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Jury Deliberations 

Abstract 

Wrongful decisions are made by juries in the court room on a regular basis. There are 

many different factors that play into this, like eyewitness misidentification, investigatory 

mishaps, racial bias, pre-trial publicity, and jury deliberation. Jury deliberation does not have as 

much research, as we would like, when it comes to the role that it plays in wrongful decisions 

made by juries. More research on the topic would be beneficial. This research makes use of a 

mock trial in an honors class at Ball State University, with a total of 91 participants, to determine 

if jury instruction plays a large enough role in deliberation to make a difference. The results 

show that more instruction on top of the instruction already provided by judges does help jury 

deliberation become more efficient. Future Research could examine the scope of the extra 

instructions, like what is most important for jury members to know.  
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Process Analysis 

 My thesis was founded on a passion of mine which is wrongful conviction. I plan on 

being a criminal prosecutor, which is why I am so passionate about this topic. I want to keep 

wrongful conviction from happening the best of my possibility. The project really started my 

senior year of high school, two years ago. I wrote a 12-page about wrongful conviction, which 

ignited my passion. This project is about jury instructions (given from the judge) and 

deliberation, and how they can impact the verdict that comes from the jury.  

 This study examines wrongful decisions made by trial juries. The two types of wrongful 

decisions made are wrongful acquittal or wrongful conviction. Wrongful acquittal is when a 

person who is guilty of the crime is found not guilty by the jury. This is important to know about 

because the decision made cannot be reversed. Because the decision cannot be reversed, the 

person is usually not investigated anymore because they can no longer get a conviction. With this 

in mind, the rate of this happening is not fully known, because there is no way to know for sure 

when the person is guilty if they are found not guilty. Wrongful conviction is when a person who 

did not commit the crime is found guilty by the jury. This is also referred to as a “miscarriage of 

justice”. Wrongful conviction has been a major topic of discussion in the legal field for quite 

some time and it is not slowing down.  

 The process of research was quick, considering the amount of research on wrongful 

decisions made by trial juries. The portion that was challenging was finding information on how 

jury instruction impacted jury decision-making. I think that this was a big factor in my decision 

to specifically examine this in my experiment. I wanted to test my theory that jury instruction 
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was an important factor in jury decision-making. The research has shown many different other 

factors that influence the decision making process, like eyewitness testimony, 

 My experiment examines how jury instruction affects jury decision making. This was 

done through a mock trial. That my advisor, Dr. Robin Blom, puts on in one of his honors classes 

every semester for the past 4 semesters. The trial was initially done through Zoom, because the 

first semester was during the early stages of the Covid-19 Pandemic in 2020. Since then, Dr. 

Blom has continued the use of the videos from the original trial. The students are spilt up into 

two jury pools within each class and are shown the videos. They are also separated during 

deliberation. For the first three semesters, they watched the videos exactly as they are presented 

with no extra instructions. For my study, Dr. Blom’s class of Spring 2022 was given an extra set 

of jury instruction, that was highlighted as important when given. The first three semesters all 

incorrectly acquitted the defendant (let him go), so I wanted to try to make sure this semester’s 

juries made the correct decision.  

 My goal is that the extra instruction provided will make the students be more open and 

vigilant in their jury duties. This should allow them to give a more accurate verdict. The data I 

am using to examine the study is the responses given from the students. Dr. Blom has had all of 

his students (since the first class) fill out an assignment at the end of the trial, which he had this 

class do as well. The only difference is I added questions to this semester’s assignments (that 

were not for a grade) about the extra instruction they received. I did not ever attend the class, and 

Dr. Blom gave the extra instruction for the simple fact that we did not want them to know that 

they were being observed, because it might cause them to act differently.  

 The intended audience for this paper is not only people in the legal field, but also anyone 

with the potential of one day being a jury member. This research will present the dangers of 
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wrongful decisions made by juries, and how to be more efficient as jury members to make the 

right decision, and in turn, give a more informed verdict. I hope that it will not only show people 

the dangers, but make them understand that they can do better than juries have in the past.  

