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Juror Reasoning 

J\b~ t nwt 

:theoretical and empirical uork presented on the 

ehnrac terization 0:( "story" representation and inference 

p~oce~ses involved in tIle co~prehension and decision ~aking of 

jurors rensoning about a legal trial. Extensive post-t~ial 

proiocol annlyses arc used to obtain data on juror infoTmation 

processing . Ihe representation of' the story or slories 

induced fr.om the case materials (filmed murder trial) are 

identified and summarized using a Schank and Abelson style 

cal1~>al e'vent chain and goal/plan hierarchy analysis. Ihe 

s truc ture and cQn ten t of in:Eerences underlying the causal 

rriprescntation arc identified and characterized using Allan 

Collj.ns' (1979) theorY of human plausible rea~ioning . Ihe 

adequacy of these schemes in charac terizing 'talk-aloud 

protocol text is examined fqr tuo juror protocols. 
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Juror ~casoning 
pnge 1 

Tonight I am going to describe an application of cognitive 

science theories. Aside from practical benefits, flpplications 

arc important hecause they force! us to uork hard to extend our 

theo.r:ies, . to es I:ablish Lim:it~> on the generality of ollr 

theories, and to find ullP.:)::e ollr theories fail. The 

application that ue hnve been exploring is judicial decision 

malting. More speci£ically, ue have been studying the mental 

representation and in£ercnce produots tha t ar'e generated by 

in e1.i v i d 1I a 1 j tI r 0 r s as they attempt to render a legnlly proper 

,verdict from the evidence presented in a mtlrder trial. 

l-le have chnrac terized 'the juror.' s task in the follouing 

idealized terms (sec Pennington f. lIa~>tie. in press, for an 

extensive task analysis): 

1. As the trial events OCCllr, the juror comprehends the 

i.nformation presented by uitness' tes timony', attorneys' 

questions and arguments. ancI the trial judge's instructions 

and stores it in me~ory. 

2. ,I\t lhe end 0:( til(! trial the judge instructs the jury 

on the Inu. on uhal 'in£ormation is to he used to render n 

ve.tclic t. nncI on cortnin procedurnl rules Goncerning the burden 

oJ. proof, the standard o:f: proof. and the pre!'illmption of 

'j, nn ocen ce. Ihe j t1.r'or comprehends this information and 

\' 
t 
1 
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prodllces a. representation of possible verdict categories 

defined by abstract attributes sllch <15. "presence of maJ.ice." 

"pr.emeditation," "exhaust illl menns to nvoj.d further comhat," 

nncI 50 forth. 

3. During and after the prescntation of trinl 

info rma L1.on. the juror Gonstr;ucts a story that provides a 

Gallsally nnd temporally Goherent ordering of events described 

in testimony. Note that this construction process requires 

GonsicIerable reordering of information from the sequence in 

uhich it· occurs at presentation in the triaJ .. Ihis 

construction process. like any story comprehension process. 

requires tJle! juror to make many inferences to connec t story 

events, to resolve apparent contradictions hetueeh segments of 

testimony. and to identify ve~dict-relevant attributes of the 

story. 

~. Io reach a ~erdiet, the juror performs a eategory-

classific.ation task . in uhich the story is identified as 

belonging in the verdict ciltegory for uhicJ\ the best story-

at tribute/category-attribute match OCGlUS. 

No te thn t this ·task descr.i.ption is idealized in that it 

re£lects our intui ti.Ol1S about the opera U.OIW that a sufficient 

juror process model uOllld have to l' llcl'lde. alld ).' tat] t , c ssumes .. \a 

the juror is motivated to follou the procedural rules 

" 

----~-- --- - ------ -----------
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pre!iC n ted j. n tllP t rill ] J' I 1 ' . t 't . • ."., , l( ge s J.n!,' ,r.uc· :tons. 

Iuo deve,lopments in cogn.~'t.ive ~c).' .L.L .> I ence have been the mnjor 

sourc(~s o:{ 'th(!oret,1.cal eOJlstruGts for our present analysis: 

Schank l. .i\helson's notation to represent causal event chains 

and goal/plan ]derarchies (,~c]\'''J1k (' .i\b- 1 I.." <. e, son. 1977; Schank. 

1975) and ~llnn Collins' typology ·to" cl ..... .-:.-:).· fy ] l' , u~~ Ulman p auslhle 

inference forms (Collins. 1979). 

OUl: ove r n 11 goal. ).'.-: ·to el "'vel t] . t ~ h. op a . leOry ]\a,t Gonvinci.ngly 

simulates the event representations and prQGesses that occur 

in the juror's mind _ as tr;al eYeJlt"'".~, <",re 'I -L ,. u percel yee and the 

juror reasons to a pre-deliberation verdict. In this paper. I 

uill desGribe our uork to solve only one preliminary problem 

'lha t is pea- t· 0:£ ou:r effort to develop a general theory of 

juror performance. We arc applying the Schnnk l. .i\belson and 

Collins notations to sllmm<'r]'.z'" t]\e t t ".L. S 'ruc 'ures of jurors' talk-

alOUd protocols. For the present ourgoa1 is to reliably and 

sell'Si ti vely trai1sl<, te 't."lk-."lolleI t t . t tl .. .... 'ex s ).n 0 'lese abs traGt 

notatIons. Ihe tnsk of demonstrating th«t these structures 

rcfleGt m6ntal events aneI proce~qeq ]'.11 t] . ~~ ~ 'le Juror's mind 

involvcs additionaY experimental work ( Pcnnington l. Hastic, 

uotk in p'l:Ogrcss) lIO t reported here. 

