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ABSTRACT 

Lefebvre, Caitlin, How perceptions and beliefs about child abuse affect decision-making 
as a mock juror. Master of Arts (Clinical Psychology), May, 2021, Sam Houston State 
University, Huntsville, Texas. 
 

Child abuse is a highly prevalent problem in the United States, yet only a small 

number of substantiated cases ever make it to trial. While past literature has examined the 

influence of various factors on jurors’ decision-making, there is very limited research 

examining variables that may moderate those links. In the present study, I investigated 

the moderating effect of mock jurors’ perceptions and beliefs about child abuse – as 

assessed by endorsement of misconceptions – on conviction decisions in cases involving 

child abuse (sexual and physical). Participants read a series of trial summaries describing 

an ambiguous child abuse case involving an eight-year-old child and a known, trusted 

adult. Participants then completed a battery of questionnaires to assess their perceptions 

and beliefs about child abuse and their conviction decision. Hierarchal regression 

analyses explored the moderating effects of mock jurors’ misconceptions about abuse 

severity, victim characteristics, and perpetrator characteristics, between abuse type, 

victim gender, and perpetrator gender on conviction decisions. While the hypotheses 

were not supported, results revealed multiple significant associations and significant 

group differences between these variables. These findings can inform the development of 

trial interventions designed to minimize the impact of this prejudice on jurors’ 

perceptions and legal decision-making. 

KEY WORDS:  Childhood abuse, Child maltreatment, Mock juror, Jury decision 
making, Misconceptions, Perceptions, Beliefs.  
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Child abuse is an alarmingly prevalent problem in the United States, affecting 

nearly 675,000 children in the United States (US) every year (US Department of Health 

and Human Services, 2019). Research has well-established that experiencing child abuse, 

such as physical abuse, sexual abuse, psychological abuse, and neglect, is associated with 

a range of adverse outcomes including mental health problems (Afifi, Boman, Fleisher, & 

Sareen, 2009; Kendall-Tackett, 2002; Spataro, Mullen, Burgess, Wells, & Moss, 2004), 

physical health problems (Gilbert et al., 2009; Kendall-Tackett, 2002; Norman et al., 

2012), and behavior problems (Gilbert et al., 2009; Moylan et al., 2010; Steel & Herlitz, 

2005). Silverman and colleagues (1996) found that 80% of young adults who reported 

experiencing child physical or sexual abuse also reported suffering from at least one 

psychiatric concern, including major depression, post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), 

antisocial behavior, and suicide attempts. Furthermore, being abused as a child increased 

the likelihood of being arrested as a juvenile by almost 60% and as an adult by almost 

30% (Widom & Maxfield, 2001). In addition, as many as two-thirds of individuals 

receiving treatment for substance abuse report being abused as a child (Swan, 1998). 

Clearly, child abuse is a huge public health problem.  

Unfortunately, only approximately half of substantiated cases of child abuse will 

even be prosecuted, and less than a fifth of those cases will ever make it to trial (Cross, 

Walsh, Simone, & Jones, 2003). Block & Williams (2019) conducted a retrospective 

analysis of 500 child sexual abuse (CSA) cases referred for prosecution over a five-year 

period and found that only 19.6% of cases moved forward to prosecution. There is often 
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limited evidence, especially in cases of CSA, creating unique challenges and therefore 

making them difficult to prosecute.  

Research shows that extralegal factors, such as juror demographics and victim 

age, play a role in the prosecution of a defendant in trials of child abuse. Specifically, 

female jurors are more likely to convict than male jurors (Crowley, O’Callaghan, & Ball, 

1994; Gabora, Spanos, & Joab, 1993; Quas, Bottoms, Haegerich, & Nysse-Carris, 2002) 

and male jurors are more likely to rate child complainants as less credible than adult 

complainants (Bottoms & Goodman, 1994; Crowley et al., 1994; Quas et al., 2002; Quas, 

Thompson, & Clarke-Stewart, 2005). Furthermore, juror education level is positively 

associated with higher conviction rates as participants with high levels of education are 

more likely to convict the defendant (Quas et al., 2005). Regarding victim age, older 

victims are generally evaluated as less credible and more responsible for the abuse than 

younger victims, decreasing the likelihood of the case ending in a conviction (Bottoms, 

Davis, & Epstein, 2004). In fact, almost half of students in Cromer and Goldsmith’s 

(2010) study endorsed the belief that older children have a responsibility to resist adult 

sexual advances. Extralegal factors – such as those outlined above – may influence 

jurors’ perception of victim credibility, thereby acting as a barrier to prosecution. Indeed, 

research suggests that prosecutors’ decision to take legal action may be influenced by 

their perception of victim credibility and misconceptions about child abuse (Anderson, 

2014; Block & Williams, 2019).  
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Misconceptions About Child Abuse and Neglect 

Literature has well-established the extent to which laypeople, jurors, and even 

some professionals hold stereotypes and misconceptions about child abuse (Anderson, 

2014; Cossins, Goodman-Delahunty, & O’Brien, 2009; Quas, Thompson, & Clarke-

Stewart, 2005). Due to stereotypes and misconceptions, jurors may have preexisting 

attitudes and beliefs about abuse characteristics, victim reactions to abuse, and victim 

reliability. For instance, many people believe children are highly suggestible and often 

make up stories or tell lies, so therefore they can easily fabricate stories of abuse (Child 

Matters, 2019; National Children’s Advocacy Center, 2019). In reality, research shows 

that false accusations account for less than 2% of all allegations (Oates et al., 2000). 

Furthermore, there are mixed findings in the literature regarding the suggestibility of 

children’s memory. Historically, studies have found that younger children are typically 

more suggestable than older children and adults, however recent research suggests this 

may not always be true (Davis, 1998; Goodman et al., 2001; Otgaar, Howe, Brackmann, 

& van Helvoort, 2017). For example, recent evidence shows that adults are sometimes at 

greater risk of accepting suggestive information than children (Otgaar, Howe, 

Merckelbach, & Muris, 2018). Otgaar and colleagues (2016) conducted multiple 

misinformation experiments and found that adults had more suggestion-induced false 

memories than children aged 7-8 years when presented with false suggestions by an 

interviewer after watching a video of a bank robbery. In their second experiment, they 

included children aged 4-6 years and found suggestion-induced false memories increased 

with age (Otgaar, Howe, Brackmann, & Smeets, 2016). Interestingly, when conducting 

this misinformation experiment within in a sample of maltreated children, they found that 
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maltreated children had lower levels of suggestion-induced false memories than non-

maltreated children (Otgaar, Howe, & Muris, 2017). It is important to note that research 

shows children’s accuracy greatly increases in the absence of suggestive techniques. 

Indeed, a review of the literature indicates children of all ages are capable of providing 

highly accurate reports when interviewed without the use of suggestive techniques 

(Bruck & Ceci, 1999). These findings suggest the reliability of children’s testimony 

likely has more to do with the style and skills of the interviewer than natural limitations 

of their memory.  

Another misconception people hold is that only extremely severe cases of child 

abuse are harmful and that seemingly less severe cases – such as sexual abuse involving 

older children or cases of neglect – are not harmful to the victim (Child Matters, 2019). 

Unfortunately, the misconception that only extreme cases of child abuse are harmful has 

even emerged in courtrooms. Some judges and/or jurors have little knowledge about 

child abuse and are misinformed about the signs and symptoms of abuse and the 

detrimental effects abuse can have on the child (Hamilton, 2008; Shackel, 2008). In fact, 

a New Jersey Supreme Court Judge made a statement in a 2002 statutory rape case 

against a 43-year-old female teacher that he did not believe any harm was done to the 13-

year-old boy because there was “mutual consent” and believed the boy experienced 

pleasure from the abuse (Cromer & Goldsmith, 2010). This misconception may have 

profound effects, such as decreasing the likelihood that the perpetrator will be convicted, 

due to doubt that any actual harm occurred (Cromer & Goldsmith, 2010).  

In addition, many people hold the misconception that children who are being 

abused would immediately tell their parents (Child Matters, 2019). However, only a third 
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of child and adolescent victims ever disclose their abuse to anyone, let alone immediately 

after the abuse occurred (London, Bruck, Ceci, & Shuman, 2005). Children do not tell for 

a variety of reasons, including self-blame or feelings of responsibility, threats to the child, 

fear of the perpetrator, a lack of opportunity, or a lack of an understanding of abuse 

(Malloy, Brubacher, & Lamb, 2011; Schaeffer, Leventhal, & Asnes, 2011; Tashjian, 

Goldfarb, Goodman, Quas, & Edelstein, 2016). Furthermore, many children feel shame 

and fear; particularly, fear of their parents’ reaction, of not being believed, or of causing 

trouble in the family (Crisma, Bascelli, Paci, & Romito, 2004; Hershkowitz, Lanes, & 

Lamb, 2007). Despite what some may think, a child may even fear for the perpetrator’s 

well-being if the perpetrator is someone with whom they have a close relationship 

(Lewis, 2015). Previous literature has found that characteristics surrounding the abuse 

and the victim are also associated with the likelihood of disclosure. Specifically, multiple 

studies found that children who are abused by a family member are less likely to disclose 

and more likely to delay disclosure than those abused by someone outside the family 

(Smith et al., 2000; Kogan, 2004; Lyon, Ahern, Malloy, & Quas, 2010). Goodman-

Brown and colleagues (2013) report results that take these findings a step further as they 

found young children are less likely to disclose than older children. Additionally, 

sexually abused males and African American youth exhibit lower rates of disclosure than 

females and youth of other ethnicities (Ullman, 2007).  