 The process of writing the paper was one of the two most challenging parts. I have 

always prided myself in my motivation to get my assignments done, however, this “assignment” 

did not come with as much motivation as I thought it would. Even so, I still pulled through and 

finished it. The second most challenging part was getting IRB approval. Dr. Blom was very 

helpful in this process and he advocated for me and this project a lot. I got really frustrated many 

times about the process of getting my project approved, but he always assured me that it would 

be approved eventually. Once I got my study approved, it was all up from there, and I finished 

the analysis fairly quickly. Unfortunately, I did lose all of the data that I put together, but I was 

able to recreate it quickly as well.  

 This study will also be a good addition to the research done to examine the factors 

associated with jury deliberation and decision making. There is a good amount of research 

already done, but there will never be too much research and this study could be a building block 

towards future research and studies. If I was ever able to do something similar, I would try to 

emphasize how important the instructions are, and I  

 I would like to say that this process of research, planning, execution of the study, and 

writing the paper was a fun one. However, this process has tested my patience as well as my 

abilities. I have put a lot of time into this study and while the process has been tedious and hard, I 

am happy with the results. 
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Introduction 

 There are two types of wrongful decisions that juries make in a courtroom. The first is 

wrongful conviction. Wrongful conviction (also known as a miscarriage of justice) is “when a 

person is convicted of a crime they did not commit” (Ostoyich, 2020, para. 1). Wrongful 

conviction sounds like it is something that should not happen in our judicial system, because we 

have many different policies and laws set in place to keep it from happening, right? Well, 

unfortunately, this is not correct. According to Walsh et al. (2017), “[o]ver the past two decades, 

more than 300 people in the U.S. have been exonerated of crimes that occurred in the pre-DNA 

era” (p. 2). In Robert Norris and Mullinix’s (2019) journal article, Framing Innocence: An 

Experimental Test of the Effects of Wrongful Convictions on Public Opinion, they state “[s]ince 

1989, over 2400 people in the USA have been exonerated after being wrongly convicted of 

crimes they did not commit” (p. 312). Wrongful convictions are a phenomenon that have been 

plaguing this country, and the world, for many years. This is not a new problem. However, only 

recently have we been able to find good information on why this occurs and how we can avoid it 

in the future (Walsh et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2001; Noris & Mullinix, 2019; Zalman et al., 2008; 

Norris, 2019; Natapoff, 2006; Ramsey & Frank, 2007; Ostoyich, 2020).  

 There are many reasons as to why wrongful convictions occur. For example, 

investigatory mishaps (Smith et al., 2011; Ostoyich, 2020), eyewitness misidentification (Norris, 

2019; Smith, 2011; Ostoyich, 2020), racial bias (Rodriguez, 2018), pre-trial publicity 

(Rodriguez, 2018; Daftary‐Kapur, 2010; Ruva & Coy, 2019), etc. The list goes on and on, with 

many different possible answers as to why wrongful convictions happen. The biggest obstacle is 

identifying what is the most significant problem and finding the root cause. To do this, we must 

carefully consider each possible answer and do significant research in each area.   



 5 
 

Research on investigatory mishaps show that police use tactics during questioning that 

could, and does, make someone look suspicions even when they are not. For example, Smith et 

al. (2011) examines a case where the defendant was presumed guilty because, after the police 

“created a crude ‘experiment’ by placing evidence (a piece of concrete and a child’s clothes) on a 

table in front of” the defendant, he “mentioned these facts to a friend, which the police took as a 

sign of guilt” (p. 666). This type of investigatory mishap is very deliberate and is just one 

instance of injustice from the people who are supposed to uphold justice. Research on this topic 

has also shined a light on other types of investigatory mishaps, like “the police fail[ing] to 

properly obtain [search] warrants, or the defendant [being] coerced to confess” (Ostoyich, 2020, 

para. 4). 

Research on eyewitness misidentification has provided that eyewitness “misidentification 

was a factor in 235 of the first 325 DNA exonerations (72.3%)” (Norris, 2019, p. 4). This 

information proves just how important it is that eyewitness identification is, and how careful we 

should be when it comes to believing the witness. Many witnesses are not directly involved with 

the case or the victim and defendant/ actual guilty person. Ostoyic (2020) described eyewitness 

identification as “incredibly unreliable” and says that there are “years of scientific stud[y] [that] 

have demonstrated” such (para. 2).  

