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PREFACE 

I 

This edition of our casebook traces its lineage back 125 years to James Bradley 

Thayer’s Select Cases on Evidence at the Common Law, with notes, published in 

1892. In 1900 came the second edition of his casebook, which had such vitality that 

it was still used by teachers in 1924–1925 and later. In 1925 Professor John M. 

Maguire, by special arrangement with the Thayer family, published a revision of the 

1900 casebook. In 1934 Professor Edmund M. Morgan, together with Maguire, took 

over leadership of the series with what was referred to as the first edition; they also 

were authors of the second and third editions. The fourth edition was by Morgan, 

Maguire and Jack B. Weinstein. The fifth and sixth were by Maguire, Weinstein, 

James H. Chadbourn and John H. Mansfield. The seventh, eighth and ninth editions 

were by Weinstein. Mansfield, Norman Abrams and Margaret A. Berger. 

While our goal has been to bring this tenth edition into the 21st century, we are 

sensitive to the legacy with which we have been entrusted and have tried to be 

faithful stewards and to remain true to its approach and standards of excellence. 

Responsibility for this new edition is wholly our own. 

Our colleague, Peter Tillers, was intended to be a co-author of this new edition 

but to our great sadness, with his untimely passing, that was not to be. We wish to 

acknowledge his contributions through his stimulating ideas, comments and 

suggestions. 

We wish to dedicate this volume to Margaret A. Berger and John H. Mansfield, 

collaborators on multiple previous editions, wonderful friends and colleagues who 

are no longer with us. 

II 

This edition is a thorough revision and updating of the 1997 edition, but, of 

course, like previous editions, it also continues to reflect significant inputs of our 

predecessors. The volume, of course, takes into account important intervening 

changes in the law through new judicial decisions, statutes and, most important, by 

application of the Federal Rules of Evidence and evidence rules variations in the 

states. A glance at almost any section of this volume will reveal a wealth of new cases 

and secondary materials and notes that have been expanded and enriched. More 

specific changes, innovations and additions are described below. 

Overall, we have tried, without sacrificing quality or rigor, to make the book 

more user-friendly through new stage-setting introductory notes at the beginning of 

many of the sections. The tenth edition is lengthier than the previous edition, too 

long perhaps to treat in its entirety in detail in a single course. The commercial 

advantages of a shorter book have not convinced us that detailed treatment of related 

procedural, substantive, tactical, scientific, technological, psychological and 

sociological aspects should not be included. The philosophy of the book, through 

previous editions and to which we adhere, has been to provide a comprehensive and 

rich menu of topics and materials of this subject from which the instructor or the 

student can select those topics of most concern to them. 

We have avoided extensive cutting of some cases, for example, Supreme Court 

decisions on constitutional rights (such as those involving the right of confrontation 

in the Hearsay chapter) and on burdens of proof and presumptions, in order to avoid 
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oversimplifying the problem and so that the student might better see the evolution 

of the doctrine and the inter-relationships of the cases. Substantive omissions in the 

text of cases are indicated by ellipses; some of the citations and many footnotes have 

also been omitted. The student should appreciate the fact that in many instances the 

entire case has not been reproduced so that if he or she wishes to study the matter 

in more detail, the original publication should be checked. 

It is expected that the teacher will require the student to obtain an up-to-date 

statutory and rule supplement, such as the one which the co-authors of this volume 

produce, which contains the federal and California evidence codifications, the 

Uniform Rules, and excerpts from the Model Rules of Professional Conduct. This 

combination of casebook and supplement has numerous advantages: 1) Each of these 

important bodies of rules should be studied as a whole, to better understand its 

organization and connecting principles. 2) Having codifications in one place, such as 

the Federal Rules, the California Code and the Uniform Rules, guides the student to 

interesting comparisons and by this means facilitates an understanding of the 

different policy and legal approaches used in the several codes. 3) Including in the 

course some examination of the Model Rules of Professional Conduct allows attention 

to professional issues: Ethics, procedure and substance frequently encountered in 

evidence cases. 4) It enables the student to refer to the provisions without the 

inconvenience of constantly turning to the back of the book to consult an appendix. 

III 

The organization of the chapter topics in the 1997 edition (which included 

changes from the eighth edition) has been retained for this tenth edition, with the 

addition of a new Chapter 2, Advanced Reasoning about Evidence. No clear case has 

been made for a pedagogically sounder order of topics. In a number of instances, the 

order of subjects within a chapter has been changed; many of these changes are 

explained below. Although the present organization suits the tastes and teaching 

approach of the co-authors, some instructors may find it desirable to order the 

chapters or the topics within a chapter in accordance with a teaching sequence of 

their own choosing. 

A selection of important changes and innovative materials, chapter by chapter, 

follows: 

Chapter 1 collects a variety of materials dealing with relevancy that are basic 

to an understanding of any case; relevancy provides the framework of any rational 

system of proof. The chapter also stresses problems of probability that underlie 

determination of facts, how people think and decide issues of fact; how they integrate 

their own experience, information provided to them regarding the events in question, 

information derived from experts and other relevant sources. Some cases have been 

removed and others added, for example, the substitution of Butcher v. Kentucky (a 

modern DNA case) for State v. Rolls (a blood-typing case). 

The most substantial change in this chapter is the addition of new material on 

the Logocratic Method, a system of formal analytics of reasoning with evidence which 

can compared with the Michael and Adler system which in previous editions of the 

casebook was described and illustrated with examples. The Michael and Adler 

system was written in the 1930’s, long before substantial advances had occurred in 

the theory of argumentation. The new material describes the method and shows its 

application and explanatory and analytical power. The method itself and its utility 
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are anchored to very concrete examples: Knapp v. State (1907), a brief case which 

deals with logical relevance in a manner that is illuminating, and a few other cases 

are used to illustrate some aspects of the method, including Old Chief and a Seventh 

Circuit case, Sherrod v. Berry, which, as a Federal Rules case, provides an 

instructive comparison to Knapp’s common law analysis. Chapter 2 provides more in 

depth and advanced material on the Logocratic Method 

The evidence issues related to Real Proof in Chapter 3 have evolved significantly 

since the ninth edition because of the rapid rate of change in scientific and 

technological developments. Changes in this chapter include an augmented 

discussion of voice and hair comparisons; a new discussion of problems with the 

visual detection of “blood” evidence; a more extensive note on the involuntary 

administration of psychotropic drugs to make a defendant competent for trial; new 

material about the admissibility of digital photos/recordings and videos taken on 

smartphones as well as the implications for authentication issues of electronic 

“signatures”; and notes about applying the best evidence rule to electronically 

recorded data and textual material. 

In Chapter 4, Testimonial Evidence, we have retained the extensive 

introductory materials from the field of psychology on the centrality, nature and 

weakness of proof coming from the testimony of witnesses. The material on the 

competency of witnesses in this chapter highlights how the system of testimonial 

evidence has evolved from many categorical rules of disqualification to more 

individualized determinations of whether a witness can contribute something to the 

issues in the case. Also included are treatments of some doctrines that supplement 

general rules of admissibility—doctrines that are also designed to help ensure the 

reliability of evidence. 

Thus, material on the constitutional compulsory process doctrine is presented 

here: It serves to protect the right of criminal defendants to offer evidence in their 

defense, and in some contexts, the doctrine involves a determination that is at least 

in part based on whether the category of evidence in question meets a requisite 

standard of reliability. Also, somewhat surprisingly, an old rule of categorical 

disqualification, the Deadman Rule, continues to merit discussion since it still exists 

in a minority of states, including some of the largest (e.g. New York and California) 

and is the source of multiple judicial decisions each year. Rules requiring 

corroboration of certain categories of evidence, another type of mechanism intended 

to help ensure the reliability of evidence, are also treated in this section. Worth 

special mention is the inclusion of the Massachusetts decision in In re McDonough: 

Where the judge rules that a prospective witness may not testify because of 

testimonial incapacity, and that person raises claims, inter alia, under the 

Americans with Disabilities Act, does she have standing to seek judicial review of 

the judge’s ruling? 

