amanda: At 7 P.M.

King: What time did you work until?

Amanda: Until 3 A.M.

King: Was the bar busy that night?

Amanda: No not really, the busy nights are Wedngsdad Saturdays, not Thursdays.
King: Did you see the accused, Sabrina Gray, ab#ng¢hat night?

Amanda: Yes, | did.

King: What time did she come in?

Amanda: It was about midnight. | had just returfrech my break, when this young
woman ordered a drink from me.

King: How did she look to you?

Amanda: Distressed; it looked like she was crying.

King: Do you remember what clothes the accused Wore

Amanda: She had on a pink tank top that was staaretijeans.

King: What did the stain on the defendant’s tankltwk like to you. What do you think
it was?

Amanda: | am not sure, maybe blood.
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King: Can you describe what it looked like?

Amanda: It covered the lower half of her shirtwls dark, and really looked like
something was spilled on it. Actually, it is vergrld to describe it. However, this is the
best description that | can give you.

King: How often did the accused come over to bumgldrthat night?

Amanda: At least 3 more times after the first drink

King: When did you see her for the last time?

Amanda: At exactly one minute before 2:00 she cemtbe bar to get her last drink. It
was a shot, so she drank it fast, and | saw heeladew minutes after that.

King: Where is your bar located?

Amanda: On King and Columbia.

King: How long do you think it takes to walk fronoyr bar to Waterloo Park?
Amanda: Roughly 20 to 25 minutes.

King: Ladies and gentlemen, it takes about 20 ton2tutes to walk from that bar to the
park, and Steven was killed at about 2:30. Thatdedhe accused only 5 to 10 minutes to
find him in the park, where she did not know thatwas and kill him. 1 do not think that
this is physically possible. Thank you

Judge: Does the Crown wish to cross-examine theegs?

Green: Yes Your Honor.

Green: How sure are you that the stain on Sabrstars was blood?

Amanda: It looked like blood, but | am not sure.

Green: How strong is the light where you stand?

Amanda: It is not that strong, There is only oightj and that is in the centre.
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Green: Where do you stand in relationship to tylett

Amanda: To the left of it.

Green: From there you are sure you can determatestimeone’s shirt is stained with
blood, or is even stained at all?

Amanda: | am not sure what it was.

Green: So it could have been the light reflectindher shirt that created the illusion of a
stain.

Amanda: Maybe.

Green: You have said that it takes 20 to 25 mintategalk to Waterloo Park. How long
does it take when you take the shortcut?

Amanda: | am not sure, | never take the shortcut.

Green: How often do you walk from your bar to WetterPark?

Amanda: Never really.

Green: So how can you say that it takes 20 to 2utas to walk that distance?
Amanda: From looking at the distance, it seemsdi® to 25 minute walk.

Green: But you are not absolutely sure, are you?

Amanda: No.

Green: Thank you Your Honor.

Judge: Any further withesses?

King: No Your Honor, the defense is resting.

Judge: Mr. Prosecutor are you ready to proceeao glosing arguments?

Green: Yes Your Honor.
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Closing Arguments

Green: Ladies and gentlemen of the jury | am déddgho have the opportunity to speak
to you once again. All through this trial you hdeen attentive and | would like to thank
you for your participation on behalf of the Crov8imilar to many other murders, this
murder occurred in the dead of night without wisesspresent. Even though there may
not have been any witnesses to the murder, theithdils who did speak to you made it
clear that it was Sabrina Gray who committed thed®au First of all, the couple argued
in the night before the murder, and Sabrina’s jealwature has been shown very clearly.
Since most murders occur between people that lagk ether, this murder is not an
exception. Sabrina’s jealousy was the motive &edight was the trigger that gave this
young woman the strength to kill the person thatlsked. Sabrina’s shirt was stained
perhaps when she was at the bar; however, theraovelgar evidence given; the blood
stained Sabrina’s shirt for sure after she leftthe So Sabrina could have walked out of
Sylvie’s bar, taken the shortcut to the park, foGtelven, since she knows the route that
he takes to go home, and stabbed him there.

You may be asking yourself, how did she know wigteven would be? She
knew his route home, since they both took it mames; she knew his pattern of
behavior, from being with him for so many yearsu3ht was not hard for her to find
Steven that night. Fueled by alcohol, jealousy, la@rdsense of injustice, she set out to
deliver justice. The justice was delivered in tbenf of four stab wounds, which were

deadly to the young man.
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| have every faith that when you retire to the juzgm to deliberate, you will
look at the facts with open minds, and on thatdfsd the accused guilty of first degree
murder. Thank you.
Judge: Thank you Mr. Green. Mr. King, are you retgresent your closing arguments?
King: Yes your honor. Ladies and gentlemen ofjting, | stand before you once again
to restate to you my previous convictions and leli€his young lady before you may be
guilty of arguing with Steven and being suspiciotiSteven, but she is not guilty of
murdering the person that she loved for so manysyde you all know, disagreements
occur among people that love each other; it is Biragact of life that people who know
each other really well and love one another argnd,may not always see eye to eye.
However, arguments between lovers do not mearott&tover will murder their partner.

Sabrina and Steven were a young couple, who &fgarargument, needed time
to cool off and they both proceeded to do so iir then ways. Steven went biking, while
Sabrina went to a bar. As a matter of fact, sheseadistracted and distraught that she
did not even notice that the shirt that she wagwgavas stained with Steven’s blood.
She left the house in exactly the same clothesstiivas wearing during the day,
because she simply needed to clear her mind. Shetw&ylvie’s where she behaved
like many of her peers do: she had a few drinksced, listened to music and once the
bar was closed she proceeded to go home. At theedina left, and taking into
consideration the distance from the bar to the Réwdre Steven was murdered, it is not
possible to make it in such a short period of tileen if Sabrina took a short cut it is
impossible that she would know exactly where Stevas. Even knowing his typical

route home, she wouldn’t know that he was stilliauhe park. | have full confidence
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that you will consider these discrepancies while e deliberating, and after careful
review of the facts, you will find this young ladpt guilty of the murder of Steven
Klein. Thank you.

Judicial instructions:

Judge: Ladies and Gentlemen of the jury, you haaecdall the evidence in this case,
and now it is the time for you to deliberate. SaarGGray has been charged with murder
of the first degree. In order for you to find heiilty of first-degree murder the following

needs to be true.

* Murder is first-degree murder when it is planned daliberate.

* Without limiting the generality of subsection (&)urder is planned and deliberate
when it is committed pursuant to an arrangemeneundhich money or anything
of value passes or is intended to pass from orsopdo another, or is promised
by one person to another, as consideration forathegr's causing or assisting in
causing the death of anyone or counselling angqitieson to do any act causing

or assisting in causing that death.

» lrrespective of whether a murder is planned anitbdidte on the part of any
person, murder is first degree murder when themict
o a police officer, police constable, constable, gheteputy sheriff,
sheriff's officer or other person employed for fineservation and
maintenance of the public peace, acting in thesmaf his duties;
o awarden, deputy warden, instructor, keeper, jajeard or other officer

or a permanent employee of a prison, acting ircthese of his duties; or
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0 a person working in a prison with the permissiothef prison authorities

Irrespective of whether a murder is planned anibdedte on the part of any
person, murder is first degree murder in respeatmérson when the death is
caused by that person while committing or attengptincommit an offence under

one of the following sections:

(a) section 76 (hijacking an aircratft);

(b) section 271 (sexual assault);

(c) section 272 (sexual assault with a weapon, thitead third party or causing bodily

harm);

(d) section 273 (aggravated sexual assault);

(e) section 279 (kidnapping and forcible confinemgat)

(f) section 279.1 (hostage taking).

Irrespective of whether a murder is planned anibdedte on the part of any
person, murder is first degree murder when thehdeataused by that person
while committing or attempting to commit an offengeder section 264 and the
person committing that offence intended to causgtrson murdered to fear for
the safety of the person murdered or the safeangbne known to the person

murdered.

Irrespective of whether a murder is planned antbdedte on the part of a person,

murder is first degree murder when the death isedwhile committing or
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attempting to commit an indictable offence undés tr any other Act of
Parliament where the act or omission constitutimggdffence also constitutes a

terrorist activity.

» lrrespective of whether a murder is planned antbdedte on the part of a person,
murder is first degree murder when the death isedwhile committing or
attempting to commit an offence under section 8%He benefit of, at the

direction of or in association with a criminal onggation.

» Irrespective of whether a murder is planned antbdedte on the part of a person,
murder is first degree murder when the death isedwhile committing or

attempting to commit an offence under section 423.1

* All murder that is not first degree murder is satdegree murder

Manslaughter: Culpable homicide that is not muatdnfanticide is manslaughter.

Culpable: Deserving of blame or censure as bemumgy evil, improper, or injurious

Homicide: A person commits homicide when, directtyndirectly, by any means, he

causes the death of a human being.

» Homicide is culpable or not culpable.
* Homicide that is not culpable is not an offence.
» Culpable homicide is murder or manslaughter omti€éide.

* A person commits culpable homicide when he catisedeath of a human
being,

(a) by means of an unlawful act;

(b) by criminal negligence;
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(c) by causing that human being, by threats or féarabence or by deception, to do
anything that causes his death; or

(d) by willfully frightening that human being, in tloase of a child or sick person.
Now that you have been instructed on the law, tim& for you to retire and finally be

able to discuss the case.
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Appendix B: Juror Survey

Please answer the following questions honestly.
Personal Information:
1. Age:

2. Gender (circle one): Female Male

3. Race:

Caucasian

Asian

Aboriginal

Latin

Black

Other

If other please state.

4. Religion:
Roman Catholic
Protestant
Christian

Jewish

Moslem

Other; please state

5. First language:
English

French

Other; please state

Occupation:
Student
Fully Employed

If you are a student, state your year of studycleione):
1St 2nd 3I’d 4th 5th

What is your major/majors of study?

Have you ever served on a jury?

Yes.

No.