"-/~-~=-----:---------::--~----.~'''',"''''='=:c:;r=r''''_ .. ::''~''.,....'---' .. -.' ',--"-,,.,.,-
,~1' ,,' J<.::'110 
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Juro.!: Reasoning 
p.HJe (, 

To collect dat~ £or our £irst step. sixty j u rO'rs uere 

snmpl ed :Erom a stipe ri or COtll: t jury pool in Dos ton nnd ue re 

shoun a tIl ree-hou r filmed. reenactment of an'actunl murder 

trinl. A summary 0:( the' stimulus 'ttinl in:f.or.mat:ion is 

pre~,ented in AJ)pendix A. A£ter uatching the filmed trinl. 

en ch j ~Il:or \.J<lS n sked to rench an indi vi,dunl ve relic t decision 

for the cn:,c and to talk aloud n1>out the case and his or her 

decision. The talk-nloud pro tocols l-le're analyzed to yield the 

sch,emn tic sumrnnrie~. ·tha tare preseH ted he te, as 111us tra tions 

of our analyses. 

Our first nnnlysis 'charncterizes the juror's 

representnU.ol1 of the sequence' of events OJl the clay of the 

crime (not the dny of the trial) as a causally connected 

event-chain and goal/plan hierarchy. Figures 1 and '2 

represent "mZlPs" of the event-chnin ancI goal/plan structure of 

r~------------------------------l 

I I 
I Insert Figure 1 about here. I 
I I 
l ___ ----~----_------------------J 

two different jurors' verbal protocol "stories." Looking for 

a llJomell't at Figure 1. saine bnsic features of the 

repr.esentational scheme may he noted: There are tuo streams 

... 

" ;:. 

, . 
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0:[ the represnn ta tion -- the evcn t chain. composed of events 

nneI cnusnl .l5nks tells us uhnt happened. In this map.' even ts 

nrc grouped into p'pi:>odes and the degree 0:( elnbora tion o:f: an 

episode 'j ~ ....... 'iIlCLi.ca ted hy the number of crossed line!; in the 

episode cirt:le. . For example., in Figur.e 1 • the top left 

epi.~;ode is labeled "At bar. victim thr.entens defendarit." Ihis 

circle actually rel)resents a se t n:f events (grouped as an 

episode) and the crossed lines indiente that this particular 

juror act unl] y re:(er red to eigh t di:f:feren t states and/or ac ts 

tha tare even ts ui tldn the episode. . For thi~ juror. this 

ep.i.~iOde is ,highly elahora ted (compare with the S(1me episode' 

node :for another juror in 'Figure 2). In Figure 1. " . a ma~n 

chnin" o:f epi~,odes is indi.catGd by shaded c.ircles. Ihe main 

clwin is determined by redundancy oJ mention. degree of 

elaboration. nnd configuration o:f causal .connecti~ns to other 

even t~; in thc juror's protocol. In Figure J.. the "essence" of 

whn t happened in th i~; juror's eyes :t~i summnrized in' the main 

chain as: DefGndant was threatened. was humiliated. goes 

home. gets his knife. and goes back to the bar. (Note thnt the 

map p:r;esents only the first hal:f of the complete story 

presented in Appendix A.) 

Ih!) second portion 0:[ the pro})osed rep re!:>cn ta tional 

" ... .:.-

I, 

, 
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structure is the gO<,ll/plnn hiernrchy. 

.lu ror Rensoning 
pn!Je () 

This portion represents 

, 'or "u.hv" event~ ocnUTTfH] , of the even t chn:r,n =.!.!..L. the inte.rpretntJ.on . 

n~ the}' din. The complete' story requir£!s the internc,ti~n o:f 

tll(!~;e, 'Luo IHlr tions. In Figu.re 1. , the explnnation for the 

even t clwin is qui'Le simple. Nhen threatened. the deiepdant 

uished to b t 1 ~ked n uenpon. :r.etnlinte u au Humiliated, the 

defendant developed n plan for. revenge thnt incJ.uded taking 

k 'f and going bank to his 1l1 .. e . the bnr to fi.nd his attacker. 

This firm in a verdict choice of first degree 

.mll rdel:. 

, go'al/plnn representation A second event chaJ.n is presented 

r-------------------------------l 

: Insert Figure 2 about here" : 
L _______________________________ J 

in Figure 2 for contrast. , d ."".tructure of the First, the epJ.so e 

J.'~., vJ.'rtunlly identical tuo stories aithollgh the story told is 

qui te cli:E:ferent. (By snying th0:t the episocI'e structure is 

identical, .uc menn liln t the snme episo es d -.,- "threat". "at 

home", "tnke knife". to b<"r" -- arc preseJ~ t although "return " 

the elabora,tions and causal links arc different.) The 

J.'llustrated first. by the ' 'the stol:ies arc . clifiel:ences :In "main 

chnin" in Figure 2. 

relntively separatQ. 

