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Juror Reasoning

vﬂbstract

3

Theoretical and cmpirical work is presented on the
cﬁaracterization of "story" repxescnﬁation and inferecnce
processes involved in‘thc 6omprchénsion and decision making of
juiozs reasoning aboul a legal trial. Exténsive post—-trial
prdtocol analyses arc used to obtain data on juror information

processing. The representation of the story or s'tories

induced from the case mqterials (filmed murder trial) are

_identifiecd and summarized using a Schank and Abelson style

-

causal cvent chain . and goal/plan hierarchy analysis. The

structure and content of inferences underlying the causal
réprcsentation are identified and characterized using Allan
Collins' (19793 i1hecory of. human plausible reasoning. The

adecquacy of these schemes 1in  characterizing “talk-aloud

protocol text is examined for two jurorx protocols.
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. Tonight I am going to describe an application of cognitive
science theories.‘ Aside from practical hencfits,,applicatinns

are important because they force us to work hard to extend our

thqorics. ‘“to  establish limits on ihc génerality of oﬁr
theorics, and to find where our = thecories fail. The

application that we have bcen exploring is judicial decision
making. No:c specifically, we have been studying the mental

ropresentation and  inference products> that are gencecrated by

_indiyidual jurors as they attempt to render a legally proper

verdict from the cvidence prescented in a murder irial.

He havck characterized the juror's task in the following
idealizced lerms (sce Pennington & Ha§tic, in  press, dH{or an
extensive task.analysis)' .

1. As thc trial events agccur, the juror comprehends the
information prcschﬁcd by yitncss' testimony, attorneys’
qucst;ons énd Atguments, and thc trialv judge's instructions
and stores it in memory.

2. . At the énd of thé trial lhc judge instructs the jury
on the law, = on what ‘iniormaﬁion is to be used to render a
verdict, and on certain procecdural. rules concerning the burden

of. proof, the standard of proof, and {the presumption of

innocence. The jurox . comprchends this information . and
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produces a .reprcsentation of possible verdict categories
defined by abstract attributes such as, "prescnce of malice,"
"premeditation,'" Yexhaust all mcecans  to avoid further combat,"

and so forth.

3. During. and after 'thé presentation of  trial

_information, the Jjuror constructs a story that provides a

causally and temporally coherent ordering of events described
in testimony. Note that this construction process requires

considerable rcordering of information from the sequence in

which it. occurs at prescntation in the trial. This
construction process, like any . slory comprehension process,

requires the Jjuror to make maﬁy inicrcncés to éonnect'story
cevents, toiresolve apparcnt‘contxadictions betueen scgmcﬁts of
tcstimpny. and.to.idcntify verdicffrelcvant attributes of the
slory.

. To recach a wverdict, the juror performs a category-

{
classification task "in which the ;tory is identified as
belonging in the vdrdict category for which the best story-
attribufc/cgiegory—attribute’match occuis.

Notc that this quk description  is idcalized in that it
Ieiledts our intuitions about the operations that a sufficient

juror process model would have to include, and it assumes that

the Jjuror 1is motivated o follouw the procedural rules

-/

Jurox Reasoning
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presented in the trial judge's instructions.

'
‘

Iuo dcvql0pmcnt5 in cognitive science have been the major
séurceé Qi ‘theorctical constructs for our kprescnt analysis:
Schank & Abelson's 'hotation to represent causal event chains
and‘goallplan hierarchies (Schank §& Abélson. kl977; ~Schank,
1975) and Allan Collins® tybology to classify human‘plausihie
inference forms (Collins, 1979).

Our overall goal is to develop a theory that convincingly

simulates the event representations and processes that occur

in the Jjurox's mind . as trial events arc perceived and the
juror reasons to a pre-deliberation verdict. In this paper, I
uill,dcscribe our work 1o solve only -nne preliminary problém
that is QQ;L of our effort to develop a general theory of
juror Fériormancem  We are apﬁlying the Schank & Abclsoh and
Collins notations to summarizévthe.structuxcs of jurors' talk-
aloud ﬁrotoGOls. Fbr’thé present our’goai is to reliably and
sensitively translate talk-aloud texts into these abstract

notations. The task of demonstrating that these étrucfures

reflect mental events and processes in  the juror's mind

involvcs additional 'experimental work (Pennington & Hastie, -

work in hrogxoss)knot rcported here.