6. Have you ever been in charge of a team, or a gimugp committee? For example,

coordinator of a yearbook.
Yes.
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No.

7. Have you enjoyed being in charge of others?
Yes.
No.

8. Do you enjoy organizing events?
Yes.
No.

9. Would you describe yourself as a:
Leader
Follower

10.Do you enjoy working in a group, towards a commoalgsuch as a group
project?

Yes

No

11.When you work in a group, state your most frequel®&. For example, note
taker.

12.How would your best friend describe you as a petson

13.How would you describe yourself?

14. State the activities that you enjoy doing duringryfsee time. Fore example,
types of sports.

15.What is the job that you would like to have afteuyinish university?

16.Does it matter to you what your friends think abiooportant world issues?
Yes.
No.

17.Do you like to be involved in
The community

Residence

School

18.1f you have circled one or more of the above answégase list what you are
involved in.
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Appendix C: Results for Condition 1
Defense disengaged, Crown Neutral
Crown’s opening statement.

During this time all ten jury members sat quietiytheir seats, and most were
waiting to hear what the lawyers had to say. Feargy mostly 9 and 7 sipped coffees
and only juror number 8 leaned closer to the scteeake in all the information given to
them by the Crown. The others listened, and ocoa#lioshifted in their seats.

Defense opening arguments:

During the opening remarks given to the jury bydieénse, there was a little bit
more activity happening among the jurors. Juror Ipen® took his attention from the
trial and looked around at the other jurors, whibmit make eye contact with juror 9.
Juror number 5 smirked at the defense’s words,edisas rolled his eyes and had a
disbelieving expression on his face. This was thlg external emotional reaction shown
by the jury to the remarks given by the lawyersadidlition, juror 7 cracked his neck
during this time, and juror numberl, similar togu®, looked around at the other jurors,
but the others did not make eye contact with him.

First witness for the Crown:

When the first witness came in all the jurors wiesening intently to the
Crown’s questioning and the answers provided byiitigess. It was when the defense
was cross-examining the witness that juror 3 sdaxdook around, smiling, and looking
very bored. This juror was clearly not being enghlge the defense examination of the

witness. Juror 8, similar to 3, smiled when theeds€ was finished, and all through this
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cross examination it was noticed that the jurotrdgion was not captured by this
lawyer.
Witness 2 for the Crown:

The jurors are following the questioning of theneisses by the lawyers, and
there is little activity happening. Juror numbas 4awning, but is still listening to the
testimony. Juror number 2, however, looks concethgthg this witness’s testimony,
and appears to believe the witness. During thescegamination of the witness by the
defense, jurors 3 and 7 look around, but they dowake eye contact with others, or with
each other. Once this witness finished testifythg,first segment of the trial was
finished. It was time for the first break, and awbte for the jury members to talk with
each other, and get to know one another. The jaybers had ten minutes to talk freely
about any topic they liked, except the trial.

Break:

The jurors took this time to introduce themseheeedch other and talk about very
general topics. First, jurors 4 and 5 waved hallorte another; they appeared to
recognize each other. Other jurors, mainly judgr8, 6, and 10, shake hands. Juror 1
goes to jurors 9 and 6 to shake hands. This jusorshakes hands and introduces himself
to jurors 4, 3, and 2. Thus, during this brief tjjugors have introduced themselves to
one another by name, and now are starting to exygheomments and laugh at each
other’s jokes. All the jury are still not very coonfable with each other; they are only
beginning the process of learning about one another

It has been observed that jurors10 and 2 haveck guord with one another, and

juror 10 jokes about this being his first jury duyuror number 7 addresses everyone, and
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asks the year of study of all the jury memberssTiior is trying to learn more about the
other members of this jury. Jurors 2 through 6yrepid share with the others their
academic programs. Since all jurors are univegtitgents, the first conversations are
about school, courses, and professors. This te@acommon among all the jury. They
all recognize this, and embark on exchanging contsnguestions, and ideas about
school. Thus, jurors 4 and 5 talk with one anothed it should be recalled that those two
jurors may have recognized each other from school.

Similarly, jurors 2 and 7 talk about shared clagseseach other’s understanding
of course materials. Other jurors are listeninth&r conversation, and do not interrupt.
Juror 10 talks again, and this time he engagesg@poas well as juror 2 in a
conversation. Other jurors, specifically 4 and &apup. There is discussion amongst the
jurors. It has been noted that jurors 2 and 10 tlaeeualities of leaders. They lead and
start many conversations, especially after lengtlences that fall upon the group. These
two jurors take the initiative to break the uncortdble silences and fill them with small
talk.

When a silence has fallen on the group, while j@rstretches, juror 10 asks a
general question of the group about psychologyrJuanswers juror 10 and they talk
about their education in psychology. In additiampjs 1 and 2start a conversation
amongst themselves and jurors 3, 4, and 5 nodsporese. They listen, but do not
contribute to the discussion. While jurors 10 argp&ak, juror 1 joins their conversation
and talks about his psychology education. Juratdr@iinates the conversation, and is
most comfortable speaking. This is apparent duasimgther uncomfortable silence, which

juror 10 breaks by asking about a midterm exampsyehology course. Juror 2 answers
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and shares with others exam stories, especiallyaboat a fire alarm. Juror 7 makes
remarks to juror 2's story and juror 8 joins inisljuror 2, however, who continues
talking and engaging others in conversation. At thme, jurors 3, 4, and 5 talk to one
another. While juror 6 is silent, juror 7 talksdaso do juror 3 and 4. These two jurors
speak much together. At the same time, jurors 18n@ 8 also are engaged in
conversation.

From this first break a few conclusions can be dratis becoming apparent that
juror 2 and 10 are leaders. These two jurors htaréesl many conversations, broken
uncomfortable silences, and engaged other jury nreesribh conversations. Similarly,
jurors 8 and 7 are also very involved in conveatwith others, but they have spent
much time speaking to jurors 2 and 10. Jurors 8nd,5 seem to be happy talking
together, and even though they join the conversatimthers, they spend much time
talking together. At the same time, jurors 6 arad@very silent, and not contributing
much to any conversations. Juror 1 is a littleniare active than jurors 6 and 9, but not
by much.

Therefore, after the conclusion of the first brehlere are two promising leaders,
and the beginnings of subgroups. In addition, tiners have found common ground in
the topic of school. All of them are students @ #ame institution, and take or have
taken the same courses. This is the common threadgthem.

Witness 3:

During this time, jurors turn their attention ag#arthe screen and the trial. Juror

4 yawns visibly, and juror 5 looks around at othenshout making eye contact. Juror 3

also glances around, but not much. The most agtiiting the Crown’s presentation
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comes from jurors 4 and 5. Juror 4 continues toryawnile 4 others are very attentive to
the lawyers and witness’s presentation.

During the cross-examination of the witness, notimaction occurs. Juror 4
shifts in his seat, while juror 7 rubs his eyesodd smirks at the testimony and than
proceeds to tilt his head down in a way that hesdu# see the screen. Juror 5’s
reactions are the same, in that he also does rioh\lze screen and has his head down.
During the next witness, not much action is obsgre¢her than, juror 4 continuing to
yawn and look tired. Thus, during this segmenteftrial, jurors 4 and 5 have been most
active, however, 4 was mostly looking tired and gang. The other jurors have been
listening to the testimony and did not appear teehasible reaction to the witnesses or
the lawyers.

Break 2:

Another 10 minute break is announced. Jurors hawgthar break during which
they can continue to get to one another betteistnetigthen their connections. At first
juror 2 smirks, but no one speaks. The silenceteriupted by juror 1 asking all the other
jurors about their major of study. Jurors 7, 83 4 reply and start talking. Juror 10
interrupts the conversation about majors of stwdysk juror 3 a question about a
possible mutual acquaintance. Juror 10’s questermed to have stopped the
conversation, for a beat.

Juror 7, however, is the one to break the silerycasking a question of juror 9.
Jurors 7 and 9 have a conversation together, dndaah other, or answer each other’s
guestions in turn. While juror 6 does not contrébtd the conversation, juror 10 had been

listening to the conversation of juror 7, and 9 goids them with a comment. Juror 7
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asks a question of juror 1 in order to engageghrson in a conversation, and learn a bit
more about that person. Juror 7 is very talka@wel while this juror is describing a
professor, juror 2, who is listening, looks incrkxis. The small subgroup of 3, 4, 5, say
nothing during this time, and 6 not only does rayt anything and joins the others in
conversations, but also looks very withdrawn. Juddy and 7 enjoy a lively conversation
about professors and school, while others espgd@alt, 5, and 6 are silent. During the
last moments of the break juror 2 speaks, whilerjGrmakes a comment about juror 6
being half asleep. Before the break ends jurorsk8 ane last question.

During this break jurors 7, 10 and 2 have been wetive and have engaged
others in general conversations. Jurors 2 and @ to lead and have started many
conversations; however, juror 7 has also been aetiye and has contributed much to
many discussions. The major topic of conversatasmlbeen school. This seems to be the
one topic that most jurors not only have in comniart,are most comfortable talking
about. This may stem from up-coming midterms wialthhe jurors will be writing.

Trial:
Crown rests, Defense first witness:

While the witness is sworn in, juror 5 laughs ogemlhile juror 4 shifts in his
seat. After this, juror 5 seems to be asleep, whiler 2 smiles towards the end of the
defense’s questioning.

Cross examination:

At first juror 4 glances at juror 5, but juror 5laking down, and no eye contact

is made. During this cross examination, juror glaiat the cross examination.

Closing statements — Crown:
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Not much activity is happening once again. It i®jut who shifts in his seat, and
juror 5 who looks very tired.

During the closing remarks made by the defensactwity was noted. Once the
defense is finished, the judge gave the jurors thetructions. At this time, all jurors are
looking up and listening to the judge. It is onlygr 4 and 5 who shift in their seats, all
the others are still. During this segment of tied wnly juror 4 and 5 have been active.
Juror 5 has mostly slept and laughed, while jurbag shifted much in his seat. This
activity may not be important, since it may onlyadeen an indication of the
individual’s restlessness. Other jurors howeveveghaot engaged in any activities at all.