Included in the Competency of Witnesses section are some of the book’s 

numerous notes addressing issues relating to the child witness, with special 

attention to cases involving child sexual abuse. A number of such notes were added 

to the prior edition in response to increased public concern about that subject 

resulting from the higher incidence of reporting, prosecuting or litigating of such 

cases. The notes in this and later chapters address a variety of issues, for example, 

the testimonial capacities and competency of child victims to testify; the use of 

outside-the-courtroom videoed live testimony to protect the victim from being in the 
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same room with the accused perpetrator; the use of deposition videos of the victim at 

trial; the constitutionality of legislating a hearsay exception for statements of the 

child victim, and how similar sexual conduct evidence is handled. 

The section on credibility has been updated, and more detail is provided. Some 

changes have been made in the ordering of the topics in this section. An example is 

that the material on impeaching one’s own witness section has been moved to a 

position toward the end of the chapter because it is believed that it is useful first to 

be familiar with the different methods of impeachment before addressing own-

witness issues. 

Chapter 5 on Hearsay begins with a fictional Dialogue (and a note on 

Guantanamo-related proceedings) which focus attention on the choice between 

having a detailed system of exceptions to the prohibition against hearsay versus a 

case by case judge’s-determination-of-reliability. A number of new principal cases 

have been added to the chapter, including the implied hearsay, Maryland case of 

Stoddard v. State. Some changes have been made in the order in which the hearsay 

exceptions are taken up, and introductions have been added to the sections to 

facilitate understanding and comparison of the various exceptions. 

One of the important decisions made in organizing Chapter 5 was how to 

incorporate the substantial changes in constitutional confrontation doctrine that had 

occurred since the previous edition. The choice made was to have a separate section 

at the end of the chapter presenting Crawford v. Washington and its U.S. Supreme 

Court confrontation progeny. Additionally, early in the chapter a statement of the 

Crawford doctrine is set forth that helps to foreshadow the implications of Crawford 

for, and the relevance to, various hearsay exceptions at appropriate points in the 

chapter. Also, pre-Crawford constitutional case law continues to be referenced in the 

chapter where Crawford did not have the effect of overruling or undermining that 

prior law. 

Chapter 6 which deals with Circumstantial Evidence continues exploration of 

problems to which the student was introduced in Chapters One and Two. Here will 

be found revised and updated materials on the much-litigated subject of 

character/propensity evidence, introduced for substantive purposes rather than for 

its bearing on credibility. New Fed.R.Evid. 413–15, dealing with a defendant’s prior 

acts in sexual cases, as well as Fed.R.Evid. 412, the rape shield provision, are 

discussed. The debate over the admissibility of evidence of subsequent repairs in 

product liability cases and its resolution in amended Fed.R.Evid. 407 is noted. The 

emphasis of the chapter has been tweaked to focus more on Rule 404(b). The 

competing arguments for and against admission of propensity evidence in sexual 

assault cases, a highly charged issue in the context of some notorious sexual assault 

cases, are treated here. 

It is worth noting how the subject matter of chapter 7, Expert Evidence has 

burgeoned—the fact that prior to the previous edition, the book did not contain a 

separate chapter on this topic. Major changes have taken place in the law governing 

expert evidence since the previous edition of the casebook. Accordingly, there is much 

new material reflected in, and based upon the Daubert and post-Daubert cases such 

as Kumho Tire and Joiner. In this, as well as other chapters of the book, we have 

also opted to retain a number of the older cases because they present interesting 

issues and are familiar to teachers of evidence. 
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Because so much of the material in this chapter is new in this edition, a 

significant amount of reorganizing and categorizing has been undertaken in order to 

give coherent structure to the notes after cases; new sections have also been created 

and labelled with headings. The device of marking sections indicating Before-

Daubert and After- has been used. The hearsay problem involved in issues related 

to the basis for expert opinion testimony (Fed.R.Evid. 703) is treated, and is also 

addressed in section 14 of Chapter 5, through the Supreme Court’s decision in 

Williams v. Illinois. 

Much of this book focuses on the admissibility of evidence, for instance, whether 

hearsay statements may be admitted or a topic is appropriate for expert testimony. 

But Chapter 8 focuses on key procedural considerations that affect evidentiary issues 

in the litigation process—namely, the system of evidence rules and institutions that 

orchestrate the fact-proving and fact-finding process through the use of burdens of 

proof, production, and persuasion as well as through presumptions. In this edition, 

this material is examined through the lens of the logic of fact-finding developed in 

detail in the first two chapters of the volume. 

In Chapter 9, Judicial Notice, there is a discussion of how restrictions of the 

judicial role may respond in part to theoretical and in part to practical limitations on 

the ability of judges to make findings of fact necessary for responsible legislative 

judgments. From a pedagogical point of view, we find it useful to put this material 

late in the course, because much of it is quite sophisticated and requires an 

understanding of the problems and limitations of proof through ordinary techniques. 

The material on judicial notice of law is limited, but sufficient so that the topic can 

be covered in this course if it is not taken up in courses in Civil Procedure or Conflicts. 

Changes and updating that have been made include the insertion of source 

material and notes related to technological advances and judicial notice, especially 

with respect to (1) the hazards of judicially noticing online information and (2) the 

pros and cons of the judicial preference to notice information from government 

websites rather than private ones. A note has been added in the adjudicative facts 

section raising the issue about whether, in certain circumstances, judicial notice can 

infringe upon a criminal defendant’s right to jury trial by removing certain questions 

from the factfinder. 

The material on Privileges in Chapter 10 has been brought up-to-date and 

augmented with many new cases. Questions are raised why, as is suggested by many 

scholars, privileges are disfavored and whether the privilege is truly a “hindrance” 

or “blockade” to the fact-finding mission and, if so, whether that is justified. 

The section on the privilege against self-incrimination traces in detail the 

doctrines governing the claim of the privilege by a witness or one to whom a subpoena 

duces tecum has been issued. This section also deals with the privilege of the criminal 

defendant but does not directly address the privilege of the criminal suspect outside 

of a courtroom setting. Thus, as in previous editions, Miranda v. Arizona and its 

progeny are not treated here, except in limited contexts such as in connection with 

admissions by silence after warnings. The assumption is that the Miranda doctrine 

is being given detailed coverage in the Criminal Procedure course. 

As in other instances, account has also been taken of the new dimensions for 

some privilege issues arising out of technological, scientific and societal 

developments since the previous edition: Thus compulsory DNA collection laws pose 
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additional questions for the application of the privilege against self-incrimination, 

and private papers stored in electronic form present a new context for issues relating 

to subpoenaed documents. The note regarding the application of the spousal adverse 

testimony privilege to same-sex marriages has been updated and bolstered; 

similarly, information has been added regarding unmarried co-inhabitants. In 

connection with the “dangerous patient” exception to the psychotherapist-patient 

privilege, a note has been added about a possible application of a similar duty to 

warn school administrators in light of the spate of school shootings in recent years. 

A note has been added dealing with the enactment of Federal Rule 502 and, in 

particular, Federal Rule 502(b), which addresses the inadvertent disclosure of 

confidential attorney-client communications. Boston College’s Belfast Project, and 

the forced disclosure of information about Sinn Fein leader Gerry Adams, also 

provided an interesting context for consideration of the scholar’s privilege. 