Further research has proven that racial bias is not kept out of jury deliberation either. 

While racial bias is taken into account during the process of jury selection, it can still makes it’s 

way into the court room. For example, in relation to eyewitness identification, “studies have 

found that people are 1.5 times more likely to falsely identify the face of a stranger of a different 

race the their own” (Ostoyic, 2020, para. 2). This data further proved that not only is eyewitness 

identification unreliable, but especially so when it relates to a difference in race.  
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Research on pre-trail publicity (PTP) found that “PTP not only biased jurors’ verdicts but 

also their interpretation of trial evidence and impressions of the defendant and the victim’s 

parents” (Ruva & Coy, 2019, p. 29). PTP has two sides, anti-defense and anti-prosecution. Ruva 

and Coy’s 2019 study examined both and how they affect jury decisions in both “pure” (all anti-

prosecution or all anti-defense) and “mixed” jury groups. The study showed quiet clearly that 

pure jury groups were more likely to make a biased decision (Ruva & Coy, 2019).  Pre-trial 

publicity is important to monitor because potential jury members could see information about 

what is thought to have happened (on the news or social media) and go into the trial with the idea 

that it is evidence (Daftary‐Kapur, 2010, p. 144). 

One specific area that does not have as much research is jury deliberation. Jury 

deliberation is the process of jury members discussing the facts of the case in private, closed 

quarters, to make a decision of “guilty” or “not guilty”.  

 This area is important because the decision made by the jury is the decision that stands 

unless the case is taken to the appellate courts. If someone is wrongfully convicted, they are not 

always exonerated, or released from the sentence and the charge. For example, the case of the 

West Memphis Three in 1993. This case is about three teenagers who were wrongfully convicted 

of the rape and murder of three 8-year-olds, simply because of their appearance and low 

intelligence. One of the teens, Jessie Misskelley (17 years old at the time), was given life plus 20 

years. Jason Baldwin (16 years old at the time) was sentenced to life without parole, while 

Damien Echols, deemed the mastermind, was sentenced to death by lethal injection. The three 

boys tried for 18 years to appeal their convictions; however, they were constantly denied. 

Luckily, in 2011, they were offered an Alford Plea Deal, in which they could be exonerated but 

were not allowed to sue the state for their wrongful imprisonment. The Alford Plea Deal is a 
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guilty plea that allows the defendant to maintain their innocence (Choate, 2022). As for the 

unjustly acquitted of the charges presented, it is a major injustice for the victim and the victims’ 

families, as well as the criminal’s future victims when they are not properly charged for their 

crime (Jenkins, 2013).  

 The second type of wrongful decision, as aforementioned, that can be made, is when a 

person is let off on a crime that they did, in fact, commit. This is almost more unfortunate than 

wrongful conviction, because there is no way to fully “fix” the decision made. What is important 

to understand is that when someone is found not guilty for a crime, they can no longer be tried 

for the crime again. This is stated directly in the Constitution, under the Bill of Rights, in the 

Double Jeopardy Clause of the Fifth Amendment (1791). With this in mind, however, the 

Double Jeopardy Clause does not apply to civil law, therefore, if, for any reason, there happens 

to be more evidence or a confession after the criminal proceeding, you could file for wrongful 

death (civil suit), but this would not bring as harsh a punishment for the defendant 

(Schwartzbach, 2019). The most notable case of this was O.J. Simpson. As most people know, 

he was not found guilty for the murder of his ex-wife and her friend; however, he was found 

guilty of “wrongful death” in a civil lawsuit, following the criminal case (FastLaw, 2021). 

Literature Review 

 There is much research done on the topics of wrongful conviction and jury 

deliberation/decision making (Ostoyich, 2020; Norris et al, 2019; Smith, 2011; Rodriguez, 2018; 

Daftary‐Kapur, 2010; Ruva & Coy, 2019; Pritchard & Keenan, 2002; MacCoun, 1990; Poama, 

2020; Noris & Mullinix, 2019; etc..), but not as much done on jury deliberation/decision making 

in the area of wrongful conviction. The research done on the two topics, however, is very helpful 



 8 
 

in understanding the basics of how the deliberation/decision making process can create a space 

for a wrongful conviction to take place, or to keep it from happening. 