During this entire trial, there were very few attes that were visible. The jurors
have not made eye contact, or reacted to testimafithe witnesses. There were only a
handful of reactions, but no visible body languttte would suggest that jurors are
connecting with one another, have silent commuitioabr are affected by the lawyers.
Deliberations:

The deliberations start with a silent vote forta# jurors. Once they all complete
the task, they are informed that they have 20 tmBfutes to discuss the case and vote
openly on the verdict. The first task, howevetpiselect a foreperson. During the time
that other jurors were finishing writing their sitevote, juror 3 and 4 were involved in
conversation. Juror 10 is involved in discussiathyuror 1, and 3 and 4 are laughing
and talking together.

When everyone settles in to start discussing tee aad selects a foreperson,
jurors 3 and 9 make eye contact, everyone elseiét.gJuror 10 starts the discussion by

asking “Who wants to be the foreperson, and alsat wkactly that is?” Juror number 7
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responds and explains what the duties of a forepease. Juror number 2 speaks up and
tells everyone that she has been a juror before gftup unanimously chooses her to be
their foreperson. Thus, juror 2 becomes this gretigreperson. This juror has showed
herself as a leader during the duration of thé tria

The foreperson asks everyone what they think, acdwages the group to talk.
Juror 8 suggest going in a circle and have eacdoperxpress their thoughts on the
matter. The foreman disagrees at first, but jurspéaks up for the idea and it is agreed
that they go in a circle and express their ideas.

Juror 10 starts by suggesting that the accuseatiguilty and that evidence
shown did not convince him. Juror 1 agrees witbjO that the accused is not guilty for
the same reason - not enough evidence. Juror 9keitiet the accused is guilty, but not
of the first degree murder.

Before the other jurors can give their opinion juscand 8 ask questions and a
discussion begins. During this discussion juron@ @ disagree. Following this, juror 1
asks another question, and so does juror 7. Theeglhrelevant questions pertaining to
the case. Juror 10 agrees with juror 7. Juror 40 taies to get the group back on track,
and leads the group back to the circle. Juror 6ghis vote guilty, but this is not
followed by an explanation or a reason.

The jurors continue, and state that the accusegdiliy, but there is some doubt
still. To this juror 3 nods. Another discussiortocs during which juror 10 agrees with
juror 8's explanations of the blood splatter anialysd so does juror 5. Once this little
discussion is over, juror 4 states that the accissedt guilty of first degree murder.

After this declaration, another discussion staptsnainly about the difference between
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first and second degree murder. Jurors 1, 9, 8,ttanforeperson are involved in this
discussion. When juror 5 states that the accusedilty, juror 7 asks juror 5 how that is
possible. Juror 5 explains his reasoning, and j@ragrees with juror 5, however, juror
10 disagrees with jurors 9 interpretation of events

During the discussion that follows, jurors 7 andigagree with one another. Juror
8 is very involved in the discussions, and takdsminating role. When juror 5 is trying
to state his argument, juror 8 speaks up and digsrihat juror’s point. In the next
discussion, jurors 7 and 10 agree with one another.

Juror 2, who is the foreperson, takes charge o$itnation and gets the group
focused on some of the evidence that was presémtbeé group, mainly the bloody
clothes. She asks the group their opinions ongiiist, trying to get them focused on the
evidence. A heated discussion ensued in whichgu2po?, 8, and 5 are involved. Juror 8
however, is taking a dominant role in this discossit is to juror 8's arguments that
jurors 3, 4, 7 agree.

The conversation about the disposal of the blodoiyes continues and it is juror
5 this time, explaining his opinions, and conviaBoWhile listening to juror’s 5 story,
jurors 3, 4 smiles, while juror 10 nods. Juror Xesma comment and juror 1 agrees.

In the next conversation it is jurors 10 and 8 vah® involved. Juror 8 talks and juror 10
agrees, and the foreperson nods. It is becomirag that juror 8, who is very dominant,

is leading the group even though he is not theplengon. Juror 5 seem to disagree with 8
and presents counter arguments. To this it is$u8prd, and 9 that agree. Juror 5 is not
finished however, and continues the argument. rRioontinues to agree, and juror 7

joins in. Juror 8 tries to get a word in, but ijusor 7 who does. It is jurors 9 and 10 then,
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who contribute to the discussion, and juror 5 disag with juror 10’s points. Jurors 8
and 9 talk over the other jurors and juror 9 dieagrwith jury 8. At this time, even
though the deliberations are not over, it shouladited that jurors 3 and 4 stick together,
similar to at the breaks, and it is juror 8, 10a@d 7 who are very active during this time.

The foreperson is trying to lead the group in tiseukssion and have the group
focus on the facts that they know about, in ordentike sense of the evidence. It is juror
9 who starts talking, and juror 10 jumps in. J@pwho is very active, corrects juror 10
and continues the discussion. The foreperson joirend steers the conversation back to
the facts. This time juror 5 speaks up, but jurdishgrees. The foreperson also disagrees
with 8, and juror 10 is asking questions, and gyim make sense of the argument.
Another little discussion ensues, but this timeyualiaking a vote and the time that the
group has. The first open vote occurs, and thamm®split. Jurors, 2, 6, 9, 5 and 4 vote
guilty, while jurors 8, 3, 1, 10, and 7 vote notlyu

The leaders are divided. Juror 2 and 10 were tbdd@aders when the
deliberations began, and juror 8 joined them. J8i®comments throughout and active
role during the discussions, have shown this jgrability to lead and his interest in the
case. At first jurors 3, 4, and 5 were togethe@gtdeast they spent much time speaking
together, but during this first vote, juror 3 hapgorted the other jury members and not
jurors 4 and 5. Jurors 8 and 9 have disagreedhastduring the discussion, and after the
vote they have taken different stands on the isSueors 1 and 6 have not contributed
much to the discussions, before and during thédedtions, but they have given the
same vote of not guilty. During the prevote distors, jurors 8 10 and 7 disagreed;

however, during this first vote they have comedoea on the verdict.
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The discussion continues, since the jurors ar¢ispineir decision. Juror 7
speaks up, and does not see how the accused agldlity. To this the other jurors
respond, and for a minute all speak at once. Rjrtbre foreperson agrees with 5, and
they are supporting each others ideas. During ¢xé conversation, when the jurors are
discussing the same evidence once more, ther@poduor both guilty and not guilty.
Jurors 2 and 8 disagree. They have voted differeddror 9 supports jurors 2; jurors 2
and 8 continue their discussion. Juror 5 supparty 2 and juror 8 disagrees with juror
5. Juror 7 needs more evidence in order to beinatato what happened. To this the
foreperson tries to draw his attention to the etxpéness testimony. Juror 8, however, is
not convinced about the credibility of the expettness, and juror 1 speaks up to side
with juror 8.

The foreperson gets the group to take another Voiis.time there is a small
change. Juror 6 has changed his mind and is vabhguilty. This is most peculiar since
this juror was not active during the trial or dgrideliberations. This one juror has been
the most withdrawn and silent person in the graMpat can be seds that during the
deliberations the leaders have split. Juror 2 wase group and juror 10 was in another.
In addition, a new leader emerged, or rather aj@®equally active and involved in
leading discussion during the deliberations as wesdeaders. Since jurors 8 and 10
were each other’s supporters, and have voted éosdime verdict, the supporters of not
guilty had two strong leaders. This may have cbaotad to juror 6’s changing his mind,
since two very strong leaders were arguing againistone leader. The other members

of the jury were involved in defending and explagtheir point of view, but the two
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strong voices together may have been strongeradharand convinced juror 6 to vote not
guilty.

After this second vote jurors are explaining tledioice of verdict. Jurors 7 and
10 support one another, and juror 4 expressesohiseen. Jurors 9 and 7 speak up, but it
is juror 3 who asks a question and looks at jurdrie discussion continues and jurors 8
and 9 disagree. Jurors 2 and 9 continue to talksapgort their side, but juror 10 is not
convinced. Jurors 5 and 8 talk, but even thougbrjRroins in, juror 8 is not convinced.
Jurors 5 and 8 continue to disagree, while jurfmkés about the evidence. Juror 5 does
not see the joke, and does not believe that iigsang.

The foreperson, states that it is a hung juryat ik the decision of the majority.
Juror 5 continues to persuade others, but jurare® shot seem to to like that. Jurors 7 and
10 question the evidence, and continue to suppaiamother. Juror 9 answers the
guestions, and juror 10 reviews the evidence one time. Jurors 7 and 8 are not
convinced after the review of the facts. The forspe asks the not guilty group about the
kind of evidence that would convince them. Juroeplies. Jurors 5 and 7 continue to
disagree, and juror 9 does not understand the agisnagainst the guilty verdict. It is
juror 9 who asks the question of what would congitiee others about changing their
mind. It is jurors 7, 3, 4, who reply about a wgadeing discredited. The group
continues to argue, but no one is changing theadmthus, after the final verdict, it is
jurors 2, 5, 4, 9 who vote guilty and the rest vodé guilty.

During the first moments of the trial jurors 4 @ndere the most active jurors.
Much of their behavior was not important, but tisépwed the most reactions. In

addition, during the breaks, they spent much tiatiarig with one another, and 4’'s wave
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to 5 may have suggested a prior acquaintance. Taetw®#s may have contributed to
these two jurors supporting each other during eéeditions. The most puzzling behavior
is that of juror 6 who did not speak much during thal, as well as after. All the other
jurors have talked to each other exchanged idedi€@mments during the breaks.

The verdict is surprising however, since duringttied the defense lawyer was very

disengaged, while the Crown was neutral.
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Appendix D: Results for Condition 2
Crown disengaged; Defense neutral.