The book easily accommodates a three to six unit course and also advanced 

seminars. Alternative suggested syllabi providing page assignments that can be used 

in Evidence courses of varying length will be made available to instructors who plan 

to use the book for their courses. The comprehensiveness and currency of the book 

also makes it usable for many years as a basic one volume treatise and desk book for 

those who used the book as students, for practitioners and for judges and scholars of 

the law of Evidence. 

————— 
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extraordinary superb work, Joseph Abboud and David Clark. 

Daniel Medwed would like to thank the following law students from 

Northeastern University School of Law for their stellar research assistance: Elijah 

Bergman, Chrisiant Bracken, Cornelia Dean, Monica DeLateur, Eliza Lockhart-

Jenks, Helen Martinez, Jason McGraw, Katherine Perry-Lorentz, Amy Pimentel, 

Ryan Rall, Katrina Rogachevsky, Justin Twigg, and Michael Varraso. 

JACK B. WEINSTEIN 

NORMAN ABRAMS 

SCOTT BREWER 

DANIEL S. MEDWED 

May 2017 

 



 

ix 

 

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS 

PREFACE ....................................................................................................................... III 

TABLE OF CASES....................................................................................................... XXIX 

TABLE OF FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE ................................................................ LXIX 

Prologue ..................................................................................................................... 1 

Chapter 1. Relevancy and Related Problems.................................................... 3 
1. Introduction .......................................................................................................... 3 
2. Evident Virtue: Concepts and Procedures of the Logocratic Method ............. 10 
3. Relevancy: Additional Issues, Examples, and Methods of Analysis .............. 24 
4. Relevance and Prejudice ................................................................................... 34 
5. Sufficiency and Circumstantial Evidence ........................................................ 56 
6. Probability and Statistical Evidence in Decisionmaking ................................ 73 
7. Negative Inferences Based on Disbelief of Testimony .................................. 107 
8. Preservation of Issues for Appeal ................................................................... 110 

Chapter 2. Advanced Analysis of Reasoning About Evidence .................. 119 
1. From Enthymeme to Argument: Logocratic Method and the Virtues and  

Vices of Arguments .......................................................................................... 121 
2. Summary of the Arguing Virtues ................................................................... 141 
3. Defeasibility as a Strength-Virtue and Weakness-Vice in an Argument:  

Vital for Understanding Evidentiary Arguments .......................................... 142 

Chapter 3. Real Proof .......................................................................................... 147 
1. Introduction ...................................................................................................... 147 
2. Conditions of Admissibility ............................................................................. 150 
3. Demeanor ......................................................................................................... 171 
4. Views ................................................................................................................ 181 
5. Demonstrations and Experiments .................................................................. 184 
6. Reproductions of the Event and of Evidence of the Event ............................ 194 
7. Blackboards, Maps, Models and the Like ...................................................... 225 
8. Writings and Related Matters ........................................................................ 229 

Chapter 4. Testimonial Proof ............................................................................ 287 
1. Introduction: The Nature of Testimonial Proof ............................................. 287 
2. Competency ...................................................................................................... 306 
3. Preparation of Witnesses ................................................................................ 369 
4. Form of Examination ....................................................................................... 386 
5. Credibility......................................................................................................... 440 

Chapter 5. Hearsay .............................................................................................. 549 
1. Introduction ...................................................................................................... 549 
2. Definition and Scope ........................................................................................ 561 
3. Prior Statements of Witnesses ........................................................................ 615 
4. Former Testimony ........................................................................................... 651 
5. Admissions ....................................................................................................... 679 
6. Declarations Against Interest ......................................................................... 726 



x SUMMARY OF CONTENTS  

 

  

7. Business Entries and Public Records ............................................................. 756 
8. Excited and Contemporaneous Utterances .................................................... 798 
9. Physical or Mental Condition of Declarant .................................................... 821 
10. Dying Declarations .......................................................................................... 860 
11. Forfeiture by Wrongdoing ............................................................................... 870 
12. Miscellaneous Exceptions................................................................................ 884 
13. Residual Exception .......................................................................................... 897 
14. Constitutional Restraints: Crawford and Its Progeny .................................. 908 

Chapter 6. Circumstantial Proof: Further Problems .................................. 965 
1. Evidence of Other Crimes ............................................................................... 965 
2. Evidence of a Criminal Defendant’s Reputation and Opinion Evidence  

of His Character; Evidence of Victim’s Character ....................................... 1047 
3. Evidence of Reputation and Opinion of Character in Civil Cases .............. 1085 
4. Similar Occurrences ...................................................................................... 1091 
5. Habit and Custom .......................................................................................... 1113 
6. Repairs; Liability Insurance ......................................................................... 1125 
7. Compromises .................................................................................................. 1135 
8. Forensic Argument ........................................................................................ 1148 

Chapter 7. Expert Evidence ............................................................................ 1155 
1. The Nature and Function of Expert vs. Lay Evidence ................................ 1155 
2. Cases and Issues Under Daubert ................................................................. 1176 
3. Clarifications and Extensions of the Fed.R.Evid. 702 Framework After  

Daubert ........................................................................................................... 1206 
4. Application Areas for Expert Testimony Before and After Daubert .......... 1220 
5. Applications of Fed.R.Evid. 704: Opinion on an Ultimate Issue ................ 1249 
6. The Basis of Expert Testimony Under Fed.R.Evid. 703 ............................... 1276 
7. Court-Appointed Experts, Discovering Expert Opinion, Compelling  

Expert Testimony Before and After the Federal Rules of Evidence .......... 1319 

Chapter 8. Procedural Considerations ......................................................... 1337 
1. Introduction: What Does the Court Know at the Start of Litigation? ........ 1337 
2. Burdens of Proof ............................................................................................ 1339 
3. Presumptions and Related Subjects ............................................................. 1417 

Chapter 9. Judicial Notice ............................................................................... 1501 
1. General Considerations ................................................................................. 1501 
2. Facts ............................................................................................................... 1508 
3. Law ................................................................................................................. 1569 

Chapter 10. Privileges ....................................................................................... 1575 
1. Introduction.................................................................................................... 1575 
2. Privilege Belonging to the Individual: The Privilege Against Self- 

Incrimination ................................................................................................. 1578 
3. The Attorney-Client Privilege ....................................................................... 1676 
4. The Spousal Privileges .................................................................................. 1773 
5. The Physician-Patient, Psychotherapist-Patient and Similar Counselor- 

Client Privileges ............................................................................................. 1792 
6. Other Relationship Privileges ....................................................................... 1811 



 SUMMARY OF CONTENTS xi 

 

  

7. Institutional and Institutional Process Privileges ...................................... 1824 
8. Conflicts .......................................................................................................... 1847 

INDEX ...................................................................................................................... 1855 
 





 

xiii 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PREFACE ....................................................................................................................... III 

TABLE OF CASES....................................................................................................... XXIX 

TABLE OF FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE ................................................................ LXIX 

Prologue ..................................................................................................................... 1 

Chapter 1. Relevancy and Related Problems.................................................... 3 
1. Introduction .......................................................................................................... 3 

A. The Relevancy Rules and Doctrines: Logical, Conditional, and  

Pragmatic Relevancy ................................................................................... 3 
Sprint v. Mendelsohn ................................................................................... 6 
Note ............................................................................................................... 6 

B. Reasoning with Relevancy Rules ................................................................ 7 
(1) Constructing a Chain of Inferences to Apply the Relevance  

Rules ..................................................................................................... 7 
(2) The Inferential Problems with Conditional Relevancy ..................... 9 