JUror Reasonin!1 
page 7 

This juror sees tu,o chains o:f events as 

Ihe :first chnin contains the "de:fcndant 

threntenncl." "clc:(endailt n.frnid" portion of the sto:ry. A 

second :indc{lendc!llt chain :is ird. tia ted by the defeJldan t 's 

iriend uho suggests that they go io,r n drink, 
folloued by the 

decisi()Jl t() go to the unr. 
(Note that the juror' in Figure 1 

did n()t include the plans ancl !lonls 0:( othe,r charncters in 

hiS/her n'nrrntive.) 
Ihe llntte.rn ()f cnusnl links, 

and the 

g()nl/Illan hierarc~hy arc al~>o different in this st()ry 

incHcn t ing the diffnren t in lerp re ta tion pJnced ()n the "same 

~equence" o:f events. 
Ihe juror in Figure 2 proposes that the 

dnfendnnt'ri plnn 
(nftcr the threat) uns to stay nuny from 

trouble (tlw victim) nnd to stny horne. 
Thi~ gonl is br()ught 

in toe 0 n:( Li c t u hen tho de fen dan t ' s :f r i e 11 d s U!l 9 est s go i n g b n c k 

to the hnr. 
A~ part of a plnn t() reSolve this confliet 

(setae, blui:f victim)' the kni:f~ is tnken. 
Ihis juror uas firm 

j n n ve:r.d Lct choico 0:( self neLense. 

What is the purpose of (iescribing the jurors' 
"fitory" 

rcpre~;en tn lions? 
First, over the protocol'~ 0:[ our ()O jurors, 

ue cnn iden t,i.:fy :fea ttlre~ of jurors' 
stories that arc not GO 

easily represnntnble ui~h the Schnnk E Abel~on tools. For 

exnmple. 
'1U.i te enrly ue found the need to represent g()nl 

..... " 

, <} 

b,"J 
: j 
i -"" 
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con f] i c t n~> a renson for othe r he]wvior. 

Wilensky. 1978 nddrcsses this issue.) Also. 

formulation, I have illustraledon these maps. 

.Juror Rensoninq 
pngc B 

(Reccnt uork hy 

uith the simple 

it is d.i:E£,icult 

to reI?re~;en t .hehnvior or gdnJ./plnns that result from clnborate 

knouledge o,r expee ta lions of otJwr participnn ts. (J~ccent uork 

by Druce ~ Neuman. 1978. arldres~>es thi~; issllc.) Ihese are. 

houever. frequent :[ealures of jurors' stories and 

explanations. Ihere ilre other kinds of events such ns 

, neua live even ts ,( e . g ., He uasn' t 'in the bar all day) nnd 

hypothetical event~ (c.g .• If Johnson uere smart. he uould 

hnve 9'oneback uith Clemens) that arc currently difficult to 

incorpora te in to the represen ta tional schemc!. Ihus. onc usc 

of the story map analysis is to identify problems for an 

application of 'theSchank-Abelson-type notation. A second usc 

is to gene rale tes ts of the psychological 'validi ty of the 

rep re~H~n ta ti.on. For example, uc can identify the cent1:a1 

G<HI~;a l c]win that:is charaG teri5tic of each verdic t choice. 

Io thc extent that the. cilusal chains and' central events 

dlscrimi,na tebetueen' verdict groups. further experimentation 
. 

uill ennble us to test prcdie U.oris about jurors' recogni tion 

and recall memory for trial matdrial. We also, have 'evidence 

lhnt jurors' hring varying degrces of rensoning skill to ·this 

tn~;k . The story mnp nnnlysis mnkes it possible to compare 

g,roups of individuals by t]w 

Juror Rca:,oning 
1>«ge <) 

in tegra t~dness., complexity. 
thoroughness and ' 

cons~stency of their story 
representations. 

Where did tl lesc storics home from? 
tha t 

npply to protocols an examinntion or the 
~;tructu.rc connecting trial information. uorld 

klloul ecl~le. v(~rdic t 
in:formatioll 

story nnd major 
c on G III s :i. 0 n s • summarize the juror's in:ferencc structure 

