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embers of Generation 
Z, also called “Gen Z” or 
“Zoomers,” will soon fill 
the halls of America’s 

courthouses as lawyers, jurors, and, 
eventually, judges. Born roughly 
between 1995 and 2012,1 Generation Z 
is the 15th generation to experience life 
in the United States2 and quite possibly 
the most important to date. Zoomers 
promise to be the most diverse, socially 
active, and digitally driven participants 
in our judicial system. Judges should 
understand how generational differ-
ences will impact their day-to-day 
interactions with Zoomers as lawyers, 
jurors, and colleagues.

      
GENERATIONAL THEORY
Researchers William Strauss and Neil 
Howe pioneered the study of what 
they deemed “peer personalities” and 
how each generation’s experiences of 
certain major events affect their values 
and behavior.3 Generally speaking, a 
generation is defined as the entire body 
of people born and living at about the 
same time and spans between 14 and 
20 years.4 

According to Strauss and Howe, as 
well as others who have studied the 
phenomenon, generational differences 
naturally develop based on the unique 
historical and cultural events that 
occur and the age of the individuals 
experiencing them.5 Although some of 
the dates vary slightly depending on 
the source, American researchers have 
identified the following generations 
since 1901:

• The “Greatest Generation,” born 
1901–1924

• The “Silent Generation,” born 
1925–1945

• “Baby Boomers,” born 1946–1964

• “Generation X,” born 1965–1980
• “Millennials,” born 1981–1994
• “Generation Z” or “Zoomers,” born 

1995–20126

      
Each of these eras produced what 

researchers refer to as “cohort iden-
tity” for the individuals of that 
generation.7 For example, members 
of the Silent Generation were book-
marked between the Great Depression 
and World War II, while members of 
Generation X came of age during a 
resurgent consumer economy and the 
dawn of the digital age. Having these 
unique experiences at roughly the 
same age affects how one generation 
parents the next, which in turn pro-
duces another unique set of individuals 
with shared experiences.8

The Zoomer generation is smart, 
technologically savvy, and determined 
to change the world.9 In court, as in life, 
judges will be better able to communi-
cate with this newest crop of young 
adults by understanding what moti-
vates them and how they are different 
from older participants in the judicial 
process.

      
WHO IS GENERATION Z?
A survey by the VIA Institute on 
Character of more than 150,000 mem-
bers of Generation Z asked what 
character traits they deem most 
important. Among the winners were 
“honesty,” “kindness,” and “fairness.”10 
Zoomers are generally viewed, and 
wish to be viewed, as compassionate 
and open-minded.11

This cohort group is also the most 
racially diverse to date, with 49 percent 
identifying as nonwhite.12 As discussed 
below, they are less defined by gender 
and more concerned with actual accom-
plishment, rather than accolades.13

Applying Strauss and Howe’s theory 
that the shared collective experience 
of certain major events affects the peer 
personality of a generation, we should 
consider how life has unfolded so far 
for Gen Z. The oldest members of this 
group were in kindergarten during 
9/11. Many experienced the effects of 
2008’s Great Recession as children, 
watching their families struggle finan-
cially. They have never or rarely lived 
in a country that was not at war abroad 
or otherwise fighting a war on ter-
ror. As children or adolescents, they 
watched America elect its first African 
American president and a major party 
nominate a woman as its presidential 
candidate. Black Lives Matter, MeToo, 
and other social movements have 
occurred during their coming of age. 
They have never known any era but a 
digital one.

These shared experiences have pro-
duced a new crop of Americans who 
will soon reshape the practice of law 
and the judiciary as they enter into 
roles as advocates, judges, participants, 
and policymakers. But, before draw-
ing conclusions about anyone roughly 
under the age of 26, it is important to 
note that generational assumptions are, 
by definition, broad and subject to criti-
cism. Simply placing an entire group of 
people in a bucket based on a genera-
tional stereotype does a disservice to 
any industry attempting to prepare for 
or adapt to demographic change.14 Thus, 
labeling Millennials as lazy and entitled 
is just as erroneous as assuming every 
member of Gen Z is an ardent liberal.15 
A trial judge should always be wary of 
such “generational hype.”16

With this caveat in mind, we can 
nonetheless make educated guesses 
about our younger lawyers, jurors, and, 
eventually, colleagues, and craft meth-
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ods to more effectively communicate 
with them. 