e e
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‘ To collect data for our first step, sixty Jjurors were

sampled from a superior court jury pool in Boston and uere

shoun a three—-hour filmed,recenactment of an actual murder

trial. A summary of the  stimulus trial information 1is

presented in Appendix A. After watching the Afilmed trial,

cach juror was asked to reach an  individual verdict decision
for the casc and to talk aloud about the case and his or her
decision. The talk-aloud protocols were analyzed to yield the

schematic summaries that are presentled here- as illustrations

of our analyses.

Our 'iirst analysis 'characterizes the juror's
representation of the secquence of events on | the day of the
crime (not the day  of the triall) as a causally connccted
cvcnt~ghainv and goals/plan  hierarchy. Figures_’l and -2

represent "maps" of the event-chain and goalsplan structure of

Inscrt Figure 1 about here.

[ it e
PR S

tvo different jurors' verbal protocol "stories." Looking for
a - moment at Figure 1, some - basic fecatures of  the

representational scheme may be noted: There are two streams

Juror Reasoning
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of the representation —— the event chain, composed of cvents

and causal links tcils us uhat happened. ‘In this map, cvents
aré groﬁpcd into episodes and thc»4degrcc of eiaboration,of an
episade is 'indicatcd.by the 'number of crossed lines in the
episode circle. .For example, in Figure l.‘ thc top léft
cpisodé is labcled "At bar, victinm thxcatcns defendant.™ This

circle actually reprecsents a set of events (grouped as an

. episode) and the cﬁossed lines indicate that this particular

juror actually referred to eight diffcrdnt states and/or acts

that. are events within i1he c¢pisode. - For this jurorxr, this

cpibode is  highly eclaborated (compare with the same episode’
node for another juror in Figure 2). In Figure 1, a ﬁmain
chain" of cpisodcé;is indicated by shaded circles. The main
chain  is detlermined . by ‘:edundancy of mention, degree of

¢laboration, anda configuration of causal connections to other

events in the juror's protocol. In Figure 1, the "essence" of

uhat happencd in - this juror's cyes is summarized in' the main

chain as: Defendant was ‘threatened, was humiliated, goes

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

map presents  only the first half of the complete story

prescented in Appendix: A.) .

The sccond portion of the proposed representational
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chain™ in Figure 2. This juror sces tuo chains of events as I
‘ L
, : o : by
‘ . : . . « . . |
; his portion rcpresents i relatively scparate. The first chain contains the "defendant ok
tructure is the goals/plan hierarchy. This ‘ £ . - b
struc ? ooEEs . 5 . N . , |
threatened, " "defendant afraigw portion of +the stoxry. A i

. . . N tion of sec ¢ i spendent hair 15 initic o o . e
The completer story requires the interactio ,o§onl Lndey xd‘nL GChain is initiatced py the dcfcndant 5
N - M + -

as they did.

thi i SOEStIE i ' ' friend who suggests that they go for a drink folloued by the
] luo portions In Figure 1, the explanation . ggests o l Y g ; ,
these - 5. : . :

ﬁhcn.thrcatcned. the defendant deecision 1o go to the bar. (Note 1{kat the juror in Figure 1

evenl chain is quitle simple.

Humiliated, the did not include the pPlans and goals of other characters in

uished to retaliate but lacked a Heapon.
& =¥ - .

. vt included taking his/her narrative.) The pattern of causal links and ‘the
lcfendant developed a plan for revenge that in ; , ; ks, g
{ £ < . - . .

back to the bar to find his attacker. goal/plan “hicrarchy are also different in this story — ?j
LR PR .

his knife  and going

verdict -choice of first degrece indicating the diffcrent interpretation placed on the "'same

This  juror was firm in a

sequence" of cvents. The juror in Figure 2 proposes that the B

murder. _ ‘ o
defendant' s plan Cafler the thireat) uas to stay awvay from

. ; - . 33 is presented trouble C(the victim) and to stay honme. This goal is brought
A ond event chain gdals/plan representation is p ‘ B stay 5 g0¢ s g
s5CC o

into conflict when the defendant's friend suggests going back

ad d (R & l)a[ - Ar- ]).Ixt
I nsc l F 1.guUr [& ; dbO(i l ]‘ - E

e

(scare, bluff victim)‘thc knife is taken. This juror uas firm

> e e

in a verdict choice of self defense.