2. Evident Virtue: Concepts and Procedures of the Logocratic Method ............. 10 
A. The Term ‘Logocratic’ and the Basic Utility of the Logocratic Method  

for the Evidence Analyst ........................................................................... 10 
B. Using Knapp v. State to Show the Logocratic Method at Work ............. 11 

Knapp v. State ............................................................................................ 12 
C. What Exactly Is Evidence? ........................................................................ 13 

(1) Opening Questions About the Nature of Evidence .......................... 13 
(2) Argument, and the Argument Conception of Evidence ................... 14 

D. Arguments and Rules in Their Natural (Non-Formal) Habitats: The 

Enthymeme ................................................................................................ 16 
(1) Rule Enthymeme in Knapp ............................................................... 16 
(2) Argument-Enthymeme in Knapp, and Its “Argufication” ............... 18 
(3) Enthymeme of Special Importance for Evidence Analysts: 

Evidentiary Enthymemes and Underlying Evidential Claims ....... 19 
3. Relevancy: Additional Issues, Examples, and Methods of Analysis .............. 24 

People v. Adamson ............................................................................................. 24 
Notes ................................................................................................................... 27 

4. Relevance and Prejudice ................................................................................... 34 
Robbins v. Whelan ............................................................................................. 34 
Note ..................................................................................................................... 38 
State v. Poe ......................................................................................................... 39 
Notes ................................................................................................................... 41 
Old Chief v. United States ................................................................................ 45 
Notes ................................................................................................................... 54 

5. Sufficiency and Circumstantial Evidence ........................................................ 56 
Note on Distinction of “Direct” from “Circumstantial” Evidence ................... 56 
Regina v. Onufrejczyk ....................................................................................... 57 
Notes ................................................................................................................... 60 
State v. Brewer .................................................................................................. 67 
Notes ................................................................................................................... 69 



xiv TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

6. Probability and Statistical Evidence in Decisionmaking ................................ 73 
Smith v. Rapid Transit, Inc. .............................................................................. 73 
Notes ................................................................................................................... 74 
Butcher v. Kentucky .......................................................................................... 84 
Notes ................................................................................................................... 91 

7. Negative Inferences Based on Disbelief of Testimony .................................. 107 
8. Preservation of Issues for Appeal ................................................................... 110 

United States v. Wilson ................................................................................... 110 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 111 

Chapter 2. Advanced Analysis of Reasoning About Evidence .................. 119 
1. From Enthymeme to Argument: Logocratic Method and the Virtues and  

Vices of Arguments .......................................................................................... 121 
A. Arguing Virtue and Vice .......................................................................... 121 
B. What Is Virtue, and What Kinds of Things Can Be Virtuous? ............. 121 
C. The (Synonymous) Concepts Mode of Logical Inference and Logical  

Form .......................................................................................................... 122 
D. Mode-Dependent Logocratic Virtues: The Four Modes of Logical  

Inference and Their Characteristic Virtues ........................................... 123 
(1) Deduction and Its Mode-Dependent Virtue ................................... 123 

a. Argument-Enthymeme in Old Chief v. United States ........... 123 
b. Old Chief Argument: Valid Deductive Argument .................. 124 

(2) The Basic Patterns of Inductive Inference and Its Mode- 

Dependent Virtue ............................................................................. 125 
a. Inductive Generalization ......................................................... 125 
b. Inductive Specification ............................................................. 127 
c. The Mode-Dependent Virtues of Inductive Generalizations  

and Inductive Specifications .................................................... 128 
(3) Inference to the Best Explanation (‘IBE’—Also Referred to as 

‘Abduction’ in the Literature on the Theory of Argument): Its 

Structure and Mode-Dependent Virtue .......................................... 129 
a. The Terminology and Idea of Inference to an Explanation ... 129 
b. The Characteristic Virtues of IBE-Abduction ........................ 131 
c. The Formal Structure of IBE-Abduction ................................ 131 

(4) Analogy and Its Mode-Dependent Virtues ..................................... 135 
a. Mode-Dependent Virtues of Analogical Arguments ............... 137 

E. Mode-Independent Logocratic Virtues ................................................... 138 
(1) Internal (Also Referred to as “Inferential” or “Epistemic”)  

Strength or Weakness ...................................................................... 138 
(2) Dialectical (Also Referred to as “External”) Strength or  

Weakness .......................................................................................... 139 
(3) Rhetorical Strength or Weakness ................................................... 139 

2. Summary of the Arguing Virtues ................................................................... 141 
3. Defeasibility as a Strength-Virtue and Weakness-Vice in an Argument:  

Vital for Understanding Evidentiary Arguments.......................................... 142 

Chapter 3. Real Proof .......................................................................................... 147 
1. Introduction...................................................................................................... 147 

Notes ................................................................................................................. 148 



 TABLE OF CONTENTS xv 

 

  

2. Conditions of Admissibility ............................................................................. 150 
A. Ability of Trier to Acquire Knowledge .................................................... 150 

McAndrews v. Leonard ............................................................................ 150 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 151 
Almeida v. Correa .................................................................................... 152 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 154 
Watson v. State ........................................................................................ 156 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 157 
State v. Scarlett ........................................................................................ 159 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 161 

B. Identification as a Condition of Relevancy ............................................. 163 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 166 
Anderson v. Berg ...................................................................................... 169 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 171 

3. Demeanor ......................................................................................................... 171 
State v. Murphy ............................................................................................... 171 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 174 
Notes on Demeanor off the Witness Stand .................................................... 180 

4. Views ................................................................................................................ 181 
People v. Crimmins .......................................................................................... 181 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 182 

5. Demonstrations and Experiments .................................................................. 184 
United States v. Wanoskia .............................................................................. 184 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 187 
Hall v. General Motors Corp. .......................................................................... 188 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 191 

6. Reproductions of the Event and of Evidence of the Event ............................ 194 
Knihal v. State ................................................................................................. 194 
Note ................................................................................................................... 196 
United States v. Alexander ............................................................................. 196 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 200 
Notes on X-rays and Analogous Techniques .................................................. 204 
Bannister v. Town of Noble, Okl. .................................................................... 205 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 207 
United States v. Carbone ................................................................................ 209 
Note ................................................................................................................... 211 
United States v. Sliker .................................................................................... 212 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 215 
United States v. Garcia ................................................................................... 219 
United States v. Holden .................................................................................. 224 

7. Blackboards, Maps, Models and the Like ...................................................... 225 
United States v. Brennan ................................................................................ 225 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 228 

8. Writings and Related Matters ........................................................................ 229 
A. Authentication.......................................................................................... 229 

Keegan v. Green Giant Co. ...................................................................... 230 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 233 
United States v. Branch .......................................................................... 234 
United States v. Moore ............................................................................ 237 



xvi TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

United States v. Labovitz ........................................................................ 240 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 241 
Zenith Radio Corp. v. Matsushita Electric Industrial Co., Limited ..... 244 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 250 
Advisory Committee’s Note ..................................................................... 251 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 251 
Notes on Methods of Proving Authenticity ............................................ 252 
University of Illinois v. Spalding ............................................................ 255 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 257 
Notes on Ancient Documents .................................................................. 259 

B. Best Evidence Rule .................................................................................. 260 
Seiler v. Lucasfilm, Ltd. .......................................................................... 262 
Note on What Is a Writing ...................................................................... 266 
United States v. Buchanan ..................................................................... 267 
Meyers v. United States .......................................................................... 269 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 270 
Federal Union Surety Co. v. Indiana Lumber & Manufacturing Co. ... 272 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 274 
Davenport v. Ourisman-Mandell Chevrolet, Inc. .................................. 276 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 277 
Amoco Production Co. v. United States .................................................. 280 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 283 

Chapter 4. Testimonial Proof ............................................................................ 287 
1. Introduction: The Nature of Testimonial Proof ............................................. 287 

