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Thesis Abstract
The purpose of the jury is to render an unbiased decision on the guilt or innocence of
those accused of a crime. The story model theory suggests that jurors construct
stories, drawn from personal experiences, attitudes, and beliefs about the world, to
understand the evidence presented in trial. Although the literature on the relationship
between jurors' personal characteristics, including demographics, and their verdict
has been inconsistent, it suggests that personal characteristics do have a small effect
on trial outcomes. This study examined the contribution of jurors' demographic
characteristics such as race or ethnicity, sex, age, occupational prestige, marital status,
parental status, and community of residence to trial outcomes in 91 Federal Court
trials. The relationship between demographic characteristics and trial outcomes was
examined at the individual Guror) and group Qury) level. It was hypothesized that
demographic variables would contribute to trial outcomes; it was also hypothesized
that trial outcomes from juries with greater diversity of jurors' demographic
characteristics would differ from juries with less diversity. Although there were no
overall significant demographic predictors to trial outcomes, there were case-specific
relationships between demographic variables and trial outcomes at both the juror and
jury level. Significant patterns found within case types suggest that demographic
characteristics can offer attorneys and researchers a basis from which to target and
test specific hypothesis about jurors' susceptibility to relevant trial issues.

Contribution of

3

Contribution of Jurors' Demographics and Jury Heterogeneity to Trial Outcomes
In the United States anyone accused of a crime is innocent until proven guilty
in a court of law. The jury system dates back to seventeenth century England, and
was created as a safeguard for the criminally accused (FindLaw, 2002). The right to a
trial by jury became a part of the Constitution of the United States of America
through the Sixth Amendment. Under the Sixth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution,
individuals accused of a criminal offense have the right to be tried by a fair and
impartial jury. The deliberation of the jury, as a group, is considered to be more just
and impartial than the deliberation of any single individual. Having a jury results in
an increased probability that a variety of viewpoints, free of external intimidation, can
be expressed (Ballew v. Georgia, 1978). A dispute, during deliberation, about
various perspectives on the evidence presented during a trial should reduce the impact
of an individual's bias, yielding an impartial decision.
Although in theory, the jury should be free of individual bias, heuristics at the
individual level can be exacerbated at the group level. Two threats to the impartiality
of the group decision are the ultimate attribution error and group polarization. The
composition of the individuals within the group must be considered when evaluating
the fairness and impartiality of the group. In this paper group decision-making issues
as they apply to juries, heterogeneity as a solution to threats to the juries' impartiality,
the decision-making process for jurors at the individual level, and how jurors'
demographic characteristics are related to trail outcomes will be reviewed.
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The Jury as a Group
If individuals are prone to make a particular error (i.e., heuristics) in a
majority decision process, in which the decision is a probability, the likelihood that
the error will arise in the group discussion is increased (Tindale, 1993). Considering
that the jury is a group of individuals collaborating to determine the probability of the
defendant's guilt, this phenomena is of concern. Groups can result in biased
decisions (Tesser, 1995). For example, perceived similarities and differences
between the defendant and the jurors could potentially facilitate categorization of an
in-group and an out-group, whereby the jury becomes the in-group and the defendant
is a member of the out-group. The ultimate attribution theory states that negative
behaviors of an out-group member (e.g., the defendant) are attributed to dispositional
factors (Pettigrew, 1979). Hamilton and Trolier (1986) suggest that once in- and outgroups are created, behavioral or personality characteristics are subsequently
associated with those groups. These associations become stereotypes. Stereotypes
then guide the way in which those persons are perceived and how information
regarding those persons is processed (Lippman, 1922). The in-group members (i.e.,
the jurors) will be guided by stereotypes of the out-group member (i.e., the defendant)
to explain the out-group member' s behaviors.
Another example of how heuristics at the individual level can be exacerbated
at the group level is though group polarization. The persuasive arguments theory of
group polarization is that if points and arguments made during the discussion are
supportive of the individual's original perspective, the magnitude of that individual's
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initial opinion will be increased (Moscovici & Zavalloni, 1969; Myers & Lamm,
1976). The group's tendency to influence the individual member's initial opinion to
become more extreme in the same direction has been shown in mock deliberations
(MacCoun, 1989). However group polarization did not occur when equally
opinionated arguments were opposed (MacCoun, 1989). For example, Cowan et al.
(1984) found that more diverse juries (a mix of death-qualified and anti deathqualified jurors) were more critical of the witnesses and were able to remember the
evidence better than subjects from the more homogeneous juries (all death-qualified
jurors) on a death-penalty case. Death-qualified jurors are jurors who support the
death penalty, and are willing or able to convict a defendant of a crime punishable by
death (Cowan et al., 1984). Anti death-qualified jurors are jurors who are adamantly
opposed to the death penalty, and who may refuse to convict a defendant of a crime
punishable by death (Cowan et al., 1984). In order to serve on capital trials, the juror
must be death-qualified (Ellsworth & Mauro, 1998). In other words, the
heterogeneous juries, composed of jurors with diverse perspectives on the death
penalty, were more critical of the evidence during their group decision (Cowan et al.,
1984). Considering that group polarization is influenced by the number of pro and
con arguments presented during the group discussion (Tesser, 1995) and that
homogenous juries would probabilistically have less argumentation than
heterogeneous juries, homogeneous juries would be more vulnerable to group
heuristics. Homogeneous juries would then be more likely to convict the defendant.
Inter-group biases are primed when the salience of the perceived inter-groups
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boundaries are heightened (Brewer, 1979; Gaertner, Mann, Davidio, Murrell, &
Pomare, 1990; Worehel, 1986). The role of each person as a member of the jury is to
evaluate the evidence presented in the trial to determine the guilt or innocence of the
defendant. This role facilitates a defined boundary between the members of the jury
and the defendant. However, if there is a perceived secondary group boundary
between the jury panel and the defendant based on personal characteristics that are
irrelevant to the case, this secondary group boundary is a potential threat. Secondary
group boundaries that make the two entities distinct from one another increase the
likelihood that biases such as attribution error and group polarization will
compromise the impartiality of the jury's decision. For instance, Perez et al. ( 1993)
reported that juries composed of a majority of Anglo-Americans convict a Hispanic
defendant more often than a jury composed of a majority of Hispanic jurors. They
also found that Anglo-American majority juries were more lenient with an AngloAmerican defendant than with Hispanic defendants. In addition, Duadistel et al.,
(1999) found the length of sentencing for Anglo-American defendants increased
when the juries were composed of a majority of Hispanic jurors. However, the length
of sentencing for Hispanic defendants remained the same when juries were composed
of a majority of Hispanic jurors. In other words, when the ethnicity of the defendant
is the same as that of the juror, jurors are more lenient. Thus, ethnicity can serve as a
secondary group boundary.
The solution to inter-group biases would be to reduce the salience of the group
boundaries. Brewer and Miller (1984) propose that if subgroup members from both
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in-groups and out-groups have to cooperate to achieve some common goal resulting
in personalized interaction among group members, the result will be a lessening of the
inter-group biases. Brewer, Ho, Lee, and Miller (1987) found that when new
subgroups are composed of both recognized in-group members and recognized outgroup members, the definitiveness of the criteria used to establish the boundaries of
the groups is compromised. This interaction and personal contact would then reduce
the salience of the group boundaries. As a provision of the reduced group boundary
definitiveness, the effect of group polarization should be decreased. For that reason,
if a large percentage of the defendants in criminal trials are members of a minority
ethnic or racial group, there should be minorities represented on the jury panels to
reduce the salience of possible secondary group categorizations.
In summary, biases that originate on an individual level can surface and
jeopardize the impartiality of the group decision as a result of the ultimate attribution
error and group polarization. However, a heterogeneous group should counter these
effects. A representative jury, which has a higher probability of being a
heterogeneous group, would probabilistically have jurors with various perspectives on
the evidence presented in trial. These divergent perspectives would then facilitate the
presentation of opposing arguments during the deliberation process. This illustrates
the importance of a representative jury to protect against the risk of an unfair and
non-impartial trial.
A Representative Jury
An impartial jury, as defined by FindLaw (2002), is a jury composed of an
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unbiased representative cross section ofthe community. Weeks (1999) reports that
under the Jury Selection and Service Act of 1986, the modem definition of the sixth
amendment right is that a defendant is guaranteed that the pool of potential jurors
should not systematically exclude any cognizable group. A cognizable group is an
identifiable group of people who are distinct from other members of society and
whose interest cannot be adequately represented by other members of the jury panel,