, : ‘ . . ure of ‘the
in Figure 2 for contrast. First, the cpisode struct , .
in Fig . . . .
. s told is Hhat is the urpose of  describin the juroxs? "story"

t toriecs is virtually identical although the siory g 3 burpos 3 g Ju 5 s 3
‘o stor 3 15 g : . . .
L ‘ S e ; ‘ure 1s representations? First, over the » otocols of ou 60 jurors,

ite different (By saying that the cpisode struct _ pres ations st, . Px 5 of our 60 j S,
aquite diffcrent.

——= "{hreat", "at He can o ddentify features of jurors® storics that are nat o

.

. same episodes
identical, wxe¢ mcan - that the same .episodes

.t. tO b(’l]: : are DI(.JCIi‘t (ll‘t]‘lou- Jl (.d.)],l& [(‘K)I(\r-(‘llyt,}’l ] Q ”j t] l, ] ] ~ . ) . t I(' l-() t .
Ta b : ,f e rerurn (’ .
) T lld causa 43 ‘ | | .
d] (:[(:[[‘(‘l" 1.1 lh(z S‘()[ 1.QF are 1 l Iu.) 1L ! S by .{I‘e main - .)l‘nl l
Lo d g 957 tI( t "d ilI.) th . !!()n
KB . : r-» i
i:.f - ¢ l—o I(‘I)l s
5 £ 1 ESI e atucoton e T
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page groups  of individuals by the integraledness, complcxii ¥

: . : ' 'y, L
conflict as a recason for otﬁcr behavior. (Recent wuork by ' [horo?gh"CSS and consistency of their slory rcbreﬁentations f
Nilcﬁsky._l978 addressces this issue.) Also, with the simple - :

Hhere did these stories come from? A

] ) PRp st 1ed - sc S it is difficult 5 '
formulation I have illustrated on ithesec maps, it is diffi second analysis that

‘ S He  apply to j 5t : :
to represent behavior or goals/plans lhat result from elaborate , ‘ Jurors protocols igs : : - I
B . 90 3 . an - examination of t]
. , . , £ e =
inf s F s e : ,
ference  structure connecting trial
. - €«

knoulcedge or cxpectations of other participants. (Recent uwork tnformation, world

| ) | 4] » er;
. . ’ X >
])]y B]‘"(}(} !. l‘('u"l(‘rl L4 . once Usi ons. l"(.‘ ')ll"”ﬂl,‘ Yl ( 8 | b
C ( l. A, w . - b : Zo l}l(} Ixro N & 1
| | ‘ . C l... o /
- l 0.‘ ] urors 4 (3 [N &

. 3 (] -t in ‘l I}(‘ l)(l I (lll )
Lo

independent inference

Rrocedures, in wyhich the »

D etic even: 2. 0. £ thnron uere smart he would ; , ) .

Thypeth flcal V(rlsb(c g., I 3 3mE , “ % - p traditional r

S ; tles of logic are g ; | g

have gonc back uith Clemens) that are currently difficult to- : @It gencralized from tuo values of ccrf1inty t |

: : o . - . < 0

' : ‘ 3 a continuum of . ' iy

R B . . . . o Cc 5 e

incorporate into the represcentational scheme. Thus, one use ¢ , rtainty. Thus, by specifying "certaint ol

¢ i L . Lo ainty. - !

A i - conditions" f{o i i

. . . . . - B r cach R

of the story map analysis 1is to identify problems for an | o ¢ inference bProcecdure, "plausible inferenc ' s
- nece

typesm thaF have traditionally~becn

application of ‘the Schank-Abelson-type notation. A second use b treated as  formal error
| ! : € 5