A. Psychological Research ............................................................................ 288 
B. Perception, Memory, Retrieval and the Lying Witness ........................ 292 
C. Brain Research ......................................................................................... 295 
D. The Special Problem of Eyewitness Identification ................................ 296 
E. In-Court Identifications ........................................................................... 299 
F. Expert Testimony on the Unreliability of Eyewitness Evidence .......... 299 
G. Social Media and Its Impact on the Trial Process ................................. 303 

2. Competency ...................................................................................................... 306 
A. Disqualifications Under the Common Law ............................................ 306 

(1) In General ......................................................................................... 306 
a. The Early Common Law Period .............................................. 306 
b. The Modern Period ................................................................... 306 

(2) Interest ............................................................................................. 308 
B. Categories of Inadmissible Evidence and the Right to Present a  

Defense in a Criminal Case ..................................................................... 309 
Holmes v. South Carolina ........................................................................ 309 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 314 
United States v. Scheffer ......................................................................... 321 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 326 

C. Competency to Testify Statutes .............................................................. 328 
D. The Dead Man Rule ................................................................................. 329 

Notes ......................................................................................................... 330 
Clark v. Meyer .......................................................................................... 331 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 335 



 TABLE OF CONTENTS xvii 

 

  

E. Corroboration ........................................................................................... 337 
(1) Perjury .............................................................................................. 338 
(2) Confessions ....................................................................................... 339 
(3) Accomplice Testimony ...................................................................... 340 
(4) Sexual Offenses and Sexual Offenses Against Children ............... 341 
(5) Corroboration Rules for Miscellaneous Other Categories ............. 343 
(6) Corroboration: General Considerations .......................................... 343 

F. Truthfulness ............................................................................................. 345 
United States v. Ward ............................................................................. 345 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 348 

G. Ability to Observe, Remember and Relate ............................................. 350 
Guyette v. Schmer .................................................................................... 350 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 352 
Notes on the Child Witness ..................................................................... 354 
In re McDonough ...................................................................................... 359 
Note ........................................................................................................... 363 
People v. White ......................................................................................... 363 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 365 

3. Preparation of Witnesses ................................................................................ 369 
State v. Winston ............................................................................................... 373 
Note ................................................................................................................... 374 
United States v. Rhynes .................................................................................. 375 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 379 

4. Form of Examination ....................................................................................... 386 
A. Leading Questions—Misleading Questions—Argumentative  

Questions .................................................................................................. 386 
Straub v. Reading Co. .............................................................................. 386 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 388 

B. Testimony in the Form of a Narrative .................................................... 393 
United States v. Beckton ......................................................................... 393 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 396 

C. Refreshing Recollection ........................................................................... 397 
United States v. Riccardi ......................................................................... 397 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 402 

D. Lay Opinions ............................................................................................ 409 
State v. Garver ......................................................................................... 409 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 411 
United States v. Rubin/Chambers, Dunhill Insurance Service ............ 414 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 417 

E. Cross-Examination .................................................................................. 419 
(1) Limitations on Cross-Examination ................................................. 419 

Notes ................................................................................................. 419 
(2) Scope of Cross-Examination ............................................................ 428 

Finch v. Weiner ................................................................................ 428 
Notes ................................................................................................. 430 

F. Redirect and Recross Examination ......................................................... 436 
Commonwealth v. O’Brien....................................................................... 436 

5. Credibility......................................................................................................... 440 
A. Accrediting a Witness .............................................................................. 440 



xviii TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

United States v. Certified Environmental Services, Inc. ...................... 440 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 446 

B. Impeachment of Witnesses ...................................................................... 450 
(1) Discrediting Opponent’s Witness .................................................... 450 

a. Impeachment Through Contradiction .................................... 452 
b. Prior Inconsistent Statements................................................. 456 

Denver City Tramway Co. v. Lomovt ...................................... 456 
Notes ......................................................................................... 459 

c. Religious Belief Affecting Credibility ...................................... 467 
d. Bias, Interest and Corruption ................................................. 469 

United States v. Abel ............................................................... 469 
Notes ......................................................................................... 474 

e. Prior Convictions ...................................................................... 482 
United States v. Patterson ...................................................... 482 
United States v. Jefferson ....................................................... 486 
Notes ......................................................................................... 487 

f. Prior Bad Acts .......................................................................... 494 
People v. Sorge .......................................................................... 494 
Notes ......................................................................................... 497 

g. Reputation and Opinion of Character ..................................... 506 
State v. Ternan ......................................................................... 506 
United States v. Dotson ........................................................... 507 
Notes ......................................................................................... 511 

h. Testimony Regarding Prior Adjudicative Action ................... 518 
Newton v. State ........................................................................ 518 
Note ........................................................................................... 519 

(2) Discrediting Own Witness ............................................................... 519 
Notes ................................................................................................. 520 
United States v. Ince ........................................................................ 521 
Notes ................................................................................................. 525 

C. Rehabilitation of an Impeached Witness................................................ 530 
Ostrowski v. Cape Transit Corp. ............................................................ 530 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 534 

D. Mechanical and Chemical Means of Assessing Credibility ................... 536 
(1) The Lie Detector ............................................................................... 537 

Lee v. Martinez ................................................................................ 537 
Notes ................................................................................................. 540 

(2) Truth Serum ..................................................................................... 547 

Chapter 5. Hearsay .............................................................................................. 549 
1. Introduction...................................................................................................... 549 

A. A [Fictional] Dialogue: What Is Hearsay and Why Do We Have  

Detailed Rules Regarding Its Admissibility ........................................... 549 
B. Note on Guantanamo-Related Proceedings and the Hearsay Rules .... 554 

Notes ......................................................................................................... 557 
2. Definition and Scope ........................................................................................ 561 

A. In General ................................................................................................. 561 
Leake v. Hagert ........................................................................................ 561 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 562 



 TABLE OF CONTENTS xix 

 

  

B. Categories and Theories of Nonhearsay ................................................. 565 
(1) An out of Court Statement Alleged to Have an Effect on the  

Hearer ............................................................................................... 565 
Bady v. Murphy-Kjos ....................................................................... 566 
Notes ................................................................................................. 567 

(2) An out of Court Statement That Has Legal Significance .............. 570 
State v. Charger ............................................................................... 570 
Notes ................................................................................................. 574 

(3) An out of Court Statement That Can Be the Basis for an  

Inference Regarding the Declarant’s Mental State ......................... 579 
Holland v. State ................................................................................ 579 
Notes ................................................................................................. 581 
United States v. Johnson ................................................................. 585 
Notes ................................................................................................. 586 

(4) Implied Assertions: Words or Conduct Which Can Be the Basis  

for an Inference Regarding the Declarant/Actor’s State of Mind,  

i.e., His or Her Belief as to Some Fact, Offered to Prove That  

Fact ................................................................................................... 588 
Wright v. Doe D. Tatham ................................................................ 588 
Notes ................................................................................................. 591 
Stoddard v. State .............................................................................. 593 
Notes ................................................................................................. 605 

(5) Inferences from the Declarant/Actor’s Statements or Conduct  

as to His or Her Knowledge—Used Circumstantially as a Link  

in a Relevant Probative Chain. ....................................................... 607 
Kinder v. Commonwealth ................................................................ 607 
United States v. Muscato ................................................................. 609 
Notes ................................................................................................. 613 
Note ................................................................................................... 615 

3. Prior Statements of Witnesses ........................................................................ 615 
Lindsay v. Mazzio’s Corporation ..................................................................... 615 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 619 
California v. Green .......................................................................................... 620 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 628 
United States v. Butterworth ......................................................................... 631 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 633 
State v. Muhammad ........................................................................................ 642 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 645 
Note on Past Recollection Recorded ............................................................... 649 