United States v. Potter (1977). The courts have identified race or ethnicity and
gender as cognizable classes: African Americans, Baston v. Kentucky (1986),
"Hispanics," Hernandez v. Texas (1954), and men or women, JE.B. v. Alabama
(1994). These groups have defined boundaries that are semi-mutually exclusive. For
example a majority of people identify with only one racial or ethnic classification. In
regard to sex, the majority of the population is either one or the other and there is no
conversion of identity. Courts have typically ruled that the Constitution does not
guarantee a jury that exactly mirrors the community, Taylor v. Louisiana (1975).
Rather, the issue is whether a "distinctive" or "cognizable" group in the community
has been unfairly excluded from or underrepresented in the jury pool.
According to the Final Report of the California Judicial Council Advisory
Committee on Racial and Ethnic Bias in the Courts (Courtinfo, 2003), "many
members of minority groups believe that minorities seldom face a jury containing
members of their groups" (p. 200). It also states that "many group members believe
that White jurors are prejudiced against minority litigants and the jury must include a
member of the litigant's group if it is to judge fairly" (p. 200).
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Weeks (1999) explored the disparity of Hispanics in the community to the
jury array for a criminal case in San Diego, California. He found that 12.2% ofthe
jury-eligible population of San Diego and Imperial Counties was Hispanic. The jury
array, which relied solely on Registrar of Voter lists, included only 8.9% Hispanics.
The absolute disparity is the difference between the expected percentage (12.2) and
the actual percentage (8.9) ofHispanics, which was 3.3 percentage points. However,
more importantly, the relative disparity (relates the size of the absolute disparity to
the size of the community percentage of the cognizable group) is the ratio of the
absolute disparity to the expected community percentage, 3.3/12.2= .27. In essence,
Weeks (1999) found that Hispanics were significantly underrepresented among jurors
called to serve on Federal Court cases in San Diego County by 27%.
In summary, research has shown that the impartiality of the group decision
can be violated via attribution error and group polarization (Tesser, 1995). By
reducing the salience of group boundaries or minimizing the homogeneity of the ingroup, diverse perspectives on the evidence presented in trial can be voiced.
Although the law specifies that the jury need not mirror the community in which the
offense was committed, no cognizable group should be systematically excluded,

Taylor v. Louisiana. However, there is some evidence that minorities are
systematically underrepresented in the jury array or the jury pool (Week, 1999). This
is problematic because minority members on the jury panel could potentially offer
insight during the deliberation process that would otherwise be inadequately
represented by a majority group member on the jury. Insight or a divergent
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perspective presented to the decision making group (e.g., the jury) would influence
the decision making process (e.g., the verdict).
The Decision Making Process
There are several theories about how jurors reach a verdict. Information
integration, Bayesian, Poisson, and Sequential weighting are all models that assign
evidence numerical values to create an algebraic operation to evaluate the probability
or parameter estimate of the likelihood of guilt or innocence (see Pennington &
Hastie, 1981 for a full review). Although these mathematical models of the decision
making process would be an accurate estimate of the probability of guilt, jurors most
likely do not consciously use mathematical formulas to evaluate the evidence, nor
would they consciously assign the appropriate weights to evidence items. For
example, Pennington and Hastie (1981) speculate that confirmatory testimonies are
interpreted by jurors as separate exhibits of evidence (i.e., each testimony counts as
one exhibit of evidence) rather than as supplemental pieces to each other (i.e., all
testimonies support or validate one exhibit). An alternative to the algebraically based
decision making models that is more realistic of the actual juror decision-making
process is the story model theory.
Pennington and Hastie's (1993) story model theory proposes that jurors'
decision-making process is divided into three parts. First, the jurors evaluate the
evidence presented in court through story construction. The judge instructs the jury
on the law, and the jurors learn the verdict categories. Then the jurors reach a
decision by searching for a "goodness-of-fit" of the constructed story and the verdict
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categories. The main emphasis of the story model is the organization and utilization
of knowledge to construct the stories. Pennington and Hastie (1993) hypothesize that
jurors use case-specific information acquired during the trial (e.g., statements made
by witnesses about past events relevant to the decision), knowledge about events
similar in content to those that are the topic of dispute (e.g., knowledge about a
similar crime in the juror's community), and general expectations about what makes a
complete story (e.g., knowledge that human actions are usually motivated by goals).
The claim of the theory is that the story will determine the decision the juror reaches.
Through their research on criminal cases they have found considerable support for
their story model theory (e.g., Pennington & Hastie, 1992). Different jurors will
construct different stories, "because all jurors hear the same evidence, and have the
same general knowledge about the expected structure of stories, differences in story
construction must arise from differences in world knowledge, that is, differences in
experiences and beliefs about the social world" (Pennington & Hastie, 1993, p. 196).
Pennington and Hastie (1993) found, for example, that jurors from wealthier
neighborhoods where crime, violence, and the threat of danger are low, were less
likely to believe that a person (e.g., the defendant) could have any reason to carry a
weapon, such as a knife, unless that person had intent to use it. Whereas jurors from
poorer neighborhoods, who are more likely to have experienced some form of threat
of danger, were able to conceive ofthe possibility that carrying a weapon may
actually be a normal thing to do under certain circumstances and not necessarily proof
of intent to harm another person (Pennington and Hastie, 1993).
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Another story model example that illustrates the influence personal experience
and attitudes have on jurors, was shown during a mock trial deliberation at a Federal
Defenders of San Diego, Inc. vior dire and mock jury training seminar. A volunteer
juror was asked if an officer, a border patrol agent, would be a better witness than the
average person. The juror's response was, "Well, I'm a retired police officer and I
know that we or they [officers] are trained to look around for anything suspicious and
we notice things that most other people don't notice. We take note of everything that
happens, because we have to write everything up in a report, everything gets
documented." The attorney then asked, "Would you believe whatever the officer, the
witness, would say? Do you believe that the officer would be a more reliable
witness?" The juror replied, "Absolutely. If the arresting officer says something, I
know that it was documented, and I believe him." These examples illustrate how a
juror's knowledge about events similar in content to those that are the topic of
dispute, such as knowledge about a similar crime in the juror's community or
knowledge of the procedural duties of an arresting officer, would influence the story
model that a juror constructs. The story model then determines the decision that a
juror reaches (Pennington & Hastie, 1993).
The contention that jurors' judgments are influenced by jurors' personal
characteristics is not unique to the story model theory. Sealy (1981) proposed that
factors such as life experience, general social background, education, and personality
may predispose a juror to be more sensitive to some aspects of the case rather than
others or vulnerable to argumentation during deliberation. Diamond and Casper
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( 1992) conceptualize the decision process jurors use as an, "active search for causal
explanations to make sense of events about which they are told, consciously or
unconsciously process information, filling in blanks or interpreting ambiguities in
testimonies in ways that may strongly influence their decisions" (p. 516). Therefore a
jurors' life experiences, social background, and beliefs about the social world are
important factors in the decision-making process and ultimately in the trial outcome.
Such personal characteristics influence the perspectives of the jurors. It is important
to know if observable characteristics (e.g., demographic variables) of the jurors are
related to their underlying beliefs about matters relevant to the trial. Research that
has examined observable characteristics of the jurors supports this contention. The
following is a review of research that has utilized various methodological approaches:
mock trails, post-trial interviews, and archival and field studies that examine the
relationship between demographic characteristics of the jurors and trial outcomes at
the individual level, the group level, or both.

Mock Trials
Mock trial studies that have manipulated the jury composition to isolate
specific demographic variables such as gender (e.g., Fischer, 1997) and ethnicity
(e.g., Perez et al., 1993; Lipton, 1983) have found strong support that demographic
variables do contribute to trial outcomes. For example, in simulated rape trials when
women are in the majority (5: 1 or higher) the percentage of convictions increases
significantly relative to jury compositions with a lower ratio of women to men
(Fischer, 1997). Perez et al. (1993) found that juries with a majority of Anglo-
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American jurors convicted the defendant, a Hispanic male, significantly more (79%)
than primarily Hispanic jurors (52%). In addition, Lipton (1983) found that White
jurors on a predominantly Hispanic jury were more likely to change their verdict vote
toward "not guilty," and Hispanic jurors were more likely to change their vote toward
"guilty" when the jury was predominantly White.
These studies were able to magnify the effect for demographic variables.
However, the mundane realism and external validity is questionable. Actual court
jury compositions may not be so heterogeneous and therefore may not exhibit these
phenomena. Other studies that have examined demographic predictors of trial
outcomes but that did not have extreme splits in the jury composition also found
interesting results. For example, Goodman et al. (1990) explored the relationship
between demographic variables and jurors' damage awards on civil mock trials. The
relationship between demographic variables and damage awards was not significant
but interesting trends did emerge. Specifically, women in more prestigious
occupational positions, on average, tended to award more in damages than women
employed in less prestigious positions and non-employed women. Their analysis also
found that 67% of men employed in general professions (writers, teachers, and
lawyers) awarded damages exceeding $400,000, whereas 76% of men employed in
technical professions (engineers and computer programmers) awarded damages less
than $400,000. Another interesting trend from their data was that jurors with no
college education were not as generous as jurors who were college graduates. The
trends found by Goodman et al. (1990) suggest that demographic variables may have
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some underlying contribution to trial outcomes. Although the study used three
different case types: a product liability case, a negligence case, and a medical
malpractice case, the results were not separated by case type. Perhaps a significant
predictor for a product liability case would not be a significant predictor in a
negligence case. Controlling for case type or conducting the analysis separated by
case type may have revealed more about the contribution of demographic variables
because. Case type has been found to be related to trial outcomes.
Interaction ofjuror characteristics and case type in mock trials. Case type
(e.g., product liability, rape, negligence, murder, or border bust) has revealed itself as
an important factor to trial outcomes (Eisenberg et al., 1996; Werner et al., 1985), in
that more serious crimes result in longer sentences or higher damage awards. Case
type also influences which demographic variables impact the verdict. Sealy (1981)
demonstrated that the significant differences in demographic variables varied across
different case scenarios or case types. For example, a videotaped theft case and a
rape case were presented to mock juries to compare sex, age, occupational status, and
education level of jurors. He found younger (up to age 25) and older (above age 40)
jurors to prefer to acquit the defendant in the theft case. There were two scenarios for
the rape cases. In one scenario for the rape case there was strong evidence against the
defendant (probability of guilt was high), and in the second scenario there was weak
evidence against the defendant (probability of guilt was low). Sealy (1981) found
that jurors whose status was described as skilled manual labor preferred, ifthey did
convict, the lesser charge for the defendant in the first scenario. For the second
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scenario, younger jurors (up to age 25) were more likely to acquit, and women were
more likely to convict. This exemplifies the unique way in which case characteristics
(e.g., strength and type) interact with demographic characteristics.
The interaction of case characteristics and participant characteristics has also
been suggested by Penrod (1990). He examined mock jurors' verdicts or damage
awards for four audio-taped trial simulations: homicide, rape, robbery, and a civil
suite. Various jurors' attitudes (e.g., should a person who causes the death of another
during a fight always receive punishment), experience (did the juror serve previously
on civil or criminal jury trials), and demographic variables (residence, martial status,
occupation, political party, and being a Boston Globe reader) were measured.
Analysis revealed that these factors did not show a consistent pattern of prediction
across case types. Penrod (1990) concluded that characteristic variables of the jurors
do contribute to trial outcomes but are case-specific. For each case type (homicide,
rape, robbery, and civil) different attitudes or demographic variables were significant
or more reliable predictors. For example, marital status accounted for 1.5% ofthe
variance for homicide cases and only .6% of the variance for robbery cases; and,
residence account for 1.3% of the variance for homicide cases and only .6% ofthe
variance for robbery cases. Penrod (1990) highlighted the role that case type plays on
which demographic variables are related to the verdict.
Post Trial Interviews
Visher (1987) examined the relationship between jurors' characteristics (e.g.,
demographics and attitudes), victim's characteristics, and the defendant's
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characteristics to the juror's assessment of the defendant's guilt prior to deliberation.
In addition to these personal characteristics of those involved in the trial, evidence
and case characteristics were also examined. This was a field study that included
individuals who had served as jurors on rape cases. The most significant predictor of
predeliberation judgment ofthe defendant's guilt was evidence variables which
explained 34% of the variance, followed by victim and defendant characteristics
which accounted for 8% of the variance; jurors' demographics and attitudes
accounted for 2% of the variance. Although, personal characteristics of the jurors
(e.g., age, race, education) were not significant predictors of predeliberation
sentiment, there were small but significant correlations between race (r