Prior to the start of the trial, when everyoneoisking around for seats and
getting comfortable, jurors 1 and 9 talk. As theltbegins and all other jurors listen
intently, juror 7 laughs, while jurors 8 and 2 loatkone another and then around the
room. When the defense steps in to deliver theiogestatement, juror 8 takes notes,
while juror 2 shifts in his seat. During this paftthe trial juror 10 leans back to get more
comfortable and continues to listen to the tridijlevjuror 2 looks puzzled. All of the
other jurors have looked very intently at the fraaid given the trial their full attention.
None of them looked at each other or was distragoyealctivity in the room.

The first break was announced and all jurors proyrigggan to talk. The time for
the jurors to get to know one another has arriged, they took the opportunity to do so.
First, jurors 10 and 5 started talking to each Qtivaile 7 and 2 talked and laughed. Juror
9 first introduced himself to juror 7 and thenhe bthers. Juror 9 also asked all the jurors
about the psychology course that they are takimgr 2 responded, and gave the group
the name of the professor who was teaching hisseodihe group proceeded to talk
about that section of the psychology course. Jiayntinued talking with jurors 5 and 1.
Juror 5 continued talking with juror 1, while 2 epg¢d a conversation with juror 3. Juror
9 continues talking with 7 and 2 about their psyoby course. They find common
grounds, by disliking the professor’s tests andstjaas on them. Juror 9 also engages
juror 1 in the discussion, and that juror contrésuto the conversation. Juror 2 also has a

quick word with juror 7.
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While all this talking occurs, jurors 6, 4, 3, adre silent and do not talk with
anyone. While this group is not talking, juror $kg&aquite a bit, not only starting many
discussions, but also dominating many of them.r3usp9, and 1 continue talking about
psychology, and their likes and dislikes of therseuThey have found a common bond.
Juror 10 asks a question of all the other juromuaibockey. The jurors are working
together to get to know one another, and the csatien shifts from school and common
courses to sports.

Juror 9 is the first one to reply, and tells thieeps that he is a soccer fan and not a
hockey one. Juror 9, even though, he is not a hofgke asks questions about the sport,
and especially about the rules. Jurors 3 and 5Sidihe conversation about hockey, and
add their opinions. Juror 5 agrees with juror @ pmor 5 continues talking about
hockey. It is juror 9, however, who changes thectép soccer. Juror 10 and 5 respond to
juror 9's inquiries about their soccer interesthjlevjurors 6 and 8 are silent and aloof.

Jurors 8 and 1 were not involved in the sports eosation at all, but jurors 1 and
10 were listening and smiling, until juror 10 jothi. Jurors 3, 1, and 8, listen to jurors
9, 5, 2, and 7 talk, but only juror 1 joins in onee while, the others listen and smile.
Jurors 6, 8, 3, stay out of the conversations,aalbgjuror 6. This juror has not been
involved in any of the other conversations, andiiomes to sit aloofly and not contribute
to the group’s discussions. He is not inquiringwhmihers’ interests and not contributing
his opinions or ideas. The other jurors who amensjlsmile, or nod, or speak at times,
while juror 6 is silent.

Juror 7 tells the others that he is from Las Vedkeyada. Juror 9 hears this and

inquires about the sports that juror 7 has watchéde United States. Juror 7 explains
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that in the United States he watched mostly basieihe jurors continue talking about
sports and a small group emerges that not onlyheatsports, but agrees about hockey.
This group involves jurors 10, 9, 1, 7, 3, andWwods 2 and 10 continue talking about
sports, while 9 and 7 have another discussion aqmits, aside from 2 and 10. Jurors 2
and 10 and 7 and 9 talk much together, laugh, grekaon many points. It is juror 9,
however, who expresses his opinions the most, antinties to dominate the
conversations. Jurors 6, 8, and 3 remain quietdanabt talk with others. Juror 7 asks a
guestion of juror 2, and they continue talking ewsren the break comes to an end.
Before, the break has concluded jurors 3 and 4igiand contribute a comment here
and there. Juror 8 not only does not talk, but dpdmis time during the break doodling on
a piece of paper.

During this first break, juror 9 has shown his lesthip skills by starting
conversations, speaking with other jurors, anddegery comfortable among strangers.
He has led many conversations, and was able taeraaer jurors in them. There was
not a second of uncomfortable silence, since the tvas filled with many conversations
of which juror 9 was a part. Just as juror 9 hamnbeery talkative, juror 6 was very quiet,
and stood apart from the others. This juror didtnoto learn more about his fellow jury
members, and would not let the others learn abiout Juror 8 was similar, but not as
standoffish as juror 6. Jurors 7, 2, 10, and 9 spukst often, and engaged the other
jurors in their discussions. Juror 4, althoughrgik first, joined in toward the end of the
break.

While the trial begins again, juror 8 looks dowrhet doodle, while juror 2 looks

around, but does not make eye contact with anyhmer 6 looks very tired, and is
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fighting sleep. This may be the reason for whialefj is not very involved in the
discussions. As the testimony continues, juror\8ng and juror 4 looks very bored and
uninterested. Juror 2, however, listens with mumficentration, and furrows his brow at
the witness’s testimony. There are not many reastduring the trial.

Juror 8 takes notes, during the witness’s crossa@ation, while juror 6 plays
with his name tag. Juror 5 leans back and triggetonore comfortable in his seat, while
juror 3 is starting to lose interest in the trinbdooks away from the screen. Juror 2 takes
his eyes from the trial, and takes a look arourdrttom. Jurors 1 and 3 copy him and do
the same. Juror 3 yawns again, and juror 7 cougghguaor 6 looks puzzled first, and
then proceeds to chew his nails. Juror 3 continoés$o be interested in the proceedings,
and so does juror 6. Juror 5, however, leans fahwaring the testimony of the Crown’s
witness. Juror 3 looks everywhere, but at the scree

The trial continues and the expert witness takestand. Juror 6 yawns, and
continues not to be impressed by, or interestethentrial. Jurors 2 and 4 are trying to get
more comfortable in their seats, but they contwaéching the trial. Juror 10 looks down
and yawns, while juror 3 looks around, rubs hisseamed looks about to fall asleep. Juror
2 yawns as well. The Crown rests, and another heeaknounced.

During the trial, most reactions of the jurors weomverbal and involved looking
bored and tired. Most were not interested in tlee@edings, and some looked like they
were going to fall asleep. Most did not look imses, or very involved in the trial. The
lawyers were also not making an effort to drawjthers in, and as a result, the jurors

were bored, confused, and uninterested.
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The break began, and jurors 7 and 2 make a comameraugh. Juror 6 also
laughs, while he is looking around at the otheusord9 asks a question of the group, and
jurors 5 and 7 promptly reply. Jurors 5 and 9 talyether, while the others are silent.
Juror 9 continues to talk, and jurors 7 and 2 ar@rfg a conversation together. Jurors 5
and 9 talk together, and discover that they hasgnamon background. They have gone
to the same school in the past and know the sao@elhe rest of the jurors are silent
during this exchange, and juror 2 smirks at theveosation that 5 and 9 are having.
Jurors 7 and 2 laugh and break the silence. Juiak4 about having leftover turkey.
This is right after Thanksgiving, and juror 1 yeafar turkey.

Juror 9 asks another question of juror 7 and ogeegnalominates the
conversation. This juror has much to say, on mapics, and does so without restraint.
Juror 3 joins the conversation, and the convensations to food, and especially turkey.
Jurors 9 and 7 pick up the conversation and coatialking about turkey, and juror 2
joins them. Juror 7 starts talking about commesciailit this topic does not catch the
interest of the others, and the conversation shdtk to school. Juror 2 asks the group
about their year of study, and all reply. Juroend 3 talk about their background, and
juror 5 asks juror 4 where he is from. Juror 9 duoatsstay out of the conversations and
talks as much as ever. Juror 5 talks about jousmafirogram at Carlton, and juror 9
proceeds to talk about his background. Juror Qicoes talking, while jurors 6 and 8 are
silent and uninvolved. Jurors 7 and 2 laugh anaorj@rshares with them his background.
He has transferred from a business program. Jupak8 up the thread and jurors 2 and

9 talk about the business program.
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During this break, not much has changed from tts¢ fireak. Jurors 9, 7, 2, and 5
were very dominant, but juror 9 continued to beléagling voice during the discussions.
Juror 4 spoke, but mostly when spoken too. Jur@sdl3 were involved here and there,
but not much. They shared in the common laughtémaade a comment once in a while.
Jurors 10, 6, and 8 were as uninvolved as evely ifostly stayed out of the
conversations, especially jurors 8 and 6.

The break is over, and all of the jurors turn tlaiention to the trial once more.
The first defense witness takes the stand, and futakes notes. The other jurors are
silent, and are listening intently. During the @@xamination of the witness, juror 4 is
restless, and juror 3 is bored and plays with him@tag.

At the beginning of the closing statements jurqrg,3.0, and 7 start out listening
to the lawyer’, but they soon lose interest and, &nd 10, start looking around appearing
very restless. Juror 7 bites his nails all throtighproceedings. When the defense takes
the stands to give the closing argument, thernétles &ction. Juror 3 stares in to space,
and is not attentive, while jurors 2, 7, 5, an@dgh when the defense lawyer slips up in
their speech. This group of jurors was listening] did not miss the small, but important
slip up. Juror 6 chews his nails, while juror 4 dkehis watch. The trial is almost over,
and it is the judge who informs the jurors on tleélerations proceedings. During this
time jurors 7 and 1 look away, while juror 8 takeses. The trial is over and jurors give
their silent votes.

During the trial, many of the jurors were bored an¢hterested, but juror 8, even
though he was not involved in the group discussairiee breaks, took notes at different

points during the trial. Juror 6 however, was dsrested in the trial as ever. Jurors 3, 4,
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and 2, yawned much during the trial and looked adoyet there was no eye contact
between the jurors. While jurors are writing theste on a piece of paper, jurors 2 and 9
joke together, and juror 2 engages juror 5 in asewsation. Jurors 3 and 4 have a quick
conversation, and so do jurors 9 and 1. The vasiryer, and it is time for the jurors to
elect a foreperson.