Allan C().ll,i ns (1')79) 
plausible 

theory human 
infnrence. In this theory. Collin~ p:roposes <i se t 
i li d epen d'Cn tin:f e ren Ge 

~~~~~~--I~)~T~nuc~.err·gdillur~err·rrs. in uJl.ich t]le 

of content-

traditional 
rules of logje nr ' -" •. e generalized from tH() .. vnlues 0:( ce1?tninty to 
n Gontinuum of cer tn,in ty. 

Ihus. by s}>nciiYing "cert<iinty. 

ench in:ference procedure "pI 'b 
conditions":for 

' • .• cHIS~ Ie inferencc 
types" thnt have t ...l 

'tauitionnllY'boen trented ."q 
u_ :[0 rmal e r ro rs 

in, reasoning he mny regarded 
in:ference acceptable 

st,rn tegies. 

Figure 3 illu,s t ra tes the in:ferencc structure (:for our 
:firnt dngrne murder juror) that 

Hnderlic~r the "take knife" and. 

[-------------------·------------1 
I Insert Ficlure ... "1) .t J . I I ' . ,) '1 (HI Ie r e . I l__________ , 

--------~----------__ J 

r\i I , , 
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~'go bnck to hnr" epi::;ocles on the story mnps. 

Juror RCHlsoninfJ 
pngc 10 

In the dingrnm 

in Figure 3. each circle :reprene'n ts an inference. Although 

only the conclusion is :ihoun j.n lhe d.i.ngrnm. ench infcrell(:e is 

composed 0:( a t len!; t t~o p renliseH an d a Gon c1 usiori tha t n,ppea,r 

as content .in the juror's ver.hal protocol. (Sec Appendix D for 

complete stntements o:f. each inference premises and 

concllision.)' For exnmple. looking nt the infere1lge lnbeled 

"11" in Figure 3. the eomple te inference un~;: If the defendant 

ueren't looking for revenge. he uould never go bnck to the 

.snme plnce. . The de:fendnnL uent back to the same p'lnce. 

(Therefore) he uas looking for revenge. Ench -inference is 

typed by looking nt the structure (i.e .• therelnU.oJwhip of 

the iniormn lion Gon tained in th(~ premises nnel conclusion) nnd 

then clnssifiec1 according to Collins' Hchenie (for exnmpln. as 

instances of deduction. .induc tion. anal09Y). As ui1'h the 

nl11>lica U.o n oJ the Schnnk r. Abel~30n no La lion. some types of 

in-(er.ence:.i <lppearinH in the lHO tocoln do not nently fit tllC~ 

Collins typology. For exnmplf? in Figu re 3. th e rea:ioner uses 

n ·ro rrn of nnnlogy thn t ue have specified ns n hypotheticnl 

self-nnnlogy. " Ihis in:ference :form occurn uhen the juror uses 

n hypothe 'U.cn 1 exnmple of ilhn t he uotll d cio un de r circumstances 

similar 1.0 -Lhosein the trinl. For exnmple. inference nAn in 

Figuxn 3,in its complete form is: If I had been threatened 

E-, ----- ---

--~--~~--~~--~----------
,--------------------~

'. f 

I 

• 

.Juror Rensoninu 
pn.He 11 

uith a razor. ,I uould neVer go back to the bar unless lucre 

looJ<ing :(or' revenge. uhich Mr. Johnr;oJl did. 

In the! infcaence annlysi.~;. ue al:,o no te the sou rce of the 

prem.ine, conten t uhich may' be td,nl iniorma tion. personnl 

klloulcc1ge of the juror. or another infe:r.ence conclusion. In 

the cnse uhere the Gonelusion 0:( one inference is included as 

a premise in a subsequent in:fereJlce. the infercnces arc 

considered to be linked and ue hnve indicated linKing 

rela tionsh!ps in Fi_rTu 1:e 3 by 'lhe ct· I' ~ .onnec 'lng .1nes. 

As a In!it comment on notat,ion. somc! of the connections 

hetueen inferences arc draun nn thick lines . Ihese arc used 

uhere tho in:f:erentJ.ill chain len'ding to a maja): conclusion 

argll(!s for the maj or e!onclusion j nil i rec 1'1 y by discon:firming a 

compe ti.nfJ conclusion. In :figure 3. the in:Eerences' labeled "0" 

and "N" nrgue for the conclusion thnt' "Thn defendnnl lIent back 

to the bar becall~.n he uanted revengc" by nrgui)}!] aqnin!it ld.!"i 

"going bnck to the bar out 0.£ lnide." "Feelings of pride" 

provj.des a competing explanntiori for Johnson's (the defendant) 

return to the bnr. Most of the inferences nnd inierence 

chains in Figu:re 3 oLEer supportJng 0:[ con:Eirming (rather than 

cUsconiirming) argllm(!nts for the conclusioiw r.eached l?y this 

juro:r. l-lhile I hn ve not gone in to the ac tual inic.rence :forms 

pro p () n n d h yeo 11 in:.' the 0 r y :-" J1 (1 II ·t 1.' 11.' z e (1 ;. l' ( _ <I • ••• .....1 ollr ann YS1S sec 

1 

I' 
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Collin::', 1979 ), J.IC feel that it is pogsible. using 'this 

vOGabulary to examine the :(orm. complexity. and sources of 

1n:formaLion for the arHument!. cgtablishing the major glory 

c()nclusion~i . Ihis can be seen by con trag ting tIl(! in:(ercnce 

g truc t ure for the sa'me tuo story episodes produced by our 

r-------------------------------l 
I I 
I Insert Figu:r:e l', about here. I 
I I L _______________________________ J 

"self.,..de:(ense" j u.rOl: 1n Figure l',. IUD things may be noticed 

