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Results & Discussion Results & Discussion

Odds ratio (OR): a measurement of the increase (if >1) or
decrease (if <1) In the probability a juror will return a guilty verdict

Project Rationale & Goals

There are several requirements of a juror to ensure an unbiased
verdict. The verdict is determined impartially to give the

Table 1- variables that affected the jurors’ initial Figure 1- scatter plot of jurors’ age, knowledge of
verdict forensic science, and political stance
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