in. reasoning may be regarded

is to gencrate | lests of the psychological validity of the asg acceptable inference '
A ) strategies. '
representation. For cxample, we can identify the central ‘
: Figure 3 i1} :
. . , s . . b ustrates  +he S
causal chain that is characteristic of each vexdict choice. : Strates +the inference structure (for our
‘ first degre : ' '
. N X ‘gree murder ju .
To the extent that the . causal chains and” central events luror) that underlies the "take knife" and
discriminate betueen verdict groups, further experimentation e '
_ - S e . L LT 1
will cnable us to test predictions about jurors' recognition |  Inscrt Fi l
, oo ISse gqure 3 . :
/ i o o | 3 aboqt hexe. |
and recall memory for trial material. '~ He also have evidence b I
: - ; e e . it et S d
ithal jurors bring varying degrces of rcasoning skill tlo-this .
task. The  story map analysis makes it possible to compare
n; i - ,:— s
vy - i RS Ry i - . 2
- " O
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go back to bar" cpisodes on  the sltory maps. In the diagram

inkFigurc 3, cach cirxcle represents an inference. Alfhough
only the conclusion is shéun in the diagram, cach infcrence is
composed ol at lcast tﬁo prcmiscs’and.a conclusion that appear
as éontcnt in the juror's vérbal protocol. (See Appendix B for
inicrépce premises and

complete stalements of cach

conclusion.) For ecxample, looking at the inference labeled
"R in Figure 3, the complete inferecnce was: If the defendant

weren't looking for revenge, he would never go back to the

same  place. .The dofendant  went back to the same place.

(Ihcréforqi he uwas looking for revenge. Each ‘inference is

typed by looking at the structure (i.e., the relationship of
the information contained in the premises and conclusion) and
then classified according to Collins' scheme (for example, as

induction, analogy). As with the

application of the Schank & Abclsgn notation, some types of
inIcrehéqs appearing  in thc pxotocols ‘do not neatly f£it the
Coliins t?pology.. For example, in Figure 3, the reasoner uses
a form of anélogy that we havc 5peciiicd,as a hypothetical
scli—analoby.: Iﬁis inference form occurs when the juror usecs
a hypothetical example of what he uwould do under cirdumstanccs
similar Lo those in the trial.

For example, inference YA in,

Figure 3. in - its complete form is: I£ X had been threatened

FEYS

et g4 R 2 T

]

Juror Reasoning

page 11

uith a razor, I uwould never go back to the bar unless I ucre
looking for revenge, which Mr. Johnson did.

In the inference analysis, ue also note the source of the

premise  content which may “be trial information, personal

knouledge of the juror, or another infercnce conclusion. In
the case uhere 1lhe conclusion of one infercnce is included as

a premise in a subsequent inference, the idinfercnces are

considered to be linked and we have indicated linKing

_relationships in Figure 3 by the connecting lines.

As a last comment on notation, some of the connections

bctupcn inferences are drauwun as thick lines. These are uscd
where  the inferential chain leading to a major conclusion
argues for tﬁc major conclusion dindirectly by disconfirming a
compeling conclusion. In figure 3, lhe inferences labeled OV

and "N" argue for the conclusion that "The defendant went back

to the bar because he wanted revenge™ by arguing against his

"goinglhack to the bar out of pride."™ "Feclings of pride"
ﬁrovidcs a compcting explanation for Johnson's (the defendant)
rcturn  to - the bar. Most of the inferences and inference
chains in Figure 3 offecr supporting or confirming Crather than
disconfirming) a;guménts for the conclusions recached by this
Khile I have not gone inlo the actﬁal infcrcth.inrms

juror.

proposed by Collins' theory and utilized in our analysis (sce

Pa——

e bt

oy,
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Collins, - 1979), we feel that it is possible, using'this
vocabulary to examine the form, complexity, and sources of
information for {hc’ argumeuts.cstablishing the major story
conclusions. . This can be scecn by contrasting tﬁc inference

structure for the same tuo story episodes produced by  our

Insert Figure 4 about here.

po
S -

‘Vsélivdbfcnsc" juror in Figure 6. Tuo things‘may be noticed
about this juror's inference structure. First, the tuo story
conclusionﬁ arc not'linkcd'inicxcntiallj -— in  Kkeeping uwith
th; juror's scparated story represcntation. Sccond, this
jﬁror . uscs arguments to disconfirm alternatives thatﬂ are
¢dnsidcrab1y more élaborate than the confirming infcrences
offered. In keeping with a disconfirming strategy, this juror

relies on  the more fxrequent use  of an inference form called

.