=

-.15),

education (r = .15), and occupation (r = .12) and the perceived guilt of the defendant
prior to deliberation. Visher (1987) concluded that demographic factors were not
strong enough to be reliable predictors of predeliberation sentiment. However,
predeliberation sentiments toward the defendant, was assessed though a post-trial
interview a week after the trial. These self-reported, recalled responses of attitudes
and sentiments prior to deliberation were not only vulnerable to social desirability but
also inherently confounded by memory decay, self-perception bias, and confirmation
bias.
Mills and Bohannon (1980) examined the relationship between demographic
variables and jury behavior. They analyzed post-trial interviews of persons who
served on a jury during an actual murder, rape, or robbery trial. The relationships
between sex, age, race (White or Black), education and responses to a questionnaire
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regarding the deliberation proceedings and their opinions about the deliberation
process were assessed. They did not find a difference for age, race, or education, but
did find a difference for gender. For instance, females (67%) reported more initial
verdicts of guilty than males (33%). This was especially true for rape cases (78% vs.
22%) and murder cases (71% vs. 29%) cases. Upon closer examination ofthe
variables and their interaction with each other, the authors found that Black females
(73%) voted guilty significantly more often than Black males (50%); however, this
relationship was not found between White females (69%) and White males (61 %).
The difference between Black females and Black males was so high that it caused the
gender effect.
Mills and Bohannon (1980) speculated that the non-significant result on the
race variable was most likely a consequence of the interaction of race and sex. The
average guilty vote for the Black group (Black males and females) was not
significantly different from the average guilty vote for White group (White males and
females) even though Black women voted guilty significantly more often than White
women did. They also found interactions for age and sex as well as education and
sex. Guilty verdicts remained high for females across all age levels, but increased
with age for males. Guilty verdicts remained relatively high across all educational
levels for females, but decreased for males.
Collectively, demographic variables accounted for 10% to 16% (R-squared) of
the variance in verdict; this is a substantially greater amount of variance accounted
for by demographic variables than other studies have found (e.g., Visher, 1987).
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Mills and Bohannon (1980) concluded that demographic variables are related to
juror's initial vote, and that variables should not be looked at in isolation. In other
words, sensitivity to finding a significant effect of demographic variables may be lost
by looking at variables separately and failing to examine possible interactions. The
strength and direction of the relationship for each of the demographic variables were
attributed to the differential case types (e.g., rape, robbery) and interactions of other
demographic variables (e.g., Black females vs. White females). In summary, Mills
and Bohannon (1980) found that in murder cases, older and less educated people were
less likely to convict; whereas, in rape cases, older and less educated people were
more likely to convict; and, in robbery cases, those that were younger, more educated,
and female were more likely to convict. The interaction of variables and case type is
complex and case-specific; illustrating the importance of considering case type in the
examination of demographic characteristics.
Archival and Field Studies
Eisenberg and Wells (2002) conducted an extensive archival analysis of
Federal Court (1979-2000) and State Court (1992-1996) records for verdicts on tort,
product liability, and employment discrimination cases (e.g., the dates ofthe filing
and termination, who prevailed, amount awarded in damages) and demographic data
(e.g., race, income, education) of the county population where a particular case was
heard. They found a small significant correlation between communities with larger
Black population percentages and the likelihood of plaintiffs winning Federal Court
product liability and tort cases. Plaintiff-win rates in Federal Courts were lower in
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high poverty communities. Poverty rates did show marginally significant correlations
with higher award levels in tort cases, and a higher plaintiff-win rate in employment
cases for Federal cases. Eisenberg and Wells (2002) concluded that the inconsistent
pattern or non-robust demographic effects suggest that evidence has the greatest
influence on trial outcomes and demographic variables are of minor importance.
A limitation that was addressed in their conclusion was that the patterns found
at the trial unit level (the county level) may not correspond to the patterns at the jury
level. They also acknowledge that any archival study that fails to take case mix or
jurisdictional differences into account seriously risks over- or underestimating the
effects. In general, archival studies are weakened by the amount of potentially
relevant information that they omit (MacCoun, 1989). Saks asserted that the
Eisenberg and Wells' (2002) study was "not especially well-designed to test the
hypothesis of interest" (Saks, 2002, p. 1879). Eisenberg and Wells (2002) compared
the demographic variables ofthe county population (taken from census statistics) to
trial outcomes in those counties. Considering that Baldwin and McCoville (1980)
and Mills and Bohannon (1980) both found that juries included in their study were
not representative of the actual community population, it seems that inferences found
for the community may not apply to the jury panel, because the jury may not be a
random sample of the community. However as Saks (2002) commented, the
Eisenberg and Wells' (2002) study raises a new question: Does the community in
which the offense was committed and tried in have an effect on trial outcomes?
Eisenberg and Wells (2002) attained ample power to find an effect for demographic
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variables and trial outcomes; however, their study lacked the sensitivity necessary to
reveal the interaction of case type on individual characteristics of jurors who rendered
the verdict decision.
Measuring the case type interaction is important because it directly influences
which specific demographic variables are related and the strength of the relationship
to the trial outcome (Sealy, 1981; Penrod, 1990; Mills & Bohannon, 1980; Eisenberg
& Wells, 2002). For example, in rape cases the frequency of acquittal differs by