Deliberations begin, and juror 9 talks, while juBbasks questions, which are not
related to the discussion at hand. Juror 3 bringsitback to the topic at hand. It is jurors
9, 5, 7, and 2 who speak in favor of juror 4. J4ras in legal studies and the group feels
that this is important for the role of the foreersAs a result, juror 4 becomes the
group’s foreperson. It is interesting, since jutatid not demonstrate strong leadership
skills during the duration of the trial. Similar tioe first condition, in this second
condition a leader is not selected, but a perstim @iperience and knowledge of the
Canadian legal system. In the first condition,a@lexted foreperson was a formal juror,
and that gave him the edge over the others. Irctdss, juror 9 is a clear leader, but it is
juror 4 who has the role of leading the group.

The deliberations begin with an open vote in otdegstablish everyone’s
position on the issue of the accused’s guilt. 89, 2, vote guilty of first degree
murder. Jurors 1 and 3 vote second degree murdde %0, 5, 6, 7, vote not guilty. Juror
4 is undecided, and wavers between guilty of sectagee murder, and not guilty. The
discussion is about to begin, especially because thie first vote there are three
different opinions. The main split however, is beén guilty and not guilty, after the first
vote 6 jurors have voted guilty while 4 has voted guilty. It is important to note that

jurors 2 and 9 are in agreement, while 5 and Traopposition to them. During group

117



discussions, it was this group of four that hadrttwest to say, and spent much time in
conversation with each other. During the first iotevever, the group has split, and it is
2 and 9 verses 7 and 5. This is especially inteigesince jurors 5 and 9 have a common
background and friends. They have attended the sahw®l in the past. This however,
was not a strong enough bond to keep them togatitecause them to have similar
ideas. Juror 6, who did not speak and was notwedan the previous discussions, is
voting not guilty, and the deliberations will shewether this juror will be able to
contribute to the discussion, or whether he wilttaaue looking tired and be withdrawn
from the others.

The discussion starts with the foreperson, jur@skjng juror 1 about why he
chose second degree and not first. Juror 1 respandguror 9 interrupts and offers his
opinion. Juror 9 also clarifies a point and theefmerson agrees with juror 9. Jurors 2, 5,
and 8 agree with juror 9. The guilty voters aragmeement with one another so far. The
foreperson leads the discussion by presentingrthgpgwith another important point to
be considered by the group. The group listensrto Buror 4, suggests that since the
accused was drunk, it should be regarded as sel@mgrde murder. Juror 2 however,
believes that being drunk signals intent, and tliogerors argue about this important
point. Juror 9 speaks up and sides with juror 4hinking that the accused should be
guilty of second degree murder. This juror is chiagdnpis mind slightly, since originally
his vote was guilty of first degree murder. It aggethat the argument between jurors 2
and 4 has made an impact on juror 9. Juror 5 spgaksr the not guilty verdict.

Juror 3 makes a comment, with which juror 9 disagr&owever, at that time,

juror 5 comes in to argue for the not guilty sidleror 5 suggests that it is important to
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look at the accused’s attitude after the murderjarat 8 disagrees. Juror 9 joins in, and
starts arguing the point with juror 8. They ar@greement, but juror 9 speaks loudly,
and dominantly. Juror 9 suggests that the most itapbevidence is the blood. Juror 3
joins in, and agrees with juror 9. Juror 8 addwhat juror 9 and 3 were discussing, and
so does juror 1. Juror 9 proceeds to sum up tloeiskson, by stating that the most
important point and evidence is the blood. Durimg exchange the two groups voting
guilty of first degree and second degree murdeehawed together and supported one
another through the arguments. Juror 6 howevetjrages to remain silent, and not
joining any group.

Juror 8 asks the non-guilty group why they belithat the accused is not guilty.
Juror 10 answers, and juror 5 joins in, to argeepbint and both jurors 10 and 5 are in
agreement. Juror 9 argues for guilt, and bringthegstabbing of the victim to the
discussion. Jurors 1, 3, add to juror 9's argumertd so does juror 2, even when he is
trying to make a joke out of it. The guilty suppg stand together, and are supporting
each others’ points. Juror 9 continues to leadltbeussion, and reiterates his previous
arguments loudly. Even though this juror is notléeer in the formal sense, he
continues to dominate the discussions, and malkeseti heard over the other jurors.
Juror 4, even though he is the foreperson, doepasstess such domineering skills.

Juror 7 disagrees with jurors 9 statements; howewear 9 cuts juror 7 off by
stating his own arguments. Jurors 3 and 9 lookesituation from another angle, and
concede that perhaps the murder was an accideat.8agrees with them that it could

be a possibility. The discussion continues andrgu@ 9, and 1 argue their points, and
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stand united in the guilty verdict. Juror 5 disagrevith them, and juror 8, 9, 1, and 3
argue again. Jurors 8 and 9 continue talking avidgitheir arguments.

From this discussion, it is clear that these juman® believe in the guilt of the
accused, not only support each other, but arguethiegand support each others’
arguments. They present a united front and wokk @®up to convince the others. Even
though juror 9 is the loudest, and speaks the madsth could be seen as a leading role,
all others speak, and give their opinions.

The not guilty group is much different in this resp Juror 5 argues, and appears
to be the leader for this group, but he gets vi#ltg support from his supporters. Up until
this point, only jurors 7 and 10 have spoken up @nmdributed to the discussion;
however, it was not in the same united mannereagulity group. Juror 6 remains silent,
and does not support his group members in thewdstalrhus, when the second vote
occurs, the two guilty groups join, and vote gudfysecond degree murder. These jurors
are 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 9. The not guilty jurors®ré, 7, and 10. After the first set of
discussions, juror 4 has made up his mind fully isngbting guilty. The others votes
have remained the same.

The discussion starts again, by jurors 3, 2, gheng after jurors 2 and 1 finish
their arguments. Jurors 8 and 9 join 2 and 1 iir Hrguments for guilty, and juror 7
listens intently to the discussion. Juror 5 corgmto lead the not guilty group, by
suggesting to them that they need to argue morae ihat guilty verdict. Juror 7’s
responds to the calling and contributes his argusnenthe discussion. Juror 9 interjects
into the notguilty discussion and presents a capotet. Jurors 1 and 8 find holes in

juror 9's argument, and say so; however, jurorad 2 come to juror 9's rescue and they
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support him in his arguments. Juror 2 helps 9,jarats 1, 2, 8, 9 agree together. Once
again, the guilty group is united and supportiveath other. Juror 5 continues to single-
handedly argue for not guilty, and juror 9 contimite disagree. Jurors 2, 8 and 1
continue to support juror 9 in his arguments. Jarappeals to juror 4, the foreperson,
who is in legal studies, about his opinions andgsdsi questions. The answers do not
help, since juror 5 continues to argue for nottguduror 9 continues to argue and once
more dominates the conversation, while jurors 8 aadree with 9, and jurors 3 and 4
add to the argument and support the rest of thHeygyroup. Juror 8 addresses juror 7
directly, and asks for juror 7’s opinion. This juravho was previously not guilty
hesitates, and responds guilty, but very quicklgsadhat this should be a mistrial. Thus,
it appears, that the guilty group, are startingeécsuade some jurors as to their opinion.
Juror 7 did not contribute much to the not guiltguaments, but it appears this juror has
listened carefully and is changing his mind.

Jurors 2, and 9 are taking this opportunity to ergith juror 7 more, to convince
him of the guilty verdict. Juror 5, however, intis in this conversation, and presents
his arguments for the not guilty verdict. Juroe8ponds to juror 5’s arguments, and
proceeds to argue with him. Juror 1 appears vaggreand very quick to support juror 9,
and along with juror 3 they support juror 9’s argnts, and continue saying guilty.

Even though jurors 6 and 10 continue to supporhtiteguilty verdict, they do not
speak up and help juror 5 in arguing for their sitigor 5 is fighting the battle by
himself, and is doing it single-handedly. He iseaystrong in this, since, even though he

does not have much support, he does not wavesiodmvictions and beliefs. A whole
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group is attacking him, but he restates his argusn&md convictions, and does not
appear to change his mind.

Juror 4 may be the foreperson, but it is juror @ wlearly dominates, and leads
the discussions. It could be said, however, thatrj8 and 5 are the strongest in the two
groups, and lead their groups equally well. Jurawn though he has knowledge of the
law, or so the group believes, remains in the baskgd, and is happy to have others take
the lead. The jurors are ready to have their fuoé, and the guilty group has received
two supporters. The splitis 8 to 2.

Jurors 5 and 7 vote not guilty. Even though jurevas wavering, in the final vote
he supports the leader of the not guilty groupisncenvictions. Juror 6, who has
contributed nothing, to both the discussions, dutire trial and deliberations, changes
his mind and votes guilty. The story is similarlwjtiror 10. This juror was more active
during predelibarations discussions, but silentrdudeliberations. Even though the
arguments were the same and restated all throegttishussion, juror 10 became
persuaded that the accused is guilty. Thus, tHeygroup consists of jurors, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6,
8, 9, and 10. The lawyer’s performance has notenmadch difference in the jurors’
decision, with the exception of juror 5 who notbd tefense lawyer trip over her words,
and remembered this during the deliberations. Héemeference to this.

Overall, however, the group who originally votedltyustood together and
supported one another in this. They were rarebpinosition with each other, and came
to the rescue of their group members very quickly eagerly. Juror 5 had strong
opinions, and did not let himself be persuadedaMpment was going to change this

juror’'s mind. His supporters were not as strongl, @ach one of them had doubts. Jurors
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6 and 10 showed their doubts by crossing the brjeih the other group, while juror 7
voiced his views out loud, and wavered betweeriioe

The foreperson was not a leader, and he had diféswith deciding as to where
he belonged. Very quickly he joined the strongeugt and sided with them. This leader
did not direct the discussion, suggest votes, deentanvincing arguments. It was juror 8
who took the most notes during the trial, and j@ovho led the discussions. If juror 4
was studying another subject area, and was negal ktudies, he would not have been

the group’s choice for a leader.
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Appendix E: Results for Condition 3
Defense Engaged, Crown Neutral.