 These common misconceptions lead to adverse effects seen within child abuse 

trials. Specifically, research has found that mock jurors who strongly endorsed common 

misconceptions regarding child abuse rated the child as less credible and voted to convict 

the defendant less frequently than those who did not highly endorse these misconceptions 
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(Anderson, 2014; Goodman-Delahunty, Cossins, & O'Brien, 2010). Goodman-Delahunty 

and colleagues (2011) evaluated mock jurors’ knowledge and misconceptions about 

children’s credibility and verdict decisions for cases of child sexual abuse. Not only did 

they find that the majority of the mock jurors moderately endorsed common 

misconceptions about CSA, but they also found that the more mock jurors endorsed 

misconceptions, the less credible they perceived the complainant and the less likely they 

were to vote to convict the defendant (Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2011). Interventions 

designed to increase knowledge of child abuse found that increased knowledge was 

associated with a higher likelihood of convicting (Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2011). 

Additionally, perceived victim credibility mediated the effect of child abuse knowledge 

on jurors’ verdict; specifically, information presented via judicial directions or expert 

testimony enhanced perceptions of victim credibility, which in turn increased convictions 

(Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2011). 

Extralegal Factors Influencing Jury Decision-Making 

As previously mentioned, research has identified several extralegal factors that 

influence jury decision-making in trials involving child abuse. In addition to juror 

demographics and victim age, gender of the victim and perpetrator have also been 

identified as factors affecting juror decision-making. Women perpetrators are evaluated 

more leniently by both male and female jurors (McCoy & Gray, 2007; Quas et al., 2002). 

In one study looking at the effects of defendant gender on verdicts in cases of CSA, male 

defendants were more likely to be found guilty especially when the defendant was the 

victim’s father (McCoy & Gray, 2007). In fact, McCoy and Gray (2007) found that 

fathers were almost two and a half times more likely to be convicted than mothers. The 
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finding that males are convicted at a higher rate than females in cases of child abuse is 

consistent with broader research findings on gender disparities in federal criminal cases. 

A study using data from four different federal sources found that females are significantly 

more likely to avoid charges and convictions and receive 63% shorter sentences on 

average than their male counterparts; additionally, females are twice as likely to avoid 

incarceration if convicted (Starr, 2012). It seems from these findings that the general 

public perceives females to be less culpable in criminal cases than males, which presents 

an obstacle when prosecuting a case with a female defendant.  

Another factor that influences conviction decisions is victim gender. Male victims 

of child abuse are perceived more negatively than female victims, particularly for sexual 

abuse (Davies & Rogers, 2006). Jurors, especially male jurors, tend to place more 

responsibility on the male victim for failing to prevent the abuse from occurring. This 

(mis)attribution of blame to male victims is associated with gendered stereotypes of male 

strength and assertiveness, which implies males are more capable of resisting and 

avoiding situations of abuse (Esnard & Dumas, 2013). Furthermore, instead of being seen 

as a victim, jurors view males who are sexually abused by a female as gaining sexual 

experience (Rogers & Davies, 2007). This finding lends evidence to the belief that 

mixed-gender sexual abuse is less abusive than same-gender sexual abuse (Maynard & 

Wiederman, 1997). Thus, prosecuting cases with male victims and mixed-gender sexual 

abuse may be extra challenging. 

There is a consensus in the literature that the majority of individuals who 

experience abuse as a child do not disclose the abuse until adulthood, and even when 

disclosure does occur in childhood it is frequently delayed. It is hard to determine 
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disclosure rates due to differences in research designs across studies. How researchers 

define and measure “immediate” and “delayed” disclosure varies greatly. However, past 

research indicates that immediate disclosures – as defined by “disclosed within 24 hours” 

– constitutes less than a quarter of abuse victims (Kogan, 2004; Smith et al., 2000), while 

delayed disclosure – when defined as “delayed disclosing more than 1 month” – 

constitutes over half of abuse victims (Kogan, 2004; Smith et al., 2000). Even with 

inconsistent research designs, it is clear that the majority of child abuse victims delay 

disclosure. As previously discussed, there are many reasons why a child might delay 

disclosing abuse. Unfortunately, delayed disclosure presents as a barrier to prosecution. 

Cases with delayed disclosures are half as likely to be investigated and prosecuted 

compared to cases with immediate disclosures (Block & Williams, 2019).  

The Present Study 

The findings outlined above raise serious concerns and prompt empirical inquiry 

into the question of how, why, and for whom these factors influence jurors’ decision-

making in cases involving allegations of child abuse. As the literature suggests, the 

amount of impact each of these variables have on jury decision-making varies 

considerably; but what factors influence this association? While many studies attempt to 

identify factors that impact jury decision-making, there is a dearth of literature examining 

possible moderating factors. One possible influential factor might be personal perceptions 

and beliefs about child abuse, based off of common misconceptions (Anderson, 2014). 

The present study sought to address this gap in the literature by examining the 

moderating effect of mock jurors’ perceptions and beliefs about child abuse on the 

relationship between three previously identified predictors of verdict decisions (i.e., type 
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of abuse, gender of victim, and gender of perpetrator) and conviction decisions (i.e., 

guilty vs. not guilty; confidence in conviction decision) in cases involving child abuse. 

Based on the extant literature, the following hypotheses were explored: 

1. Participants with higher endorsements of misconceptions about abuse severity 

will be less likely to convict in cases of sexual abuse than in cases of physical 

abuse. 

2. Participants with higher endorsements of misconceptions about victim 

characteristics will be less likely to convict in cases of sexual abuse involving a 

male victim than in cases involving a female victim.  

3. Participants with higher endorsements of misconceptions about perpetrator 

characteristics will be less likely to convict in cases involving a female 

perpetrator than in cases involving a male perpetrator. 
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CHAPTER II 

Method 

Participants 

A total of 513 individuals recruited from psychology courses at a large southern 

state university using the psychology research participation (PeRP) undergraduate 

research system signed up to participate in the present study. Within the initial sample of 

513, 45 (8.77%) individuals did not complete the study, 10 (1.95%) individuals were not 

eligible to participate, 15 (2.92%) participants did not provide a verdict, and seven (1.36%) 

participants selected “prefer not to answer” for the majority of survey items. Additionally, 65 

(12.67%) participants did not score 100% correct on the manipulation checks, and six 

(1.17%) participants failed the alleged perpetrator identity comprehension check. Therefore, 

148 participants were subsequently excluded resulting in a dataset of 365 participants. 

Participants were 365 jury-eligible individuals residing in the United States. Most 

of the sample was female (81.10%) with a mean age of 20.79 years (SD = 4.45). Just 

under half of the sample identified themselves as Caucasian (49.00%), followed by 

Hispanic or Latino (26.30%), and Black or African American (18.10%). A majority of 

participants reported having never served on a jury (97.50%) nor ever receiving training 

related to childhood abuse (76.70%). Seventy-one participants (19.50%) endorsed a 

history of childhood abuse, with most of this subset of participants reporting having 

experienced more than one type of abuse (73.24%). Only 22 participants reported having 

children (6.00%).  
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Procedures 

All procedures received university Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval. 

Participants were recruited through the PeRP undergraduate research system at a large 

southern state university and completed all measures online through Qualtrics. Once the 

survey was accessed and informed consent was obtained, participants read one of eight 

randomly assigned trial transcripts describing an alleged child abuse case. They were 

asked to answer three manipulation checks and three comprehension checks, and then to 

respond to questions on the Juror Verdict Questionnaire regarding conviction decisions 

for the case, factual guilt, and perceptions of the child’s credibility. Participants also 

completed three measures assessing their perceptions and beliefs about child 

maltreatment and concluded the online study by completing a demographic survey. 

Participants received either extra credit or course credit for an assignment depending on 

the psychology course they were enrolled in. 

Measures 

Trial Summaries   

Eight versions of a simulated trial summary of a criminal trial involving a child 

abuse case were created for the present study (see Appendix A, p. 30). The summary was 

adapted from a trial summary used in previous research (Narensky, 2008). The basic trial 

summary was the same for all eight conditions and only varied in terms of the type of 

abuse (i.e., sexual or physical), gender of the complainant (i.e., male or female), and 

gender of the defendant (i.e., male or female). Specifically, the eight transcripts varied as 

follows: 1) physical abuse, female complainant, male defendant; 2) physical abuse, 
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female complainant, female defendant; 3) physical abuse, male complainant, male 

defendant; 4) physical abuse, male complainant, female defendant; 5) sexual abuse, 

female complainant, male defendant; 6) sexual abuse, female complainant, female 

defendant; 7) sexual abuse, male complainant, male defendant; and 8) sexual abuse, male 

complainant, female defendant. Due to the low number of trials prosecuting cases of 

child psychological abuse, this type of abuse was not included in the current study. The 

age of the complainant, age of the defendant, relationship between the complainant and 

defendant, and victim recantation were consistent across all eight trial summaries. 

Specifically, each summary included the following common details: 1) the victim was 8 

years old, 2) the perpetrator was a known, trusted adult, and 3) the victim recanted their 

allegation one time. These details were chosen because they are commonly seen in cases 

of abuse or have been shown to be a consistent misconception among individuals, as well 

as to create ambiguity.  

