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Previous research has demonstrated that judicial instructions on the law are not
well understood by jurors tasked with applying the law to the facts of a case.
The past research has also shown that jurors are often confused by the instruc-
tions used in the sentencing phase of a capital trial. The current research tested
the effectiveness of a “debunking” approach to improving juror misunder-
standing associated with capital sentencing instructions. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to hear either Florida’s pattern instructions used in the penalty
phase of a capital trial or the same instructions with additional statements that
mentioned and refuted misconceptions thought to be associated with estab-
lished areas of miscomprehension. After participants heard the judicial instruc-
tions, their understanding of the law on capital punishment decision making
was assessed. The results revealed that comprehension was higher for partici-
pants exposed to the bias-refutation statements than for participants who were
exposed to only the pattern instructions.
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M

ost court jurisdictions in the United States use standardized or pattern
instructions to inform jurors about points of law. These instructions were

developed “to guarantee uniformity and clarity in the presentation of the charge
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to the jury” (Buchanan, Pryor, Taylor, & Strawn, 1978, p. 32). Pattern instruc-
tions instruct the jury on the relevant substantive law and give the jury general
instructions about their behavior. These instructions have formalized the role
of jurors into a specific one: Jurors are to apply the law to the facts of the case.
Although juries sometimes ignore the law (i.e., jury nullification), the goal of
most courts is for jurors to use the law when making their decisions (Levine,
1992). Presumably, legal instructions promote this objective by informing jurors
about aspects of the law that they otherwise might not understand. If jurors,
however, do not comprehend the legal instructions, then they cannot apply those
instructions. Capital trials raise the stakes on this issue. In such cases, jury mis-
understanding of the law directly affects whether defendants live or die.

The extant empirical research has shown that jurors have difficulty
understanding typical pattern jury instructions. Techniques for increasing
comprehension such as clarifying legalistic language have shown some
success, though considerable room for improvement remains. Part of the
failure to achieve greater understanding may be because of preexisting,
incorrect beliefs that jurors have about capital sentencing procedures.
Typical jury instructions do not address these beliefs. The present study
continues research into improved juror understanding by using a random-
ized experimental design to assess the effects of efforts to refute particular
misconceptions that may interfere with juries’ abilities to reach appropriate
legal decisions on capital sentencing.

Jury Miscomprehension of Instructions

Studies beginning in the 1970s examined how well mock and former jurors
understood instructions on points of law necessary to determine criminal guilt
or civil liability. By and large, these research projects revealed substantial mis-
comprehension of judicial instructions (Benson, 1985; Buchanan et al., 1978;
Charrow & Charrow, 1979; Elwork, Sales, & Alfini, 1977; Kramer & Koenig,
1990; Reifman, Gusick, & Ellsworth, 1992; Severance, Greene, & Loftus,
1984; Severance & Loftus, 1982; Steele & Thornburg, 1988). More recently,
scholars have examined juror understanding of the penalty phase instructions in
capital trials. Capital trials are unique among all other felony trials because they
are bifurcated into two phases. In the guilt phase, jurors determine guilt or inno-
cence; in the penalty phase, they determine sentence. The weight of the social
science research suggests that jurors misunderstand many procedural and sub-
stantive aspects of the penalty phase pattern instructions.

First, jurors tend to overestimate the standard of proof for mitigating
circumstances. Following the Supreme Court’s ruling in Walton v. Arizona
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(1990), states can adopt any standard they want for proving mitigating factors
so long as the standard does not lessen the prosecution’s burden of proving
all elements of its case beyond a reasonable doubt. Depending on the state,
mitigating factors may have to be proven by a preponderance of the evidence
or to a juror’s personal satisfaction. Even after hearing judicial instructions on
this issue, however, many people believe that the standard is much higher
(e.g., beyond a reasonable doubt). For example, Frank and Applegate (1998)
reported that although more than 80% of the mock jurors in their study knew
that a prosecutor must prove an aggravating factor beyond a reasonable
doubt, fewer than 8% knew that a mitigating factor only had to be proven to
a juror’s personal satisfaction (also see Blankenship, Luginbuhl, Cullen, &
Redick, 1997; Luginbuhl, 1992; Luginbuhl & Howe, 1995).