‘contradiction in Collins' scheme. It is anticipated that
conirasts such as thesec across juror protocols hkoth within and
across verdict choice may bc‘uscd both to  describe the range
of inference stratégics chaiactcristic of individuals gﬂﬂ

those associated with ~fthe  ifmplicit information differences

arising ‘from the consideration ~of information relevant  to

policy formation. - Legal procedures sharply  limit and

"jurors' talk-aloud protocols also inclﬁchgrcat ~variety with

Juror Reasoning
page 13

particular verdictls.

In coﬁclusion. 'I.uould.likc to argue that _an empirical
application such as the one ie have intrbduccd should interest
coanitive séiontisté forxr scverél reasons:

1. thc task is typically performed hyvnon—cxpexis sampied
from a tremendously broad range of hackgrounds.( This
diversity pro;idcs ~a solid foundation for - the generalization
of qny succcssiul theory as uwell as qtiif challenges"to the
‘pducr of the ‘theory to capture individual diffcrénccs in
capécity and strategy.

2. The juror's decision task is uell~spccifiéd. in
compdrison to many other naturally-occurring decision tasks

such as medical diagnosis, investment selection., or public

structurckthc decision—;elevant informati@n basé and provide
standard. relatively clear task insiructions tao the jurdr.

3. As  tlhe jurqr performs Thé task. a‘rich variety 6f
inference and mémbry phenomecna occur. He havé noted that the
task includds learning, story construction, inference, and

classification componcenis. Forms of reasoning exhibited in

some particularly intricale examples of analogical reasoning

i
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and hypothetical rcasoning.

G

There is-  a long history of applications of deccision

theorctiic, descriptive-algebraic, and lecgal models to +the

juror's task. " Thus, there are numerous possibilities for

comparison betltucen itraditional models  and cognitive science

applications (sce Pennington & Hastie, in press).
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Figure 1. Causal event chain and goal/plan hierarchy for juror #128 (verdict=first degree murder)
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Figure 2. Causal event

Defendant
Leaves Bar

At Bar,
Victin Threatens
Defendant
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chain and gpal/plan hierarchy for juror #109 (verdict=self defense) .
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"Friend Suggests
Going to Bar for
‘ - a Drink

Friend and Defendant
Go Back to Bar

~
e lan
'g Zegd Kﬁife Defendant . {
a ° . At Home Defendant Takes:
Knife
IF CALDNWELL
CAR AT BAR,
DO NOT GO I
, I SCARE CALDWELL WITH KNJFE
f BLUFF.
' CALDWELL :LEAVE SOHNSON ALONE
. W Rl | l
GO TO BAR WITH FRIEND _ counter
: . o sonflict b P
. STAY HONE . LMAINTAIN COAL iL ( [conf1ict=POSSIDLY MEET j¢—counter —
AVOID CALDWELL | ) , Yoo = we - .. GALDRELL, ./
AVOID| TROUBLE '
KEY , )
= Episode; 6}} = Degree of elaboration of episode;
= Central event; e = goal/plan line;
= Initiation causation; R = Reason causation:;
3 o ,j o , R , T L x o
" N A . R -
4 L - L : ‘
- 3 N ‘
, " o Yot . fh . -
- ~ - . . i ; . .
£ q Gt e ¥ o B
e o . . )
’ . i . N P ~ N ,,{3» '
. . - "y £ ; , <‘~
. ‘* 3 L % - o it

o - §
N A It
R i et

i




s - — - v —_— — j
TR S S e T S b AT RSR L LB T S S S T . e e i T st e : ) » ’
7 < s o

B 0 e et i o T e BT T 7 i e it o Y A 58 KRB i 3 i e e, - vbi e

igure 3. i inference structure for juror #128 (first degree verdict) . , _ . .
Figure 3. Partial n > - J : g Figure 4. Partial inference structure for juror #109 (self defense verdict)

—~

Def e@nt in 'ca 1m

. frame of mind
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KEY: Only inferential conclusions
are shown. The two boxed conclu- _ > D . )
sions correspond to episodes on the Defendant took knife
causal chain maps (Figures 1 & 2). to retallate with
For each inference, the form ac- ~weapon, assault, and

KEY: Only inferential conclusions
are shown. The two boxed conclu-
sions correspond to eplsodes on thg
causal chain maps  (Figures 1 & 2).
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- that they: go outside.