Perceptions and Beliefs About Child Abuse 

Perceptions and beliefs about child abuse were assessed by participant 

endorsement of misconceptions about child abuse; specifically, misconceptions about 

abuse severity, victim characteristics, and perpetrator characteristics.  

Participants completed a questionnaire adapted from the 26-item CSA 

Misconceptions Questionnaire (Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2010). Cossins et al. (2009) 

originally developed the CSA Misconceptions Questionnaire to assess mock jurors’ 

endorsements of CSA misconception statements in three broad domains: a) children’s 

typical reactions to sexual abuse; b) typical child abuse offense or offender 

characteristics; and c) children’s susceptibility to suggestion and ability to provide 
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reliable testimony. Given the questionnaire’s focus on child sexual abuse and the present 

study’s inclusion of physical abuse, an additional 16 items related to child physical abuse 

were added, resulting in a total of 42 items. The Mock jurors in the present study were 

instructed to rate their agreement to each statement on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Some examples of statements found on the adapted CSA 

Misconceptions Questionnaire include: “An abused child will typically cry for help and 

try to escape”; “The perpetrator of child sexual abuse is normally a stranger to that 

child”; and “Children sometimes make false claims of physical abuse to get back at an 

adult.” This scale has demonstrated adequate internal reliability among jury-eligible 

individuals (Cronbach α = .76; Cossins et al., 2009). The Cronbach’s alpha in the current 

study was .86. 

Participants also completed the 30-item Public Perceptions of Child Abuse and 

Neglect questionnaire (Price et al., 2001), which was developed to assess individuals’ 

perceptions of child abuse, specifically on types of children most likely to be abused, who 

is most likely to be a child abuser, and the likely long-term effects of child abuse. There 

is also a subscale containing 8-items on perceptions of what constitutes abuse; however, 

these items were not used in this study, resulting in a 22-item questionnaire. Mock jurors 

were instructed to report the extent to which they agreed or disagreed on a 3-point Likert-

type scale (0 = no, 1 = unsure, 2 = yes) for each item. Some examples of statements 

include: “They are more likely to be involved in violence against others”; and “They are 

more likely to be involved in substance abuse.” This scale has demonstrated adequate 

internal reliability in past research (Cronbach’s α = .71; Price et al., 2001). In the current 

study, the Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale was .54.  
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Additionally, participants completed the 34-item Perception of Child 

Maltreatment Scale (Fakunmoju & Bammeke, 2013), which was developed to assess 

individuals’ perceptions on what constitutes abuse. This scale consists of five subscales 

assessing each type of abuse; the current study did not include the 7-item child labor 

subscale, resulting in a 27-item questionnaire. Mock jurors were instructed to report the 

extent that they agreed or disagreed on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = no, 2 = don’t 

know, 3 = maybe or sometimes, 4 = yes) for each item. Some examples of statements 

included: “Allowing a child younger than 11 years old to wander the streets without 

supervision”; “biting a child as a form of discipline”; and “peeping constantly at a naked 

teenager in the room/toilet for sexual pleasure.” This scale has demonstrated strong 

reliability (α = .95; Blevins et al., 2015) and validity (Fakunmoju & Bammeke, 2013). In 

the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was α = .69.  

Misconceptions About Abuse Severity. Misconceptions about child abuse 

severity were measured using the Perception of Child Maltreatment Scale (27 items).  

After each item score was standardized, the items were summed to create a total score. 

Participants’ total scores were standardized before use in analyses. As stated above, this 

scale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency (α = .69) within this sample. 

Misconceptions About Victim Characteristics. Misconceptions about child 

abuse victim characteristics were measured using a composite scale including nine items 

from the Public Perceptions of Child Abuse and Neglect questionnaire and 10 items from 

the adapted the CSA Misconceptions Questionnaire. The nine items from the Public 

Perceptions of Child Abuse questionnaire assessed mock jurors’ perceptions of the likely 

long-term effects of child abuse; this scale demonstrated good internal consistency within 
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this sample (α = .81). Driven by a factor analysis conducted by the author on the adapted 

CSA Misconceptions Questionnaire, two subscales were formed: one to assess mock 

jurors’ perceptions of children’s susceptibility to manipulation (4 items) and one to assess 

children’s fabrication of false reports (6 items). Within this sample, the Cronbach's alpha 

for the manipulation subscale was α = .87, and the fabrication subscale was α = .87. To 

create the composite scale score, each item score was standardized and then all items 

were summed together to produce a total score. Participants’ total scores were 

standardized before use in analyses. The overall composite scale demonstrated acceptable 

internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .78. 

Misconceptions About Perpetrator Characteristics. Misconceptions about 

child abuse perpetrator characteristics were measured using four items from the adapted 

CSA Misconceptions Questionnaire; this decision was driven by the results of a factor 

analysis. Each item score was standardized and then all items were summed to create a 

total score. Participants’ total scores were standardized before use in analyses. The 

Cronbach’s alpha for the current study was .62. 

Juror Questionnaire 

The juror questionnaire was developed by the author and asked participants 

whether they would vote to convict the defendant (i.e., yes or no), and to rate their 

confidence in their conviction decision (1 = Not at all, 5 = Extremely). The author created 

a summary variable that considered participants’ verdict decision (guilty vs. not guilty) 

and confidence level in that decision (not at all confident – extremely confident) to 

represent mock jurors’ conviction decision (1 = Extremely confident not guilty, 5 = Not 

at all confident not guilty, 10 = Extremely confident guilty), which was used in analyses.  
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Manipulation and Comprehension Checks  

After reading the trial summary, mock jurors were asked to respond to a total of 

six questions regarding the case (see Appendix B, p. 40). These questions assessed 

whether mock jurors paid attention to the trial information and could accurately recall 

trial details. The first three questions referred to the experimental manipulations (i.e., 

manipulation checks) and asked participants to select the type of abuse that allegedly 

occurred in the story, as well as the genders of the child complainant and adult 

perpetrator. Three additional questions were used to assess whether participants 

understood the material contained within the trial summary (i.e., comprehension checks), 

specifically regarding the identity of the alleged perpetrator, the location of the alleged 

abuse, and the identity of the person the child first disclosed the abuse to. These questions 

were used to identify and exclude participants who did not understand or pay close 

attention to the details of the trial summaries. Only the data from participants who 

correctly answered all three of the objective manipulation checks and at least the first 

question on the comprehension checks (i.e., “Who allegedly abused Child’s Name in the 

story?”) were included in analyses to investigate the research hypotheses. 

Participant Demographics  

Participants were asked to complete a demographic information survey referring 

to various characteristics of the individual. Questions on the demographic survey asked 

participants to report personal information about their sex/gender (male, female), age, 

race/ethnicity (Caucasian; African American; Hispanic, Latino, Spanish; Asian; 

American Indian; or Other), history of jury service (yes, no), experience with child abuse 
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(e.g., training, personal history) and previous involvement in legal proceedings (civil or 

criminal; plaintiff or defendant). 
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CHAPTER III 

Results 

Exclusions and Missing Data 

All data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences Version 

25 (IBM Corp., 2013). A missing value analysis revealed 49 variables (79.25%) had 

incomplete data, 214 participant cases (58.63%) were missing at least one value, and 2.96% 

of all values were missing; a majority of these values were coded as missing due to 

participants selecting “prefer not to answer” on survey items. The results of Little's MCAR 

test indicated missing data were not missing completely at random (χ2= 7183.67, p = 

0.00). As such, multiple chi-square tests were conducted to examine the relationships 

between the variables with missing data and participant age, sex, and race/ethnicity (Enders, 

2010). Specifically, 46 chi-square tests were conducted at a significance level of 5%; thus, 

approximately two erroneous rejections of the null hypothesis were expected. There were 

significant findings between participant age and nine variables with missing data, as well as 

between participant sex and two variables with missing data. These results demonstrate a 

systematic relationship between the propensity of missing values and the observed data, 

suggesting the data were missing at random (MAR; Buuren, 2018). As such, participant age 

and sex were included as auxiliary variables in the multiple imputation model. 

Multiple imputation in SPSS was used to account for the missing data. This 

method replaces missing data with plausible values (Schafer, 1999). Along with the two 

auxiliary variables, 50 variables were included in the multiple imputation model (i.e., all 

variables planned for use in analyses). Predictive mean matching was used to ensure 

realistic values within the observed data ranges were imputed (Buuren, 2018). Five 

imputations were created for the current sample. All analyses utilized this imputed 
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dataset. After the imputed datasets were each analyzed, the study results were pooled into 

the final study result. 

Preliminary Analyses 

The mean scores of the measured variables are as follows: abuse severity 

misconceptions scores (M = 3.17; SD = 3.31), victim characteristics misconceptions 

scores as assessed by the perceptions of child abuse (M = 4.87; SD = 3.40) and the two 

subscales of the misconceptions questionnaire, (M = 28.40; SD = 8.70), and perpetrator 

characteristics misconceptions scores (M = 9.93; SD = 3.40). For reference, the maximum 

possible scores were 54 for abuse severity misconceptions, 18 for perceptions of child 

abuse, 60 for the combined subscales of the misconception questionnaire (i.e., fabrication 

and manipulation scale), and 24 for victim characteristics misconceptions. Higher scores 

indicated higher endorsement of misconceptions. 