Second, jurors are often unclear about the appropriateness of using
nonenumerated mitigating circumstances. Several studies have demon-
strated that many jurors mistakenly believe they can only consider mitigat-
ing factors that are specifically stated in the legal instructions (Blankenship
et al., 1997; Diamond & Levi, 1996; Frank & Applegate, 1998; Luginbuhl
& Howe, 1995; Wiener, Pritchard, & Weston, 1995). People do not under-
stand, even after hearing capital sentencing pattern instructions, that they
may consider any factor that they believe is a reason not to execute a defen-
dant (Lockett v. Ohio, 1978). For example, Blankenship et al. (1997)
reported that less than 40% of the mock jurors they studied realized that the
nonenumerated factor of remorse could be considered as a reason to sen-
tence a capital defendant to life instead of death.

Third, jurors frequently fail to understand the rule established by Mills v.
Maryland (1988) that the jury need not unanimously believe that a mitigating
factor exists for one juror to consider that mitigating factor as a reason not to
sentence the defendant to death (Blankenship et al., 1997; Diamond & Levi,
1996; Frank & Applegate, 1998; Luginbuhl, 1992; Luginbuhl & Howe, 1995;
Wiener et al., 1995). What a capital juror often misses is that he or she may
consider a mitigating circumstance if it is proven to his or her personal satis-
faction, regardless of what the other jurors believe. As an example, Frank and
Applegate (1998) reported that only a little more than 20% of mock jurors
realized that they do not have to unanimously agree on a factor for it to be
considered for a sentence of life imprisonment.

Fourth, the existing studies consistently show that jurors tend to misunder-
stand how to weigh aggravating and mitigating factors (Blankenship et al.,
1997; Diamond & Levi, 1996; Frank & Applegate, 1998). Blankenship et al.
(1997) reported that many mock jurors erroneously believed it was appro-
priate to simply add up the number of aggravators and mitigators to deter-
mine whether the aggravating circumstances outweighed the mitigating
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circumstances. Capital jurors seem to not understand that the weighing of
aggravators versus mitigators is qualitative not quantitative.

Finally, other research has demonstrated that capital jurors tend to misun-
derstand the role of the jury in the sentencing phase of a capital trial (Garvey,
Johnson, & Marcus, 2000; Geimer & Amsterdam, 1988; Haney, Sontag, &
Costanzo, 1994; Hoffman, 1995). The Supreme Court in Caldwell v. Mississippi
(1985) ruled that a death sentence was invalid if jurors were led to believe that
they were not responsible for their decision. The Capital Jury Project (CJP)—a
multijurisdictional effort to survey individuals who have served on capital
juries—has examined jurors’ beliefs on this issue. Using CJP data for Indiana,
Hoffman (1995) reported that jurors tend to minimize their perceptions of per-
sonal responsibility for a death sentence by wrongly arguing that the capital
sentencing instructions demand a particular sentence. Thus, at least some jurors
believe that they are not responsible for assigning a death sentence when, in fact,
they are.

Improving Jury Comprehension

Because many elements of jury instructions are unclear to jurors, social
scientists have attempted to improve jurors’ ability to comprehend jury
instructions. Wiener and his colleagues (2004) have investigated whether
understanding can be improved by providing mock jurors with an opportu-
nity to practice their decision making or by providing them with a flowchart
that represents the legal procedures of capital sentencing. A number of
researchers have approached the problem of instructional miscomprehension
by improving the psycholinguistic features of the instructions themselves.
Syntactical and grammatical structures and aspects of the language are sim-
plified so that the instructions can be understood more easily by lay audiences
(Imwinkeiried & Schwed, 1987). This approach has shown some success in
raising comprehension beyond what is achieved using pattern instructions
(Charrow & Charrow, 1979; Diamond & Levi, 1996; Elwork et al., 1977,
Frank & Applegate, 1998; Severance et al., 1984; Severance & Loftus, 1982;
Wiener et al., 1995, 1998, 2004). Even with simplified instructions, however,
comprehension remains deplorably low.

Diamond (1993) has argued that simply improving the clarity of judicial
instructions is not enough to successfully guide discretion in the penalty
phase of a capital trial. Jurors are not blank slates but bring certain expecta-
tions, beliefs, and abilities to the sentencing task. Diamond contends that
when jurors are confronted with an instruction that is inconsistent with their
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preconceived notions about the court system, even the clearest of instructions
can fail to instruct. The existence of incorrect beliefs about the law among
mock jurors is more than hypothetical; it has been empirically demonstrated
for perceptions of homicide (Wiener, Richmond, Seib, Rauch, & Hackney,
2002) and other offenses (Smith, 1991) and, in particular, for capital sen-
tencing concepts (Wiener et al., 2004).