As the trial is beginning, and all jurors take tre®ats. Jurors 6 through 10 are
very attentive to the trial; juror 2 takes noted @uror 1 is looking around. As the trial
progresses, two late individuals come in, howetlezy do not take the other jurors’
attention from the trial. Juror 2 continues to takées and the others pay attention to
what is happening on the screen. Juror 8 laugtieatitness that is being examined,
while juror 3 looks across at the other jury merskeerd juror 1 takes of his jacket. A
few minutes after the late jurors enter, Juror &pees distracted by them. One of the
persons who has arrived knows juror 5, and waadrio get his attention for a minute.
Juror 5 is able to get back to the task at handcantinues to watch the trial. As this first
segment of the trial comes to an end, most jurave lbeen attentive, and juror 2 was
taking notes, all through the segment.

The first break begins, and the jurors have an dppity to get to know one
another. As the break begins, the group of 10 gudoride themselves into pairs of two
and have conversations within those small growger 3 talks with juror 5, while jurors
9 and 8 also enjoy a conversation among themseluest 6 leaves the room, while juror
7 shuffles papers in front of himself. Juror ksalith juror 10, and jurors 9 and 8 join
in and they enjoy a conversation together. Jurasdl2 talk among themselves, and
jurors 4 and 5 join in. Juror 3 listens to theingersation and smiles at first; however,
after a few minutes juror 3 joins in the conversatf jurors 7, 8, and 10. Later, juror 6
joins in. This group conversation continues, latgd they go back to the pairs. It is again

juror 8 and 9 talking together, while jurors 1 ghlilsten, and 5 and 4 also talk among
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themselves. Juror 9 engages juror 3 in conversatidrthey talk together for a few
minutes. At the same time jurors 1 and 8 talk thgetind so do 6, 7 and 10.

Jurors 8 and 9 talk much among themselves; thegxaiganging stories about
school, and are the most engaged couple of thepgfidwese two jurors have talked to
each each other the most during this break. Theyeny comfortable together, and not
only swap stories, but laugh together and seerealyrget along. The other two pairs of
jurors that talk much among themselves are jur@asdi5. Jurors 7 and 10 are having a
nice talk among themselves. Juror 6 joins juroasd 10 and they talk together. While
juror 5 goes to get water, juror 4 starts talkinthvuror 8. Jurors 1 and 2 are the most
unengaged and look uninterested, bored, and titgdr 1 puts his head on the table and
tries to have a little nap.

After this first break, most of the conversatiorergvabout school, programs of
study and professors. The conversations were magtiyn small groups or pairs, but
juror 8 was the most animated and showed leadebshgmgaging others in
conversations. Juror 8 had most of his conversaitiath juror 9 and they seemed the
most close. At the same time, jurors 1 and 2 wasariost uninterested and unengaged.

The trial begins again, and the jurors turn thegrdgion back to the trial. There is
much action as this segment of the trial beginsrd® and 10 laugh after hearing the
witness answer the lawyer’s question. At the same juror 7 has a paper and pen ready
for note taking, but at the moment he is watchhegttial intently and is not taking any
notes yet. Juror 9 looks around, while juror 8 rheutvow” in response to the witnesses

testimony and the proclamation of death by the gt Juror 9 smirks and juror 8 looks
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at 9 and smiles. All the other jurors are focusedhe trial, and juror 2 continues to take
notes, while juror 1 has his head on a table aokisléo be asleep.

As the trial continues, most jurors are attentarg] juror 2 continues to take
notes, while juror 3 looks at juror 2 once in aMhduror 9 starts taking notes, and now it
is both jurors 2 and 9 who are taking notes. Junaakes up and leans back to watch the
trial. All members of the jury are giving the trtaeir full attention. Juror 9 continues to
take notes, and silently communicates with jurofl&y exchange smiles before juror 9
returns to taking notes.

While the defense starts the cross examinatioar ficontinues to take notes and
laughs at some of the responses. He is the onlyJomer 2 looks around and
momentarily stops taking notes. Juror 2 goes batéking notes. While the Crown calls
a witness, jurors 9 and 2 are still taking notdseyrare the only ones who take notes, but
the others are attentive, and only juror 1 looketoJuror 9 started to get impatient at
the end of the segment.

Another break has been announced and the jurotdatang again. During this
segment of the trial, all jurors were attentivet ibwas jurors 2 and 9 who took notes
while paying attention the trial. Juror 1 continuedook tired and sleepy. As the break
starts, all jurors stretch, and some yawn as wetbr 4 asks a question of the group, but
people are still yawning and no one responds. Jifidries to make conversation, but
everyone is still too busy stretching and yawnmgesponse. Finally, juror 10 engages
juror 7 in conversation and they talk togetherod& asks a question of the group, and
starts talking with jurors 2 and 9. Juror 9 triestk another general question of the

group and this time juror 3 replies. Juror 3, hogreis the only one who has responded
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to juror 9's question, and since no one else rdpjigors 9, 10, and 8 started talking
among themselves. This group of three jurors 8y®1® talk among themselves,
especially juror 8. This juror does not stop. ¢ same time, jurors 1 and 2 are quiet,
and do not contribute much to any conversation.

Juror 6 asks a question, and proceeds to talkdoo ilD, while juror 3 is talking
with juror 8. As the break continues, jurors 1 @xbntinue to be quiet and not talk with
anyone, but jurors 8 and 9 talk to jurors 5, 4, anburing the break juror 7 was busy
eating, and once he finished, he joined some ceatiens. Jurors 1 and 2 were mostly
quiet, but on occasion they joined others and arevguestions, or made a comment.
Mostly though, these two jurors were quiet. Whileoys 1 and 2 were quiet, jurors 8 and
9, and especially juror 8, were happily talking amgdhemselves and with others. The
break comes to an end and the jurors quiet dowstatt listening to the trial.

As the trial begins, juror 9 starts taking noteslevfurors 2 and 1 put their heads
on the desk, but still watch the trial. During thefense’s first witness testimony, juror 2
doodles on the paper in front of him, while jurocéhtinues to take notes. Juror 9 also
shakes his head at the witness. At the same turasj6 and 7 exchange glances and
smiles, while juror 4 doodles on piece of paper alsd looks antsy. During the defense’s
closing juror 2 looks very tired and bored. Durthg last segment of the trial, jurors 9
and 2 took the most notes. Other jurors were listgto the trial, but it was jurors 9 and
2 who took notes, and it was juror 9 who had thetmeactions to the testimony.

The deliberations are about to begin. After thergilvote is over the jurors are
ready to discuss the trial. Their first open vatas follows: jurors 1, 3,5, 6, 7, and 8, 9

vote guilty, while jurors 2 and 8 voted not guilfyror 4 was not sure, and did not decide
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on his vote at this time. The jurors were also ygadselect a foreperson. Juror 9 asked
the group about who would like to have that roted the group suggested that he could
be the foreperson. In the end, juror 9, who spakédbout the foreperson position,
becomes the foreperson. This individual does rainst® be in legal studies or have
experience being on a jury. This juror was also @n@e most attentive jurors during the
trial and took the most notes. He also was ona@fttive jurors and it should be not
surprising that he was the leader and the foreparsthe end. It is also important to note
the vote split. At this point after the first opeote it is 7 jurors voting for a guilty verdict
and only 2 voting for a not guilty verdict, while®@is undecided. This is important since,
by the end of the deliberation period, the jurdasd united in a not guilty verdict.

The deliberations begin, and it is juror 7 who $seap first, and asks juror 2 why
he believes that the accused is guilty. Juror Regphat there is not enough evidence to
convict her. Jurors 9 and 8 laugh together atahédisagree. These two jurors had
similar opinions, and spent much time talking dgrihe breaks in the trial, and at the
start of the deliberations they are supportingamather. Juror 7 does not gives up and
asks juror 8 about why he believes that the accissgdilty of first-degree murder.

Juror 8 presents arguments about the accusedtsedsie motives, which in his eyes
makes her guilty of first-degree murder. Juror &as up and talks about the murder
being planned. This juror has voted guilty durihg first vote, but of second-degree
murder. Juror 5 speaks up, but then juror 8 corsrta talk about the murder being
planned, and presents a definition of what plarmeedns in this case. Juror 2 presents

arguments and fleshes out the problems with the. @dsus far, only juror 2 is arguing
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for a not guilty verdict. Juror 7 agrees with juBabout some of the evidence not being
as strong as it should have been.

Juror 10 speaks up, and asks about fingerprintariécanswers, though, but juror
2 continues to speak about the missing evidendagimaaking him vote not guilty. Juror
2 believes that if the murder happened closer toehbe would be able to convict the
accused, but since it happened so far, he cansiiflyjit to himself that it was the
accused. Juror 9 speaks up and asks a questiba gfdup about the amount of blood on
the accused’s shirt. Juror 2 speaks up and isisatpthat the accused did not think of
taking the shirt off, but kept it on, and got itlaloody, especially after the kitchen
incident. Juror 7 starts to have doubts and satgttis not clear. To this, juror 2 speaks
up and suggests that this is exactly the reasowtiazh they should not convict her.
Juror 10 makes a joke, and suggests that the atduse taken the shirt off and it was her
friend who put it on and committed the murder. Me s listening or laughing in
response to this. Juror 9 is starting to have dgwstd not only finds another reason or a
problem with the Crown’s case, but now believes thiz should be a mistrial. Juror 3
listens to most of the arguments so far, but halspap now and argues intent, but it is
jurors 7 and 8 who argue against each other. Juspeaks up and supports juror 8 in his
stand. Juror 7, however, cuts juror 8 off and j@@upports juror 7 fully, since juror 7
was arguing for a not guilty verdict at this poihtror 10 speaks up, but it is jurors 2 and
8 who argue together.