Generation Z has been called “a wor-
ried generation,” reporting high rates 
of anxiety, depression, and loneliness.17 
From 1991 to 2015, the percentage of 
youths reporting being “very happy” 
declined sharply.18 We have yet to 
experience the full aftereffects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, in which already 
isolated young people became even 
more separated from each other as 
well as from society as a whole.

As compared to decades past, 
Zoomers engage in less risky behavior 
such as consuming alcohol or drugs. 
They are in no hurry to “grow up,” 
often postponing adult tasks such as 
obtaining a driver’s license.19 Many 
members of this generation were 
raised by Generation X, who, on bal-
ance, acted more as “co-pilots” than 
“helicopter” parents and gave their 
children space and independence.20 
As such, 88 percent of Generation Z 
reports being close with their families 
and many also report being included in 
family decision-making.21 Unlike the 
stereotypical “participation trophy” 
Millennial generation, Zoomers are 
relationally motivated, doing the right 
thing for its own sake and desiring not 
to let anyone down.22

More so than any previous genera-
tion, Zoomers are less defined by static 
notions of gender or sexuality.23 Their 
values are loftier than mere personal 
fulfillment; they care deeply about 
the world and the sustainability of the 
planet.24 Their spirit of volunteerism 
and level of civic engagement are unri-
valed.25 For Gen Z, their big picture is 
indeed big.

The impact of technology on this 
group cannot be overstated. They 
grew up in a digital world. It’s how they 
learn and also how they communi-
cate.26 Others may see the expectation 

of “instant access” to information, 
however, as a “right not to be bored,” 
promoting a problematic stereotype.27 
Researchers have posited that Gen 
Z members have shorter attention 
spans due to technology “rewiring” 
their brains, and that their critical 
thinking and reasoning skills may be 
subpar because the standardized test-
ing of the No Child Left Behind Act of 
2001 valued reading proficiency over 
problem-solving.28

The broad-brush presentation of 
Gen Z is that of a digitally driven, altru-
istic, and civic-minded age group. We 
must bear in mind that every indi-
vidual is unique, and that economic, 
cultural, geographic, and religious fac-
tors play huge roles in every person’s 
values and behavior. For the same rea-
son that every 20-year-old in 1969 was 
not wearing love beads and protest-
ing the Vietnam War, we should not 
assume every Zoomer will fit a partic-
ular bill.29 We can, however, know with 
certainty that they experienced many 
important social moments at roughly 
the same age, and that this will inform 
our perceptions of them as well as 
their perceptions of us, which in turn 
may help us improve how we commu-
nicate with each other.30

      
GEN Z AS LAWYERS
By definition, lawyers must confront 
opposing views. The point of every 
mock trial and moot court competition 
is to require teams to switch sides in 
any given round and argue a contrary 
position. Is this well-entrenched skill 
set more difficult for Generation Z? 

One author suggests that while 
there are positive attributes of Gen 
Z, such as valuing diversity, there are 
negatives, too, like anxiety and reluc-
tance to grow up, that might affect 
their ability to fulfill traditional law-
yer roles.31 The common demand, for 

example, to have “safe spaces” on cam-
pus may reflect more than the need 
for a marginalized group to be able to 
gather and speak freely. It may reflect 
an unrealistic expectation that one can 
simply tune out opposing viewpoints 
by physically excluding them.32 This 
could, in turn, cause an inexperienced 
attorney to struggle with articulating 
responses when challenged on a point 
of law or equity. With Gen Z, we should 
be mindful that they, perhaps more 
so than prior crops of new attorneys, 
have even less experience conceding 
the flaws in their own positions.33