Appnndix‘A= Summary of murder trial, COMMONWEALTH v._JOHINSON

The defendant, Frank Johnson was accuscd of murder in the
first deyrcc. Johnson. plecaded not guilty, claiming that
he acled in sclf defense. ‘ ’ ' .

On the aflerncon of lthe day of the killing, Frank Johnson
(the defendant) and Alan Calduell (the victim) wuere. both
in Glecason's Bar and Grille having a drink. calduell
became angry al Johnson when a woman asked Johnson to give
her an automobile ride and Johnson agreod. Calduwell stood
up, pulled a - straight razor out of his pocket and
threatened to kill Johnson. Johnson left the bar at that
time, later claiming that he was upsct and frightened. It
is unclecar whether Johnson had a weapon with him at that
time, but Johnson thinks that he probably didn't. '
Johnson went home and spent the rest of the afternoon and
early evening . with his wife and six children. At some

point in ihe afterncon or evening, Johnson put his fishing

knife in his front pocket. He said he frequently carried
it with him and that he did so to kecep it out of the "hands
of his children. On the afternoon in question he had
taken it from one of the children and put it in his
rocket. _ , .

In the late cvening, Johnson's friend, Dennis Clemens came
over and, suggested that they go to Gleason's Bar for a
drink. Johnson i1old him about the argument in the
afternoon and said that he was recluctant to return to the
bar. They decided to go anyuay. They checked the arca
around 4ihe bar for Calducll's car before -going in.
Johnson says that, if Calduell's car had been there, they
would not have gone: in because  he uwas trying to avoid
secing Calducll again. . o '
About an ‘hour aficr Johnson and Clemens returned to the

bar, Calduell arrived. They cncountered cach other in the

bhar (contradicltory  evidence was - presented about @ this
mecting) and Johnson testifies  Llhat Calduell suggested
Johnson also said he thought that
they were going to talk things over and patch things up.
Calducll was  observed romoving his wuwatch as the trHo ‘men
walked outside.

S Outside on the sidecwalk, there may have been some

conversation and possibly some  laughtcer. In any case,
Calducll lhrew a punch at Johnson and knocked him against
the vall. Hhat happened next was not clear. . Johnson says
thal Caldwell pulled his razor and ithrealened to kill him.
Some uwilnesscds say they did not sce a: razor. Johnson

RN S

Juror Reasoning:

page A.2

pgllcd his knife (the fishing 'knifc in his pocket) and
cither Johnsoq stahbcd Calduell or Calduell lunged at
Johnson, lunging onto the knifec. Calduecll died from the

“knifo. 2
round. The razor was latler found, by the autopsy

pathoelogist in Calducll's left rear pocket.

Thq Decision :
The pFosccution claims that Johnson went home in-order to
get his knife and came back looking for Calduell in order
to kill him (first degree murder). Johnson cléimcd fhét
Caldycll threatened him with a razor and lunged at him;
running onto the knife; he usually carries the knife and
anpcncd to  have it +that cvening  (self dcfcnsc).'. The
Judg(‘: instructs the jury that they may choose among four
verdicls: first degree murder, sccond‘deqree murdcx
manslaughicr, or seclf defense (not ‘guiliyJ. Iho"é

. alternatives are described at length by the trial judge:u
(NOTE:" This summary is arranged in story form for ecase of

reading. The evidence in the trial is - arranged

~differently wilh respeet to temporal order.)
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Appendix B: Complete Inference Listing for Figqures 3 and 6

B.

E.

Tnfercnces. for Fiqure 3

IL somebody threateuned me with a razer, I would not go
back lo the same place  unless I were looking for
rovenge. ’

Mr. Calducll threcatlened Mr. Johnson with a razor.

Mr. Johnson roturned lto the samc place.

Mr. Johnson uas looking for revenge.

If Mr. Johnson uasn't looking for recvenge, he would never

go back 1o .the same place.
He went back 1o the same place.

Mr. Johnson was looking for revenge.

Johnson knenw Caldwecll had a
afternoon.