Pearson and point-biserial correlations were run to determine the relationship 

between all variables of interest. Participants’ sex was significantly associated with abuse 

severity misconceptions scores (rpb = -0.18, p = .001) and victim characteristic 

misconceptions scores (rpb = -0.12, p = .02), such that males reported higher levels of 

misconceptions about abuse severity and victim characteristics than females. 

Additionally, abuse severity misconceptions scores were significantly positively 

correlated with victim characteristic misconceptions scores (r = 0.18, p = .001). 

Conviction decisions were significantly associated with participant age (r = -0.28, p > 

.001) and participant sex (rpb = 0.25, p > .001), such that younger participants and female 

participants were associated with a high confidence guilty verdict. Therefore, these 

variables were treated as covariates. Additionally, victim characteristic misconceptions 
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scores (r = -0.14, p = .008) and abuse type (rpb = 0.26, p > .001) were significantly 

correlated with mock jurors’ conviction decisions, such that a lower endorsement of 

victim characteristic misconceptions was associated with an increased likelihood of 

rendering a guilty verdict, and cases of sexual abuse had a higher likelihood of receiving 

a guilty verdict.  

As the conviction decisions variable considered participants’ verdict decision 

(guilty vs. not guilty) in conjunction with their confidence level in that decision, 

additional Pearson and point-biserial correlations were conducted to further assess the 

relationship between conviction decisions and the associated variables. Participant sex 

significantly correlated with verdict decisions (guilty vs. not guilty; rpb = 0.21, p = .02) 

and confidence in not guilty verdicts (rpb = -0.24, p = .01), such that males were more 

likely to render a not guilty verdict and report higher levels of confidence in a not guilty 

verdict than females. Participant age significantly negatively correlated with verdict 

decisions (rpb = -0.27, p > .001) and confidence in verdict decisions (r = -0.13, p = .02), 

particularly confidence in guilty verdicts (r = -0.14, p = .008). Specifically, younger 

participants were more likely to render a guilty verdict and report higher levels of 

confidence in a guilty verdict than older participants. After controlling for abuse type, 

participant age was significantly correlated with verdict decisions in both physical (rpb = -

0.17, p = .02) and sexual (rpb = -0.41, p > .001) child abuse cases, revealing younger 

participants were more likely to render a guilty verdict in both cases of physical and 

sexual abuse than older participants. Additionally, abuse type was significantly associated 

with verdict decisions (rpb = 0.25, p > .001) and confidence in verdict decisions (rpb = 

0.12, p = .02), such that participants were more likely to render a guilty verdict and report 
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higher levels of confidence in a guilty verdict in cases of sexual abuse compared to 

physical abuse. Victim characteristic misconceptions scores also significantly correlated 

with verdict decisions (r = -0.12, p = .02), with participants who endorsed higher levels 

of victim characteristic misconceptions being less likely to render a guilty verdict.  

Chi-square tests for independence were conducted to clarify the relationship 

between mock jurors’ verdict decisions (guilty vs. not guilty) and the associated 

dichotomous group variables. Verdict decisions significantly differed between male and 

female jurors, with female participants being more likely to render guilty verdicts than 

male participants, a difference in proportions of .29, p < .001. Female participants were 

significantly more likely to render a guilty verdict in alleged cases of sexual abuse 

compared to alleged cases of physical abuse, a difference in proportions of .22, p < .001. 

Male participants were also significantly more likely to render a guilty verdict in alleged 

cases of sexual abuse compared to alleged cases of physical abuse, a difference in 

proportions of .27, p = .03.  

Independent-samples t-tests were run to clarify the differences between mock 

jurors’ conviction decisions and the additional associated group variables. Verdict 

decisions (guilty vs. not guilty) significantly differed as a function of age, M = 2.68, 95% 

CI [1.71, 3.66], t(363) = 5.384, p < .001, with younger participants more likely to render 

guilty verdicts (M = 20.00, SD = 2.75) than older participants (M = 22.68, SD = 6.65). 

Conviction decisions (summary score) significantly differed between physical abuse and 

sexual abuse, M = -1.72, 95% CI [-2.37, -1.07], t(363) = -5.216, p = .023, with 

participants rendering guilty verdicts with higher confidence in cases of sexual abuse (M 

= 8.04, SD = 2.79) than physical abuse (M = 6.32, SD = 3.48).  
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Analyses of Research Hypotheses 

Prior to conducing a series of hierarchical multiple regression models, the relevant 

assumptions of this statistical analysis were tested. The assumption of independence of 

observations was met, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.741. There was no 

evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. The 

assumptions of linearity, as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized 

residuals against the predicted values, normality, as assessed by a Q-Q Plot, and 

homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals 

versus unstandardized predicted values, were all satisfied. Additionally, there were no 

significant or highly influential outliers within this data set.  

Hypothesis 1 

To test the hypothesis that mock jurors’ misconceptions about child abuse 

severity moderates the relationship between type of abuse in cases of alleged child abuse 

and conviction decisions, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted. The 

abuse severity misconceptions scores variable was standardized, and an interaction term 

was created. The overall model contained four independent variables: abuse severity 

misconceptions scores, abuse type, as well as participant age and gender as covariates. 

The outcome variable was conviction decision. The overall model statistically 

significantly predicted mock jurors’ conviction decisions, R2 = .201, F(5, 359) = 18.03, p 

< .001.  

In the first step, the two covariates (i.e., participant age and gender) were entered 

into the model. These variables accounted for a significant amount of variance in 

conviction decisions, R2 = .131, F(2, 362) = 27.35, p < .001, revealing that the covariates 
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were predictive of mock jurors’ conviction decisions. Abuse severity misconceptions 

scores and abuse type were entered in the second step. Abuse type significantly added to 

the amount of variance in the criterion accounted for, ΔR2 = .069, ΔF(2, 360) = 15.52, p < 

.001, β = 0.25, p < .001; however, abuse severity misconceptions scores did not improve 

the predictive utility of the model (β = 0.05, p = .33). In the last step, the interaction term 

between abuse severity misconceptions and abuse type was entered, which also did not 

account for a significant proportion of the variance in mock jurors’ conviction decisions 

ΔR2 = .069, ΔF(1, 359) = 15.52, p = .65, β = 0.05, p = .66. Refer to Table 1 for the results 

of the multiple regression model. 

Table 1 

Results of Hierarchal Multiple Regression Model of Abuse Severity Misconceptions 

Scores and Type of Abuse 

Model Predictor B SE β R2 ∆R2 F 
Step 1     0.13 0.13** 27.35** 
 (Constant) 9.56** 0.88     

 Age -0.19 0.04 -0.26**    

 Sex 1.91 0.41 0.23**    
Step 2     0.20 0.69** 15.52** 
 (Constant) 8.54** 0.85     

 Age -0.18 0.04 -0.25**    

 Sex 2.00 0.40 0.24**    

 Abuse Type 1.66 0.31 0.25**    

 Abuse Severity 
Misconceptions 1.75 0.18 0.06    

Step 3     0.20 0.001 18.03** 
 (Constant) 8.56** 0.85     
 Age -0.18 0.04 -0.25**    

 Sex 1.99 0.40 0.24**    

 Abuse Type 1.66 0.31 0.25**    

(continued) 
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 Abuse Severity 
Misconceptions 0.04 0.35 0.01    

 Interaction 0.17 0.39 0.08    
Note: Interaction = Abuse Type * Abuse Severity Misconceptions Scores. 
*p< .05. **p < .001. 

 

Hypothesis 2 

To test the hypothesis that mock jurors’ misconceptions about victim 

characteristics moderates the relationship between victim gender in cases of alleged 

child abuse and conviction decisions, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was 

conducted. The victim characteristics misconceptions scores variable was standardized, 

and an interaction term was created. Including the same covariates as used in the previous 

regression analysis, the model contained four independent variables: victim 

misconceptions scores, victim gender, participant age, and participant gender. The 

outcome variable was conviction decision. The overall model was statistically significant, 

R2 = .143, F(5, 359) = 11.96, p < .001.  

In the first step, the two covariates (i.e., participant age and gender) were entered 

into the model. Consistent with the previous model, step one was statistically significant, 

R2 = .131, F(5, 539) = 27.35, p < .001. Victim misconceptions scores and victim gender 

were entered in the second step. While these variables did not significantly add to the 

amount of variance in the criterion accounted for, ΔR2 = .011, ΔF(2, 360) = 2.22, p = .18, 

victim characteristics misconceptions scores significantly predicted conviction decisions 

within this model (β = -0.10, p = .04). This suggests that victim characteristics 

misconceptions improved the predictive utility of the model, albeit the majority of the 

variance accounted for was explained by participant age and sex. In the final step of the 

regression analysis, the interaction term between victim misconceptions scores and 
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victim gender was entered, which also did not improve the predictive utility of the model, 

ΔR2 = .001, ΔF(1, 359) = 0.35, p = .56, β = -0.04, p = .56. When all four variables and the 

interaction term were included in the final stage of the regression model, victim 

misconceptions scores were not a significant predictor of mock jurors’ conviction 

decisions (β = -0.08, p = .25). Refer to Table 2 for the results of the multiple regression 

model. 