 To begin, these processes (jury deliberation/decision making) are used in both criminal 

and civil trials. Why, then, is there still confusion about how it works and why we need it and use 

it? The process of jury selection can be boiled down to three main aspects, voir dire, venire, and 

bias judgments (Kovera et al., 2003). Voir dire is actually the term defining the “selection 

process”. It is a legal proceeding that occurs before the actual trial. Venire is the pool of potential 

jurors that both the state’s counsel and the defendant’s counsel are to examine. Bias judgments 

refers to the part of the selection where the attorneys decide if any of the potential jurors have 

specific biases that could hinder their impartiality in judging the facts of the case (Kovera et al., 

2003). 

 We use the jury deliberation and decision-making process because it is supposed to help 

promote fairness and impartiality within the courtroom. Unfortunately, some things get in the 

way of this fairness and impartiality. For example: jury instructions (Indiana Jury Rules; 

Daftary‐Kapur, 2010), pre-trial publicity (Rodriguez, 2018; Ruva & Coy, 2019), personal 

attributes of trial participants (Devine & Caughlin, 2014), false memory (Pritchard and Keenan, 

2002), etc..  

Pre-trial publicity is when a high-profile case has made it to the media before the actual 

trial has taken place. Most jurors come from the area where the crime took place, so many people 

might have seen some information on the television or on social media before becoming a juror. 

This is usually “weeded out” during voir dire, however, it is not always caught, and a juror slips 

in with prior knowledge of the case. Sometimes, the courts go to great lengths to keep pre-trial 

publicity from messing with the trial, even going to different counties in order to get a pool of 



 9 
 

potential jurors with no prior knowledge of the case. Pre-trial publicity can change the way 

someone looks at the facts of the case, or even the people associated with the case. A study done 

by Christine Ruva and Anthony Coy (2019) showed that juries exposed to pre-trial publicity 

were not only more likely to have a bias, but were also more likely to change or grow their bias 

during deliberations (p. 22).  

The study focused on two types of juries: “pure” and “mixed” pretrial publicity. Pure 

means that the jury’s members were all exposed to either “anti prosecution” or “anti defense” 

publicity before entering a mock trial. Mixed means that some jury members were exposed to 

“anti prosecution” publicity before the trial and others were exposed to “anti defense” publicity 

before the trial. The results showed that there was an important difference in pure versus mixed 

juries when it came to verdicts. One conclusion that researchers came to was that “jurors who 

served on pure juries demonstrated greater bias against the prosecution after deliberations (i.e., 

more likely to vote not guilty) than prior to them, and thus, deliberation resulted in an increase in 

PTP bias” (Ruva & Coy, 2019, p. 28). It was also shown by Ruva and Coy (2019) that “PTP not 

only biased jurors’ verdicts but also their interpretation of trial evidence and impressions of the 

defendant and the victim’s parents” (p. 29). The speed at which news spreads nowadays makes 

this a huge concern.  

Personal attributes of trial participants, such as demographics, is something that most 

people do not realize can have a big impact on how the jury members’ decision making process 

takes place (Devine & Caughlin, 2014, p. 109). This is interesting when you think about it, 

though, because most people make a decision on how they feel about you fairly quickly after 

meeting you (Guisto, 2020). This should make it easy for jury members to create a picture of 
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who they think you are throughout the trial, but sometimes, if an attorney or defendant looks at 

the jury bench in any weird kind of way, it can paint a bad picture.  

False memory of the evidence presented is not uncommon, because sitting in a courtroom 

hearing a lot of information being thrown at you, it is easy to get facts mixed up in your mind 

(Pritchard & Keenan, 2002;). This is something that can allow jury members to assume facts, or 

just believe what other jury members say was stated as fact and they could even be remembering 

the facts incorrectly, even if there is no evidence to show what the fact was. This can be bad for 

the jury member who forgot the initial information, but also for the attorneys. If a jury member 

forgets a key aspect of the case and it is evidence that was shown, they could base their verdict 

off of other information that might not be as grounding. Forgetting facts of the case can happen 

for multiple reasons. First, there is a lot of information being thrown at you at once. Second, it 

can happen if you are too busy focusing on a piece of evidence that was just presented to realize 

that the attorney has moved on to a different fact and piece of evidence.  