If jurors come to their task with incorrect beliefs about capital sentenc-
ing, one way of improving comprehension of instructions is to address and
debunk their mistaken ideas. The communication literature convincingly
demonstrates that a refutational, two-sided message, which mentions both
sides of an issue and rebuts the incorrect one, is most effective in this regard
(Allen, 1991; O’Keefe, 1999). Demonstrating the effectiveness of debunking
in a legal situation, Smith (1993) was able to eliminate a previously observed
increase in guilty verdicts for typical versus atypical crime descriptions by
using judicial instructions that addressed and refuted jurors’ misconceptions.

We are aware of only one prior study that has tested the influence of this
strategy on improving comprehension of capital sentencing instructions.
Wiener et al. (2004) examined mock jurors’ comprehension of several varia-
tions of instructions, including the Missouri Approved Instructions (i.e., pat-
tern instructions), baseline instructions that eliminated certain definitions,
and debunking instructions that mentioned and refuted common misconcep-
tions. Although the debunking instructions failed to improve understanding
of declarative state law, procedural state law, or procedural constitutional law,
the mock jurors showed enhanced comprehension of declarative constitu-
tional law with these instructions.

The present study provides an additional test of including refutational,
two-sided messages in pattern instructions to debunk jurors’ misconcep-
tions. In particular, we examine whether understanding can be improved
using this strategy in the five areas of misunderstanding described above:
standard of proof for mitigating factors, appropriateness of nonenumerated
mitigating factors, unanimity on existence of mitigating factors, weighing
of aggravating and mitigating factors, and responsibility for sentencing.

Method

Participants

A total of 199 Florida undergraduate students enrolled in communica-
tion, criminal justice, or legal studies courses participated in this study.
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Below, we present analyses based on the entire sample. We also separately
report results for the 144 participants who were capital jury eligible.
Federal and state laws place restrictions on who may serve on a jury hear-
ing a capital case (see F.S. 40.01; ES. 40.013; Wainwright v. Witt, 1985;
Witherspoon v. Illinois, 1968). In the current study, participants were eligi-
ble if they were 18 or older, believed they were eligible to be a juror, and
did not assert that they would always recommend either a death or life sen-
tence regardless of the facts of any individual case.

Of the participants, 63% were female. Participants’ ages ranged from 16
to 50 (M =21.5, SD = 4.6). The majority of participants, 67%, indicated they
were White. The next most common racial group was African American at
14%. Of participants, 91% indicated that they had declared a major. Among
these participants, 40% were criminal justice/legal studies majors, and 60%
were other majors.

Procedure

Research participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions that
were run simultaneously. In both conditions, research participants listened to an
audiotape of an ostensible judge reading a fact scenario. In the pattern instruc-
tion condition (n = 93), research participants heard a judge read Florida’s pat-
tern capital sentencing instructions. In the pattern plus debunking condition
(n = 106), research participants heard Florida’s pattern capital sentencing
instructions with additional statements that mentioned and refuted common
misconceptions. All research participants, no matter what condition they were
assigned to, completed the same questionnaire to assess their comprehension.

Stimulus Materials

All research participants were exposed to an identical fact scenario that
consisted of a summary of the guilt and penalty phase of a capital trial. The
circumstances of the murder were recounted, and the evidence offered at
trial was described. After being told that the trial jury had found the defen-
dant guilty, the participants heard about mitigating and aggravating factors
put forward in the penalty phase.

The fact scenario used in this study is based on a summary of the fact sce-
nario used by Wiener et al. (1995), although it differs from their summary in
several ways. The language was revised to make it more understandable for
a verbal presentation. The facts were altered to take place in Florida, and one
of the aggravating factors was altered to make it consistent with Florida law.
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Wiener et al.’s aggravating factor was “depravity of mind” because two shots
were fired at point-blank range. This was changed to having the prosecution
describe this aspect of the offense as “heinous, atrocious, or cruel,” which
mirrors the language of Florida’s capital sentencing statute (F.S. 921.141).