Table 2 

Results of Hierarchal Multiple Regression Model of Victim Characteristics 

Misconceptions Scores and Victim Gender 

Model Predictor B SE β R2 ∆R2 F 
Step 1     0.13 0.13** 27.35** 
 (Constant) 9.59** 0.88     

 Age -0.19 0.04 -0.26**    

 Sex 1.91 0.41 0.23**    
Step 2     0.14 0.01 14.88** 
 (Constant) 9.59** 0.88     

 Age -0.19 0.04 -0.25**    

 Sex 1.80 0.41 0.22**    

 Victim Gender 0.05 0.32 0.01    

 
Victim 
Characteristics 
Misconceptions 

-0.34 0.16 -0.10*    

Step 3     0.14 0.001 11.96** 
 (Constant) 9.59** 0.88     
 Age -0.19 0.04 -0.25**    

 Sex 1.81 0.42 0.22**    

 Victim Gender 0.05 0.32 0.01    

 
Victim 
Characteristics 
Misconceptions 

-0.25 0.22 -0.08    

 Interaction -0.19 0.32 -0.04    

(continued) 
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Note: Interaction = Victim Gender * Victim Characteristics Misconceptions Scores. 
*p< .05. **p < .001. 

 

Hypothesis 3 

To test the hypothesis that mock jurors’ misconceptions about perpetrator 

characteristics moderates the relationship between perpetrator gender in cases of alleged 

child abuse and conviction decisions, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was 

conducted. The perpetrator characteristics misconceptions scores variable was 

standardized, and an interaction term was created. Including the same covariates as used 

in the first regression analysis, the model contained four independent variables: 

perpetrator misconceptions scores, perpetrator gender, participant age, and participant 

gender. The outcome variable was conviction decision. The overall model was 

statistically significant, R2 = .147, F(5, 359) = 12.42, p < .001.  

In the first step, the two covariates (i.e., participant age and gender) were entered 

into the model. Consistent with the previous models, step one was statistically significant, 

R2 = .131, F(5, 539) =24.35, p < .001. Perpetrator misconceptions scores and perpetrator 

gender were entered in the second step. Neither perpetrator misconceptions scores (β = -

0.06, p = .21) or perpetrator gender (β = 0.04, p = .36) significantly added to the amount 

of variance in the criterion accounted for, ΔR2 = .006, ΔF(2, 360) = 1.28, p = .29. In the 

final step of the regression analysis, the interaction term between perpetrator 

misconceptions scores and perpetrator gender was entered, which also did not improve 

the predictive utility of the model, ΔR2 = .006, ΔF(2, 360) = 1.28, p = .29, β = 0.12, p = 

.11. However, within the final model, with all variables and the interaction term entered 

into the model, mock jurors’ perpetrator misconceptions scores significantly contributed 
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to the predictive utility of the model (β = - 0.15, p = .04). Refer to Table 3 for the results 

of the multiple regression model.  

Table 3 

Results of Hierarchal Multiple Regression Model of Perpetrator Characteristics 

Misconceptions Scores and Perpetrator Gender 

Model Predictor B SE β R2 ∆R2 F 
Step 1     0.13 0.13** 27.35** 
 (Constant) 9.56** 0.88     

 Age -0.19 0.04 -0.26**    

 Sex 1.91 0.41 0.23**    
Step 2     0.14 0.01 14.34** 
 (Constant) 9.42** 0.91     

 Age -0.19 0.04 -0.26**    

 Sex 1.93 0.41 0.23**    

 Perpetrator 
Gender 0.29 0.32 0.04    

 
Perpetrator 
Characteristics 
Misconceptions 

-0.21 0.17 -0.06    

Step 3     0.15 0.01 12.42** 
 (Constant) 9.43** 0.90     
 Age -0.19 0.04 -0.26**    

 Sex 1.92 0.41 0.23**    

 Perpetrator 
Gender 0.29 0.32 0.01    

 
Perpetrator 
Characteristics 
Misconceptions 

-0.48 0.24 -0.15*    

 Interaction 0.54 0.34 0.12    
Note: Interaction = Perpetrator Gender * Perpetrator Characteristics Misconceptions 
Scores. 
*p< .05. **p < .001. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Discussion 

The current study aimed to determine whether mock jurors’ perceptions and 

beliefs about child abuse, as measured by endorsement of misconceptions, influenced the 

relationship between extralegal factors and conviction decisions in cases of alleged child 

abuse. Based on the previous literature, it was expected that higher endorsements of 

misconceptions would strengthen the association between conviction decisions and abuse 

type, victim gender, and perpetrator gender. Overall, the analyses did not support these 

hypotheses. No significant interactions were found between misconceptions about child 

abuse and abuse type, victim gender, and perpetrator gender. Additionally, and contrary 

to findings in past research, victim gender and perpetrator gender did not predict mock 

jurors’ conviction decisions. 

One possible explanation for the lack of support for the initial hypotheses, as well 

as the previous research findings regarding the influence of victim and perpetrator sex on 

juror conviction decisions, is the overrepresentation of females and individuals with 

above-average levels of education within in the current study’s sample. As previously 

discussed, research has demonstrated that female jurors are more likely to convict than 

male jurors (Crowley, O’Callaghan, & Ball, 1994; Gabora, Spanos, & Joab, 1993; Quas, 

Bottoms, Haegerich, & Nysse-Carris, 2002) and individuals with high levels of education 

are more likely to convict the defendant than individuals with lower levels of education 

(Quas et al., 2005). A review of conviction decisions within the present study indicated 

most participants rendered guilty verdicts (N = 252, 69.0%) and were moderately to 

extremely confident in their conviction decision (N = 233, 63.8%). In addition to the vast 
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majority of the sample consisting of female participants, it is possible that individuals 

with a college education may have more knowledge and awareness of child abuse and are 

therefore less likely to consider extralegal factors, such as gender, when making legal 

decisions in cases of child abuse.  

Past research has shown that male jurors report higher endorsements of 

misconceptions than female jurors (Gabora et al., 1993). As previously discussed, mock 

jurors who strongly endorse common misconceptions about child abuse are more likely to 

rate the child complainant as less-credible and vote to convict the defendant less 

frequently than those who do not highly endorse misconceptions (Anderson, 2014; 

Goodman-Delahunty, Cossins, & O'Brien, 2010). Consistent with the literature, 

participants with a higher endorsement of misconceptions about victim characteristics 

were less likely to render a guilty verdict in the present study. Moreover, male 

participants endorsed higher levels of misconceptions about abuse severity and victim 

characteristics than female participants. 

As expected, abuse type predicted mock jurors’ verdict decisions (guilty vs. not 

guilty). Participants were more likely to convict in cases of sexual abuse and felt more 

confident in their verdict compared to cases of physical abuse. This finding may be in 

part due to the lack of medical evidence presented in the trial summaries. Given medical 

evidence is often a prerequisite for the prosecution to proceed in cases of child physical 

abuse, the lack of medical evidence likely caused hesitance within participants to render a 

guilty verdict. Additionally, considering the intrusive nature of sexual abuse and 

increased awareness of sexual assault in response to the recent #MeToo movement, 

participants may have felt more confident rendering a guilty verdict in cases of sexual 
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abuse. In fact, dismissal of sexual assault significantly decreased following the #MeToo 

movement among both men and women (Szekeres et al., 2020).  

Nonetheless, juror demographics significantly predicted conviction decisions. 

Specifically, male participants were more likely to render a verdict of not guilty and be 

more confident in that decision than female participants. Indeed, just over half of male 

participants rendered a not guilty verdict, with the majority feeling moderately or 

extremely confident in that decision. On the contrary, about a quarter of female 

participants rendered a not guilty verdict, with the majority feeling not at all or only 

slightly confident in that decision. As suggested by the literature, males may perceive child 

complainants as less believable and credible than adult victims (Quas et al., 2005). So, while 

the #MeToo movement positively impacted the level of belief for sexual assault victims by 

men, this impact may not have generalized to child victims.  

Additionally, younger participants were more likely to render a guilty verdict and 

report feeling more confident in that decision than older participants. Few studies have 

examined the impact of juror age on conviction decisions in cases of child abuse; 

however, older jurors have been found to hold less favorable attitudes toward victims of 

child sexual abuse (Goodman et al., 1998). In the current study, older participants were less 

likely to convict in both physical and sexual child abuse cases. It is possible that older adults 

demonstrate higher levels of skepticism than young adults and rely more heavily on direct 

evidence, such as medical evidence.  

Limitations 

There are several limitations to the present research that warrant consideration. 

First, the sample size was small. The initial G*Power analysis indicated a sample size of 

400 was necessary to detect medium effects. Due to participant non-response, a number 
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of participants had to be removed from the data set. This could affect the power of the 

analyses to detect significant effects. Also, participants only received one trial summary, 

out of 8 variations, which limited analyses to between-subject. It would have been 

beneficial to conduct within-subject analyses as that would have provided more insight 

into the effect of each participant’s biases and misconceptions on their legal decision-

making.  Furthermore, the measures used in data collection did not directly or 

comprehensively assess the constructs being examined in the current study (i.e., 

misconceptions about abuse severity, and victim and perpetrator characteristics). As such, 

it is possible these constructs were not adequately assessed and did not accurately capture 

or represent mock jurors’ misconceptions about child abuse severity, victim 

characteristics, or perpetrator characteristics. This could have negatively impacted the 

findings by failing to identify significant factors that contribute to mock jurors’ legal 

decision-making. 