Juror 3 spoke up a few times, but mostly this juvas listening to others and
smiling. Juror 9 asks a question, and both juoasd 7 answer. These two jurors are in

agreement, and juror 2 has found a supporter.d@d, 7, and 2 talk and juror 3 joins
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in. Juror 8 continues to disagree with jurors 2 @nbut they continue to argue their
points.

The jurors decide to take another vote. This tiatlthose who voted first-degree
murder, changed their vote to at least second-degdiee split after the second vote is as
follows: guilty of second-degree murder vote jurbysS, 4, and 8. Not guilty vote jurors
2,5,6,7,9,and 10. Thus, after the second Wogenot guilty group are dominating,
even though after the first vote it was the gugtgup who had more supporters. The
group continues to deliberate.

Juror 2 asks the group about who else could haverstted the murder, but
others start talking and they are not answering dumor 10 asks why second-degree
murder and juror 1 presents arguments with whiobrjliO does not agree, and continues
to say that he needs more evidence for a conviciamor 1 and 10 continue to argue, but
juror 10 is stronger in his arguments than juraiukror 9 joins in the discussion, and so
do jurors 2, 8, 3, and juror 9 and 10 are alreadwiag. The jurors who join in the
discussion start poking holes in the Crown’s cdseor 7 takes control over the the
discussion, while jurors 2, 8, 9, and 10 talk Iqudluror 2 speaks up about the different
variables that were not explained by the CrownoJdragrees, and makes a comment
with which juror 10 agrees. Jurors 9 and 8 laugthag hear the discussion and start
speculating about how the defendant has committedniurder. Juror 2 brings the
defendant’s size up, and believes that the victas much bigger than her, so she would
not be able to inflict so many stab wounds. Jufbcdncludes that in a case where there

IS SO many unanswered questions, this is just ae.m
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During most of the discussion jurors 4, 5, and ¥ehaot spoken and have been
silent. Juror 5 finally makes a comment, but ihis same group who continues to argue
the case. Jurors 2, 10, 8, 9, and 7 continuegweaaind discuss the case. Juror 10 brings
up other flaws. Juror 7 agrees, and speaks aliaftthe unanswered questions. Juror 2
also agrees with them. Juror 9 does agree that #rerunclear points in the trial. Juror
10 agrees, and juror 2 brings up Jill, and to hiewas a key player in the murder, but
no one did anything about it or made a case agharsturors 6, 3, 4, and 5 are silent and
do not contribute to the discussion.

After this discussion juror 8 is convinced and ilimg to change his verdict. He
says that he has been convinced and sees the oaselearly. Jurors 9, 2, and 8
continue talking about the case. The final voteucg@nd all are in agreement that the
verdict should be not guilty. During the delibeoais, even though juror 9 was the
foreperson, it was juror 2 who spoke up the modtraade the most arguments. He was
the juror who stood by his decision and convinceéebis that the not guilty verdict is the
only verdict that should occur in this case. J@&astarted in the minority, since only juror
10 was in agreement with him; however, after tHébdeations were over, the other 7
jurors changed their vote. Juror 10 supported jArdrut juror 2 was unquestioningly the
most dominating voice. Jurors 3, 4, and 5 spokédhst, as did juror 6. Only here and
there did these jurors make a comment, and thegpdatithke a leading role in most of the
discussions. It was mostly jurors 2, 8, 9, 10, @who argued and discussed the case.
Juror 1 was totally silent and was not heard afféus, jurors 8 and 9 who spoke much
during the trial, and juror 2 who was taking notesre the key players during the

deliberations.
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Appendix F: Results for Condition 4
Crown Engaged, Defense Neutral.

As the trial begins all jurors are listening infgnguror 7 is holding his head in
his hands, and looking very intently at the scréefew minutes into the trial, juror 5
starts to look around, and so does juror 7. Atploisit, other jurors also start to become
restless. Juror 1 is playing with a pen and sarigrj3. Juror 4 nods at the screen while
juror 6 moves in his seat. Juror 7 starts to yaiiother jurors are still looking at the
screen. As the first segment of the trial comemt@nd, jurors look ready for a break.
The first break arrives.

As the break begins, all jurors start to talksljurors 3 and 7 who are having a
conversation among themselves Following 3 and Xasple, 4 and 11 start talking and
so are 1 and 5. Jurors 9 and 13 turn to one anatitestart talking as well. There are
many pairs who are talking among themselves. Jdrar§, 10, and 2 are laughing and
talking together. Jurors 9 and 8 are talking tdheztber, and jurors 11and 4 who are
talking together are joined by juror 8.

The only juror who does not seem to be talkingiisrj 7. The jurors are trying to
get to know one another, and are using schoolcasnenon topic to learn about each
other. They are all students, and are able todaiebol to be the common ground for all.
Jurors 3 2, 11, and 4 are talking together whiterj is still not engaged in
conversations with the other jurors. Juror 3 stattsng about midterms, and juror 8
joins him, and they talk about their test averagd3sychology 101. Juror 9 continues

talking with juror 13, and jurors 10, 12, and &tedgether.
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Juror 7 continues to be bored, and puts his heddsomands; however, juror 3
engages him in conversations, and juror 7 stakstpwith juror 3. While jurors 11, 4,
and 8 are talking together, juror 2 is silent, amdn though juror 7 looks tired and
yawns, he is still talking with juror 3. Juror 3gages juror 2 in a conversation. Most of
the conversations are still in pairs, and jurolis maostly with their neighbours and there
is not much talk across the table. Juror 3 is mglkvith jurors 8 and 9, while juror 7
remains quiet. Juror 2 also looks tired and istalging with anyone. Jurors 3, 4, and 8
are talking, and juror 11 is listening to them andling. Jurors 3 and 4 reengaging others
in conversations, while jurors 7 and 2 are silent.

At the same time, jurors 1 and 5 are both talking are very involved in their
conversation, and so are jurors 9 and 13. Thegmjying their talk. Another pair that is
talking animatedly are jurors 10 and 12. They dall together and do not engage
others. Juror 3 engages juror 7 and even though uis not contributing to their talk,
juror 2 is listening, nodding and smiling at theharors 11, 4 and 8 are quiet, but they
listen intently to the conversation that jurorsi8l&@ are having together. Juror 2 finally
joins jurors 3 and 7 in conversation, while jurifs 4, and 8 start talking among
themselves.

During this break it was juror 3 who started maogwersations with a variety of
other jurors. This juror was most active and wgmty to get to know others. At the same
time, jurors 7, 2, 6 and 1 were fairly quiet, esakdjuror 7. This group of jurors
enjoyed many small conversations with in pairdeathan having small group
discussions or large group talks. The same pdksddhrough the break, and only a few

jurors tried to engage others in conversations.
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The break is over, however, and the jurors’ ateents drawn back to the screen
and the trial. As the trial begins, all jurors as¢ening intently. Juror 1 is doodling, but
he is smiling at the screen and nodding, showiagltk is listening. Juror 7 once again
has his head in his hands, but is smiling and viradctine screen. As the trial continues,
all jurors are listening, and it is only juror 1dan who are showing signs of boredom.
Juror 1 is doodling all through the trial, whilegu 7 yawns, rubs his eyes, and looks very
tired.

The trial continues, and juror 1 instead of doaglimtaking notes, while juror 10
is looking around, but he is not making eye contéattt anyone. Juror 1 continues to take
notes to the end of the trial segment, while jdraontinues to look tired and yawns.
Juror 8, at different parts of the trial, has lehfegward, and appeared to be looking and
listening very intently to the lawyers’ questioniofjthe witness. Juror 13 follows juror
8’s example, and toward the end of the segmentslé&award and listens intently.

During this segment of the trial, mostly juror 1saactive by taking notes as well as
doodling, and juror 7 looked tired all through segment. The other jurors listen to the
trial, and mostly shifted in their seats and lookeolund the room, but showed no other
signs of activity.

The second break is announced, and the jurorstaliairig. Similar to the first
break, jurors 1 and 5 talk together, and so dagu®cand 13. These two pairs of jurors
were involved in conversations during the firstdikeas well. The other jurors are
listening to them and are slowly getting into carsations with others. Jurors 11, 4, and 8
start talking among themselves. The body languagear 8 excludes juror 9, who is in

conversation with juror 13, by having his backumy 9. Jurors 6, 10, and 12 are talking
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together and laughing. Juror 2 listens to them,iahabking at this group, but does not
join in, or contribute to the conversation.

As the break continues, juror 7 starts talkingut@g§ 3 once again; these two
jurors enjoyed talks before during the first bréakile they are talking, juror 2 is
listening and jurors 3 and 7 engage juror 2 inrtbenversation. Jurors 2 and 3 continue
talking, while juror 7 starts listening to otheasid looks around. This is not for long,
since juror 3 engages juror 7 in conversation anasthis back on juror 2, who is out of
the conversation.

During this break, the same people talked togedbeaturing the previous break..
Juror 7 also continued to look tired, and juroi@ bt speak much. Most of the jurors
did not engage those across the table from thesonmersations, but only talked to those
next to them. There were many intense conversatespecially between jurors 11, 4 and
8. Even though they did not talk together, thereews uncomfortable silences, and
jurors were working on getting to know one anotfidre trial was ready to start again,
and all jurors turned their attention to the screece more.

As the trial begins, juror 2 starts scratchingdns, and then proceeds to fluff his
hair. Juror 1, at first leans on the desk and pistghin in his hands, but than he starts
taking notes, and not just playing with his pemod leans back at first and looks tired.
This juror is observed looking at his watch, analyplg with his sleeves. As the trial
continues he starts paying closer attention, aasiéorward to listen more intently.
Juror 13 leans forward and imitates juror 1 atfised then starts taking notes as well. As

the trial draws to an end, all jurors are attentiug there are small movements among
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them as they are awaiting the end of the trial. }W\gawn, or shift in their seats. Juror 12
starts writing as the jurors receive instruction@the deliberations.