4. Former Testimony ........................................................................................... 651 
United States v. Reed ...................................................................................... 652 
Holmquist v. Farm Family Casualty Insurance Co. ..................................... 655 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 659 
Lloyd v. American Export Lines, Inc. ............................................................. 660 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 665 
United States v. McFall ................................................................................... 672 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 675 

5. Admissions ....................................................................................................... 679 
Bill v. Farm Bureau Life Insurance Co. ......................................................... 681 



xx TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

United States v. Spiller ................................................................................... 684 
Admission by Party .......................................................................................... 685 
Adoptive Admissions ....................................................................................... 692 
Vicarious and Authorized Admissions ........................................................... 697 
United States v. McKeon ................................................................................. 697 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 703 
Co-Conspirators’ Statements .......................................................................... 710 
Bourjaily v. United States ............................................................................... 710 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 715 

6. Declarations Against Interest ......................................................................... 726 
State v. Wing .................................................................................................... 727 
Cole v. Cole ....................................................................................................... 729 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 730 
Carpenter v. Davis ........................................................................................... 732 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 737 
Williamson v. United States ........................................................................... 742 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 751 

7. Business Entries and Public Records ............................................................. 756 
United States v. Jacoby ................................................................................... 757 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 762 
State v. Hood .................................................................................................... 767 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 770 
Palmer v. Hoffman ........................................................................................... 779 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 781 
Beech Aircraft Corp. v. Rainey ....................................................................... 785 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 790 
Commonwealth v. DiGiacomo ......................................................................... 795 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 797 

8. Excited and Contemporaneous Utterances .................................................... 798 
Bryant v. State ................................................................................................. 798 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 800 
Commonwealth v. Coleman ............................................................................ 809 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 812 
United States v. Hieng .................................................................................... 816 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 820 

9. Physical or Mental Condition of Declarant .................................................... 821 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 822 
United States v. Tome ..................................................................................... 823 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 826 
United States v. DiMaria ................................................................................ 830 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 833 
Mutual Life Insurance Co. v. Hillmon ............................................................ 843 
United States v. Pheaster ............................................................................... 846 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 850 
Shepard v. United States ................................................................................ 851 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 854 
Problems ........................................................................................................... 858 

10. Dying Declarations .......................................................................................... 860 
Trascher v. Territo ........................................................................................... 861 



 TABLE OF CONTENTS xxi 

 

  

Notes ................................................................................................................. 864 
11. Forfeiture by Wrongdoing ............................................................................... 870 

Giles v. California ............................................................................................ 871 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 879 

12. Miscellaneous Exceptions ................................................................................ 884 
A. Ancient Documents .................................................................................. 884 

Horak, as Special Administrator of The Estate of Benzinger v.  

Building Services Industrial Sales Company ................................. 884 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 887 

B. Learned Treatises and Compilations ...................................................... 889 
Filippelli v. St. Mary’s Hospital .............................................................. 889 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 891 

C. Judgment of Previous Conviction ........................................................... 894 
Notes ......................................................................................................... 894 

13. Residual Exception .......................................................................................... 897 
Robinson v. Shapiro ......................................................................................... 898 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 900 

14. Constitutional Restraints: Crawford and Its Progeny .................................. 908 
Crawford v. Washington .................................................................................. 909 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 923 
Michigan v. Bryant .......................................................................................... 925 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 938 
Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts .................................................................... 942 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 949 
Williams v. Illinois ........................................................................................... 952 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 959 

Chapter 6. Circumstantial Proof: Further Problems .................................. 965 
1. Evidence of Other Crimes ............................................................................... 965 

People v. Zackowitz .......................................................................................... 965 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 968 
United States v. Accardo ................................................................................. 972 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 976 
United States v. Montalvo ............................................................................... 979 
People v. Steele ................................................................................................ 980 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 981 
People v. Santarelli .......................................................................................... 982 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 991 
United States v. Figueroa ............................................................................... 992 
Notes ................................................................................................................. 999 
State of Iowa v. Nelson .................................................................................. 1000 
State v. Bock .................................................................................................. 1008 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1012 
United States v. Crane .................................................................................. 1015 
United States v. Commanche ........................................................................ 1017 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1019 
Note on Propensity Evidence in Sex Offense Cases .................................... 1021 
United States v. Mound ................................................................................. 1023 
United States v. Hollow Horn ....................................................................... 1026 



xxii TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

Note on State Practices ................................................................................. 1027 
Lannan v. State .............................................................................................. 1027 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1033 
Huddleston v. United States ......................................................................... 1034 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1039 
People v. Castillo............................................................................................ 1041 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1043 

2. Evidence of a Criminal Defendant’s Reputation and Opinion Evidence  

of His Character; Evidence of Victim’s Character ....................................... 1047 
Michelson v. United States ........................................................................... 1047 
Manna v. State ............................................................................................... 1055 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1059 
Burgeon v. State ............................................................................................ 1070 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1072 
White v. State ................................................................................................ 1075 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1080 

3. Evidence of Reputation and Opinion of Character in Civil Cases .............. 1085 
United States v. Peterson .............................................................................. 1085 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1089 

4. Similar Occurrences ...................................................................................... 1091 
Dallas Railway & Terminal Co. v. Farnsworth ........................................... 1091 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1092 
Johnson v. Elk Lake School District ............................................................. 1103 

5. Habit and Custom .......................................................................................... 1113 
Halloran v. Virginia Chemicals, Inc. ............................................................ 1113 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1116 

6. Repairs; Liability Insurance ......................................................................... 1125 
Phar-Mor, Inc. v. Goff .................................................................................... 1125 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1130 
Note on Liability Insurance .......................................................................... 1134 

7. Compromises .................................................................................................. 1135 
Hiram Ricker & Sons v. Students Intern’l Meditation Soc’y ...................... 1135 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1136 
Lyondell Chemical Co. v. Occidental Chemical Corp. ................................. 1137 
United States v. Davis ................................................................................... 1138 
John McShain, Inc. v. Cessna Aircraft Co. .................................................. 1140 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1142 

8. Forensic Argument ........................................................................................ 1148 
Harvey v. Aubrey ........................................................................................... 1148 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1149 
Robinson v. Pennsylvania Railroad Co. ....................................................... 1150 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1153 

Chapter 7. Expert Evidence ............................................................................ 1155 
1. The Nature and Function of Expert vs. Lay Evidence ................................ 1155 

Trademark Properties, Inc. v. A & E Television Networks ........................ 1157 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1158 
Hynix Semiconductor Inc. v. Rambus Inc. ................................................... 1159 
United States v. Kaplan ................................................................................ 1162 



 TABLE OF CONTENTS xxiii 

 

  

United States v. Anchrum ............................................................................. 1166 
United States v. Robinson ............................................................................. 1167 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1169 
Een v. Consolidated Freightways ................................................................. 1170 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1172 

2. Cases and Issues Under Daubert .................................................................. 1176 
Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc. ........................................... 1176 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1186 

3. Clarifications and Extensions of the Fed.R.Evid. 702 Framework After  

Daubert ........................................................................................................... 1206 
Kumho Tire Co., Ltd. v. Carmichael ............................................................. 1206 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1216 
United States v. Moore .................................................................................. 1216 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1219 

4. Application Areas for Expert Testimony Before and After Daubert .......... 1220 
A. Admissibility of Medical Testimony Under Daubert ........................... 1220 

Primiano v. Yan Cook ............................................................................ 1220 
B. DNA Evidence Under Daubert .............................................................. 1223 

United States v. Chischilly .................................................................... 1223 
Note ......................................................................................................... 1229 