gender, and in theft cases the frequency of acquittal differs by age (Sealy, 1981 ).
These findings illustrate the importance of controlling for case type when examining
demographic variables; otherwise, sensitivity to detect significant differences may be
lost.
In a recent field study, Klein and Klastorin (1999) examined the relationship
of diverse jury compositions (diverse measured as gender and race) and the number
ofhungjuries in criminal cases. Data were compiled from The Public Defender's
offices in Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Francisco. Specifically,
Klein and Klastorin (1999) chose California because of its relatively high hung jury
rate. Survey cards were provided to attorneys who filled out information regarding
the gender and racial composition of the jury panel on their cases. They found a
significant relationship between ethnically diverse jury composition (jury panels with
a higher number of Latinos) and trial outcomes when the defendant was AfricanAmerican. Heterogeneous juries were more likely to hang when the defendant was
African-American. But when the majority of jurors were White there was a higher
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chance of reaching a verdict.
Although this study was an excellent contribution to the literature on the
relationship between demographic variables and trial outcomes, it did have
limitations that may have significantly affected the results. Sex and race were the
only two variables included in the study; other variables such as age, marital status,
occupation, and community of the juror were not accounted for. Although
demographic factors should not be looked at separately but rather collectively for
possible interactions (Mills & Bohannon, 1980), Klein and Klastorin ( 1999) did not
report examination of possible interactions. Klien and Klastorin (1999) also did not
report statistically controlling for case type, which may have resulted in an
underestimation of the results. In addition, the data or survey cards were filled out by
Public Defender attorneys rather than researchers. Although attorneys were capable
of making the observations they were most likely focused on representing the case
and not on data collection. It is probable that the survey cards were filled out after the
case and were based on recall. The data collection method and composition measure
are unreliable.
To some extent Klein and Klastorin (1999) field setting findings replicated the
laboratory based fmdings of Perez et al., (1997) in which the decision of juries
composed of more Hispanics/Latinos resulted in a higher number of acquittals or in
this case a higher number ofhungjuries.
The evidence supporting the argument that demographic variables are not
reliable or significant predictors of trial outcomes is questionable. Some of the
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literature reviewed here has lacked the statistical power necessary to find the small
effect of demographic variables to trial outcomes. Other studies have lacked the
sensitivity to reveal the interaction between case type and juror demographic
characteristics which may explain the frequent weak or non-significant relationship
between demographic variables and trial outcomes.
In review, mock trials that have manipulated the jury composition and held
various confounding factors constant to study specific juror characteristics such as
attitudes (e.g., Cowan et al., 1984), gender (e.g., Fischer, 1997), and ethnicity (e.g.,
Perez et al., 1993) have successfully demonstrated a significant relationship between
these variables and juror proceedings or trial outcomes. Other mock trial studies on
juror demographic characteristics have found small relationships or trends in damage
award amount in civil cases (e.g., Goodman et al., 1990; Huntley & Costanzo, 2003).
Research based on interviews with past jurors has found trial sentiment (e.g. , Visher,
1987), deliberation vote (e.g., Mills and Bohannon, 1980; Sealy, 1981), and trial
outcome (Duadistal et al., 1999) to also have a small but significant relationship with
juror demographic variables.
Several studies have found that the type of case being tried influences which
demographic variables are related to trial outcomes; demographics found to be
significant for one case may not be significant in another case (e.g., Mills &
Bohannon, 1990; Sealy, 1981; Penrod, 1990). Studies that did not account for case
type or failed to look for interactions between demographic variables may have
overlooked the underlying relationship that may exist. With the myriad of factors
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involved with trials, the influence that demographics variables have on trial outcomes
would have a small effect size. Methodological limitations such as the experimental
design employed, internal validity, and external validity should be considered before
discounting the contribution of demographic variables. If the effect does exist, which
is supported from highly controlled laboratory studies (e.g., Lipton, 1983; Perez et al.,
1993), future field studies need the statistical power and case-specific sensitivity to
measure the relationship between demographic variables and trial outcomes.
Overview of Current Study
The present study first examined the contribution of jurors' race or ethnicity,
sex, age, marital status, parental status, community of residence, and occupational
prestige to trial outcomes in a sample of91 trials represented by the Federal
Defenders Office of San Diego, Inc. This investigation was warranted by previous
findings that juror demographic variables: race or ethnicity (e.g., Perez et al., 1993),
sex (e.g., Fischer, 1997), age (e.g., Sealy, 1981), marital status (e.g., Penrod, 1990),
community of residence (e.g., Penrod, 1990), and occupation (e.g., Goodman et al.,
1990) are related to trial outcomes. The literature reviewed in this paper has not
included a study that has examined the relationship between parental status and trial
outcomes. However, this characteristic is available to attorneys during jury selection
and may touch upon a shared construct among individuals who are parents versus
those who are not. Parental status was explored as a possible contributor to trial
outcomes. Previous research has found that case type is related to trial outcomes
(e.g., Eisenberg et al., 1996) and also influences the relationship between
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demographics and trial outcomes (Penrod, 1990). To reduce variability caused by
case characteristics, analyses were run statistically controlling for case type.
The second purpose of this study was also to explore how heterogeneity of the
jury composition may serve as a contributor to trial outcomes. Previous studies have
found differences between homogenous and heterogeneous groups (e.g., Cowen et al.,
1984; Perez et al., 1993). Although previous studies have measured heterogeneity as
a categorical variable with composition ratios as the criterion, this study measured
heterogeneity as a continuous variable with calculated diversity measures. A
diversity measure was computed for each of the demographic variables: race or
ethnicity, sex, age, marital status, parental status, community of residence, and
occupational prestige.
It was hypothesized that demographic variables would contribute to trial

outcomes. However, the order of the strength of each contribution was not
hypothesized because the case types included in this sample have not been previously
studied. It was also hypothesized that trial outcomes from homogeneous juries would
differ from heterogeneous juries, specifically that more heterogeneous juries would
be more likely to result in a hung jury. Findings may provide a better understanding
of the relationship between jurors' demographic characteristics and trial outcomes, as
well as the relationship between diversity of the jury composition and trial outcomes.
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Method
Sample

For this study archival data maintained by the Federal Defenders Office of
San Diego, Inc. was used. Access to this information was made possible with
permission from the Executive Director ofthe Federal Defenders Office of San
Diego, Inc. The Federal Defenders' office maintains trial and juror data grouped by
fiscal year (October through October). Due to administrative changes, the amount of
data collected varied depending on the fiscal year. Data contained on the jurors'
demographic information on file prior to March 2002 are fragmentary. This study
included data on a sample of jurors who served on trials between Fiscal Year 2002
and Fiscal Year 2004, specifically on trials between March 5, 2002 and January 20,
2004.
There were 104 cases in the archival dataset (See Table 1). Border Bust cases
represented 56 (54%) of the trials. Border Bust cases are used to describe all trials
that involve the importation of narcotics (marijuana, cocaine, and heroin) or
controlled substances (methamphetamine and iodine) into the United States. Illegal
Alien cases represented 25 (24%) of the trials. Illegal Alien cases involve the reentry
of deported alien(s) (first entry or those entering more than once). Alien Smuggling
cases represented 14 (14%) of the trials. Alien Smuggling cases are those in which
the defendant was accused of bringing in and harboring aliens. The remaining cases
represent 9 (8%) of all trials included in this dataset. There is one of each of the
following case types: assault, conspiracy to distribute narcotics, bank robbery, fraud,
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importation/manufacturing of firearms, possession of controlled substance,
possession and intent to distribute narcotics, sell/distribute/dispense narcotics, and tax
evasiOn.
Of the 104 cases included in the dataset, there were five possible trial
outcomes. Trials were rendered Not Guilty in 12 (12%) of the cases. Trials were
rendered Guilty in 79 (76%) of the cases. Trials in which the jury was unable to
come to a unanimous decision and resulted in a Hung jury represent 8 (8%) of the 104
cases. Trials that resulted in a split on the verdict (decision) represent 4 (4%) of the
cases. Split outcomes are the result of the defendant being tried for more than one
crime and the jury rendering a Guilty verdict on one or more of those crimes and Not
Guilty or Hung on the other crime(s). There was one trial that the judge rendered a
Mistrial representing (1 %) ofthe cases.
From these trials a sample of 91 trials comprised of Border Bust (N = 54),
Illegal Alien (N = 25), and Alien Smuggling (N = 12) cases were included in this
study. These cases were selected because of their high frequency, constituting 92%
of the trials represented by the Federal Defenders office during this time period
(March 5, 2002 through January 20, 2004). The frequency of other case types was
too small to reveal any meaningful relationships. Cases in which the outcomes
included verdicts rendered Guilty, Not Guilty, and Hung are included in this study.
Split cases and the Mistrial are excluded.
Each jury panel consisted of 12 jurors per trial (N = 1,092). Demographic data
on each of the jurors who served on these cases was included in the database. Juror
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information was compiled by Federal Defenders' personnel (attorneys, the Jury
Selection Assistant, or by an intern) during voir dire (the process of jury selection).
Information regarding potential jurors was gathered for the purpose of evaluating
grounds for cause or challenge (the dismissal of potential jurors). This compiled data
was preserved with the exception of identifying information (i.e., the jurors' name)
which was removed. The removal of identifying information was done to ensure the
confidentiality of the jurors.
Measures and Procedure
Subject Variables
Demographic variables of interest from the archival dataset of the Federal
Defenders office include the race or ethnicity, sex, age, marital status, parental status,
community of residence, and occupation of jurors serving on Border Bust, Illegal
Alien, and Alien Smuggling cases. The Jury Selection Assistant, the person who
created and maintains the database from which this sample was taken, reported that
information on the jurors was compiled by juror cards and courtroom observations.
Juror cards. Potential jurors who are called to serve are required to fill out a
juror card that is mailed to their home before they serve. Jurors then either mail in the
completed juror card or bring it in on the first day they report to jury duty. The juror
card includes demographic questions. Copies of jurors' cards, for those who served
on these cases, were obtained from the court by the Federal Defenders office. The
following represents information that was gathered from the juror cards and how the
items were coded for this study: sex (female= 0 and male= 1), age (continuous),
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marital status (single= 1, married= 2, divorced or separated= 3, widowed= 4, or
other = 5), parental status (is not a parent = 0 or is a parent = 1), as well as city of
residence and occupation.
City of residence is an open-ended question, and jurors' specificity in
response to this question was inconsistent. For example, a resident of a particular city
may respond by giving the name of the region within the county in which they reside,
or the name of their particular city, or the name of the sub-community within their
city. For comparison purposes, city of residence was categorized into five regions
within San Diego County: East County= 1, North Coastal= 2, North Inland= 3, San
Diego= 4, and South Bay= 5.
Occupation was also an open-ended question on the juror card. Jurors
provided a description or title of their occupation. The occupational variable was
classified into 1 of 11 occupational categories: Executive, Administrative, and
Managerial Occupations = 1; Professional Specialty Occupations = 2; Technicians
and Related Support Occupations= 3; Sales Occupations= 4; Administration Support
Occupations, including Clerical= 5; Private Household and Service Occupations= 6;
Protective Service Occupations= 7; Farming, Forest, and Fishing Occupations= 8;
Precision Production, Craft, and Repair Occupations= 9; Operators, Fabricators, and
Laborers= 10; and Non Paid Occupations (e.g., homemaker, student)= 11. Jurors
who were retired were classified into their preretirement occupation, if such
information was included in the juror files. If such information was not included,
retired individuals were coded into Non Paid Occupations. These categories are
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based on the 1980 U.S. Census Occupation Categories; however, they were slightly
modified to more appropriately fit the demographics of this sample. For example,
there was a high frequency of jurors who fell under the 1980 U.S. Census Occupation
Category of Managerial and Professional Specialty Occupations. Because of this high
frequency, these jurors were divided into one of the two subheadings: Executive,
Administrative, and Managerial Occupations or Professional Specialty Occupations.
However, because there were also low frequencies of jurors in other categories (e.g.,
Farming, Forest, and Fishing Occupations) some occupations were not subdivided.
Inter-rater reliability between the two raters who coded juror occupations into these
11 categories was high (kappa= .90).
Coded occupations were then given a corresponding prestige rating score.
Prestige scores are an index of Socio-Economic Status, which take into account
education and income (Nakao & Treas, 1990). In addition, occupational prestige
scores may serve as an index to societal prestige or status. Occupational prestige
scores may reveal more about possible shared personal experiences, beliefs, or
attitudes that individuals may share than would job categories. The Nakao and Treas
(1990) prestige scores represent the most current National Opinion Research Center's
prestige scale available. Prestige scores have a correlation of .99 with the 1947
North-Hatt-NORC study of occupational prestige (Nakao & Treas, 1990). The scores
are based on a national survey of 1,573 adults' evaluations of the prestige of
occupational titles. Calculated scores create a numerical value for prestige rating of
the occupational titles included in the 1980 U.S. Bureau ofthe Census occupational
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classification system. The scale is based on a range of 0 to 100; occupations with a
higher numerical value are considered more prestigious. For example, a college
professor, categorized under Professional Specialty Occupation, has a higher
occupational prestige score (64.38) than a real estate agent, categorized under Sales
Occupations (35.77). The NORC prestige scale does not include scores for non-paid
employment occupations such as student, homemaker, retired, or not currently
employed. Jurors who had non-paid professions were not given a prestige value. The
coded occupational variables were assigned their corresponding prestige ratings:
Executive, Administrative, and Managerial Occupations= 53.52; Professional
Specialty Occupations= 64.38; Technicians and Related Support Occupations=
51.21; Sales Occupations= 35.77; Administration Support Occupations, including
Clerical= 38.16; Private Household and Service Occupations= 34.95; Protective
Service Occupations= 48.40; Farming, Forest, and Fishing Occupations= 35.57;
Precision Production, Craft, and Repair Occupations = 3 8. 51 ; and Operators,
Fabricators, and Laborers= 33.38. These categories are also based on the 1980 U.S.
Census Occupation Categories.
Courtroom observations. Courtroom observations are the second source of
data on the jurors' personal characteristics. Information that may not have been
included or was vague on the juror card was supplemented with courtroom
observations. Jurors' race or ethnicity was not included on the juror cards.
Observations and data collection were conducted by Federal Defenders' personnel
such as an attorney, the Jury Selection Assistant, or an intern during voir dire in the
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courtroom. The jurors' race or ethnicity was noted through visual assessment. The
racial or ethnic groups used to classify jurors were: Asian-American= 1, AfricanAmerican= 2, Hispanic-American= 3, Euro-American = 4, or other= 5 (for jurors
excluded from these four groups or who could not be classified into one of these four
groups).
Verdicts