At the same time, however, Gen Z 
is often heralded as the most open-
minded of generations. As one Gen 
Z author puts it: “So far, older gen-
erations have deemed Generation Z 
the most tolerant and the most intol-
erant generation, so which is it?”34 
Some square these seemingly con-
tradictory attributes by noting that 
while Gen Z-ers may be more broadly 
accepting of diversity, they “become 
less tolerant of opinions that aren’t 
their own.”35 Nearly half of Gen Z, 
for instance, believes gay marriage is 
good for society (up from about one- 
quarter of Boomers); and Gen Z 
Republicans are more likely than their 
predecessors to believe Black people  
are treated less fairly.36 But some Gen 
Z-ers also struggle to tolerate and 
participate in actual discourse with 
those whom they see as insufficiently 
“woke.”37 In other words, Gen Z’s tol-
erance may only extend to those ideas 
that they view as tolerant, and not 
beyond. Or perhaps their perceived 
intolerance is simply a manifestation 
of what could be better categorized as 
an “oversensitivity” to those who dis-
agree with them.38 Regardless, Gen Z 
lawyers will undoubtedly carry a com-
plex duality when it comes to their 
perceptions of others. Some attributes 
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are more clearly positives. Shrewd 
employers can capitalize on the best 
attributes of soon-to-be and new Gen 
Z lawyers. Since the advent of “work-
life balance” during the Generation 
X era, firms can no longer rely on the 
business model that assumed work-
ing every Sunday was a perfunctory 
practice for a young associate to get 
ahead.39 Young lawyers today also use 
their technical savvy to accomplish 
research more quickly and efficiently 
than their older peers, and they do so 
with an emphasis on job fulfillment, not 
optics.40 They adapt quickly to navigat-
ing new technologies and software.41 
The pivot to virtual court proceedings 
and client meetings during COVID-19, 
for example, highlighted the benefits 
of employing a “plugged-in” lawyer.42 
This includes social media experience, 
which can boost a firm’s or business’s 
profile.43 Gen Z uses social media and 
does so prolifically.44

Business management increasingly 
recognizes that Gen Z seeks indepen-
dence in the workplace.45 Because of 
this, businesses, including law firms, 
should provide autonomy while also 
providing the safety of structure.46 
Another consequence is that the young 
lawyers we see in court will be more 
apt than previous generations to ques-
tion cumbersome requirements that, 
to their mind, serve no purpose. Be 
prepared to explain your requirements 
and your rulings. We will soon no lon-
ger have the luxury of answering with 
“This is the way we’ve always done it.”

The Pew Research Center consis-
tently finds Gen Z to be a diverse and 
progressive group on track to be the 
best-educated generation yet.47 Data 
shows that Gen Z also expects the 
government, as opposed to private 
industry and individuals, to do more 
problem-solving.48 And a Gen Z-er 
may not have the same views as older 

generations within her same party. 
For instance, “Gen Z Republicans are 
more likely than Republicans in older 
generations to say Blacks are treated 
less fairly[.]”49 A majority of Gen Z-ers 
attribute climate change to human 
behavior.50 About six in ten believe 
online profiles should include gender 
options other than male or female.51 
And compared to other cohort groups, 
they are more likely to know someone 
using gender-neutral pronouns.52

For judges, it may be new territory 
for an attorney to make an introduction 
in court by specifying their pronoun or 
other form of address. Be mindful that 
for the young attorney doing so, it is 
just as natural as saying “hello.”

If we accept that Generation Z is the 
most diverse, open-minded (at least in 
some ways), and socially conscious to 
date, it also portends a potential new 
era in litigation. Big-picture social 
change is often reflected in the liti-
gation of its day. If we consider the 
decision in Brown v. Board of Education 

as a product of the Civil Rights era, then 
we should consider a decision such as 
Obergefell v. Hodges as a call to arms for 
Gen Z to continue challenges to exist-
ing laws as part of their social agenda.53 
We may be on the dawn of a new era of 
social activism led by Gen Z lawyers.

This potential new breed of lawyer 
has led some to call for a shift in higher 
education. Today’s students are more 
motivated to make a difference. They 
value a culture of inclusion and activ-
ism.54 However, this civic-mindedness 
is not without drawbacks. 

Legal culture has traditionally taught 
that attorneys must be willing to rep-
resent a client whose values they 
do not share.55 Christine Cerniglia, 
director of clinical and experien-
tial education at Stetson University 
College of Law, shared with me in an 
interview that this expectation to seg-
regate one’s duty to the law from one’s 
personal value system presents unique 
struggles for Gen Z students. They 
may wrestle with client representa-
tion decisions and potentially opt out 
of clinics based on instinctive appre-
hensions about the work to be done or 
a client’s perceived value system.56

In this author’s view, this reluctance 
to engage with groups outside their 
own norms, though, deprives law stu-
dents of valuable life lessons as well as 
critical-thinking and advocacy skills. 
This retreat to one’s personal echo 
chamber was likely exacerbated by the 
pandemic, which isolated students and 
denied them meaningful opportunities 
to engage in the types of debate and 
discourse that cannot be duplicated in 
a virtual or online environment.