«bout'this juror's inference structure. First~ the tuo story 

conclusions arc not' l1nkediJ.lferen tiallv. in keeping uith 

lhjs juror.'s sepnrnted story representation. Second. this, 

j uro r ,use~> «rgumen ts to discOJi.firm nlte rnn ti ves thnt arc 

ccinsidernbly more el«bornte than' the eonf::irming in:ferenees 

offered. I~l keeJling 1.Ii th a discon:f:l.rllling strnte'gy. this juror 

relics on the more :frequent us(~ o:f an i,nference form called 

'conI rnrli r:tioll in Collins' scheme. It is nnticipated that 

con tras ts such ns these across j uror protocol~i both ui thin and 

aCLoss verdict choice may be used both to describe the range 

of j,nierence s tr.a tegies charncteristic o:f individuals anrl 

those associntcd ,.ri. th the implicit in:formation dif:ferences 

arising from the r:onsiderntion of information relevant to 

1 / . ' , 

/ . 
/ -

" 

particular verdicts. 
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.In conclusion. I uould lik£! to argue t11« t' an empiric,al 

applicntiollSlIGh a:; the one iw have in traduced should in terest 

cognitive scientists for several reasons: 

1. Ihe task is typically per10rmed by non-expeits sampled 

from a tremendollsly broad range o:f backgrounds. Ihis 

diversity provides a solid foundation for the generalization 

of an~' succcss:[ul theory <;ls uell ,11S stLtf challenges to the 

youer of the theory to capture individual di:fferences in 

cnpacity and strategy. 

2. :the jur'or's decision ta~;k is ue.ll-speci:fied in 

com,llarison to many other naturally-occurring decision tasks 

such as medical diagnosis. invest~ent'selection. or public 

policy formation. Legal proccdur~s sharply limit and 

structure the decision-relevnnt in:formation base and provide 

standard. relatively clenr task instructions to the juror. 

3. As the juror per:forms 'the task. a rich va riety of 

inference and memory phellOmena occur. We have noted that the 

task includ£!s learning. story construc~ion. inference. and 

Forms ~:f reasoning exhibited in 

, jurors' talk-aloud protocols also includegrea t . variety" ui th. 

some particularly intricate examples of analogical reasoning 

, 
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and hypo thetical rea~;oning. 

4. There is a long history o£ applications of decision 

lheo-relic. desdriptive-algebraic. and legal model~ to the 

j H,ror: "!i task. Thus. then~ ate numerous llossibilities for 

comparison between traditional models and cognitive science 

npplieatj,ons (sec Pennington f. lias tic • in p-ress). 
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Figure 1. Causal event chain and goal/plan hierarchy for juror #128 (verdict::first degree murqer) 

Defendant 
Leaves Bar 

At Bar, 
Victim Threatens 

Defendant 

Has 
Knife .. 
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Figure 2. Causal event chain and gal/plan hierarchy fo ju or #109 (verdict=se1f defense) 

Defendant 
Leaves Bar 

. At Bar" 
Victim Threatens 

Has No Knife 

I 

J / 

jj 
VOID CII!.DWELL 

AVO! D TROUnl.E 

KEY 

8··~ .... .. ' 
I 

.... 

Friend Comes 
to Defendant House 

~AY HOME 

'Friend Suggests 
Goin~ to Bar for 

" a Drink 

N1'lI1N r.OAI. 
'ollflict 

Defendant Takes' 

~ 

Friend and Defendant 
Go Back to Bar 

IF CALDWELL 
CAR AT BAR. 
DO NOT 00 1 

SCARE CALDWELL WITH K~lr8 

: CIILDHELL ·J,.EA:VE JOHNSON ALONE 

:;o-n£ ii;t='POSSI DLY . ~tEiFJ.;\+-countcr 
. ________ C,\lJ).!'(ELL. j 

= Episode; EB = Degree of elaboration of episode; 

= Central event; = goal/plan line; 

= Initiation causation; R = Reason causation; 
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Fj:gure 3. Partial inference structure for juror #128 (first degree verdict) 

Q 
Defendant looking 
for revenge. 
(self-analogy, 
bypothet'cal) 

Q 
Defendant looking 
for revenge. 
(functional 
abduction) 

Q 
D:fe~dart knew 
v1.ct·1.m ,,,rould ha ve 
razor. tmeta-ternporal 
analogy) 

G 
Even a friend 
n<?t much help. 
(functional 
deduction) 

~. el, 
Defendant did not 
go back to the bar 
ut of pride. 

(negati ve functi on(, 
abduction) 

(functional. 
alternati ve) 

.8 Q 
Defendant not going Defendant ,not 

Defendan went b9ck to 
the bar because he 
wanted·revenge. 
(functional 
attribution) 

KEY: Only'inferential conclusions 
are shm.,rn. The two boxed conclu
sions correspond to episodes on th 
causal chain maps (Figures 1 & 2). 
For each inference, the form ac
cording to Col.lins' (1979)' typolog . 
is indicated. A harrow "-" line 
connecti~g inferences indicates a 
qirectly confirming argument. The 
vl~der "~", line and 'the darkened 0 
c1.rcle 1.nd1.cate an argument for a 
position by disc6nfirming opposing 
arguments. Collins" inference types 
are not fqlly illustrated here since 