In these criminal cases, a unanimous decision is necessary for a "Guilty" or
"Not Guilty" verdict. Therefore, all 12 persons serving on a "Guilty" trial were
classified as having voted "Guilty"= 1. Similarly, all12 persons serving on a "Not
Guilty" trial were classified as having voted "Not Guilty"= 0. The individual vote of
each juror on a hung jury is not known (based on the information provided in the
database); therefore, all12 persons serving on a jury that was hung were classified as
"Hung" = 3. Again, trials that resulted in a spilt outcome or in which the judge
rendered a mistrial are excluded from the analysis.
Measures of Diversity

Subject variables at the individual Guror) level were dummy coded and then
aggregated across case number to examine the contribution of demographic
characteristics at the group Gury) level to trial outcomes. Each demographic variable
was given a measure of variability ranging from 0 to 1.
Categorical variables. An index of diversity value was computed for the

categorical variables (race or ethnicity, sex, marital status, parental status, and
community of residence). The index of diversity is calculated by summing the
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squared proportion of cases in each category, and then subtracting that sum from 1;
the value ranges from 0 tol (Weisberg, 1992).
Index of Diversity = 1 -

L pk!

A value of 0 means that there is no variability across categories and only one category
is represented (e.g., an all White jury). A value of 1 represents total variability or
diversity on that variable; the proportion of the cases in each category is equally
represented.
If the race or ethnicity (e.g., Asian) of only one juror of a particular trial was
included in the database and the race or ethnicity of the other 11 jurors was missing,
the index of diversity measure for race or ethnicity for this trial would be erroneously
calculated as 0-no diversity of race or ethnicity. This would be interpreted as an all
Asian jury for that trial, when, in fact, that may not have been the situation. To
control for these distortions created by missing data, juries with complete
demographic information on 10 or more of the 12 jurors who served on a particular
trial were included in the analysis. Juries with missing data on 3 or more subject
variables for each juror were not included.
Continuous variables. A bounded variance value was calculated for the

continuous variables (age and occupational prestige). The bounded variance is the
ratio ofthe actual variance to the maximum variance possible (Escobar, 1997). The
value ranges from 0 to 1, where 0 represents no variability and 1 represents total
variability.
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(X max - X mean)

Power Analysis for Juror (Individual) Level Analysis
The literature on the contribution of demographic variables to the outcome of
trials has typically found small effects. The sample size for this study was predefmed based on available data, but the formulae and tables contained in Cohen
(1992) indicate ample power to conduct a regression analysis with 7 subject variables:
sex, age, race, occupation, community of residence, marital status, and parental status
in each model. The sample size required to detect a small effect for a regression
analysis with 7 independent variables with a power of .80 (alpha= .05), a convention
suggested by Cohen (1992) is a sample size of 726.

Power Analysis ofJury (Group) Level Analysis
Research on the relationship of heterogeneity and trial outcomes is still new
and in its exploratory phase. Considering that the purpose of the jury is to have a
variety of viewpoints expressed during the deliberation so that the impact of
individual biases is reduced (Ballew v. Georgia, 1978), heterogeneity of the jury
composition should have a large effect on trial outcomes. The sample size for this
study was pre-defined based on available data, but the formulae and tables contained
in Cohen (1992) indicate ample power to conduct a regression analysis with 7 subject
variables: sex, age, race, occupation, community of residence, marital status, and
parental status in each model. The regression analyses in this study contained 7
subject variables in each model: race or ethnicity, sex, age, marital status, parental

'
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status, community of residence, and occupational prestige. The sample size required
to determine a large effect for a regression analysis with 7 independent variables with
a power of .80 (alpha= .05), a convention suggested by Cohen (1992) is 48.
Results
Characteristics of the Jurors
Analyses of descriptive statistics on the demographic characteristics of jurors
who served on Alien Smuggling, Illegal Alien, and Border Bust trials that were
rendered Guilty, Not Guilty, or Hung were conducted. Of the 91 trials included in the
analyses, females represented 53% (N = 568) and males represented 47% (N = 501)
of the sample. The average age of the jurors was 47. White jurors were the most
represented racial or ethnic group at 77% (N = 767), followed by Hispanic jurors who
represented 11% (N = 105). Black jurors represented 6% (N = 61 ), and Asian jurors
represented 6% (N =59) of the sample. The largest occupational categories were
Professional Specialty (27%, N = 285), Executive, Administrative, and Managerial
(19%, N = 204), Administrative Support, Including Clerical (15%, N = 162), and
Sales (12%, N = 128). The overall mean of occupational prestige was 48.95. Within
San Diego County, 43% (N = 453) lived in the city of San Diego, 20% (N = 208)
lived in North Inland, 14% (N = 144) lived in North Coastal, 14% (N = 143) lived in
East or Imperial County, and 10% (N = 106) lived in South Bay. Sixty-six percent
(N = 704) were currently married, 20% (N = 217) were single, 11% (N = 117) were

divorced or separated, and 2% (N = 26) were widowed. Sixty-nine percent (N = 596)
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were parents and 31% (N = 264) were not parents. See Table 2 for a detailed
breakdown of jurors' characteristics.
Juror (Individual) Level Analysis

Forward Stepwise (Wald) logistic regression analyses were conducted to
examine the contribution of jurors' individual demographic characteristics (sex, age,
race or ethnicity, occupational prestige, community of residence, marital status, and
parental status) to trial outcomes, while controlling for case type. Trials that were
rendered Guilty were compared to trials rendered Not Guilty. A second logistic
regression compared trial outcomes that were Unanimous decisions (rendered either
Guilty or Not Guilty) to Hung trials.
Guilty vs. Not Guilty trial outcomes. There were 636 jurors' verdicts (Guilty

vs. Not Guilty) included in the analysis. Of the verdicts included, 85 (13%) were Not
Guilty and 551 (87%) were Guilty. Case type was entered, as a dummy coded
categorical variable, at the first block of the logistic regression to control for
variability related to case characteristics. Jurors' demographic characteristics that
were categorical variables (sex, race or ethnicity, marital status, and parental status)
were also dummy coded. All demographic characteristics (sex, age, race or ethnicity,
occupational prestige, marital status, and parental status) were entered (Forward
Stepwise: Wald) in the second block of the logistic regression analysis. There were
no significant predictors of trial outcomes (Guilty vs. Not Guilty) detected from the
logit analysis.
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Unanimous vs. Hung trial outcomes. There were 680 jurors' verdicts