Although their passion for change is 
admirable, Zoomers ultimately must 
develop the skills to work with oth-
ers who have opposing views and to 
process and analyze these views. The 
immediate availability of informa-

This  
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tion made possible by technology has 
arguably resulted in a generation that 
simply has less experience engaging 
in deep thinking and reflection, both 
essential skills for lawyers. The influx 
of competing data, while providing 
instant gratification, also overloads 
our memories and makes reflection 
more difficult. Cerniglia notes that this 
effect, described in Nicholas Carr’s 2011 
book, The Shallows: What the Internet Is 
Doing to Our Brains,57 is especially chal-
lenging for a new crop of attorneys as 
they navigate the traditional expec-
tations of the legal profession with a 
potentially diminished skill set.58

On balance, Cerniglia believes that 
Gen Z law students will grapple with 
individual versus professional val-
ues. “They are a fierce mechanism 
for holding people accountable,” she 
says of Zoomers.59 “They will call peo-
ple out; they will challenge. They will 
demand equality.”60 However, she 
acknowledges that we don’t yet know 
whether their passion for change will 
be matched by actual follow-through 
— that is, whether they have the work 
ethic and tenacity to do more than 
make demands.61

Others in higher education decry the 
“call-out” (referring to interpersonal 
confrontations)  and “cancel culture” 
(the social and cultural rejection of 
individuals deemed “problematic”) on 
college campuses populated by Gen Z 
students. Professors Mark Carl Rom 
and Kristina Mitchell wrote in 2021 
that such behavior is a “professional 
hazard” and warned that it discour-
ages difficult conversations in the 
classroom.62 Professors may end up on 
various watchlists for either being too 
“woke” or not “woke” enough.63 They 
stress that professors have a duty to 
ensure that students can make politi-
cally controversial comments in class, 
even if it creates discomfort.

The social awareness and rela-
tive lack of materialistic motivations 
associated with Gen Z, then, may be 
counterbalanced by their perceived 
intolerance (or perhaps oversensitiv-
ity). For example, a 2018 election day 
study by Comparably showed that 
the political views of their cowork-
ers affected the working relationships 
of Gen Z more than any age group.64 
“While today’s youth are better 
behaved, they seem touchier and more 
prone to taking offense.”65 If we indeed 
have a “right not to be offended,”66 then 
we must consider the chilling effect 
on free speech and frank discourse 
that results. “Students, who prioritize 
safety and aim to prevent real or imag-
ined danger, are sacrificing the free 
speech tolerance of the past.”67 Thus, 
should Gen Z demand “safety” over 
uncomfortable conversations, they 
will undoubtedly find the legal profes-
sion fraught with danger. 

Our adversarial system expects 
analysis, discourse, and reason. Even 
with trends toward restorative jus-
tice and collaborative processes, 
attorneys must be able to fully reflect 
on all aspects of an issue instead of 
overly focusing on their own views. 
Law schools should be prepared on 
multiple fronts to deliver a curricu-
lum that will both engage and direct 
students. Traditional teaching meth-
ods are unavailing to a group that is 
more prone to challenge entrenched 
institutions, especially ones they see 
as rooted in inequality.68 It is equally 
important to stress that becoming a 
lawyer takes diligent effort and the 
ability to consider opposing view-
points. A generation ago, law schools 
may have previously taken for granted 
that their new crop of students would 
accept the legal profession’s tradition-
alism; for Gen Z, this mindset may not 
be as intuitive, so it must be taught. 

And just as law schools adapt and inno-
vate in response to Generation Z, so, 
too, will the judicial system as a whole.

      
GEN Z AS JURORS
Gen Z jurors will be the youngest mem-
bers of the venire. They have grown 
up in a world in which information 
is immediately accessible via smart 
phones or computers. They likely have 
never changed the ribbon on a type-
writer, sorted through microfiche to 
do research, or perused a hardbound 
encyclopedia. They are baffled by pay 
phones and amused by first-generation  
video games that seem as modern to 
them as sticks and rocks. 