The ovening is near in time to the afternoon.

razor on  him in the

Johnson kneu that Caldwell would have a -razor in the

cvening.

A friend is not much help uhen confronted by a razor.
Johnson knewu Calducll would have. a razor. .

Johnson's friend would not be much help.

One rcason for. returning to a place known to he dangerous
uithout much help is to get revenge.

Johnson kneu Caldwuell uwould have a razor.

Clemens would not be much help.

Johnson returned to the bar because he wanted revenge.

A renitenl person says things like ...
Johnson (in testimony) said things like...

Hr. Johnson is a renitent person (doesn't like to back

R
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doun).

HHaving to back doun makes you an underdog.
Johnson didn't want to be an underdog.

Johnson wasn'l going to baeck.doun.

Not backing doun depends on going' back and
Calducll who is boss by killing him.
Johnson is not going to back doun.

shouing

Johnson uenl back to shou Calducll who is hboss by killing
him.

I would never
going to retaliate with another

If anybody pulled a razor on me in a bar,
go back unless I was
ucapon.

Calducll pulled a razor on Johnson.

Johnson went back with a knife.

Johnson  went
Heapon.

chk uilh a knife to retaliate with a

If Johnson went
knife.
Johnsan took a knife.

back out of pride, he would not nced a

Johnson - did not. go back out of pridc.

Johnson went back cither out of pride orvto‘fix Calduell.
Johnson went back to fix him. - : ,

Johnson did not go back out of pride.

I am quick tempered.

If somcone cmbarassed me, I would go back with malice and

do a job on him.
Johnson is quick=tempered.
Calducll embarassed Johnson.
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uith malice to do a job on Calduell.

Juror Reasoning
page B.4

Inferences for Fiqure 4

Reasons to be afraid of somecone include if that person is

a troublemaker, is big. A
Johnson knew Caldwell was a troublemaker.
Calducll was big. S , .

Johnson uas afraid of Calducll.

.

One reason for carrying a weapon is being afraid.
Johnson carried a knife.
Johnson was afraid of Calduell.

Johnson took his knife because he was afraid of Calduell.

Johnson uent to the park with his family, came home, had

supper. ..
Going to the park with your family, being home, eating
supper, .. dgpend on a calm frame of mind.

Johnson uas. in a calm frame of mind.

Johnson was in a calm {rame of mind.
Being in a calm frame of mind is incompatible with being
out for revenge. '

Johnson was not out for revenge.

If Johnson were going home to get his knife for revenge.,
he would have gone right back. :
Johnson didn't go right back.

Johnson uwas not oul for revenge.

Johnson was trying to avoid Caldwell.

CAvoiding Calduell is incompatible with secking revenge.

Johnson was not sccking revenge. .
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Juror Reasoning

page B.5 :
Johnson went to Gleasons because  Clemens asked and

Johnson likes to go to Gleasons.

G. Johnson has asthma.
Asthma 4s associated with nervous problems.

Johnson. has nervous problems.

WJohnson had 'nervous problems and uwas afraid of Calduwell.
Being nervous and afraid is incompatible with looking {or

Calducll.

Johnson. 4 as not looking for Calduell.

i
b
o
R
i
o
i
3
4
a3
1
i

If somecone uerc going to fight with me, I upuldnft uant
to go anyuhere near them.
Calducll wantcd to fight with Johnson.

Johnson did not want Lo go anywhere near Calducll.

P A S sl e

3
|
|
:
,
i

N. . Johnson was tryving to stay away from Calducll.
Staying auay from somcone 1is incompatible with planning

to :fj_.nd them.

Johnson didn't plan and think about finding Calduell."

Q. A favorile place is uhere you go all the tiime.
They dxrink at Glcason's all the time. '

£
Ry

Y
:

Gleason's is their favorite place.

e R

Pcople like to go to their favorite place for relaxation:
Glcasons is Johnson's favorite place.

Johnson likes 1o go to Glecasons.

.

Q. Going  somcuhere depends on '1iking .the place, having

campany, being invited, ... =
Clemens ‘asked Johnson ito go to Gleasons. ‘ ,
They Kknou evcorybody there.

Glcason's is Johnson's {favorile place.
Johnson likes to go to Glcasons. .
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