~~~ ~~~~:~e~~.or each ~:~er~~~e.~~j 
........,.,.",~......,.,.. iil~~~. _ k¥+4, ts. 

f ! 
.. ' 

. " 

to back dmin. the type to 
back down. 
(ab uction) 

(negative 

. -

deduction) 

• 
. r;) 
Defendant~nted to 
show victim who was 
boss by killing him. 
(fU~OnalabductiOnJ 

,E , 
Defendant took knife 
to retaliate with 
weapon, assault, and 
ki.ll. 
(self-analogy,hypothetical) 
(same) . 

.~~ ·~~-=-~~"":f"J_J~.-.I~-:;~~~ 
.... y 'if'" . 

Fiqure 4. Partial inference s·tru.cture for Juror #109 (self defense verdict) 

. 0, 
Defendant was 
afraid of victim. 
(functional 
deduction) 

Defendant too]~ 
knife because 
he was afraid. 
(functional 
attribution) 

" 

Defe~nt in calm 
frame of mind 
(functional 

abdUftionJ 

.~ 
Defendant nqt 
out for revenge 
(contradiction) 

KEY: Only inferential conclusions 
are shm.,rn. The two boxed conclu
sions correspond to episodes on th 
causal chain maps' (Figures 1 & 2). 
For each inference, the form ac-· 
~or~in~ to Collins' (1979) typOlog 
1.S 1.nd1.cated. A narrm"r "-:-" line 
connecting inferences indicates a 
directly confirming argument. The 
1"~der "~", line and the darkene~ 0 
c1.rcle 1.nd1.cate an argument for a 
position bY'disconfirming opposing , 
arguments. Collins' inference types: 
are not fully illustrated here since. 
the premises for each inference arel I 

)I ·~;'lI=r1V1 .. J ~v.= 

GJ 
Defendant not 
seeking revenge. 
(contradiction) 

",- (;\ 
",\V 

Defenda~t does' 
not want to go 

-'~F @ .... 
~ .. 

Defendant has 
problem with • anYWherl near" nerve s . 

victim. .. ... (abduction) 
(self-analogy, .... .... ~ 
hypotn,ical) ........... }r 

~. ,·· .. it 
Defendant didn't Defendant not 
pla~ and think looking for 
about finding victim. 
victim. (cont adiction) 
(contradicti on) 

,.,.....----IQJ-------.,.-__. 
Defendant went back 
to bar because friend 
asked and Defendant 
likes to go. 

.\ 
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Appendix A: Summn Ty oJ mtl r.rleT h- in 1. cnm1mmEA I. Til v. .]OllNSON 

The de:fendanl. 
first clanree. 

Frnnl{ .Johnson uns accused o:f murder in the 
Jo"hn:>on plendecl not 9uilty. cIa iming tIla t 

he no led in :>e11 defen~;e. 

On tIl(! nJ lernoOll of the day o:f the kil1.i.ng. prank .loluwon 
(the deiendnnt) nnd Alail Calduell (("he victim) lIere both 
in Glenso.n's Bar and Grille hnving it drink. Calduell 
be'enme nnrp:y n t .John:>on lfhen a uoman a~;ked Johnson to give 
her an nutomoiljle ride and Johns'On ngreed. Calduell stood 
tip. Jlulled n s trnight razor ou t 0:( his poeke t and 
threnlenecl to kill Johnson. Johnson left the b'ar at thnt 
time. In ter clnj.ming that he ua:> upse t nnd :[righ len eel. It 
is unclear lIhether Johnson had a ueapon uith him at thnt 
ti.mn. bu t Johnson think!'. lha t hn probahly didn't. 
Johnson w~nt home and spent the rest of th·e afternoon and 
early evnning uith his uife nnd six children. At some 
po.i.nt in the nftcrJloon or evening. Johnson put his fishing 
knife in his front pOGket. lie snid he frequently carriod 
it uith him and thnt he did so lo keep it out of the 'hnnds 
o f h .i s 0 J~ il d r en. 0 n ·t hen :Ct e r. n 0 0 Il in que s t ion he h n d 
tnkr.'n it :from one of the cld.ldren nnd put it in his 
pocket. 
In the In'le eveili.ncJ •• Johnson's friend, Dennis Clnmens c·ume 
ove r. and. :>U9ge5 tncl thn t they go to Glenson 's nar for a 
drink. ~John:>on told hi.1n nbout the urnument ill t.he 
nf lernooll nna ~aid' thnt h(~ uns reluctnnt to rc turn to the 
hnr. Ihey decided to go anyuay. They checked the urea 
nrounci the bnr for Cnlduell's cnr hefore going in . 
.1ohn~;on says t.llnt •. if Calduc.ll's cnr had b(~en there. they 
uould not hnve HOlle in becnu:>e he lIUS ·trying ·to avoid 
seairig Caldwell a9ain. 
Aboul an hour a:£:te1: Johnson nncl Clemens returned to the 
hn r. Gnlcluell nr ri ved. Ihey encoun tered encll 0 the r in the" 
hn.r (contradiclory evidence uns pre:>ented nhout this 
men tj n 9) nnd Johnson te~; tiftes lha t Cnlduell :>ugges ted 
that thcy go outBfcle. .Johnson al!,o snid he thought thnt 
they uere going to tnlk things over nnd patch things up. 
Gn 1 duell uns observed re'moving his uutch as the t.uo men 
unlked outside. 
Outside on the sideualk. there Inay have been sOlne 
cOllversnt·ion and po:>sibly some laught.er. In anyense. 
Cnlcluell threll a punch at John!;on nnd knocked him agninst 
the unll. whnt happened next un:. not clear. , Johnson says 
lha t CilJ duell pul.led his rnzor and threnlenecl to kill h.:i.m. 
Some uitnes~cs ~ny they did not sec a· razor. Johnson 
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pulled hi:> Jmi£e (the fishing knife in hi~) pocket) <tnd 
either .]olu)Gon stnhhad Calduell or Calduelllungad at 
.JoI1l1:>on. lunging onto lhe knife. Calcil./ell died :from the 
k n i f e" u 0 Ull cI • The r n z 0 r lin sIn l (! r f 0 u n d • b y the nut 0 p ~i Y 
pntho.Lon:i.st in Calcllwll'~.i lcdt .rear. pocket. 