Gen Z customarily receives and pro-
cesses information quickly. We should 
expect that a juror of tomorrow will be 
less willing to be a “passive receptacle” 
of information and instead expect to be 
a more active participant.69 Indeed, Gen 
Z-ers will expect regular, small “bites of 
information” that they can easily digest 
before they move on to the next bite.70

The jury system may be able to 
respond to this desire for bite-sized 
information. The Seventh Circuit Bar 
Association’s American Jury Project 
Commission has proposed the imple-
mentation of “interim statements” 
during jury trials.71 This process 
would allow attorneys to periodically 
summarize the evidence presented, 
providing small, digestible chunks of 
information.72 For the same reason, 
preliminary, substantive instructions 
at the beginning of a case may give 
Gen Z jurors a much-needed roadmap. 
Although tangential to this article, 
most standard jury instructions are 
in desperate need of a makeover to 
ensure the language is understandable. 
Research has shown “that juror com-
prehension of judicial instructions is 
alarmingly low.”73 If we accept that Gen 
Z is less willing than prior generations 
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to embrace institutions and traditions 
merely because they have existed for 
some time, then we should reasonably 
expect challenges to undecipherable 
jury instructions.

For the trial lawyer as well as the 
judge, effective communication with 
Gen Z jurors will entail catering to 
their visual learning styles and their 
aversion to traditional lecture.74 Jurors 
who have “information on demand” 
deeply hard wired into their cognitive 
processes will prefer smaller chunks of 
evidence integrated with visual tech-
nology.75 As judges, we can expect to 
see some lawyers struggle with using 
traditional trial tactics, while others 
embrace the change and engage more 
easily with the venire.

Many jurisdictions already permit 
jurors to ask questions and have pro-
cesses in place to vet which questions 
are permitted under the applicable 
rules. This will likely be expanded as 
our juries become filled with more 
members of a generation used to 
immediate answers. For those of us 
who have recoiled in terror at the 
thought of jurors asking questions, we 
should brace ourselves for even more 
proposed innovations to increase juror 
participation.

Gen Z’s level of civic engagement 
may also make them unique as jurors. 
They believe in standing up for just 
causes and care deeply about fairness.76 
That may help the system, as they may 
be less apt than older jurors to dismiss 
jury service as an inconvenient waste 
of time.77 Their open mindedness and 
compassion, however, may raise con-
cerns for judges and lawyers who have 
been fully indoctrinated into the rule of 
law. Many standard jury instructions 
include an admonition to follow the 
law regardless of personal beliefs: “No 
juror has the right to violate rules we 
all share.”78 Will this be a tougher sell 

to a generation that values integrity, 
tenacity, and kindness? Will they be 
less willing to “follow the law” if it con-
flicts with their personal values? Or,  
as noted by generational research-
ers, will this risk-averse, generally 
rule-following cohort group value 
stability and a well-defined chain of 
command over subjective factors?79

The answer is unknown. But when 
we view Gen Z as a digitally connected, 
socially conscious, yet pragmatic 

group,80 we can reasonably argue that 
they are not less likely to respect the 
rule of law. A runaway jury is by no 
means an inevitable scenario for a Gen 
Z venire.

But what sort of case may sum-
mon their social-change instincts? We 
know that Gen Z is the most racially 
diverse in America and that its mem-
bers are not defined by static concepts 
of gender or sexuality. They would 
rather make a difference than get a 
participation trophy.81

Imagine then, two trials with majority  
Gen Z jurors: one, a simple DUI case 
with the customary field-sobriety 
exercises, breath test, two officers tes-
tifying, and the defendant — a white 
male — remaining silent; the other, a 
Black defendant charged with obstruc-
tion of a police officer for refusing to 
disperse following a peaceful protest. 

If the cases go before Gen Z juries 
— a generation known for its social- 
and race-consciousness82 — we may 
be quick to predict a “jury pardon” for 
the protester and a fast conviction on 
the drunk driver. If the case goes to a 
Baby Boomer jury — a generation less 
known for those attributes83 — we may 
predict differently. These predictions 
may affect how lawyers use peremp-
tory challenges. Indeed, in a few short 
decades, Generation Z will compose a 
large portion of the jury population.84 
Should this have implications for how 
attorneys conduct voir dire? Should 
it have implications for how to apply 
Batson v. Kentucky, which precludes 
the use of peremptory challenges to 
exclude jurors solely on the basis of 
race?