Though it happens sometimes, there is one way that the courts try to allow jury members 

to keep from forgetting important facts of the case. This is by providing a notepad and pen/pencil 

to take notes from the trial, to be used during deliberation. This set of notes, however, is 

destroyed after the trial, to keep anonymity as well as safety for those jury members who gave a 

guilty verdict.  

Jury members are given instructions from the judge before the trial starts so that they may 

all be on the same page and be able to provide an informed decision on the guilt of the defendant 

(Indiana Jury Rules, 2021). These instructions include the “outline” of the trial, including what 

counts as evidence and what does not, the tasks they are to perform/ include in their decision 

making process, define legal terms, provide a basic overview of the difference between trials 
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shown on entertainment networks versus the “real deal”, etc. (Introductory Jury Instructions – 

Criminal, 2018). These instructions are very important to how the jury acts and listens to the 

trial.  

Some important information, as mentioned above, is the legal terms that will be used 

during the trial that jury members will have to know and understand. For example, the two types 

of evidence, direct and circumstantial, both of which can be used in deliberation/decision making  

“and neither is given more weight than the other” (Introductory Jury Instructions – Criminal, 

2018, p. 5). Knowing these kinds of things will allow a jury member to not only understand more 

about the case and its facts, but they will feel more in the loop.  

Another important piece of information that the jury members will have explained to 

them is that they have the right to decide what they believe and what they do not believe. For 

example, in a traffic stop case, one person will say the light was green and one will say it was 

red. As jurors, the decision on who is telling the truth is theirs to make (Introductory Jury 

Instructions – Criminal, 2018).  

These jury instructions are usually in depth information as to how the jury should conduct 

themselves and how they should think during the trial. This includes things like what kind of 

evidence is important, when should something said be disregarded, etc. The jury instructions 

vary by judge and some include more details than others, however, they usually include most of 

the same information.  

My first research question was “What is the biggest factor influencing wrongful decisions 

made by juries?” This question is important because of the wide variety of reasons wrongful 

decisions are made by juries. The research has shown that all the different factors that could 

possibly influence the decisions made by juries in a trial of law are important; however, is there 
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any one specific factor that makes the biggest difference? My hypothesis for this question is that 

jury instruction influences jury deliberation, which influences the decision made by the jury.  

My second research question was “How much does jury instruction help/hurt 

deliberation?” Jury instruction is given before the commencement of a trial, and it is varies 

depending on who the judge is, and what type of case it is. Jury instruction is supposed to be 

given to the jury to allow them to know more about their role as jury members but also to define 

terms that might be used in the trial. My hypothesis is that jury instructions help deliberation by 

giving the jury members a better understanding of their role.  

My third, and final, research question was “Would jury members be more efficient in jury 

deliberation if they were given better/more instruction at the commencement of the trial?” This 

question is what prompted my study. Jury instruction and deliberation are important factors 

influencing decisions made, therefore, if the instructions are changed or improved, the outcome 

should be different. Jury deliberation should be efficient in order to have a complete discussion 

about the facts of the case, and to make an informed decision. My hypothesis for this question is 

that better/more jury instruction would not only allow jury members to have better deliberation, 

but that they would be less likely to make an incorrect decision. This includes wrongful 

conviction but also wrongful acquittal.  

Methods 

Procedure 

 For this experiment, I made use of a mock trial on campus that was already taking place. 

A class taught by Dr. Robin Blom in the Honors College. The trial was displayed over a recorded 

Zoom meeting, in which the trial actors were played by Dr. Blom’s graduate students. The 

videos played were a total of 1 hour and 18 minutes of information. They were split up into 
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sections, jury instructions, opening statements, trial (presenting case and calling witnesses), and 

closing statements, and were played in order as a normal trial would proceed. The jury 

instructions accounted for 7 minutes and 37 seconds. The Prosecution had a total of 45 minutes 

and 18 seconds, with 7 minutes and 22 seconds for opening statements, 30 minutes and 15 

seconds for the “trial” portion, and 7 minutes and 41 seconds for closing statements. The 

Defense had a total of 25 minutes and 5 seconds, with 4 minutes and 46 seconds for opening 

statements, 14 minutes and 33 seconds for the “trial” portion, and 5 minutes and 46 seconds for 

closing statements. 