The Dec:i:>iOlI 

Ih n p r ()~) a cu t ion claims t hn t .Joluwon uen t home in 0 rde r to 
ge t h i.s knife nnd Gnlne back lookj JIg for Cnlduell in ordc!r 
to k j 11 h j In ( fir~; t cI a g r e emu r d e r ) . .J 0 h n !iO II c 1 n i m edt h n .t 
CnldlJc~ll lhrea la,ned him uith a rnzor nncl lunged at him. 
runninfJ onto the kn:i.:fe; he uSllnlly oarrie~ the kni:fe and 
hnppelled to hnve it thnt evenj.ng (:>e1.f defcll!ic). Ihe 
jucIne in~; lruqts the jury thn't they may choo:>e nmong four 
ve r diG t s : 1:i. r s t de 9 r. e emu r d cr. ~ C con cl de g r c emu r d e r • 
mnnslallgh ter. or. self defense (no t guil ty). These 
alternn lives ar.e described nt length by the tr:Ln.l judge. 

(NOIE: This :>untmnry i!'; arrnnged in 5 tory form for 
rcnclinfJ. The evidence in the trinl is . 

'differqntly with respect to temporal oreler.) 

ense of 
in:rnnged 

, 



,J uro r Rnn!>oning 
pnge n.l 

i\P)H!1Hlix n: r.ompln1n Tnfnrence! I.i~;ting :for Figurn!> 3 nncl (f 

1\. Ii :;omcboc1y t.hron leuec! me ld. th nrnzor, I uoulcl not go 
hnG!\: t.o the !;;lme plncn unle!>:; I lIere looking fen 
revencJ(! . 

Mr~ Cnldwnll t h rc!n ton cel Mr. Johnnon uith n rnzor. 
Mr.. ,10 h n:-; 011 returned to thc snme plnec. 

Mr.. John!'()ll IH1!, looking for revenge. 

B. r£ Mr. Johl1non wnsn' t looking for rcvenge, he IJoulrl never' 
go bnck lo tll(! ~;nmc pInGe. 

lie uell t bnck to the ~;nme plnce. 

rtr.. John~wn un!> looking for revenge. 

C. ,10hnson knew Cnlduell hnd n rnzor on him in the 
nftcrnoon. 

Ilw evenj I1g is nonr jn time to the n:[ternoon. 

Johnson kUe)l thnt Calducll uould hnve n rnzor in the! 
evening. 

D. !. :frj.nnd is not much help uhen eonfr.onted ,by n rnzor . 
. Johnson kncu CnIdunll uoulcl have. a rnzor. 

,J 0 h ri son ':; I.r i end u () ul d not hem U 0 h h e 1 p • 

E. One renson for.. returning to a plnoe knoun to he daligerOU? 
uithout much help Js to get revcnge. 

,J.ohnso'n kneu CnldueJI would hnve a rnzor. 
Clemens uould llot he much help. 

,J Ohn!H)Jl rn ttl rnnd to tho bnr her-nunc he unn ted revcnge. 

J. !. renitent per!>on says things like 
,10hn~)()n (in tes timony) snic1 things like ... 

Mr. Joll/won is a renitont por!.>Oll (docsn't like to back 

J( '. 

L. 

c1oun). 

IInv,ing to bne'k doun makes you nil unc)e·rc'log. 
Johl1[;()n clidn r t Iwn t to he nu underdog. 

,J 0 h n :, n n un:3/l' l go.1ng to IHlek.doun. 

,Jur.or Rnnsoning 
pnge Il.2 

No t bn e ki n H cI 0 un cl CIWII d~i on g 0.1.11 f1' })n c k nncI shouing 
Cnldunll uho :i.s hos!> by klliing him. 