For decades, appellate courts and 
trial judges have struggled to per-
fect a voir dire system that produces 
a representative panel of one’s peers, 
free from systemic bias and discrim-
ination. Despite a plethora of case 
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law and constantly varying processes 
meant to remedy bias in jury selec-
tion, research over several decades 
has consistently demonstrated that 
external factors and juror bias factor 
into decision-making. For instance, 
research shows that: American juries 
are still tainted by implicit bias and 
lack of diversity;85 Batson’s prohi-
bition on race-based peremptory 
challenges has merely driven the 
practice underground and spawned 
a veritable cottage industry of case 
law on the subject86; attorneys are 
adept at identifying whether indi-
vidual jurors possess racial biases87; 
death-qualified jurors — those deter-
mined fit to serve in cases involving 
the death penalty — tend to be more 
conviction-prone from the onset88; 
jurors tend to conflate pretrial pub-
licity with actual evidence89; jurors 
often fail to comprehend instruc-
tions, follow instructions, or report 
their confusion to the judge90; and 
race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, 
and gender identity of defendants can 
affect whether jurors are more or less 
likely to convict.91

The Gen Z juror may add another 
concern to this list of possible biases: 
the problem of the “Googling juror.”92 
For a generation raised on informa-
tion, Gen Z may see the relinquishment 
of their phones and an instruction to 
rely only on what they see and hear in 
court as tantamount to a strong-arm 
robbery. We know there are signifi-
cant gaps in jurors’ willingness and/or 
abilities to follow instructions.93 For a 
juror of the digital age, this becomes 
even more concerning, since it seems 
cognitive changes to their brains cause 
digital-age jurors to rely on the inter-
net as a sort of “memory partner.”94 
However, Gen Z juries are also more 
likely to be diverse, and more diverse 
juries appear to recall more of the evi-

dence and can catch mistakes by other 
jurors about the evidence.95 

Their need for instantaneous knowl-
edge, and their reliance on the internet 
for such knowledge, may make Gen 
Z-ers more reliant on technology and 
less able to deal with a long, tedious, 
trial process, where information is 

unveiled one witness at a time, often 
with lengthy legal predicates.

Despite these challenges, how-
ever, our increasingly diverse society 
may positively affect juror decision- 
making.96 Studies have shown that 
once people are part of a group, they 
are powerfully influenced by other 
group members. Diverse juries “delib-
erate longer and consider more 
information,”97 and America’s increas-
ing diversity bodes well for the jury 
system as a whole. 

We can also imagine that Gen Z’s 
resistance to being labeled may affect 
the frequency with which lawyers are 
inclined to peremptorily strike Gen Z 
jurors. If Gen Z jurors are less likely 
to vote according to racial or other 
stereotypes because of this desire to  
avoid acting in a manner consistent 
with how they are perceived (e.g., white 
jurors supporting white defendants),  
a lawyer may have difficulty using 
jurors’ specific characteristics, occupa-
tions, or life experiences as a means to 
determine which jurors to strike. 

Ross Laguzza, a national expert in 
jury selection with 30 years’ experi-
ence, shared in an interview with me 
that he believes, based on his profes-
sional experience, that results have 
consistently shown that a juror’s age 
cohort does not make a difference in 
their decision-making.98 Labels like 
“Millennials” and “Boomers,” he says, 
are more marketing than behavioral 
analysis when it comes to jury ser-
vice.99 Ultimately, Laguzza sees no 
direct relationship between age and 
decision-making.100 

Instead, Laguzza proffers that attor-
neys in voir dire must determine the 
case-specific attitudes of the juror to 
identify potential bias.101 Interestingly, 
the most obvious traits that trial attor-
neys rely upon to draw conclusions 
— such as age, race, occupation, and 
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gender — are unreliable in predict-
ing juror behavior. “All the work I’ve 
done indicates it’s dangerous to draw 
conclusions based on demographics,” 
he says.102 “The characteristics that 
are easiest to see or determine in the 
courtroom are the least predictive.”103 
He notes that this same conversation 
has come and gone with Millennials 
and Generation X, and likely will do the 
same with Gen Z.104 