C. Syndrome Evidence Before and After Daubert .................................... 1230 
Shaken Baby Syndrome ........................................................................ 1233 

D. Expert Testimony in Obscenity Cases .................................................. 1234 
E. Expert Testimony and Medical Malpractice Before Daubert and  

the Federal Rules of Evidence ............................................................... 1237 
Meier v. Ross General Hospital ............................................................ 1237 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1242 

5. Applications of Fed.R.Evid. 704: Opinion on an Ultimate Issue ................ 1249 
Washington v. United States ........................................................................ 1250 
Korn, Law, Fact and Science in the Courts ................................................. 1255 
United States v. Scop ..................................................................................... 1256 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1260 
Specht v. Jensen ............................................................................................ 1263 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1268 
United States v. West .................................................................................... 1270 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1276 

6. The Basis of Expert Testimony Under Fed.R.Evid. 703 ............................... 1276 
Rabata v. Dohner ........................................................................................... 1276 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1281 
United States v. Scop ..................................................................................... 1282 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1284 
Pelster v. Ray ................................................................................................. 1284 
Christophersen v. Allied-Signal Corp. .......................................................... 1288 
People v. Anderson ........................................................................................ 1294 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1297 
United States v. Mejia ................................................................................... 1300 

7. Court-Appointed Experts, Discovering Expert Opinion, Compelling  

Expert Testimony Before and After the Federal Rules of Evidence ........... 1319 
Students of California School for the Blind v. Honig .................................. 1321 



xxiv TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

Notes ............................................................................................................... 1322 
Rancourt v. Waterville Urban Renewal Authority ...................................... 1327 
Buchanan v. American Motors Corp. ........................................................... 1330 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1331 

Chapter 8. Procedural Considerations ......................................................... 1337 
1. Introduction: What Does the Court Know at the Start of Litigation? ........ 1337 
2. Burdens of Proof ............................................................................................ 1339 

A. The Logic and Practice of Pleading Under Rules for the Three  

“Burdens”: Pleading, Production, and Persuasion ............................... 1339 
(1) The Burden of Pleading ................................................................. 1342 
(2) First of Two “Burdens of Proof”: The Burden of Production ....... 1344 
(3) Second of Two “Burdens of Proof”: The Burden of  

Persuasion ...................................................................................... 1345 
B. A Brief History of Processes of Legal Factfinding ............................... 1345 
C. Litigation as Dialectical Competition and the Dispute-Resolving 

Allocation of Burdens of Proof ............................................................... 1346 
D. The Unfolding of Litigative Dialectical Competition at Trial: Points  

at Trial at Which the Question of Burdens Is Raised ......................... 1347 
E. How Are Burdens of Proof Allocated, How Should They Be, and  

Why? ....................................................................................................... 1351 
Patterson v. New York ........................................................................... 1354 
Martin v. Ohio ........................................................................................ 1361 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1369 

F. Weight of Burden of Producing Evidence ............................................. 1375 
United States v. Taylor .......................................................................... 1375 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1377 

G. Weight of Burden of Persuasion ........................................................... 1380 
In re Winship .......................................................................................... 1380 
Lego v. Twomey ...................................................................................... 1383 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1388 
United States v. Fatico .......................................................................... 1394 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1405 

H. Burdens in Civil Cases .......................................................................... 1407 
Anderson v. Chicago Brass Co. ............................................................. 1413 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1414 

I. Instructing Juries in Criminal Cases ................................................... 1415 
3. Presumptions and Related Subjects ............................................................. 1417 

Notes ............................................................................................................... 1421 
Hinds v. John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co. .................................... 1422 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1433 
United States v. Jessup ................................................................................. 1435 
O’Dea v. Amodeo ............................................................................................ 1444 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1448 
Texas Department of Community Affairs v. Burdine ................................. 1450 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1456 
County Court of Ulster County v. Allen ....................................................... 1458 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1470 
Francis v. Franklin ........................................................................................ 1473 



 TABLE OF CONTENTS xxv 

 

  

Notes ............................................................................................................... 1491 
Rose v. Clark .................................................................................................. 1493 
Note ................................................................................................................. 1499 

Chapter 9. Judicial Notice ............................................................................... 1501 
1. General Considerations ................................................................................. 1501 

Notes ............................................................................................................... 1505 
2. Facts ............................................................................................................... 1508 

A. Adjudicative ............................................................................................ 1508 
In re Marriage of Tresnak ..................................................................... 1508 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1513 
Soley v. Star & Herald Co. .................................................................... 1517 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1519 
State v. Finkle ........................................................................................ 1522 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1525 

B. Legislative .............................................................................................. 1527 
United States v. Gould .......................................................................... 1527 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1531 
Briggs v. Elliott ...................................................................................... 1542 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1544 
Michael M. v. Superior Court of Sonoma County ................................ 1546 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1551 

C. Authoritative Determination by Non-Judicial Agency ........................ 1555 
Ren-Guey v. Lake Placid 1980 Olympic Games, Inc. .......................... 1555 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1557 

D. Personal Knowledge ............................................................................... 1558 
(1) Judge ............................................................................................... 1558 

Notes ............................................................................................... 1558 
(2) Jury ................................................................................................. 1560 

Notes ............................................................................................... 1560 
E. Procedural Problems .............................................................................. 1563 

(1) Effect of Judicial Notice ................................................................. 1563 
United States v. Jones ................................................................... 1563 
Notes ............................................................................................... 1566 

(2) Notifying the Parties ...................................................................... 1568 
Notes ............................................................................................... 1568 

3. Law ................................................................................................................. 1569 
Notes on Private Acts, Administrative Regulations and Municipal  

Ordinances .............................................................................................. 1572 

Chapter 10. Privileges ....................................................................................... 1575 
1. Introduction .................................................................................................... 1575 
2. Privilege Belonging to the Individual: The Privilege Against Self- 

Incrimination ................................................................................................. 1578 
A. Introduction ............................................................................................ 1578 
B. History and Rationale ............................................................................ 1579 

Chavez v. Martinez ................................................................................ 1582 
C. Basic Elements ....................................................................................... 1593 

(1) The Test for Self-Incrimination ..................................................... 1593 



xxvi TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

a. The Evidentiary Dimension ................................................... 1593 
Notes ....................................................................................... 1596 

b. The Likelihood of Prosecution ............................................... 1597 
United States v. Balsys .......................................................... 1597 
Notes ....................................................................................... 1606 

(2) Compelled Disclosure and Waiver ................................................ 1607 
Mitchell v. United States ............................................................... 1607 
Notes ............................................................................................... 1613 

(3) The Testimonial Communication Requirement ........................... 1618 
a. In General ............................................................................... 1618 

Notes ....................................................................................... 1619 
b. Subpoenaed Documents ......................................................... 1621 

Fisher v. United States .......................................................... 1621 
Notes ....................................................................................... 1627 

D. Non-Application of the Privilege ........................................................... 1630 
(1) Collective Entities .......................................................................... 1630 

Notes ............................................................................................... 1632 
Braswell v. United States .............................................................. 1633 
Notes ............................................................................................... 1638 

(2) Required Records ........................................................................... 1639 
Baltimore City Department of Social Services v. Bouknight ...... 1640 
Notes ............................................................................................... 1645 

E. Immunity ................................................................................................ 1649 
Kastigar v. United States ...................................................................... 1649 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1655 

F. Exercise of the Privilege: Comment and Inference .............................. 1661 
Carter v. Kentucky ................................................................................ 1661 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1666 

G. Prosecutorial Discovery ......................................................................... 1671 
Izazaga v. Superior Court ...................................................................... 1671 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1674 