After relaying the facts of the case, the judge read the capital sentencing
instructions aloud. Research participants in the pattern condition heard
Florida’s standard capital sentencing instructions. For the participants
assigned to the experimental condition, five debunking statements were
added to the Florida pattern instructions. The statements addressed each of
the areas of misconception described above. For example, to correct over-
estimates of the standard of proof for mitigating factors, the following state-
ment was added:

Many jurors mistakenly believe that because other elements of a criminal
proceeding must be proven beyond a reasonable doubt that the defense must
prove a mitigating factor beyond a reasonable doubt. This is not the case. You
need only be reasonably convinced that a mitigating factor exists in order to
consider it established.

All of the debunking statements used such a refutational, two-sided
approach.

Comprehension Measures

To assess comprehension of capital sentencing instructions, research
participants responded to 12 items, including 4 multiple-choice questions
and 8 items asking participants to evaluate jury deliberation scenarios and
report on whether the hypothetical jury or juror followed the law. For
example, this is one of the items that assessed how well the participants
understood that jurors need not be unanimous on the existence of mitigat-
ing factors:

Eleven jurors decide from the evidence that the defendant was abused as a
child. The same eleven jurors decide that this history of child abuse is a mit-
igating circumstance. One juror disagrees that such abuse is a mitigating cir-
cumstance. Because the jurors cannot unanimously agree that being abused
as a child is a mitigating circumstance, they do not consider it any further.
Did the jury follow the law? (Correct answer = no)

Most of the comprehension items were based on questions used in previous
research on understanding of capital sentencing instructions (Blankenship
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et al., 1997; Frank & Applegate, 1998). All responses were coded as either
correct or incorrect (i.e., correct = 1 and incorrect = 0). A selection of “I
don’t know” or a question left unanswered was coded as incorrect. An over-
all comprehension score was computed by calculating the percentage of
questions that each participant answered correctly.

Results

Instruction Type and Overall Comprehension

Twelve questions assessed participants’ comprehension of those five areas
addressed by the debunking statements. Overall, the average was 53.3% (n =
197, SD = 24.4) of the questions answered correctly. Participants in the treat-
ment condition were exposed to capital jury sentencing instructions that men-
tioned and refuted known areas of miscomprehension, whereas participants
in the control condition heard the capital jury instructions without the addi-
tional statements. Participants in the control condition averaged 46.3% (n =
92, SD = 21.0) correct responses to the comprehension items. Participants in
the treatment condition averaged 59.4% (n = 105, SD = 25.6) correct answers.
This difference—an improvement of more than 13 percentage points—was
statistically significant, #(195) = 3.885, p < .001.

A second analysis was performed for those participants who were capital
juror eligible. Overall, these participants averaged 55.5% (n = 142, SD = 24.3)
correct responses to the comprehension questions. Participants in the pattern
instruction condition on average correctly answered 47.5% (n =62, SD =21.2)
of the comprehension questions, whereas those in the debunking condition
averaged 61.8% (n = 80, SD = 24.9) correct responses. This difference of 14.3
percentage points was statistically significant, #(140) = 3.623, p < .001.

To assess the impact of major on comprehension, a 2 (treatment versus
control) X 2 (criminal justice/legal studies major versus nonmajor) between-
subjects ANOVA on comprehension of the five areas addressed by the
debunking statements was calculated. For all participants, a significant main
effect was observed for condition with participants in the treatment condition
answering more questions correctly, F(1, 177) = 11.227, p = .001. A signifi-
cant main effect was also observed for major, F(1, 177) = 6.317, p = .013.
Criminal justice/legal studies majors answered 60.0% (n =71, SD = 23.0) of
the questions correctly, whereas non-criminal justice/legal studies majors
answered only 50.6% (n = 107, SD = 24.7) of the questions correctly. No
interaction of Treatment X Major was observed.
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The above analysis was repeated for capital juror-eligible participants.
For these participants, a significant main effect was observed for condition,
with participants in the treatment condition answering more questions cor-
rectly, F(1, 129) = 8.573, p = .004. A borderline significant main effect was
observed for major, F(1, 129) = 3.724, p = .056. Criminal justice/legal stud-
ies majors answered 62.2% (n = 50, SD = 23.2) of the questions correctly,
whereas nonmajors answered 52.8% (n = 80, SD = 24.2) of the questions cor-
rectly. For capital juror-eligible participants, no interaction of Treatment X
Major was observed.