Laguzza predicts that Gen Z’s  
decision-making behaviors will con-
tinue, as the behaviors of generations 
before them, to be relative to the spe-
cific case and not their age. This is 
because a jury represents the social 
fabric in which a case is tried — con-
textual elements to which all of us, 
across all age categories, are exposed. 
Laguzza explains: “An older juror may 
share similar values typically asso-
ciated with a younger generation. A 
younger juror may hold fast certain 
beliefs typically associated with older 
people. Placing too much weight on 
age alone distorts the underlying atti-
tudes and values that are central to 
how a person actually views the world, 
and how a specific decision in a specific 
case is seen as aligning or contradict-
ing that world view.”105 

Laguzza reminds attorneys that they 
are selling ideas in a jury trial — not 
products.106 In his experience, atti-
tudes, values, and beliefs that intersect 
the actual issues being tried are far 
more important topics in voir dire than 
a person’s age. Trial lawyers, then, 
should not assume all jurors under a 
certain age will line up according to a 
preset narrative. Instead, they must 
weigh all of the person’s information 
to analyze how their beliefs and values 
play into the specific trial issues.

If this is true, then while Zoomers 
may process information differently, 
they may not be poised to cause a 

seismic shift in jury verdicts. Even if 
eradicating jury bias entirely is unre-
alistic, when we view Generation Z in 
their roles as future lawyers, jurors, 
and judges, we can see the judicial 
process becoming more inclusive and 
more apt to be viewed favorably by 
participants.

In terms of communication, a gen-
eration so attuned to technology and 
expectant of clear instructions will 
benefit from web-based training and 
instruction on how to deliberate as a 
group. Traditionally, we expect jurors 
to simply show up fully capable of 
processing complex information and 
deliberating to a verdict seamlessly 
with a group of strangers.107 In future 
decades, we can expect that jurors will 
want some form of prior training and 
strategies for working in a group.108

For those of us who struggle with 
low juror turnout in our jurisdictions, 
Gen Z may be the remedy. One study 
showed a correlation between people 
who reported engaging in community- 
oriented service and people willing to 
serve on juries.109 Generally, any his-
tory of volunteerism is associated 
with a greater willingness to serve. 
The study concluded that “willingness 
to serve is highest among those who 
feel a commitment to meeting other 
normative obligations and who are 
engaged in the community through 
other means.”110 Their dedication to the 
greater good and making the world a 
better place bodes well for Gen Z hon-
oring their jury summons.

Studies demonstrate the domino 
effect of positive experiences with the 
judicial system. Jurors’ verdicts are 
influenced by their trust and confi-
dence in the system.111 Different groups 
report different perceptions of the 
legitimacy of legal authorities based on 
their prior experiences, and the level 
of that trust can be predictive of ver-

dicts. For instance, jurors with higher 
confidence levels in the system are 
more likely to find against defendants 
in criminal proceedings.112 

In sum, a trial judge must view the 
Gen Z juror as they view themselves: a 
partner in a justice-seeking endeavor. 
These jurors must buy into the fair-
ness and integrity of the system before 
they willingly comply with standard 
instructions they may not under-
stand or agree with. They have specific 
means of processing information and 
will expect a certain level of participa-
tion. Generation Z jurors will be taking 
notes and asking questions. They will 
also be deliberating thoughtfully and 
expecting the process to be open, fair, 
and transparent. At their best, they 
will be hard-working, conscientious 
volunteers. 

Just make sure you confiscate their 
phones and perhaps disable the court-
room Wi-Fi.

      
GEN Z AS JUDGES
We have a few years before the young-
est crop of judges will emerge from 
Generation Z. As such, it is difficult 
to predict how our future colleagues 
will behave, or even interact with us. 
We do know, however, that they have 
very specific preferences in how they 
communicate.