J () h n s () 11 J ~; not 9 0 J n g to baG k d 0 Ul1 • 

J ilh ll!) () 11 ucn l bn (:k to sll ou Cald ucll uh 0 

him. 
1" '" ., bos!. by ki1.U.ng 

M .. 1:[: nllyhocly pulled n rnzor all me in a bar, I uotlld ncver 
no haGk unlc~s I uns going to retaliate uith another 
lIen'pon. 

N. 

O. 

P. 

Cnldwell pulled il razor on Johnson. 
,J 0 h II ~;o n u e n t b n G k 11 i t h a k Il.i i c • 

,Jnhll!,()ll went hnck uilh knife! to reln1.inlc uilh 
wcn}>oll. 

If ,Johrwon uen t back out of pride}, 
krd.Jc. 

,lollrwon took n kui:[c. 

John~iOn cLid. no t go bncl<: au t of p:r.ide. 

,Johnnon unnt baek eilher out of p:r.icle 
,Johnson u (}Il t hnr:k to f.ix hi.m. 

,John!3011 cUd no t n() h"ek ou t 0:( pridc! . 

I am quick tp.lIlpcrnd. 

not nced n 

or to fix Cn,lduell. 

If someonn emhnrnssed mb, I uould go bnck uith malicp. and 
do n job on him. 

,J 0 IllW on is q lI.i.ck. - t p.mllC r cd. 
Cnlc1unll emba:r.(l!';!,ed Johnson. 

" .. ' 
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,Johnson J.lent bncl{ J.li th mnlice, to do a j oh on Galduell. 
1\. 

B . 

C. 
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:r nf Po r c n c c f> :for F hIli T C 4 

Rea!wns to he afr:aid of someone include if thnt person is 
n. troublemn,kcr, i!. bi~J. 

johnson knew Gnldwell wns a txoublemnk6r. 
Cnldwel1 wns big. 

Johnson uns nfraid of Cnldwell. 

One reason for cariYing a weapon is being afiaid. 
Johnson cn.rried a· knife. 
Johnson wn~ a.fraid of Galdwell. 

John~.H>n tool, hi~.i knile lwr.nllf>f! he waf; alraid or Caldwell . 

. Johnson uent to the pnrk uith his ramily. clime home. had 
supper ... 

Going' to lhe park ui th yo'ur :family. heing home. 
supper:.~ dqpend on a calm frame or mind. 

Johnson uns in a Galm frame 01 mind. 

eatin~ 

n. Johnson l.J'as in a calm frame! of mind. 

E. 

F. 

Being in a calm frame of mind is incompatible J.lith being 
out for revenge. 

,)ohn!iOn not out for revenge. 

If Johnson uere going home to get his knife for revenge. 
he J.l()ulcl hnve Hone right bnGk. 

Johnson didn't go right bock. 

,John~;on tins not out for revenge. 

Johnson uas tryj.ng to avoid Cnlduell. 
I\voicU.ng Cnlduell i!. incompoU.ble ui th seeking J:£!V'engc. 

ii}ohnsol1 un~) no t seeking revenge. 
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G. Johnson hn~j a!> thll1<\. 

Juror Rea!>oning 
png.e 0.5 

II.!> t h m a ·i s n~; ~>O cia t c'd II i t h ncr v 0 us pro b 1 em!> . 

• John~;on ]1(1[; ner;Voll:, problelll!>. 

1/. .John!>on . hnd . nerVOlW problem!>' nnd l-W!> a:frnitl of Calduell. 
il(~ing ne.rVOll!' nud nfrnid 1!> incompntible uith looking for 

Calcluell . 

1. 

.10hll[)01l. u a~; not looking for Calduell. 

If !>ollleone lIere going to fig~t lIith me. 
to !1oany.uhere ncar tJ1em. 

Calchrcll unn Led to figh t ui tll Johnson. 

.I lIouldll't uant 

~ohll!>(Jn did not wClnt lo go anywhere nenr Calduell. 

N . .J 0 h n ~H)J1 un!> try i n g to!> t n y n w n y :f rom C a 1. d u ell. 

o. 

P. 

Q. 

s tny.i.ng nwn}' from someone is incompa tible wi th planning 
to :Uncl them . 

.1ohn[,on eli cIn' t plnl1 and think nbou t findin!1 Caldwell.' 

II. :(nvorile place is uhere you go ail the time. 
Ihey drink nl Glenson's all the time. 

Glenson'~, j'!; their Savorite 1>lnee. 

People like to go to their favorite place for relaxation~ 
Gleasons i'~j .1ohnson'!> favorj,te place. 

Johll!>on like!:> to go to Gleason!>. 

Going somewhere depends on liking .the place. 
cOlllpnny. being invited. 

Clemens n!>ked Johnson Lo go to Glensons. 
Ihey knQu everybody there. 
Glen!>on's is' .lohnson' s invo1:i'to plnce. 
Johnson likes to go to Glen!>olW. 

having 

JU.ror Ren!>oning 
pnge il.6 

Johnson uellt to Gl(!nsons h()cnlls(~ Clemens asked and 
Johnson like!> to go to Glensons. 
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