 The mock trial is based on an actual case, however, the names of people and places were 

changed, as well as some of the facts of the case, in order to fit the needs of the class. This trial is 

about a robbery of a restaurant. The defendant in the case is “Darnell Hudson.” The State’s 

attorney paints a picture of Hudson being the robber, presenting evidence that suggests as much. 

The defense’s attorney paints a picture of “victim bias” and that Hudson is not guilty of the 

crime. Hudson has been found not guilty in all of the mock trials done in the three previous 

semesters that Dr. Blom has conducted them. The actual outcome of the trial is that Hudson is, in 

fact, guilty of the crime charged. This mock trial was originally designed to teach students about 

the facts of serving on a jury, but mostly more about eyewitness testimony and identification.  

 The trial was set up in a way that the students finished watching the trial on a Friday and 

the following Monday (the class meets Monday, Wednesday, and Friday) and deliberations 

started on Wednesday. The class was given the opportunity that would allow them to skip class 

on Friday. If they made a decision by the end of class on Wednesday, they did not have to return 

to class on Friday. Out of all three previous semesters that Dr. Blom conducted the mock trial, 
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with the exception of one, the students made a decision on Wednesday, and did not return to 

class on Friday to continue deliberating.  

 The Spring 2022 semester’s class is the class that I was able to use for my experiment. 

The only change I made to the way the mock trial was conducted was that I added “extra 

instructions” to the instructions already provided by the trial Judge. The extra instruction that I 

added was given by Dr. Blom before beginning the trial. He explained that the four main points 

were important to know before the start of the trial. The four main points were as follows:  

1. Take your time 

a. It is tempting to get the deliberation over as quickly as possible, for many 

reasons, however, you should take your time to think through each of the 

aspects of the case including witnesses, evidence introduced, actions of the 

victim in the courtroom (if applicable), as well as actions of the defendant in 

the courtroom. 

2. Go through each and every testimony  

a. Listening to what each witness has to say is important because this is where 

you will get a big chunk of your information about the case; from either first-

hand witnesses, character witnesses, and/or expert witnesses. 

3. Don’t fixate on one aspect of the case  

a. If you hear one piece of evidence/testimony that is swaying you one way or 

the other, try not to shut down from that point forward. Take into account the 

other evidence presented after that as well.  

4. If you think someone is annoying or arrogant, do not let that change how you see the 

facts of the case 
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a. The role of the defense and prosecutor is mainly story-telling. They are there 

to tell the story of the defendant or the victim. It is likely that they could act 

arrogant, cocky, aggressive, or just weird. Do not let this get in the way of 

how you are understanding the facts of the case. For example, if a defense 

attorney knows his client is guilty, he might try to distract from the 

prosecution’s evidence by acting in a weird way or by saying something that 

would normally be out of the ordinary. 

These main points were explained clearly as stated to the students prior to the initial jury 

instructions.  

 After the trial, they were instructed to commence deliberations until a verdict was 

reached. After the verdict was reached, the class had an assignment that was already a part of the 

class, to which I added questions in order to see how, if at all, the extra instructions changed the 

outcome of the trial and deliberation. The questions I added were not used for grading. The extra 

questions I provided were as follows: 

1. What were the four main instructions that were discussed for a successful jury 

deliberation? (As discussed during the class period before the start of the trial. Please 

indicate if you were absent during that class.) 

2. How did it change the approach about how you went about deciding?  

3. Do you think you would have made the same decision if you were not given the jury 

instructions? 

4. What stood out to you the most from the instructions?  

5. Do you believe that your jury pool took enough time to effectively discuss the facts of 

the case to come to a just decision? 
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6. During deliberation, did your jury pool discuss each testimony from the trial 

7. Was there a specific aspect of the case that dominated the deliberation process? If so, 

what was that aspect, and why do you think it was important? 