The trial is finally over, and all jurors stretchfbre they give their silent votes.
When the jurors are ready to deliberate, juror Kinvieers to be the foreperson, since no
one else was eager to have the job. Unlike in therconditions, this group of jurors do
not take a vote, but go right in to discussingttia, and juror 4 from the very beginning
takes the lead, makes notes, and leads the disngs3ihis juror wants to get the job
done as quickly and efficiently as possible. Jdrasks all jurors about the guilt of the
accused and juror 10 responds, with which jurogi@es. Jurors 1, 5, and 8 all start
talking, and juror 9 adds that the accused waskdndren the murder occurred. At the
same time jurors 12, 13, and 1 discuss the crirdeasamt to make sure first that the
crime was actually possible for the accused to ltavemitted. Juror 12 does not think
that the crime was possible, or rather, that tleeised was able to have committed it.
Juror 5 picks up the intoxication point, and jutadisagrees. This juror does not believe
that the accused was drunk. Juror 4 responds tiatiln@cation point, but juror 12
continues to talk about the possibility of the ammlibeing able to stab the victim. He
does not think that it was possible, and jurordadrees with that.

Juror 4 steers the conversation to the blood fmmthe accused’s shirt, and the
splatter found by the police. Juror 3 and 9 makerament about that. Juror 4 then
brings up the knife and jurors 12, 9, and 4 movéoodiscuss the knife, with which the
accused stabbed the victim. Juror 4 continuesihg lbomportant points up, such as the
cheating. Juror 5 makes a comment and juror 1@ joirthis discussion about cheating of

the victim on the accused with a girl by the narh@ild Jurors 11 and 2 speak up, and
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juror 13 brings in the reaction of the accuseh®riews that her boyfriend was
murdered. Jurors 12, 3, and 9 comment on the oeacfithe accused, and her lack of
emotion to the news.

All jurors look very involved in the discussion,daare taking it very seriously.
Juror 3 goes back to the knife and talks aboutdess out loud. Juror 4 picks up that
point and starts discussing the blood once agaior 3B joins the conversation and
replies to juror 4’s statements, and juror 4 carésto talk about the blood. Juror 10
agrees with juror 4 and so does juror 9, who iguléihg juror 4 against juror 12 who
disagrees with juror 4’s statements and reasoning.

At this point juror 12 is the only one who is angginot guilty. All other jurors are
bringing up points for a guilty verdict. Jurors®4,10, 6, 12 and 1 are all involved in a
discussion of the accused’s guilt and the bloothwzes found on the accused’s shirt.
Juror 12 moves on to talk about the accused’s behthe day after the murder, and
comments on the accused being in her room moseaday and longer. Jurors 1 and 10
join the discussion, but juror 12 continues to @simip points, such as being stabbed in
the back, and talking about how that can be réalidtiror 13 comments that there is not
enough evidence to prove beyond the shadow ofdbbtdhat the accused is guilty, with
which jurors 3 and 10 agree.

Juror 10 starts talking about the blood and wouhdsthe victim received, and
argues for a not guilty verdict. Juror 1 start&itad against the not guilty verdict and 12
disagrees, and brings up the knife again. Jurct4,6and 4 join in, and they continue to
discuss the blood, as well as premeditation. Mutakes a lead, and starts to review the

evidence that they know. As juror 4 reviews thelewice, jurors 3 and 12 disagree with
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some of the evidence that juror 4 has presentdteta. Juror 10 argues for the not guilty
verdict, by making comments about the accused kahiggto find the victim in the park.
Juror 4 does not give up and continues to reviedegwe for a guilty verdict. Juror 12
picks up where juror 4 has left of and speaks atimitletails of the case. Jurors 3 and 6
disagree with juror 12’s remarks. Juror 7 joinsang brings more points that would
make the accused guilty.

Juror 4 takes charge, and asks for a list of evidéhat would make the accused
not guilty. Juror 11 responds, and gives juroraboms for the accused being not guilty.
Juror 12, joins juror 11, and remarks that the aseduwould have had a hard time finding
the victim in the park. Juror 7 however, does ne¢ gip, and speaks up against 11 and
12. Juror 7 believes that the accused knew thernpadf behavior of the victim and had
no problems finding him in the park. Jurors 12 aAdlisagree with juror 7 and start
arguing for a not guilty verdict. Juror 6 joins and makes a comment on the length of
the accused and victim’s relationship. Juror 4 ios to believe that the accused is
guilty. Jurors 12 and 6 talk about the accusedtohy of violence and that there was
none. They believe that the roommate of the vididnot like her and made her look
worse than the accused deserved.

At this point all the jurors join the conversatiand all are arguing at once. Juror
10 suggest that they have a vote, but juror 13aéxal loudly that all the evidence points
to a not guilty verdict. Juror 9 agrees with jui@;, and juror 6 disagrees. It is the
foreperson who steps in and talks about the eveland how important that is to their
decision. Juror 5 speaks up and agrees with jilBdhdt there is not enough to convict

the accused. Jurors 10, 8, and 1 join in and gteastioning the knife. Juror 1 is talking,
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and jurors 9, 10, and 12 all agree with 1 and addg arguments. Juror 4 steps in again,
and lists the evidence that they have. Jurors @iZl@rdisagree with juror 4 and the
evidence that he is presenting to the group. Justeps in and starts disagreeing with
jurors 12 and 10. He believes that the accusedrandictim had to have met somewhere
that night. Juror 1 joins in and agrees that tleeised had to be there, since the pattern of
blood points to that. Juror 10 agrees with thatjanal 4 continues to list the evidence
that points to a guilty verdict. Juror 13 continte$iave problems with the knife and
says so.

Juror 4, while listing all that they know, saystthH the evidence points to a
guilty verdict. Jurors 10 and 12 disagree. Jursufiports jurors 10 and 12, while juror 6
speaks up for a guilty verdict. Jurors 4 and 12iartggether about the blood on the
accused’s shirt, and the expert’s testimony. Jutasd 5 talk about guilt and the amount
of alcohol that the accused had to drink that nigator 4 wants to vote and make a final
decision.

The group votes, and the first open vote showsal@wving results: jurors 9, 10,
11, and 12 vote not guilty, while jurors 1, 2, 3546, 7, 8, and 13 vote guilty of second-
degree murder. Juror 3 brings up guilt once agaid,juror 10 believes that there is not
enough evidence to convict. Juror 4 disagrees thighfully. Juror 11 joins in and argues
for a not guilty verdict alongside juror 10. Juojoins in, and starts to argue against
jurors 10 and 11. Juror 7 joins in to support judoduror 3 joins in, and does his best to
support jurors 6 and 7, by talking about the bleplatter analysis. Juror 10 is not
convinced and juror 11 wants more evidence. Judwe® not give up and continues to

argue for guilty, by explaining to jurors 10 andthat the lack of evidence is normal, and
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if that was not the case trials would not happarceseverything is not crystal clear. Juror
5 joins in and is supporting juror 6.At the sanmedtijurors 9 and 4 are talking together,
and juror 4 is refuting all the arguments that ji#as making for the not guilty group.
Juror 10 does not give up, and claims that impoesaidence is missing. Juror 7
challenges that, and asks juror 10 about the irapbrhissing evidence.

At this point all jurors are talking at once abthg dumpster in which the
evidence was found. Jurors 10, 11 and 12 arenstiltonvinced that the accused is
guilty. Juror 10 is weakening, since he is askimgdroup for the appeal process. Juror 4
tries to argue the guilty points again, and jurdmiakes a point about assumptions when
it comes to the blood that was found. All juroratthre voting guilty jump on juror 12.
Juror 10 feels the pressure, and says that heretél guilty even though he does not
believe in that verdict.

Juror 12 continues to argue not guilty, but novejurO is attacking him, and is
arguing for the guilty side. It is interesting, thlais juror has changed so quickly. There
is a change of opinions at this point. Juror 3 mgaying that the accused is not guilty,
while juror 9 is saying guilty and so is juror 12ho was fighting for a not guilty verdict.
Juror 11, who also was voting not guilty is nowmffiag his mind and voting guilty,
while 13 says that the accused is not guilty. J@iBois under a lot of pressure from the
others to change his vote.

Juror 10 now is arguing very strongly for a guilsrdict, and is doing everything
in his power to convince juror 13 that the accusegliilty. This is very interesting, since
juror 10 was such a strong supporter of not gulioxvever, as soon as he changed his

mind, he is arguing stronger than any other guiltgporter for that side. Jurors 4, 5, 7,
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and 10 are now all trying to persuade juror 13’adansince at this point he is the only
one who is still holding on to not guilty. This gurwas on the guilty side for a while, but
now is holding very strongly to the not guilty veatd Juror 4 takes a lead, and tells juror
13 not to feel pressured, however, he will reviéivitee evidence once more, and maybe
juror 13 will see the reasoning behind the guikydict. Juror 4 proceeds to do so, and in
the end juror 13 changes his mind, so the juronsecto a collective decision of guilty of
second-degree murder.

During the end of the deliberations juror 10 chahigis mind, even though for a
long time he did not believe in that decision. $amy, juror 13 voted guilty, but did not
look convinced. By the expression on his face, @arededuce that it was the pressure
from the rest of the group, especially the leatteat made this juror change is mind or
just vote guilty with the others to end this sessio

During this trial, once again, jurors spoke moréw pairs during the breaks
than in small groups, and no leader emerged ddhioge discussions. During the
deliberations, however, juror 4 became the leaat,acted as one throughout the
deliberations. His manner, and listing his own gotiens, helped him to persuade the
other jurors. He was very well organized, and lois{s were strong. He was also one of
the dominate voices during the deliberations. mehd, jurors who less strong, and did
not have support of their opinions in others vajadty more from pressure than actual
conviction, especially juror 13. Thus, pressurarfiiie group was an important factor in

this verdict.
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