Far from the feared “Zombie” gener-
ation of youths slouched behind their 
phones and unaware of people, Gen Z is 
actually fond of personal interaction.113 
They prefer face-to-face communi-
cation and support brick-and-mortar 
stores.114

That said, when they communicate 
in writing, they overwhelmingly do 
so via text, not email. Likewise, voice 
mail is likely to go unheard.115 The 
abbreviated — that is to say, informal 
— forms of text messages preferred 
by Gen Z are often seen as unprofes-
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sional by older generations. If you’ve 
ever rolled your eyes after reviewing 
a text exchange between litigants or 
even lawyers, be prepared for more of 
the same from your future colleagues. 
For some, Gen Z’s “frequent and infor-
mal communication” may come as a 
surprise.116 A question emoji with a 
“Meeting 2day?” may soon be seen as 
an appropriate substitute for an email 
with the subject line “Are we meeting 
this afternoon?”

Just as with lawyers and jurors, I 
believe our future colleagues will be 
hesitant to simply buy into processes 
merely because they are institutional-
ized. They will also value diversity in 
hiring court personnel and in receiving 
judicial education that addresses fair-
ness and ethics. They will care deeply 
about justice and how to achieve it. This 
may force us to reexamine how we do 
business. If the next generation wants 
nothing less than to change the world, 
then we can expect lawyers and judges 
to be front and center in that process.

The members of Generation Z are 
mostly the children of Generation X 
(born 1965–1980).117 Generation X were 
the original “latch-key kids,” raised in 
the midst of the Iranian hostage crisis, 
the Challenger Explosion, and the onset 
of AIDS. Those of us in Generation 
X have been described as pragmatic, 
if a bit cynical, and as understand-
ing “the game of life as it really gets 
played.”118 According to researchers 
Corey Seemiller and Meghan Grace, it 
is no coincidence that our offspring, 
Generation Z, have developed as inde-
pendent and pragmatic youths who 
report close relationships with their 
families.119 For the next generation of 
judges, this combination of pragma-
tism and social awareness can only 
enhance the profession.

It will be an interesting phenomenon 
to watch as Gen Z begins populating 

the judiciary. A job that has been char-
acterized as “calling balls and strikes” 
may prove challenging for a new judge 
comfortable with shifting norms, fluid 
sensibilities, and a preference for fair-
ness over process. Conversely, for a 
generation like Gen Z that took its time 
growing up and did not engage in risky 
behaviors,120 the security of the law 
could be their safe space. How these 
generations strike a balance between 
their comfort with shifting norms and 
their preference for structure will per-
manently shape the judiciary.

Before drawing any broad conclu-
sions about the future of the courts 
with Gen Z involved or even in charge, 
we should be mindful of the lim-
itations of generational theory. For 
example, generational theory appears 
to have grossly underestimated Gen 
Z’s social and political agendas.121 We 

should be mindful that our assump-
tions and predictions have yet to be 
borne out in documented behaviors 
inside the legal profession. Being wary 
of “generational hype” will help us 
communicate with Gen Z by avoiding 
perpetuating stereotypes, even as we 
recognize differences in attitudes and 
motivations.122

      
CONCLUSION
Generation Z will bring a new social 
consciousness to the practice of law, 
jury service, and, eventually, judicial 
office. Understanding how they most 
effectively learn, communicate, and 
process information will foster a more 
efficient and, ultimately, more fair judi-
cial system. We can expect Generation 
Z to precipitate jury innovations, reli-
ance on technology, and much-needed 
diversity to the judicial process. The 
jury system in particular will benefit 
from the service of these individuals. 
They will be respectful of the over-
arching tenets of justice and their 
preference for order may suggest they 
are particularly able to follow rules and 
structure.123 As a group of more diverse 
jurors, they will make more informed 
decisions. That said, Gen Z-ers will not 
be willing to act as silent information 
receptacles, and they will demand a 
more interactive role.124 

As judges, we can take concrete 
measures to improve our working 
relationships with Gen Z as lawyers, 
jurors, and colleagues:
1. Educate ourselves on technology, 

such as digital evidence presen-
tation and electronic submission 
of documents and orders. We can 
no longer ignore the internet or 
cling to traditions such as all-paper 
systems.

2. Set clear, but not rigid, expectations 
as to the manner of communica-
tion that we expect, as well as the 

If the next 
generation 
wants nothing 
less than to 
change the 
world, then we 
can expect 
lawyers and 
judges to be 
front and 
center in that 
process.
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