Responses to Individual Comprehension Items

Table 1 depicts the relationship between condition and comprehension of
the individual items.' Significant differences were observed for 7 of these 12
items. Among all of these significant differences, the comprehension level
was higher in the treatment condition than in the control condition. A closer
examination of Table 1 reveals that the debunking statements were more
successful in some areas than in others at improving comprehension of the
law. One area of the law on which the bias-refutation statements had no
apparent effect was in dispelling the jurors’ notion that they were not respon-
sible for their decision. In the other four comprehension areas, at least one
of the questions measuring the legal concept showed significant improve-
ment in the treatment condition. In two comprehension areas, standard of
proof for mitigating factors and unenumerated mitigating factors, all of the
comprehension questions were answered correctly more often by participants
in the treatment condition, and these differences were significant. Lastly, one
question, the third on unanimity on mitigators, showed borderline statistical
improvement in the treatment condition (p = .06).

A second analysis of the individual items examined only those participants
who were capital juror eligible. Table 2 depicts the relationship between con-
dition and comprehension of the individual items for capital juror-eligible
participants. Statistically significant differences were observed for 4 of the 12
comprehension items. Among all of these statistically significant differences,
comprehension was higher in the treatment condition. In addition, three ques-
tions showed borderline statistical improvement in the treatment condition.

Comparing Table 2 to Table 1, it can be seen that four items showed sig-
nificant differences in comprehension for both analyses. For these questions,
comprehension was at least 15 percentage points higher when debunking
statements were included, regardless of whether those who would not be eli-
gible to sit on a capital jury were excluded. Three questions, however, that
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Table 1
Comprehension Levels on Individual Items for all Participants
Pattern Debunking Comprehension
Comprehension Item Instructions® (%) Instructions® (%) Difference (%)
Standard of proof for 25.8 41.5 15.7
mitigating factors—1*
Standard of proof for 29.0 43.4 14.4
mitigating factors—2*
Unenumerated mitigating factors—1* 39.8 54.3¢ 14.5
Unenumerated mitigating factors—2%* 12.9 33.0 20.1
Unenumerated mitigating factors—3* 30.1 45.3 15.2
Perceived personal responsibility—1 62.0° 66.7¢ 4.7
Perceived personal responsibility—2 65.6 71.7 6.1
Unanimity on mitigators—1 61.3 68.9 7.6
Unanimity on mitigators—2** 44.1 65.1 21.0
Unanimity on mitigators—3 60.2 72.6 12.4
Weighing of aggravators 41.9 67.0 25.1
and mitigators—1#*
Weighing of aggravators 79.6 80.2 0.6
and mitigators—2
a.n=93.
b. n = 106.

c. Sample size is reduced by 1 because of nonresponse.
*p < .05, Pearson chi-square. **p < .01, Pearson chi-square.

were statistically significant for all participants—the second question on stan-
dard of proof for mitigating factors, the third item on unenumerated mitigat-
ing factors, and the second question on unanimity on mitigators—showed no
significant differences between instruction type when only capital jury-eligible
participants were included. Still, the degree of difference in comprehension for
these items is quite similar in both tables. Because the pattern of results shown
in Tables 1 and 2 is quite similar, the differences in statistical significance
likely reflect the smaller number of cases—and, thus, reduced statistical
power—of the analysis using only capital juror-eligible respondents.

Two additional questions, not listed in the tables, addressed participants’
understanding of the meaning of aggravation and mitigation. Among all par-
ticipants who responded (n = 198), 60.1% were able to correctly identify the
meaning of a mitigating factor, and 82.3% were able to correctly identify the
meaning of an aggravating factor. Among capital juror-eligible participants
(n=143), 62.9% were able to correctly identify the meaning of a mitigating fac-
tor, and 83.2% were able to correctly identify the meaning of an aggravating
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Table 2
Comprehension Levels on Individual Items
for Capital Jury-Eligible Participants

Pattern Debunking Comprehension

Comprehension Item Instructions® (%) Instructions® (%) Difference (%)

Burden of proof for 23.8 44.4 20.6
mitigating factors—1*

Burden of proof for 31.8 45.7 13.9
mitigating factors—2

Unenumerated mitigating 38.1 58.8¢ 20.7
factors—1%*

Unenumerated mitigating 14.3 33.3 19.0
factors—2**

Unenumerated mitigating 31.8 44.4 12.6
factors-3

Perceived personal 64.5¢ 66.3¢ 1.8
responsibility—1

Perceived personal 71.4 74.1 2.7
responsibility—2

Unanimity on mitigators—1 63.5 70.4 6.9

Unanimity on mitigators—2 50.8 66.7 15.9

Unanimity on mitigators—3 58.7 72.8 14.1

Weighing of aggravators 349 74.1 39.2
and mitigators—1#*

Weighing of aggravators 81.0 86.4 54
and mitigators—2

a.n=063.