Additionally, most participants – especially female participants – within the 

current study rendered guilty verdicts and were moderately to extremely confident in 

their conviction decision. In addition to the possible influence of sample characteristics 

(e.g., education, gender, age), the prosecution-favoring verdict results reported in the 

present study may be due to the trial summaries more heavily presenting the prosecution's 

perspective, and perhaps did not present a sufficiently compelling defense (Narensky, 

2008). Narensky (2008), whose research the present study’s trial summaries were adapted 

from, consulted with a criminal defense attorney specializing in child sexual abuse 

litigation who suggested that in a real trial, the defense would have also presented past 

examples of the child complainant lying and established the child's history of lying; the 
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present study did not present this type of defense. By not presenting a more 

comprehensive defense strategy in the trial summaries, it is possible the case appeared 

less ambiguous than intended and, in turn, extralegal factors (e.g., gender) may have had 

far less of an impact on legal decision-making. 

 Furthermore, the convenience sample of undergraduate students used in the 

current study is not fully representative of the population of interest (i.e., jury-eligible US 

citizens). Indeed, both males and older adults were underrepresented in the sample. 

Additionally, participants’ level of education is higher than the average American citizen, 

with 94% of Americans having a high school diploma versus 39% having a bachelor’s 

degree (US Department of Education, 2020). As such, participants’ knowledge, 

perceptions, and misconceptions about child abuse may not be representative of those 

held by the average jury-eligible individual and may not be typical of actual jurors’ 

conviction decisions.  

Implications & Future Directions 

This research supports past literature by demonstrating that extralegal factors 

influence juror decision-making in cases of child abuse, particularly juror demographics. 

Additionally, the results of the current study supported past findings that males endorse 

significantly higher levels of misconceptions about child abuse than females. Males were 

also more likely to render a verdict of not guilty compared to females. Based on these 

findings, it is important to address jurors’ differential knowledge of child abuse in order 

to support the right to a fair trial and impartial jury. The implementation of trial 

interventions targeted at disseminating specialized child abuse knowledge can minimize 

the impact of this prejudice on jurors’ perceptions and legal decision-making. The 
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literature demonstrates the effectiveness of specialized jury instructions on increasing 

jurors’ perceptions of the child complainant’s credibility and reducing endorsement of 

common child abuse misconceptions.  

Future research should seek to improve upon the current research by addressing 

the limitations of this study including exploring the interaction of extralegal factors and 

jurors’ misconceptions and beliefs about child abuse among a community sample and 

obtaining larger samples with more effective and refined measures. Doing so will expand 

upon the current findings to either provide additional support for these results or provide 

greater insight into the effects of jurors’ misconceptions about child abuse on conviction 

decisions. Additionally, given jurors take many factors into consideration when deciding 

on a verdict for a case, it is particularly important to continue investigating the ways in 

which these factors interact instead of solely focusing on the individual influence of each 

factor on jurors’ decision making in cases of child abuse.  
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APPENDIX A 

Trial Summary 

THE STATE OF TEXAS, Plaintiff 

v. 

LAUREN/BRANDON JONES/WILLIAMS, Defendant 

No. 18-CR-5012 

 

The following is an unofficial summary from a physical assault trial involving a minor, 
Alexis/Alex Jones, and Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams. The alleged assault occurred at 
the complainant’s home on the day of August 12th, 2017.  
 
TX Penal Code, § 22.04, (a)(3) bodily injury to a child under the age of 14. 
The grand jury charges: On August 12th, 2017, in Harris County, Texas, the above-named 
defendant committed intentional bodily injury to a child Alexis/Alex Jones, a child under 
the age of 14. 
 
The prosecution alleged that Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams intentionally and 
knowingly caused bodily injury to Alexis/Alex Jones in her/his home on August 12th, 
2017 at some point after 6:00PM. At the time of the alleged physical abuse, Alexis/Alex 
was 8 years old and Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams was 40 years old. The state is charging Mrs. 
Lauren Jones/Mr. Brandon Williams with one count of child physical abuse in violation 
of TX Penal Code § 22.04. The prosecution will call two witnesses: Mrs. Michelle Brown 
(social worker) and Alexis/Alex Jones. 
 
Mrs. Lauren Jones/Mr. Brandon Williams pled “not guilty” to the charge of bodily injury 
to a child. The defense attorney will argue that Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams is a law-abiding 
citizen, who cares for her/his stepdaughter/son, Alexis/Alex Jones, and that the charge of 
physical abuse is untrue. The defense will argue that Alexis/Alex Jones lied about being 
abused because s/he was angry with Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams. The defense will call two 
witnesses: Michael Jones/Brianna Williams (Mrs. Jones’s/Mr. Williams’s husband/wife 
and Alexis’s/Alex’s father/mother), and Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams.  
 
The medical evidence for the case was inconclusive, so it will not be presented in this 
summary. 
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Prosecution’s Case: 
Witness Number 1: Mrs. Michelle Brown 
Direct Examination: 
Mrs. Brown testified about her interview with Alexis/Alex on August 15th, 2017. 
Alexis/Alex told Mrs. Brown that her stepmother/father (Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams) 
punished her/him by holding her/his hand against a hot stove. Mrs. Brown described how 
Alexis’s/Alex’s father/mother (Mr. Jones/Mrs. Williams) was enraged but did not believe 
Alexis/Alex. Alexis’s/Alex’s father/mother refused to let Alexis/Alex come home unless 
s/he told “the truth”. Mrs. Brown placed Alexis/Alex with her/his maternal/paternal 
grandmother until Alexis’s/Alex’s accusations were confirmed or dismissed. Mrs. Brown 
testified that on September 20th, 2017, Alexis’s/Alex’s family member told her that 
Alexis/Alex had “changed his/her story”. Mrs. Brown met with Alexis/Alex who said 
s/he “made it all up” because s/he “was mad at Lauren/Brandon” for not letting her/him 
go to her/his friend’s house. Mrs. Brown notified the police and prosecutor that 
Alexis/Alex withdrew her allegation. Alexis’s/Alex’s grandmother called Mrs. Brown the 
following day and asked her to return. On September 21st, 2017, Alexis/Alex told Mrs. 
Brown that Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams actually did force her/his hand onto a hot 
stove as s/he originally claimed. Alexis/Alex said s/he missed her father/mother and 
wanted to go home so badly that s/he tried to “take it all back”. 
 
Cross Examination: 
Mrs. Brown acknowledged that placing Alexis/Alex with her/his grandmother did not 
mean that she "had made up her mind" about Alexis’s/Alex’s accusations. She said she 
always removes a child from their home when a parent reacted to abuse allegations the 
way Mr. Jones/Mrs. Williams had. Mrs. Brown denied pressuring Alexis/Alex to reaffirm 
her/his allegations when Alexis/Alex recanted.   
 
Witness Number 2: Alexis/Alex Jones 
Direct Examination:  
Alexis/Alex Jones is a 10-year-old girl/boy. S/he was 8-years old at the time of the 
alleged abuse. S/he testified that on the evening of August 12th, 2017, s/he accidently 
dropped her dinner plate which broke when it hit the floor. S/he said Lauren/Brandon 
became “very angry” and forced her hand down on the hot stove top as punishment. 
Alexis/Alex said Lauren/Brandon made her/him promise to not tell anyone about what 
happened or else s/he will get them both into trouble. Alexis/Alex decided to tell her 
father/mother because s/he was afraid that Lauren/Brandon was going to hurt her/him 
again. S/he told her/his father/mother three days later on the way to school. Her/his 
father/mother "got super mad" and did not believe her/him. Alexis/Alex said that s/he 
told her/his teacher later that day when s/he realized that her/his father/mother would tell 
Lauren/Brandon that s/he "had told". Alexis/Alex stated that the teacher did not ask 
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her/him about what Lauren/Brandon [Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams] did but called the police 
who sent Mrs. Brown to talk with Alexis/Alex. Alexis/Alex said that s/he told Mrs. 
Brown what Lauren/Brandon had done, and Mrs. Brown called her/his father/mother at 
work. Alexis/Alex testified that her/his father/mother called her/him a "little liar" and that 
he/she "wouldn't let me [Alexis/Alex] come home until I told the truth”. Alexis/Alex 
stated that s/he was sent to live with her/his grandmother. S/he testified that s/he later told 
Mrs. Brown that s/he had lied about the intentional burning but explained that s/he tried 
to "take it all back" because s/he "really missed Dad/Mom and wanted to go home". 
Alexis/Alex and her/his grandmother called her/his father/mother to tell him/her that 
Alexis/Alex had "taken it back." Mr. Jones/Mrs. Williams put Lauren/Brandon on the 
phone. Alexis/Alex stated this made her/him too scared to go back home so s/he called 
Mrs. Brown the next day to "tell the truth again about what s/he [Lauren/Brandon] did." 
 
Cross Examination: 
Alexis/Alex stated that s/he waited to tell because s/he was afraid that her/his 
father/mother would get angry. Alexis/Alex acknowledged that the night before s/he told 
her/his father/mother what happened, s/he and Lauren/Brandon had argued. S/he told 
Lauren/Brandon s/he hated her/him and wished s/he would "go away forever." S/he 
denied that s/he had "made up a story" about Lauren/Brandon out of anger. Alexis/Alex 
repeated that s/he was "telling the truth now" about what Lauren/Brandon had done to 
her/him. Alexis/Alex said that s/he changed her/his story because s/he missed her/his 
father/mother and wanted to go home.  
 