(Unanimous vs. Hung) included in the analysis. Of the verdicts included, 636 (94%)
were Unanimous decisions (Guilty and Not Guilty verdicts combined) and 44 (6%) of
the juries were Hung. Case type was entered, as a dummy coded categorical variable,
at the first block of the logistic regression to control for variability related to case
characteristics. Juror demographic characteristics (sex age, race or ethnicity,
occupational prestige, marital status, and parental status) were entered (Forward
Stepwise: Wald) into the second block of the logistic regression analysis. Overall,
case type was the only significant predictor of trial outcomes (df = 2, Wald = 34.558,
p < .001). Verdicts on the three case types (Alien Smuggling, Illegal Alien, and

Border Bust) were significantly different from each other. Jurors who served on
Alien Smuggling cases rendered a Unanimous decision 82% of the time and were
Hung 18% ofthe time. Jurors who served on Illegal Alien cases rendered a
Unanimous decision 96% of the time and were Hung 4% ofthe time. Jurors who
severed on Border Bust case rendered a Unanimous decision 92% of the time and
were Hung 8% of the time.
Follow-ups were conducted to explore possible interactions between
demographic variables and verdicts (Unanimous vs. Hung) separated by case type
that may not have been detected by the larger logistic analysis. Correlations were
conducted on continuous variables and chi-square analyses were conducted on the
categorical variables. Correlations for Alien Smuggling cases revealed medium and
positive relationships between jurors' age (r = .238, N = 120,p = .009) to trial
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outcomes (Unanimous vs. Hung). Jurors who rendered a Unanimous decision were
significantly older (M = 48.78, SD = 11.25) than jurors who were Hung (M = 22.00,
SD = 41.03) on Alien Smuggling trials.
Marital status was significantly different for jurors who served on Unanimous
and Hung trials (df= 4, N= 132, chi-sqare = 16.569,p = .002). There was an equal
split of single jurors' verdicts for Unanimous (50%) and Hung (50%) trial outcomes.
Jurors that were married rendered a Unanimous verdict 87% ofthe time and were
Hung 13% of the time. Jurors that were divorced or separated rendered a Unanimous
verdict 89% of the time and were Hung 11% of the time. There were no widowed
jurors in the sample of Hung trials for Alien Smuggling cases; however, there were
four widowed jurors on Unanimous trials.
Parental status was significantly different for jurors who served on Unanimous
trials than for jurors who served on Hung trials (df= 1, N = 120, chi-square= 4.034,
p = .045). Jurors who were not parents rendered a Unanimous decision 69% of the

time and were Hung 31% of the time. Jurors who were parents rendered a
Unanimous decision 85% ofthe time and were Hung 15%.
Correlations for Illegal Alien cases also revealed a small negative relationship
between jurors' age and trial outcomes (Unanimous vs. Hung) (r = -.131, N = 285,
p < .028). Jurors who rendered a Unanimous decision, for Illegal Alien cases, were

significantly younger (M = 46.17, SD = 11.58) than jurors who were Hung
(M = 53.75, SD =12.10). There were no significant relationships between juror

demographic characteristics and trial outcomes for Border Bust cases.
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In addition to the relationships found for the demographic variables and trial
outcomes, separated by case type, there were also relationships found between
demographic variables consistent across case types. Age differed across marital
status (F(4,1035) = 51.342,p < .001). Single jurors were significantly younger
(M = 38.34, SD = 11.63) than jurors of all other marital statuses (see Table 3). Jurors
who were not parents (M = 40.80, SD = 11.472) were significantly younger than
jurors who were parents (M= 49.92; SD = 49.92), (F(1,843) = 131.319,p < .001).
Age also differed across community of residence (F(4,1015) = 4.397,p = .002).
Jurors who resided in South Bay were significantly younger (M = 43.62, SD = 12.08)
than jurors from all other communities (see Table 3). Age differed across race or
ethnic group (F(4,971) = 10.632,p < .001). Hispanic jurors were significantly
younger than Asians, Blacks, and Whites (see Table 3). Hispanic jurors also had
significantly lower occupational prestige scores than Asian and White jurors
(F(4,974) = 7.01,p < .001) (see Table 3).
There was a significant difference between jurors' race or ethnicity and
community of residency (df= 16, N

= 981, chi-square= 110.259,p < .001). White

jurors represented the largest percentage of jurors from each community but the
second largest percentages were as follows: Hispanic jurors represented 15% of jurors
from East/ Imperial County, Asian jurors represented 7% of jurors from North
Coastal, Hispanics represented 9% of jurors from North Inland, Blacks represented
8% of jurors from San Diego, and Hispanics represented 34% of jurors from South
Bay. There was a significant difference betweenjurors' community of residence and
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parental status (df= 4, N = 843, chi-square= 23.190, p < .001). Of the jurors, 24%
from East/ Imperial County were not parents, 23% ofthe jurors from North Coastal
were not parents, 23% of jurors from North Inland were not parents, 40% of jurors
from San Diego were not parents, and 31% of the jurors from South Bay were not
parents. Parental status was significantly different for marital status (df= 4, N = 854,
chi-square= 280.145,p < .001). Ofthejurors who were single 87% were not a

parent, 17% of the jurors who were married were not a parent, 20% of divorced or
separated jurors were not a parent, 25% of widowed jurors were not a parent, and
50% of the jurors who did not indicate a marital status were not parents.
Jury (Group) Level Analysis

Data from the juror level analysis was aggregated across case number to study
jury composition. The index of diversity was used to measure heterogeneity of the
nominal variables (sex, race or ethnicity, community of residence, marital status, and
parental status), and the bounded variance was used to measure heterogeneity of the
continuous variables (age and occupational prestige). To control for distortions of
heterogeneity caused by missing data from the individual jurors, only cases with
complete information on 10 or more jurors were included in this analysis.
The sample size for the jury level analysis was considerably reduced when
aggregated across case number and when cases with incomplete information on 3 or
more jurors were eliminated from the analyses. In total there were 66 trials included
in the jury level analyses. There were 10 Alien Smuggling cases and of those cases 1
was rendered Not Guilty, 7 were rendered Guilty, and 2 were Hung trials. There were
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19 Illegal Alien cases and of those cases 1 was a Hung trial and 18 were rendered
Guilty. There were 37 Border Bust cases and ofthose cases 7 were rendered Not
Guilty, 28 were rendered Guilty, and 2 were Hung trials. The sample size of trials
included was too small to properly conduct logistic regressions with seven predictor
variables. Instead, independent mean comparisons were conducted for each of the
predictor variables and trial outcomes. Trials that were rendered Guilty were
compared to trials rendered Not Guilty. Trial outcomes that were Unanimous
decisions (rendered either Guilty or Not Guilty) were compared to Hung trials.
Comparisons were conducted separated by case type: Alien Smuggling, Illegal Alien,
and Border Bust.
Guilty vs. Not Guilty trial outcomes. An independent mean comparison was
not conducted on Alien Smuggling cases because there was only one Not Guilty trial
to use for a comparison between trial outcomes (Guilty vs. Not Guilty). However,
there did appear to be differences injuries' heterogeneity and trial outcomes for Alien
Smuggling cases. Juries that rendered a Guilty verdict (M = .35) had less diversity of
marital status among jurors than did the juries that rendered a Not Guilty verdict

(M = .64). There was also less diversity of occupational prestige among the jurors
who rendered a Guilty verdict (M= 8.56) thanjurors who rendered a Not Guilty
verdict (M = 16.68). Because there were no Illegal Alien cases rendered Not Guilty
no comparisons were made. There were no significant differences between trial
outcomes and jurors' demographic characteristics found for Border Bust cases.
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Unanimous vs. Hung trial outcomes. Independent mean comparisons revealed
that juries that rendered a Unanimous verdict for Alien Smuggling cases were
marginally less diverse on jurors' marital status (M= .43) than jurors on a Hung jury
(M = .57) (p

=

.090). Interestingly, the opposite effect was found for juries on Illegal

Alien cases. Juries that rendered a Unanimous verdict (M = .15) for Illegal Alien
cases were more diverse on jurors' marital status than jurors on Hung cases

(M= .503) (df= 17, Mean Difference= -.351,p = .023). There were no significant
differences between trial outcomes and juror demographic characteristics found for
Border Bust cases.