b.n=81.

c. Sample size is reduced by 1 because of nonresponse.
*p < .05, Pearson chi-square. **p < .01, Pearson chi-square.

factor. Because the debunking statements did not address the meaning of
these words, it was expected that for these questions no significant differ-
ences would be observed between the instruction condition. This expecta-
tion was borne out by the results. For the question on the meaning of an
aggravating factor, there was no significant difference between the treat-
ment and control groups when examining all participants, x*(1) = 0.289,
p = .591, or capital juror-eligible participants, x*(1) = 0.503, p = .478. For
the question on the meaning of a mitigating factor, there was no significant
difference between the treatment and control groups when examining all
participants, x*(1) = 0.103, p = .748, or capital juror-eligible participants,
x*(1) = 0.015, p = .903.
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Discussion

These results suggest that Florida’s pattern capital sentencing instructions
are not well understood. These findings also indicate that exposing partici-
pants to statements that mention and refute the relevant preexisting beliefs can
improve comprehension. Because previous research (Diamond & Levi, 1996;
Wiener et al., 1995, 1998) has presented empirical evidence consistent with
the views of legal commentators that miscomprehension of capital sentencing
instructions favors the prosecution (Eisenberg & Wells, 1993; Hoffman, 1995;
Luginbuhl, & Howe, 1995), improving the comprehension of capital sentenc-
ing instructions will increase both the legality of capital sentencing decisions
and the fairness of those decisions. Based on the results of this study, it is rec-
ommended that Florida’s judicial policy makers consider changing capital
sentencing pattern instructions in the following three areas: burden of proof for
mitigating factors, unenumerated mitigating factors, and weighing of aggra-
vating and mitigating factors. These recommendations are based on the
observed results for capital jury-eligible participants—those participants who
are most comparable to actual capital jurors.

Fewer than 2 out of 5 participants who heard Florida’s pattern instruc-
tions understood that the process of weighing aggravating and mitigating
factors was not a quantitative one. In contrast, nearly three fourths of par-
ticipants exposed to the debunking statement on this matter recognized that
a quantitative approach is legally incorrect. Of all the comprehension ques-
tions, the improvement on this weighing question was the most dramatic—
understanding was nearly 40 percentage points higher.

These results were not reflected, however, in the second question on this
issue. We suspect the null effects were because of the item tapping a different
aspect of the weighing task. Rather than measuring understanding of how to
weigh aggravating and mitigating factors, the second question addressed what
jurors should do as a result of their decision on the relative weights. It appears
that on this issue, little confusion exists. This question was answered correctly
more often than any other, regardless of what instructions the participants heard.

In contrast, most participants did not understand that they could consider
any factor supported by the evidence as a reason not to sentence a defendant
to death and that they were not bound to only consider the mitigating factors
stated in the sentencing instructions. For one of the questions measuring
understanding of this concept, fewer than 1 out of 5 participants in the pat-
tern instruction condition understood this concept. Showing marked improve-
ment, one third of participants exposed to the relevant debunking statement
were able to correctly answer this question. In addition, on one other measure
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of participants’ understanding of this concept, comprehension was increased
by more than 20 percentage points for those participants who heard instruc-
tions with the added statements debunking common misconceptions.

Understanding of the standard for proving mitigating factors was also
exceptionally low. Fewer than one fourth of participants in the control condi-
tion were able to correctly answer one of the questions measuring understand-
ing of the rule that jurors only need to be reasonably convinced that a mitigating
factor exists to consider it established. Nearly half of the participants exposed
to the improved instructions were able to answer this question correctly. The
other question measuring this concept showed a similar pattern of improve-
ment, although the difference in comprehension did not reach significance with
the reduced sample.

These findings suggest that judicial policy makers should set about
making changes in Florida’s capital sentencing instructions. It is possible to
dramatically improve jurors’ understanding of the burden for proving miti-
gating factors, consideration of unenumerated mitigators, and understanding
of how to weigh aggravating and mitigating circumstances by addressing
biases that hinder comprehension. It is not yet clear why bias-refutation
efforts enjoyed less success with refuting the jurors’ belief that they were not
personally responsible for the sentence.