Prosecution's re-direct examination: 
The prosecutor asked Alexis/Alex to describe what it was like living at her/his 
grandmother's house. Alexis/Alex stated that s/he loved her/his grandmother, but that s/he 
did not like living there. Alexis/Alex explained that her/his grandmother lived "far away", 
so s/he had to attend a new school. The kids did not like Alexis/Alex at this school and 
s/he had not been able to play with any of her/his old friends since s/he went to her/his 
grandmother's. S/he stated that the hardest part of living at her/his grandmother's house 
was that s/he really missed her/his father/mother. Alexis/Alex testified that her/his 
father/mother refused to talk to her/him or visit her/him until s/he "took it [her/his 
allegations] all back." Alexis/Alex had thought that her/his father/mother would love 
her/him again and take her/him home if s/he pretended that Lauren/Brandon had never 
burned her/him. 
 
Re-cross examination:  
Alexis/Alex repeated that s/he was telling the truth about what Lauren/Brandon had done. 
S/he did expect people to believe her/him even if her/his father/mother did not. 
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Defendant's Case 
Witness Number 1: Mr. Michael Jones/Mrs. Brianna Williams 
Direct Examination:  
Mr. Jones/Mrs. Williams testified that he/she married Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams 
two years after the death of his/her first wife/husband, Alexis’s/Alex’s mother/father. 
He/she said Alexis/Alex had a difficult time accepting Lauren/Brandon as "her/his new 
mother/father" and that Alexis/Alex and Lauren/Brandon argued frequently as s/he 
resisted her/his attempts to parent her/him. Mr. Jones/Mrs. Williams said that Alexis/Alex 
and Lauren/Brandon had argued the night before Alexis/Alex "lied to everyone about 
Lauren/Brandon". He/she described how Alexis/Alex had "looked at Lauren/Brandon 
with such hate in her/his eyes". Mr. Jones/Mrs. Williams believed Lauren/Brandon was 
"incapable" of abusing Alexis/Alex. He/she said he/she was shocked and hurt by his/her 
daughter's/son’s accusations. He/she testified that he/she would have known if someone 
had been abusing his/her child, especially if it had been Lauren/Brandon. 
 
Cross Examination: 
Mr. Jones/Mrs. Williams acknowledged that he/she often worked nights and therefore 
was not home to witness the alleged incident. He/she also acknowledged that he/she had 
seen burns on Alexis’/Alex’s hand but believed it was an accident. 
 
Witness Number 2: Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams 
Direct Examination:  
Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams stated that s/he regularly volunteers at the local animal shelter, 
is an active member in a faith-based organization, and that s/he works as an accountant. 
S/He described her/himself as an upstanding member of her/his community. Mrs. 
Jones/Mr. Williams stated that becoming Michael’s wife/Brianna’s husband was "the best 
thing that ever happened to me [Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams]." S/He firmly denied ever 
having physically harmed a child. S/He said s/he "never laid a finger" on Alexis/Alex. 
Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams stated that s/he cared deeply for Alexis/Alex. S/He testified that 
Alexis/Alex is a troubled child who "hasn't gotten over her/his mother’s/father’s death." 
Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams stated that Alexis’s/Alex’s anger over her/his role as a "new 
mother/father figure" was understandable, but her/his accusations and the charges against 
her/him were false and extremely upsetting. 
 
Cross Examination: 
Mrs. Jones/Mr. Williams acknowledged that s/he had been angry at Alexis’s/Alex’s 
rejection. S/He had hoped Alexis/Alex would accept her/him. S/He acknowledged that 
s/he had punished Alexis/Alex in the past but denied physically harming her/him. 
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Closing argument by prosecution: 
Alexis/Alex Jones was physically abused by a wo/man who s/he should have been able to 
trust. S/he was traumatized by the physical abuse, and further traumatized by her/his 
father’s/mother’s cruel disbelief. The removal from her/his home, from her/his family 
and from her/his friends, has been almost too much for this child to bear, and s/he 
deserves closure. Please assist her/him in her/his healing and restore her/his trust in the 
world. Find Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams guilty of physically abusing Alexis/Alex 
Jones and give her/him the justice s/he deserves. 
 
Closing arguments by defense: 
Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams has been falsely accused of heinous acts by a troubled 
young girl/boy. S/he is angry over her/his mother’s/father's death and resents Mrs. 
Jones’s/Mr. Williams’s attempt to be a new mother/father figure. S/he made up a story 
and sold it to her/his teacher and to child protective services. But it should be clear that 
s/he made this story up. S/he said so her/himself when s/he told Mrs. Brown that s/he had 
lied because s/he was angry with Lauren/Brandon. Don't take the inconsistent claims of 
an emotionally disturbed child over those of a respected member of your community. 
Find Lauren Jones/Brandon Williams innocent of the charges against her/him and end 
her/his nightmare. 
 
Instructions to the Jurors 
Judge John Roberts charged the jurors with the following instructions: "You will find the 
defendant guilty on one count of felonious child physical abuse under this instruction if, 
and only if, you believe from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt all of the 
following: That in this county on August 12th, 2017, before the finding of the indictment 
herein, the defendant intentionally or knowingly caused bodily injury to a child by 
burning Alexis/Alex Jones, a child under 17 years of age. 
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Trial Summary 

THE STATE OF TEXAS, Plaintiff 

v. 

NICOLE/ANTHONY SMITH/JOHNSON, Defendant 

No. 18-CR-5012 

 
The following is an unofficial summary from a sexual assault trial involving a minor, 
Jennifer/Jordan Smith, and Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson. The alleged assault occurred 
at the complainant’s home on the evening of August 12th, 2017.  

 
TX Penal Code, § 21.11, (a)(1) indecency with a child by sexual contact under the age of 
17. 

 
The grand jury charges: On August 12th, 2017, in Harris County, Texas, the above-named 
defendant committed indecency with a child by fondling Jennifer/Jordan Smith, a child 
under the age of 17 for his/her own sexual gratification. 

 
The prosecution alleged that Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson fondled Jennifer/Jordan 
Smith in her/his bedroom on August 12th, 2017 at some point after 9:00PM. At the time 
of the alleged sexual abuse, Jennifer/Jordan was 8 years old and Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson 
was 40 years old. The state is charging Mrs. Nicole Smith/Mr. Anthony Johnson with one 
count of child sexual abuse in violation of TX Penal Code § 21.11. The prosecution will 
call two witnesses: Mrs. Sophia Wilson (social worker) and Jennifer/Jordan Smith. 

 
Mrs. Nicole Smith/Mr. Anthony Johnson pled “not guilty” to the charge of committing 
Indecency with a child by sexual contact. The defense attorney will argue that Mrs. 
Smith/Mr. Johnson is a law-abiding citizen, who cares for her/his stepdaughter/son, 
Jennifer/Jordan Smith, and that the charge of sexual abuse is untrue. The defense will 
argue that Jennifer/Jordan Smith lied about being abused because s/he was angry with 
Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson. The defense will call two witnesses: Ethan Smith/Kayla 
Johnson (Mrs. Smith’s/Mr. Johnson’s husband/wife and Jennifer’s/Jordan’s 
father/mother), and Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson.  
 
The medical evidence for the case was inconclusive, so it will not be presented in this 
summary. 
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Prosecution’s Case: 
Witness Number 1: Mrs. Sophia Wilson 
Direct Examination: 
Mrs. Wilson testified about her interview with Jennifer/Jordan on August 15th, 2017. 
Jennifer/Jordan told Mrs. Wilson that her stepmother/father (Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson) 
touched her/him inside of her/his underpants. Mrs. Wilson described how 
Jennifer’s/Jordan’s father/mother (Mr. Smith/Mrs. Johnson) was enraged but did not 
believe Jennifer/Jordan. Jennifer’s/Jordan’s father/mother refused to let Jennifer/Jordan 
come home unless s/he told “the truth”. Mrs. Wilson placed Jennifer/Jordan with her/his 
maternal/paternal grandmother until Jennifer’s/Jordan’s accusations were confirmed or 
dismissed. Mrs. Wilson testified that on September 20th, 2017, Jennifer’s/Jordan’s family 
member told her that Jennifer/Jordan had “changed his/her story”. Mrs. Wilson met with 
Jennifer/Jordan who said s/he “made it all up” because s/he “was mad at 
Nicole/Anthony” for not letting her/him go to her/his friend’s house. Mrs. Wilson 
notified the police and prosecutor that Jennifer/Jordan withdrew her allegation. 
Jennifer’s/Jordan’s grandmother called Mrs. Wilson the following day and asked her to 
return. On September 21st, 2017, Jennifer/Jordan told Mrs. Wilson that Nicole 
Smith/Anthony Johnson actually did “touch” her/him as s/he originally claimed. 
Jennifer/Jordan said s/he missed her father/mother and wanted to go home so badly that 
s/he tried to “take it all back”. 

 
Cross Examination: 
Mrs. Wilson acknowledged that placing Jennifer/Jordan with her/his grandmother did not 
mean that she "had made up her mind" about Jennifer’s/Jordan’s accusations. She said 
she always removes a child from their home when a parent reacted to abuse allegations 
the way Mr. Smith/Mrs. Johnson had. Mrs. Wilson denied pressuring Jennifer/Jordan to 
reaffirm her/his allegations when Jennifer/Jordan recanted.   