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to examine the contribution of jurors'
demographic characteristics, at the juror and jury level, to trial outcomes. Contrary to
the hypothesis there were no overall significant demographic predictors of trial
outcomes found at the juror or jury level analysis. However, significant effects for
demographic variables were found with regard to case type. Specifically, case type
was a significant predictor of trial outcomes that were analyzed as Unanimous vs.
Hung juries. Case type has been shown in previous studies to be a significant
predictor oftrial outcomes (e.g., Sealy, 1981; Penrod, 1996; Eisenburg, 1996),
therefore it was hypothesized that it would be an influential factor to trial outcomes in
this sample. Case type was statistically controlled for to reduce variability in the
relationship between jurors' demographic characteristics and trial outcomes
associated with case type. By using case type as a control variable, sensitivity of
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detecting the relationship between demographic variables and trial outcomes was
weakened. The relationship between demographic variables and trial outcomes are
case-specific (Penrod, 1990). By not conducting the analyses separated by case type
the strength and direction of the relationship was lost.
In order to examine the case-specific relationship between jurors'
demographic characteristics and trial outcomes, separate logistic regression analyses
should have been run for each of the three case types included in this study: Alien
Smuggling, Illegal Alien, and Border Bust. The sample size of the cases separated by
type, in this study, was not large enough to properly conduct a logit analysis for a
small effect with seven predictor variables. Instead, correlations and chi-square
analyses were conducted separated by case type. These analyses revealed that some
demographic variables were significantly related to trial outcomes.
Juror level analyses found that jurors who were younger, single, and not
parents were more likely to have served on Hung Alien Smuggling trials; whereas, on
Illegal Alien trials, jurors who were younger were more likely to have served on trials
with a Unanimous verdict. In addition, exploration of patterns among demographic
variables also revealed that Hispanic jurors were younger than other racial or ethnic
groups of jurors. Jurors whose community of residence was South Bay were also
younger than jurors from other communities, and the highest proportion of Hispanic
jurors came from South Bay. Hispanic jurors also had the lowest occupational
prestige score of all racial or ethnic groups.
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Jury level analyses found significant differences for the level of heterogeneity
of jurors' demographic characteristics and trial outcomes. Juries composed of jurors
with greater diversity on marital status and occupational prestige were more likely to
render a verdict of Not Guilty on Alien Smuggling cases. Also, juries with greater
diversity on marital status were marginally more likely to be Hung on Alien
Smuggling cases. The direction of the relationship between marital status and trial
outcome was opposite for Illegal Alien cases. Juries with greater diversity on marital
status were more likely to come to a Unanimous decision for Illegal Alien cases.
In summary, the results from the juror and jury level analyses, separated by
case type, support one another. Jurors who were younger, single, and not parents
were more likely to serve on Hung Alien Smuggling trials; and, juries with greater
diversity of martial status among jurors were marginally more likely to have been
Hung on Alien Smuggling trials. In contrast, in Illegal Alien trials juries with greater
diversity of marital status among jurors were more likely to come to a Unanimous
decision.
A possible explanation for these findings is that younger, single jurors may
have fewer negative sentiments toward alien smuggling issues than do older, married
jurors who are parents. And perhaps these sentiments did not apply to illegal alien
issues; considering that older jurors were more likely to have served on Hung Illegal
Alien cases. For example, it may be that older, married jurors who are parents may
be more concerned about the potential economic burden of new illegal aliens than are
single jurors. This hypothesis may also be applicable to why there was a higher
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likelihood that younger jurors served on Unanimous Illegal Alien cases. Although
both case types involve illegal immigration into the United States, they are
contextually different. In Alien Smuggling cases the defendant is accused of bringing
in and harboring aliens, and in Illegal Alien cases the defendant is accused of being
an illegal alien. Illegal Alien defendants most likely have jobs, are supporting their
families, and are contributing to the U.S. economy, whereas defendants in Alien
Smuggling cases may be seen as more of a burden on our economy. Alien Smuggling
defendants are bringing in new illegal immigrants who most likely do not have jobs
and are potential drains on state resources-jurors' tax dollars. Older, married jurors
who are parents may be more sympathetic with defendants in Illegal Alien cases;
older jurors with families may be self-identifying with the defendant based on family
values.
The demographic patterns found here suggest that there may be divergent
attitudes among specific jurors that influence the verdict these jurors render. Future
studies should investigate how these demographics may be related to case-relevant
attitudes or life experiences. If case relevant attitudes of the jurors are found to be
related to their demographic characteristics, then this could provide attorneys
conducting voir dire with an empirically validated starting point. Attorneys would be
able to quickly identify jurors that have been statistically shown to possess a certain
attitude and be able to direct a case-specific attitude question at that juror.
Future studies should also address some of the limitations of this study. The
level of specificity in the coding of the open-ended measures and the assessment
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method of determining the jurors' racial or ethnic groups were limitations to the
measures used in this study. Occupation was an open ended question on the juror
cards. The broadest category to describe the jurors' occupation was used in this
study. The Nakao and Treas (1990) prestige scale includes values of occupational
prestige at the occupation title level, and then calculates the occupational category
headings using the mean value of all occupational titles that fall under that particular
heading. Occupation title specific prestige values would have been a more accurate
measure of occupational prestige, but could not be used here because jurors' level of
specificity in responding varied. The broadest category was used to keep the
specificity of the prestige value consistent for all jurors.
City of residence was also an open-ended question on the juror cards. The
level of specificity with which the jurors responded on the juror cards varied. Some
jurors were very specific and indicated the sub-community within the city in which
they lived, whereas others only indicated the region within San Diego County.
Although more specific information regarding the community of residence was
included for some of the jurors, jurors were coded into regions within the county to
keep the level of community of residence consistent for all jurors. Any given region
includes various levels of SES neighborhoods; therefore, community of residence was
a poor index of SES. Jurors' zip codes would have been an informative and accurate
measure of jurors' SES. Community of residence was not intended to be an index of
SES here, but rather to detect shared verdict patterns. Eisenberg and Wells' (2002)
study raised new question(s) (Saks, 2002): Does the community in which the crime
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was committed and prosecuted influence trial outcomes? And, could the community
of residence of the jurors influence trial outcomes? This study investigated the
relationship between the community of residence of jurors and trial outcomes to
explore the underlying possibility that jurors from the same communities share
common experiences such as being more acquainted with Hispanic immigrants (legal
or illegal) or have similar attitudes regarding border patrol agents' practices that may
have been revealed through jurors' verdict patterns. Although community of
residence did not have a significant relationship to trial outcomes, it was correlated to
jurors' age, marital status, parental status, and was also related to the jurors' race. For
example, jurors from South Bay were younger than jurors from other communities,
and the highest percentage of Hispanic jurors resided in South Bay. Ifthere is a
higher percentage of Hispanics living in South Bay this would mean that jurors who
served on these trials may have had more exposure or social interactions with
Hispanic people than did jurors from other communities. These jurors' experiences
and attitudes about immigrants would be different then jurors from other communities
where there are less Hispanics. This difference would then influence the story model
these jurors construct. Community of residence should hold researchers' interests, in
that the community in which one lives may reveal something about shared
experiences or attitudes that a particular community may have. However, surveys
comparing communities the case relevant experiences and attitudes of the residence
within communities may be a more promising venture.
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Race or ethnicity was the only variable obtained via courtroom observation.
While personnel from the Federal Defenders office took note of the jurors' responses
to voir dire questions, they also took note of the jurors' race or ethnicity. Race or
ethnicity of the jurors was a visual assessment, and there was no inter-rater reliability
or set criterion rule for classifying race or ethnicity. The accuracy level of
classification may not have been high. Although this subject variable was an
approximation of the jurors' actual race or ethnicity, it is likely that others (e.g.,
individuals in the general public) would also perceive these jurors as belonging to the
racial or ethnic group they were categorized into. If these jurors are perceived as
belonging to particular racial or ethnic groups then it is plausible to believe that these
jurors have similar life experiences or perceptions as individuals who do belong to
particular racial or ethnic groups. However for a higher level of accuracy, future
studies should develop better assessment measures for racial or ethnic classification.
Other limitations to this study were the sample size and sample characteristics.
The sample size was too small to appropriately conduct separate logistic regression
analyses to examine the relationship between juror demographic characteristics and
trial outcomes for each case type. Simply controlling for case type as a variable
caused a loss of sensitivity to detect the strength and direction of the relationship
between demographic variables and trial outcomes. Future studies should include a
larger sample size and consider each case type as a separate sample for analysis to
have ample power and sensitivity to detect a small effect size for demographic
variables.
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A case characteristic limitation was the lack of a measurement for case
strength. Case strength is important to consider when examining the relationship
betweenjurors' demographic characteristics and trial outcomes. When the evidence
in a case is strongly weighted against the defendant and probability of guilty is high,
there are fewer acceptable alternative story models that can be used to interpret the
evidence. In other words, there is less room for personal interpretations which would
be influenced by individual difference among jurors in strong cases (Sealy, 1981;
Diamond & Casper, 1992; Pennington & Hastie, 1993). Weak cases would be the
most fruitful for investigation of how demographic characteristics of jurors may be
related to trial outcomes. Case strength was not measured for the trials included in
this study. However, from the overall Guilty (76%) vs. Not Guilty (12%) split of
cases in the database it is more than likely that most of these cases were strong cases
against the defendant. A database with an equal split of verdicts, or weak cases that
have been identified as such, may reveal more about the relationship between
demographic characteristics and trial outcomes.
In addition, the homogenous array of case types included in this study was
another case characteristic limitation. All three case types (Alien Smuggling, Illegal
Alien, and Border Bust cases) were victimless crimes. These cases may not have
invoked strong emotional sentiments toward the defendant or may have caused a lack
ofheated debate in the deliberation room. The population of this study is only a
sample oftrials represented in San Diego County. All cases were represented by the
same law firm. This law firm was chosen because of the available, archival, juror
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level data on the trials they represented. Results from this study may not generalize
to similar cases represented by other firms in San Diego County or similar cases in
other counties.
All three cases were also stereotypical Hispanic crimes. Most of the
defendants in this sample were Hispanic males. Interactions of the defendants' race
and trial outcomes were not examined in this study, because of the lack of
documentation of the defendants' race in the archival dataset. However, the majority
of the defendants have Spanish surnames and comments based on recall from the
Federal Defenders' personnel indicate that the majority of the defendants were of
Hispanic decent. Hispanic jurors represented the second largest racial or ethnic group
in the sample (10.8%). If there were an effect for race or ethnicity it would have been
likely that there would have been a difference in the pattern of trial outcomes for
juries with Hispanic juror members. Hispanics jurors have been found to be more
lenient with Hispanic defendants (e.g., Perez et al., 1997; Duadistel et al., 1999).
However in this study, there was no significant relationship found for jurors' race or
ethnic group and trial outcomes. The stereotypical nature of the crimes may have
accounted for the non significant race or ethnicity variable. It may be that because
these cases were stereotypical Hispanic crimes, it had the opposite effect on Hispanic
jurors. Research has suggested that jurors are biased in stereotypical crimes
(Skorinko & Spellman, 2004). Hispanic jurors may have been more critical ofthe
defendant rather than sympathetic or empathetic as a result of protective
disidentification (Aronson et al., (1995). Another possibility is that the racial or
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ethnicity effect is only evident when the racial or ethnic group in question is in the
majority rather than simply represented in the jury. Perhaps equal representation of
racial or ethnic groups is necessary for the effect to emerge or be statistically
detected. Conceivably, if the cases had been weak, facilitating more personal
interpretation of the evidence, race or ethnicity of the jurors may have been
significant. Or the alternative explanation may be that there is no racial or ethnic
effect, and all jurors are able to put aside their racial or ethnic difference (e.g., life
experiences and attitudes) and evaluate the defendant based on the evidence alone.
The results from this study are not definitive of the relationship between
demographic variables and trial outcomes. Demographic variables are related to trial
outcomes but are case-specific (Penrod, 1990). Future research should consider each
case type as a separate sample of analysis, and the strength of the case should be
measured and accounted for. Weak cases facilitate the malleability of personal
interpretation of the evidence presented. Each case is unique but by finding patterns
within case types, researchers and attorneys are better able to target and test
hypotheses of the jurors' attitudes toward case-specific issues or more generally test
the jurors' susceptibility to influential factors. Demographic variables may offer
insight into the myriad oflife experiences that have shaped one' s attitudes and one' s
perception of the world which would influence what story model a particular juror
accepts; therefore, influencing his or her verdict.
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Table I. Database Cases and Trial Outcomes
Case Typ~
Alien Smuggling
Assault
Bank Robbery
Border Bust
Fraud
Importation/Manufacturing of Firearms
Illegal Alien
Conspiracy to Distribute Drugs
Possession/Intent to Distribute Drugs
Sell, Distribute, or Dispense Drugs
Tax Evasion
Theft/Embezzlement/MisaEElication
Total Cases