Conclusion

The response of judicial policy makers to social scientific findings on
the comprehensibility of legal instructions has been mixed (Tanford, 1991).
Tanford’s (1991) findings suggest that judicial commissions have been the
most responsive to social science research on instructions comprehension
but that legislatures have made only a few changes because of social scientific
findings. Furthermore, the courts have not been receptive to appeals based on
claims that the jury did not understand the sentencing instructions (Lieberman
& Sales, 1997). More broadly, Acker’s (1993) analysis revealed that social
science research had little influence on Supreme Court decisions in late-1980s
death penalty cases. Thus, direct constitutional challenges based on juror mis-
comprehension may meet with little success. Still, the growing body of
research showing that laypersons misunderstand the formal legal language of
death penalty instructions, coupled with research demonstrating the ability to
improve comprehension, may motivate the legal community to revisit death
sentencing procedures in an effort to prevent future constitutional challenges
(Frank & Applegate, 1998).
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This study’s results also have implications at the level of legal practice.
Attorneys could clarify the law using debunking statements in their closing
arguments. In an analysis of closing arguments in California capital cases,
Haney and Lynch (1997) found that attorneys “spent surprisingly little time
attempting to clarify the capital penalty phase instructions” (p. 584). When
they did discuss the process of decision making, they defined terms (e.g.,
aggravating), reminded the jury of particular case factors (e.g., a defen-
dant’s prior crime), or discussed weighing of aggravating and mitigating
factors in “very superficial or cursory fashion” (p. 588). Haney and Lynch
report that seldom did an attorney’s arguments truly clarify how the jury
should reach a sentencing decision. Thus, it appears that attorneys have not
yet availed themselves of an opportunity to clarify the law for jurors. The
results reported here suggest that closing arguments could be more persua-
sive if they sought to address preexisting juror misconceptions of the law
using refutational, two-sided messages.

Note

1. The wording of all items is available from the lead author on request.

References

Acker, J. R. (1993). A different agenda: The Supreme Court, empirical research evidence, and
capital punishment decisions, 1986-1989. Law and Society Review, 27, 65-88.

Allen, M. (1991). Meta-analysis comparing the persuasiveness of one-sided and two-sided
messages. Western Journal of Speech Communication, 55, 390-404.

Benson, R. W. (1985). The end of legalese: The game is over. Review of Law and Social
Change, 13, 519-573.

Blankenship, M. B., Luginbuhl, J., Cullen, F. T., & Redick, W. (1997). Jurors’ comprehension
of sentencing instructions: A test of the death penalty process in Tennessee. Justice
Quarterly, 14, 325-351.

Buchanan, R. W., Pryor, B., Taylor, K. P., & Strawn, D. U. (1978). Legal communication: An
investigation of juror comprehension of pattern instructions. Communication Quarterly,
26, 31-35.

Caldwell v. Mississippi, 472 U.S. 320 (1985).

Charrow, R. P., & Charrow, V. R. (1979). Making legal language understandable: A psy-
cholinguistic study of jury instructions. Columbia Law Review, 79, 1306-1374.

Diamond, S. S. (1993). Instructing on death: Psychologists, juries, and judges. American
Psychologist, 48, 423-434.

Diamond, S. S., & Levi, J. N. (1996). Improving decisions on death by revising and testing
jury instructions, Judicature, 79, 224-232.

Eisenberg, T., & Wells, M. T. (1993). Deadly confusion: Juror instructions in capital cases.
Cornell Law Review, 79, 1-17.



516  Crime & Delinquency

Elwork, A., Sales, B. D., & Alfini, J. J. (1977). Juridic decisions: In ignorance of the law or in
light of it? Law and Human Behavior, 1, 163-189.

Frank, J., & Applegate, B. K. (1998). Assessing juror understanding of capital-sentencing
instructions. Crime & Delinquency, 44, 412-433.

Garvey, S. P, Johnson, S. L., & Marcus, P. (2000). Correcting deadly confusion: Responding
to jury inquiries in capital cases. Cornell Law Review, 85, 627-655.

Geimer, W. S., & Amsterdam, J. (1988). Why jurors vote life or death: Operative factors in ten
Florida death penalty cases. American Journal of Criminal Law, 15, 1-54.

Haney, C., & Lynch, M. (1997). Claritying life and death matters: An analysis of instructional
comprehension and penalty phase closing arguments. Law and Human Behavior, 21, 575-595.