8. Did the attorneys act in any specific way that was discussed during deliberation? If 

so, how much do you think it influenced the outcome? 

These questions serve as the basis for my research questions.  

Sample 

 The classes that took part in the mock trial were composed of students in Ball State 

University’s Honors College, attending an introductory level class about eyewitness 

misidentification. The classes took place on Ball State’s campus (or over Zoom, due to the 

pandemic). Each class started the semester with 25 students, however, some dropped the class 

throughout the semester, or just did not attend class. The total number of actual participants 

(counting only the responses from all four semesters) is 91 students (24 in Fall 2020, 21 in 

Spring 2021, 24 in Fall 2021, 22 in Spring 2022). The first three semesters’ ending assignments 

were exactly the same, no differences.  

Analysis  

 This research is qualitative rather than quantitative. Qualitative research is data expressed 

in words rather than numbers and graphs. It is used to explain and understand concepts, thoughts 

and experiences rather than theories or assumptions. Qualitative research focuses on exploring 

ideas/formulating a hypothesis rather than testing it. All of my research data comes from the 

answers to the questions on the ending assignment, as well as verdicts given in each class.  

 The two main findings I will be looking for and reporting on are the main differences in 

answers to the original questions given to all four semesters of the class and a difference in 
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themes emerging in the classes' answers. For example, because the three previous sections were 

not given the extra instruction, they might not have known to not allow the personality of the 

trial actors sway their decisions, which could be discussed in their answers.  

Variables 

 My research questions, as stated above, are based on the extra questions I provided in the 

assignment that the class of Spring 2022 did. My research questions are as follows: 

1. What is the biggest factor influencing wrongful decisions made by juries? 

2. How much does jury instruction help/hurt jury deliberation? 

3. Would jury members be more efficient in jury deliberation if they were given 

better/more instruction at the commencement of the trial? 

The questions allowed me to come up with the extra questions I gave to the students to answer.  

 The extra instructions (take your time, go through each and every testimony, don’t fixate 

on one aspect of the case, and if you think someone is annoying or arrogant, do not let that 

change how you see the facts of the case) were given to see if the instructions given would 

change the outcome. These two variables are the most important because they are what gives me 

data to analyze. I am hoping that the data received will give me certain outcomes. The outcome I 

am looking for is that the extra instruction gave the jury members (participants/students) a better 

understanding of their duties, which, in turn, allowed them to make an informed decision.  

Results 

Hypothesis 

 My hypothesis was that the extra instruction given would allow the jury members to 

deliberate more efficiently, as well as make a more informed decision/ the right decision. 

Unfortunately, the jury members came to the wrong decision this semester as well. At first 
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thought, this can be seen as a complete fail, however, there were a few positives that came out of 

this experiment. For starters, there were definite differences between the previous 3 semesters 

and this semester. Secondly, many students relayed in their responses positive feedback about 

the instructions, as well as constructive criticism. It is very evident that the students took this 

assignment very seriously.  

 The first difference that I noticed between the two groups (those without the extra 

instruction and those with the extra instruction) is the likelihood of pointing out the annoying 

qualities of the district attorney, and allowing it to affect their bias. Looking at the 4 semester 

worth of responses, the group of participants given no extra instruction (the control group) had a 

ratio of 2:3 in relation to if they said the performance of the district attorney (D.A.) was good/ 

did not mention bad qualities in personality versus outright stating annoying qualities and saying 

that it affected their view of her. The experimental group (the most recent semester who was 

given the extra instruction) showed a ratio of 11:10. The difference is not large, but it is still a 

wide enough variation to take note. One student in the control group (Fall 2021) even stated that 

“the District Attorney’s performance was probably the biggest factor in [their] decision making 

despite [their] bias against law enforcement.” When I read this, I was pretty alarmed, as 

sometimes, people will just not meet your expectations of their role. This participant eventually 

went on to say the D.A. “got on [their] nerves.”  