Total
%
N
I4
I4%
1
J%
I
1%
56 54%
I
1%
I
I%
25
24%
I
I%
I%
I
I
I%
I
I%
I
1%
104 IOO%

Guilty
N
%
8 IO%

-

-

I%
I
42 53%
I%
1

Not
Guilty
%
N
8%
l
1 8%

Hung
%
N
2 25%

S£lit
%
N
2 50%

8 67%

5 63%

I 25%

1 25%

-

-

-

-

-

I

I3%

-

1
I

8%
8%

I%
I
I%
1
I%
I
79 76%

I2

I2%

8

8%

-

-

24

30%

-

-

4

4%

Mistrial
%
N
1 IOO%

I

I%

(J
0

&
......
0"

s......
0

::s
0

>-+,
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N

Table 2. Demographic Characteristics by Case Type and Verdict
Alien Smuggling
Demographic
Overall
G
NG
H
Variables
%
N
N
%
%
%
N
N
Age (Mean)
46.9 - 49.1 - 46.2 - 41.7 Sex
-

Female
Male

·· -

----

568 53 .1
501 46.9

52 54.2
44 45.8

7 58 .3
5 41.7

59 5.9
61 6.1
105 10.5
767 76.9
6 0.6

4 4.2
12 12.5
8 8.3
72 75 .0

2 16.7

10 83 .3

- -

- -

217 20.3
704 65.8
117 10.9
26 2.4
6 <1

8 8.3
72 75.0
12 12.5
3 3.1
1 1.0

1 8.3
5 41.7
5 41.7
1 8.3

G
N

46

Jll egal Alien
NG
H
%
%
%
N
N
53
.8
- -

12 50.0 141 49.0
12 50.0 144 50.0

- - -

Border Bust
G
%
N
46.7 -

4 33.3 271 54.3
8 66.7 224 44.9

H

NG
N
48.2

%

-

54 54.0
46 46.0

%
N
46.7 -

I

27 55.1
18 36.7

Race or Ethnicity
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other
Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced or Separated
Widowed
Other

- -

-

-

16 5.6
2 8.3
14 4.9
3 12.5 24 8.3
19 79 .2 206 71 .5
2 9.0
- -

- - - - - -

29 5.8
1 8.3 24 4.8
3 25.0 52 10.4
8 66.7 370 74 .1
2 0.4
- -

6 6.0
8 8.0
12 12.0
72 72.0
2 2.0

9 37.5 60 20.8
12 50.0 182 63.2
2 8.3
33 11.5
8 2.8
1 4.2
1 0.3

- - - -

1 8.3 110
11 91.7 323
- - 50
- 10
3
-

18 18.0
67 67.0
11 11.0
3 3.0

10 20.4
32 65.3
4 8.2
1 2.0

- -

- -

- -

-

- -

- -

-

-

-

22.0
64.7
10.0
2.0
<I

2

4.1

- 3 6.1
10 20.4

- -

Parental Status
Is a parent

596 69.3 64 66.7
Is not a parent
264 30.7 20 20.8
Note. G =Guilty, NG =Not Guilty, H =Hung

(')
0

8 66 .7
4 33 .3

13 54.2 154 53 .5
11 45.8
83 28 .8

- - -

9 75.0 259 51.9
3 25.0 101 20.2

62 88 .0
26 26.0

27 55 .1
16 32.7

.~. . .
cr"

g. . . .
0

::l
0
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics by Case Type and Verdict (continued)

Alien

Smu~tglin.e.

Illegal Alien
H
NG
G
%
N
%
N
%
N

Demographic
Overall
NG
H
G
Variables
N
%
N
%
N
%
%
N
Occupation
Executive, Administrative, 204 19.4
15 15.6
2 16.7
2 8.3 53
and Managerial
Professional Specialty
285 27.1
33 34.4
7 29.2
91
1 8.3
Technicians and Related
60 5.7
4 4.2
2 16.7
3 12.5
7
Support
Sales
128 12.2
6 6.3
2 16.7
3 12.5 31
Administrative Support,
162 15.4
12 12.5
5 20.8 49
1 8.3
Including Clerical
Service
38 3.6
1 1.0
12
1 8.3
Protective Service
25 2.4
5 5.2
3
- Farming, Forest, and
2 1.9
1
I 4.2
Fishing
Precision Production,
52 4.9
5 5.2
2 8.3
14
Craft, and Repair
Operators, Fabricators,
49 4.7
5 5.2
2 16.7
13
and Laborers
Non Paid
48 4.6
8 8.3
I 8.3
I 4.2
9
Occupational Prestige
Score (M) (SD)
48.9 12.0 51.6 12.0 43.6 11.4 48.8 12.1 49.4
Note. G =Guilty, NG =Not Guilty, H =Hung

-

- -

-

-

- -

- -

Border Bust

G

H

NG
%

N

%

N

%

N

18%

- -

- -

101 20.2

18 18.0

13 26.5

32%
2%

- - -

7 58.3
I 8.3

113 22.6
31 6.2

24 24.0
II 11.0

9 18.4
I 2.0

11%
17%

- - -

1

8.3
8.3

66 13 .2
72 14.4

15 15.0
15 15.0

4 8.2
7 14.3

4%
1%
40%

- - -

1

8.3

19
14

5%

- -

- -

24

5%

- -

1

3%

- -

- -

21.6

-

-

-

I

I

2.0
1.0

2
2

4.1
4.1

-

-

-

-

4.8

4

4.0

3

6.1

21

4.2

5

5.0

2

4.1

24

4.8

3

3.0

2

4.1

~
~
g

53.2 14.7 48.2 11.8 48.7 11.8 48.2 11.3

::s

- - -

8.3

3.8
2.8

- -

2

n
0

-·
0

0

>-+,

Vl

+>-

Table 2. Demographic Characteristics by Case Type and Verdict (contin ued)
Alien
Demographic
Variables
Community
East! Imperial County
North Coastal
North Inland
San Diego
South Bay_
Note. G =Guilty, NG =Not

Overall
N
%

Smu g~ Ji ng

G

N

Illegal Alien

H

NG
·%

143 13 .6
14 14.6
144 13 .7
13 13.5
208 19.7
20 20.8
453 43 .0
38 39.6
106 10.1
10 I 0.4
Guilty, H =Hung

%

N
2
2
2
4
2

16.7
16.7
16.7
33 .3
16.7

N
5
1
4
11
3

H

NG

G

%

N

%

N

%

20.8
4.2
16.7
45.8
12 .5

44
42
54
121
24

15 .3
14.6
18.8
42 .0

-

-

-

-

8.3

-

-

-

-

-

-

N

%

Border Bust
NG
G
%
%
N
N

3 25.0 64
3 25.0 58
1 8.3 100
5 41.7 206
50
-

-

-

12.8
11.6
20.0
41.3
10.0

8
18
21
42
10

8.0
18 .0
21.0
42 .0
10.0

H

N
3
7
6
26
7

%

6.1
14.3
12.2
53 .1
14.3

(')
0

~

&
g......
0
:;::!
0

H)

Vl
V1
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Table 3. Age Differences Within
DemograEhic Characteristics
Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced or Seperated
Widowed
Race
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Community
East/ Imperial County
North Coastal
North Inland
San Diego
South Ba~
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .001.

Grou~s

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

209
689
111
26

**38.34
48.68
49.94
60.69

11.63
10.55
10.14
9.81

61
60
96
752

44.67
48.70
**40.51
47.91

12.57
12.62
11.72
11.25

138
140
200
440
103

46.88
49.15
48.26
46.30
*43.62

12.04
11.27
10.03
12.07
12.08

56
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