Haney, C., Sontag, L., & Costanzo, S. (1994). Deciding to take a life: Capital juries, sentenc-
ing instructions, and the jurisprudence of death. Journal of Social Issues, 50, 149-176.

Hoffman, J. L. (1995). Where’s the buck? Juror misperception of sentencing responsibility in
death penalty cases. Indiana Law Journal, 70, 1137-1160.

Imwinkeiried, E. J., & Schwed, L. R. (1987). Guidelines for drafting understandable jury
instructions: An introduction to the use of psycholinguistics. Criminal Law Bulletin, 23,
135-150.

Kramer, G. P., & Koenig, D. M. (1990). Do jurors understand criminal jury instructions?
Analyzing the results of the Michigan juror comprehension project. University of Michigan
Journal of Law Reform, 23, 401-437.

Levine, J. P. (1992). Juries and politics. Belmont, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Lieberman, J. D., & Sales, B. D. (1997). What social science teaches us about the jury instruc-
tion process. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 3, 589-644.

Lockett v. Ohio, 438 U.S. 586 (1978).

Luginbuhl, J. (1992). Comprehension of judges’ instructions in the penalty phase of a capital
trial. Law and Human Behavior, 16, 203-218.

Luginbuhl, J., & Howe, J. (1995). Symposium: The capital jury project: Discretion in capital
sentencing instructions: Guided or misguided. Indiana Law Journal, 70, 1161-1182.

Mills v. Maryland, 486 U.S. 367 (1988).

O’Keefe, D. J. (1999). How to handle opposing arguments in persuasive messages: A meta-
analytic review of the effects of one-sided and two-sided messages. Communication
Yearbook, 22, 209-249.

Reifman, A., Gusick, S. M., & Ellsworth, P. C. (1992). Real jurors’ understanding of the law
in real cases. Law and Human Behavior, 16, 539-554.

Severance, L. J., Greene, E., & Loftus, E. F. (1984). Towards criminal jury instructions that
jurors can understand. The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 75, 198-233.

Severance, L. J., & Loftus, E. F. (1982). Improving the ability of jurors to comprehend and
apply criminal jury instructions. Law and Society Review, 17, 153-197.

Smith, V. L. (1991). Prototypes in the courtroom: Lay representations of legal concepts.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 857-872.

Smith, V. L. (1993). When prior knowledge and law collide: Helping jurors use the law. Law
and Human Behavior, 17, 507-536.

Steele, W. W., & Thornburg, E. G. (1988). Jury instructions: A persistent failure to communi-
cate. North Carolina Law Review, 67, 77-109.

Tanford, J. A. (1991). Law reform by courts, legislatures, and commissions following empiri-
cal research on jury instructions. Law and Society Review, 25, 155-175.

Wainwright v. Witt, 469 U.S. 412 (1985).

Walton v. Arizona, 497 U.S. 639 (1990).



Otto et al. / Capital Sentencing Instructions 517

Wiener, R. L., Hurt, L. E., Thomas, S. L., Sadler, M. S., Bauer, C. A., & Sargent, T. M. (1998).
The role of declarative and procedural knowledge in capital murder sentencing. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 28, 124-144.

Wiener, R. L., Pritchard, C. C., & Weston, M. (1995). Comprehensibility of approved jury
instructions in capital murder cases. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 455-467.

Wiener, R. L., Richmond, T. L., Seib, H. M., Rauch, S. M., & Hackney, A. A. (2002). The psy-
chology of telling murder stories: Do we think in scripts, exemplars, or prototypes?
Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 20, 119-139.

Wiener, R. L., Rogers, M., Winter, R., Hurt, L., Hackney, A., Kadela, K., et al. (2004). Guided
jury discretion in capital murder cases: The role of declarative and procedural knowledge.
Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 10, 516-576.

Witherspoon v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 510 (1968).

Charles W. Otto, PhD, is coordinator of statistical research at the University of Central
Florida. His published research has appeared in Journal of Criminal Justice, Criminal Justice
Policy Review, and Crime & Delinquency.

Brandon K. Applegate is an associate professor of criminal justice at the University of
Central Florida. His current research focuses on understanding jails in their social context and
exploring the determinants of public attitudes toward criminal justice policies.

Robin King Davis holds a PhD in public affairs from the University of Central Florida. Her
research interests include public attitudes toward juvenile justice and assessment of prosecu-
torial decisions about transferring youths to the adult court.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