The second difference I noticed between the control and experimental groups was their 

willingness to return on a Friday to continue deliberations. Out of 3 semesters of the control 

group, only one group wanted to/ thought they needed to return for another day of deliberations 

before giving a final verdict. The class is only 50 minutes long, therefore they chose a 

spokesperson, deliberated, and gave the verdict all within 50 minutes. This also does not account 
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for any time taken out for Dr. Blom to give reminders or instruction, or if people were late. The 

experimental group, on the other hand, decided to “sleep on [their] decision” even though they 

all agreed on a verdict. When given extra instruction to “go through each and every testimony” 

and “take [their] time”, the students were more likely to do these things.  

The responses given in relation to the extra instruction gave a good idea of what can be 

done differently. For example, many students said that the “extra instruction” felt like common 

sense, so they did not pay much attention to them. This tells me that the instructions should 

either be more emphasized, or worded differently to sound like “new information” rather than 

common sense. At the same time, many students said that the instruction that stood out the most 

was “If you think someone is annoying or arrogant, do not let that change how you see the facts 

of the case”. This is important to point out, because it had the most impact on the jury 

deliberations. All but two respondents (in the experimental group) said that they did not think 

anyone, including themselves, allowed the performance of the D.A. change their thoughts in 

regard to the facts of the case.  

Given the responses from the three previous semesters, and comparing them to the 

current semester, it is apparent that this semester’s students took their role a little more serious 

than previous students. This difference was a slight change that I noticed when looking at the 

data, however, it was noticeable enough that it is important to note.  

Research Questions 

 As a reminder, my research questions are as follows: 

1. What is the biggest factor influencing wrongful decisions made by juries? 

2. How much does jury instruction help/hurt jury deliberation? 
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3. Would jury members be more efficient in jury deliberation if they were given 

better/more instruction at the commencement of the trial? 

Overall, the data examined shows that there was a mostly positive effect on jury 

deliberation. The responses to the questions given indicate, in most cases, that the approach to 

deliberation was affected positively due to the extra instruction given. This shows that there is at 

least one positive outcome from extra instruction. The responses do, however, show that there is 

low probability that the extra instruction affected the decision made.  

Discussion 

I have found, through my research as well as the data found in these four semesters of 

students, that one of, if not the, most important factors influencing wrongful decisions made by 

juries is jury deliberation. I think that wrongful decisions continue to happen because we do not 

have enough research on the topic, including jury deliberation in relation to wrongful decisions. 

It is also the most obvious factor. The decision would not be made without deliberation. The jury 

must deliberate in order to come to a decision.  

I think that the study shows that jury instruction does not hurt jury deliberation in the 

slightest. There is no evidence shown that even hints at this idea. What makes this even more 

believable is that the complete opposite is true: jury instruction is shown to improve jury 

deliberation. This experiment shows that the instruction helps jury members be more efficient in 

their deliberations, even if it is only slightly. 

The study was meant to test whether giving jury members more in depth instructions 

would help them better deliberate in order to correctly convict or not convict the defendant. I 

think the results clearly demonstrated that there was a change in the way that the jury members 

deliberated much more effectively and spent more time going through each of the testimonies as 
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well as the evidence given. What we learned is that if we make changes to Jury instruction, there 

will be differences in jury deliberation that will eventually lead to a difference in approach to 

decision making.  

I do not think that the study gave the results that I wanted, however, it did give me hope 

for future research and possible changes to jury instruction. As I said in my process analysis, 

preventing wrongful conviction is a passion of mine, and I intend to chase this passion for the 

rest of my career.  

Limitations 

 One of the limitations of the experiment is that I was unable to observe the deliberations 

while they were happening. I think that if I was able to do this, I might have more to report on, 

rather than just what the jury members turned in. I think that the data I did get gave a good 

representation of what I was looking for, however, they might be more accurate or in depth if I 

also had the physical observations.  

 Another limitation to the study is that the trial was done over a zoom meeting, so it was 

not a live “performance” and the jurors did not get to witness first hand, the attorneys’ direct 

words. I think that although the jury members took the assignment seriously and gave honest 

answers, they might have been more immersed in the trial and its facts. It would have felt more 

real to them.  

Future Research 

 Future research on this topic is well needed. For example, I found that there is not much 

research on jury deliberation in relation to wrongful decisions. There is also not much research 

done on false acquittals. This might be because of the Double Jeopardy Clause, however, there 

could be more research done on this topic.  
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