 
Witness Number 2: Jennifer/Jordan Smith 
Direct Examination:  
Jennifer/Jordan Smith is a 10-year-old girl/boy. S/he was 8-years old at the time of the 
alleged abuse. S/he testified that on the evening of August 12th, 2017, s/he awoke in 
her/his bed to find her/his stepmother/father "touching” her/him and feeling "inside of 
her/his underwear". S/he said Nicole/Anthony stopped when s/he saw how uncomfortable 
s/he was. Jennifer/Jordan said Nicole/Anthony told her/him it was alright and made 
her/him promise to not tell anyone about what happened or else s/he will get them both 
into trouble. Jennifer/Jordan decided to tell her father/mother because s/he was afraid that 
Nicole/Anthony would come into her/his room again while s/he was sleeping. S/he told 
her/his father/mother three days later on the way to school. Her/his father/mother "got 
super mad" and did not believe her/him. Jennifer/Jordan said that s/he told her/his teacher 
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later that day when s/he realized that her/his father/mother would tell Nicole/Anthony 
that s/he "had told". Jennifer/Jordan stated that the teacher did not ask her/him about what 
Nicole/Anthony [Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson] did but called the police who sent Mrs. 
Wilson to talk with Jennifer/Jordan. Jennifer/Jordan said that s/he told Mrs. Wilson what 
Nicole/Anthony had done, and Mrs. Wilson called her/his father/mother at work. 
Jennifer/Jordan testified that her/his father/mother called her/him a "little liar" and that 
he/she "wouldn't let me [Jennifer/Jordan] come home until I told the truth”. 
Jennifer/Jordan stated that s/he was sent to live with her/his grandmother. S/he testified 
that s/he later told Mrs. Wilson that s/he had lied about the "touching" but explained that 
s/he tried to "take it all back" because s/he "really missed Dad/Mom and wanted to go 
home". Jennifer/Jordan and her/his grandmother called her/his father/mother to tell 
him/her that Jennifer/Jordan had "taken it back." Mr. Smith/Mrs. Johnson put 
Nicole/Anthony on the phone. Jennifer/Jordan stated this made her/him too scared to go 
back home so s/he called Mrs. Wilson the next day to "tell the truth again about what s/he 
[Nicole/Anthony] did." 

 
Cross Examination: 
Jennifer/Jordan stated that s/he waited to tell because s/he was afraid that her/his 
father/mother would get angry. Jennifer/Jordan acknowledged that the night before s/he 
told her/his father/mother what happened, s/he and Nicole/Anthony had argued. S/he told 
Nicole/Anthony s/he hated her/him and wished s/he would "go away forever." S/he 
denied that s/he had "made up a story" about Nicole/Anthony out of anger. 
Jennifer/Jordan repeated that s/he was "telling the truth now" about what Nicole/Anthony 
had done to her/him. Jennifer/Jordan said that s/he changed her/his story because s/he 
missed her/his father/mother and wanted to go home.  

 
Prosecution's re-direct examination: 
The prosecutor asked Jennifer/Jordan to describe what it was like living at her/his 
grandmother's house. Jennifer/Jordan stated that s/he loved her/his grandmother, but that 
s/he did not like living there. Jennifer/Jordan explained that her/his grandmother lived 
"far away", so s/he had to attend a new school. The kids did not like Jennifer/Jordan at 
this school and s/he had not been able to play with any of her/his old friends since s/he 
went to her/his grandmother's. S/he stated that the hardest part of living at her/his 
grandmother's house was that s/he really missed her/his father/mother. Jennifer/Jordan 
testified that her/his father/mother refused to talk to her/him or visit her/him until s/he 
"took it [her/his allegations] all back." Jennifer/Jordan had thought that her/his 
father/mother would love her/him again and take her/him home if s/he pretended that 
Nicole/Anthony had never touched her/him. 
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Re-cross examination:  
Jennifer/Jordan repeated that s/he was telling the truth about what Nicole/Anthony had 
done. S/he did expect people to believe her/him even if her/his father/mother did not. 

 
Defendant's Case 
Witness Number 1: Mr. Ethan Smith/Mrs. Kayla Johnson 
Direct Examination:  
Mr. Smith/Mrs. Johnson testified that he/she married Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson two 
years after the death of his/her first wife/husband, Jennifer’s/Jordan’s mother/father. 
He/she said Jennifer/Jordan had a difficult time accepting Nicole/Anthony as "her/his 
new mother/father" and that Jennifer/Jordan and Nicole/Anthony argued frequently as 
s/he resisted her/his attempts to parent her/him. Mr. Smith/Mrs. Johnson said that 
Jennifer/Jordan and Nicole/Anthony had argued the night before Jennifer/Jordan "lied to 
everyone about Nicole/Anthony". He/she described how Jennifer/Jordan had "looked at 
Nicole/Anthony with such hate in her/his eyes". Mr. Smith/Mrs. Johnson believed 
Nicole/Anthony was "incapable" of abusing Jennifer/Jordan. He/she said he/she was 
shocked and hurt by his/her daughter's/son’s accusations. He/she testified that he/she 
would have known if someone had been abusing his/her child, especially if it had been 
Nicole/Anthony. 

 
Cross Examination: 
Mr. Smith/Mrs. Johnson acknowledged that he/she had severe insomnia. He/she took 
heavy sedatives in order to sleep and was difficult to rouse as a result. H/she would 
probably not have known if Nicole/Anthony left their bed or heard Jennifer/Jordan if s/he 
had cried out in the night. 

 
Witness Number 2: Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson 
Direct Examination:  
Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson stated that s/he regularly volunteers at the local animal shelter, is 
an active member in a faith-based organization, and that s/he works as an accountant. 
S/He described her/himself as an upstanding member of her/his community. Mrs. 
Smith/Mr. Johnson stated that becoming Ethan’s wife/Kayla’s husband was "the best 
thing that ever happened to me [Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson]." S/He firmly denied ever 
having any sexual contact with a child. S/He said s/he "never laid a finger" on 
Jennifer/Jordan. Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson stated that s/he cared deeply for 
Jennifer/Jordan. S/He testified that Jennifer/Jordan is a troubled child who "hasn't gotten 
over her/his mother’s/father’s death." Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson stated that 
Jennifer’s/Jordan’s anger over her/his role as a "new mother/father figure" was 
understandable, but her/his accusations and the charges against her/him were false and 
extremely upsetting. 



 
 

 

53 

 
Cross Examination: 
Mrs. Smith/Mr. Johnson acknowledged that s/he had been angry at Jennifer’s/Jordan’s 
rejection. S/He had hoped Jennifer/Jordan would accept her/him. S/He acknowledged that 
s/he had entered Jennifer’s/Jordan’s bedroom on numerous occasions but denied touching 
her/him in a sexual manner. 

 
Closing argument by prosecution: 
Jennifer/Jordan Smith was sexually abused by a wo/man who s/he should have been able 
to trust. S/he was traumatized by the sexual abuse, and further traumatized by her/his 
father’s/mother’s cruel disbelief. The removal from her/his home, from her/his family 
and from her/his friends, has been almost too much for this child to bear, and s/he 
deserves closure. Please assist her/him in her/his healing and restore her/his trust in the 
world. Find Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson guilty of sexually abusing Jennifer/Jordan 
Smith and give her/him the justice s/he deserves. 

 
Closing arguments by defense: 
Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson has been falsely accused of heinous acts by a troubled 
young girl/boy. S/he is angry over her/his mother’s/father's death and resents Mrs. 
Smith’s/Mr. Johnson’s attempt to be a new mother/father figure. S/he made up a story 
and sold it to her/his teacher and to child protective services. But it should be clear that 
s/he made this story up. S/he said so her/himself when s/he told Mrs. Wilson that s/he had 
lied because s/he was angry with Nicole/Anthony. Don't take the inconsistent claims of 
an emotionally disturbed child over those of a respected member of your community. 
Find Nicole Smith/Anthony Johnson innocent of the charges against her/him and end 
her/his nightmare. 

 
Instructions to the Jurors 
Judge John Roberts charged the jurors with the following instructions: "You will find the 
defendant guilty on one count of felonious child sexual abuse under this instruction if, 
and only if, you believe from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt all of the 
following: That in this county on August 12th, 2017, before the finding of the indictment 
herein, the defendant engaged in indecency with a child by fondling Jennifer/Jordan 
Smith, a child under 17 years of age. 
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APPENDIX B 

Manipulation and Comprehension Checks 

Manipulation Checks 

1. What type of abuse occurred in the story?  

a. Physical abuse 
b. Sexual abuse 
c. Emotional/psychological abuse 
d. Neglect 

 
2. What gender was the child complainant?  

a. Male 
b. Female 

3. What gender was the defendant? 

a. Male 
b. Female 

Comprehension Checks 

1. Who allegedly sexually/physically abused Child’s Name in the story? 

a. Her/his father/mother 
b. Her/his stepfather/stepmother 
c. Her/his grandmother 
d. The teacher 

2. Where did the alleged sexual/physical abuse occur?  

a. At school 
b. At her/his grandmother’s house 
c. At home 
d. At her/his friend’s house 

3. Who did Child’s Name first tell about the alleged sexual/physical abuse? 

a. A police officer  
b. A teacher 
c. Her/his grandmother 
d. Her/his father/mother
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