3. The Attorney-Client Privilege ....................................................................... 1676 
A. Introduction and Rationale ................................................................... 1676 

Hazard, An Historical Perspective on the Attorney-Client  

Privilege .......................................................................................... 1677 
Thornburg, Sanctifying Secrecy: The Mythology of the Corporate 

Attorney-Client Privilege............................................................... 1678 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1678 

B. Basic Elements ....................................................................................... 1680 
In re Sealed Case ................................................................................... 1680 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1684 
Swidler & Berlin and Hamilton v. United States ................................ 1690 
Note ......................................................................................................... 1695 

C. The Identity of the Client, Fee Information and Related Matters ..... 1695 
(1) In General ....................................................................................... 1695 

Ralls v. United States .................................................................... 1697 
Notes ............................................................................................... 1700 



 TABLE OF CONTENTS xxvii 

 

  

(2) Special Instances ............................................................................ 1705 
a. Required Reports Under 26 U.S.C. Section 6050I and the  

Bank Secrecy Act .................................................................... 1705 
United States v. Goldberger & Dubin ................................... 1706 
Notes ....................................................................................... 1709 

b. Forfeiture of Attorneys’ Fees ................................................. 1711 
Notes ....................................................................................... 1711 

D. Physical Evidence .................................................................................. 1714 
People v. Meredith ................................................................................. 1714 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1719 
Commonwealth v. Hughes ..................................................................... 1722 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1724 

E. The Corporation as the Client, Work Product and Related  

Matters ................................................................................................... 1725 
Upjohn v. United States ........................................................................ 1725 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1733 

F. The Attorney’s Agents and Joint Defense Matters .............................. 1738 
People v. Lines ....................................................................................... 1738 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1741 
United States v. McPartlin .................................................................... 1742 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1744 

G. The Crime-Fraud Exception .................................................................. 1745 
United States v. Zolin ............................................................................ 1745 
(1) The Substantive Standard ............................................................. 1752 

Notes ............................................................................................... 1752 
(2) Procedural Considerations ............................................................ 1754 

Notes ............................................................................................... 1754 
(3) An Attorney’s Affirmative Obligations with Respect to Client’s 

Present or Future Criminal or Fraudulent Conduct ................... 1755 
Notes ............................................................................................... 1755 

H. Waiver of the Attorney-Client Privilege and/or Work Product ........... 1758 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1758 

I. The Sixth Amendment Right to Counsel and the Attorney-Client  

Privilege .................................................................................................. 1761 
(1) Government Intrusion into Attorney-Client Confidences ........... 1761 
(2) Denial of Attorney-Client Privilege as a Violation of Right to  

Counsel ........................................................................................... 1767 
J. Interlocutory Appeals? Disclosure Order Adverse to Attorney- 

Client Privilege ...................................................................................... 1769 
Mohawk Industries, Inc. v. Carpenter .................................................. 1769 
Note ......................................................................................................... 1773 

4. The Spousal Privileges .................................................................................. 1773 
A. The Privilege Against Adverse Spousal Testimony ............................. 1774 

Trammel v. United States ..................................................................... 1774 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1779 
In the Matter of Grand Jury Subpoena of Ford v. United States ....... 1783 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1786 

B. The Husband-Wife Confidential Communication Privilege ................ 1787 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1787 



xxviii TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

  

5. The Physician-Patient, Psychotherapist-Patient and Similar Counselor- 

Client Privileges ............................................................................................. 1792 
Jaffee v. Redmond .......................................................................................... 1792 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1800 
Menendez v. Superior Court of Los Angeles County ................................... 1806 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1810 

6. Other Relationship Privileges ....................................................................... 1811 
A. Clergy-Penitent ...................................................................................... 1815 

Note on Evidentiary Privilege Issues Arising out of Molestation and  

Child Abuse Charges Against Church Personnel .......................... 1817 
B. Other Professional-Client Relationships .............................................. 1818 
C. Journalist’s Privilege and Scholar’s Privilege ...................................... 1819 
D. Parent-Child and Other Familial Relationships ................................. 1822 

7. Institutional and Institutional Process Privileges ...................................... 1824 
A. Peer Review Privilege and Critical Self-Analysis Privilege ................ 1824 

University of Pennsylvania v. EEOC ................................................... 1824 
Notes ....................................................................................................... 1832 

B. Government Information—Executive Privilege ................................... 1834 
(1) State Secrets ................................................................................... 1834 
(2) Presidential Communications ....................................................... 1838 

Cheney v. United States District Court for the District of  

Columbia ................................................................................. 1839 
(3) Official Information ....................................................................... 1845 
(4) The Government as a Party-Litigant—Sustaining a Claim of 

Privilege .......................................................................................... 1846 
8. Conflicts .......................................................................................................... 1847 

Notes ............................................................................................................... 1847 
Ghana Supply Commission v. New England Power Co. ............................. 1849 
Notes ............................................................................................................... 1854 

INDEX ...................................................................................................................... 1855 

 



 

xxix 

 

TABLE OF CASES 

The principal cases are in bold type. 

 

194th St. Hotel Corp. v. Hopf, 567 
1979 Grand Jury Subpoena, In re, 1845 
20th Century Wear, Inc. v. Sanmark-

Stardust, Inc., 409 
3-M Corp. McGhan Medical Reports Div. 

v. Brown, 1262 
716 Third Avenue Holding Corp., In re, 

284 
88 Cases, United States v., 1537 
A & S Council Oil Co., United States v., 

1315 
A Witness Before the Special Grand Jury 

2000–2, In re, 1838 
A&M, In re, 1822 
A.H. Angerstein, Inc. v. Jankowski, 366 
A.O., State v., 545 
Abbo, United States v., 252 
Abe A., In re, 104 
Abel, United States v., 469, 477, 749, 

1179 
Abercrombie, State v., 982 
Abilez, People v., 1022 
Aboumoussallem, United States v., 1020 
Abou-Saada, United States v., 593 
Abramson v. Levinson, 448 
Abt v. Superior Ct., 1393 
Abu-Jihaad, United States v., 1198 
Accardo, United States v., 972 
Acosta, United States v., 961 
Adams v. Maryland, 1645 
Adamson, People v., 24 
Addington v. Texas, 1408 
Addington, State v., 1667 
Addison, United States v., 259 
Adkins v. Bordenkircher, 1372 
Adkins v. Brett, 859 
Adkinson v. State, 991 
Adler v. Board of Education of City of 

New York, 1830 
Admiral Insurance Company v. United 

States District Court, 1736 
Aetna Life Ins. Co. of Hartford, Conn. v. 

Kelley, 1152 
Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Ward, 323 
Affiliated Mfs., Inc. Co. of Am., 1139 
Affleck, United States v., 1314 
“Agent Orange” Product Liability 

Litigation, In re, 42, 76, 80, 81, 1300, 
1334, 1380, 1837, 1845 

Agosto, In re, 1823 
Agster v. Maricopa County, 1833 
Aguiar, United States v., 882 
Agurs, United States v., 71 
Ah Sam, In re, 153 
Ahmed, State v., 805 
Aiken v. People, 1049 

Air Crash Disaster at John F. Kennedy 
International Airport on June 24, In re, 
216 

Air Disaster at Lockerbie, Scotland, In re, 
791 

Ake v. Oklahoma, 1334, 1335 
Akitoye, United States v., 449, 513 
Al Bihani v. Obama, 555 
Alamo, People v., 503, 1064 
Alaska Elec. Pension Fund v. Pharmacia 

Corp., 1834 
Alaska v. 45,621 Square Feet of Land, 

1411 
Alberico, State v., 537, 540 
Albert v. Brownell, 1571 
Alcalde, People v., 848, 855 
Aldridge, People v., 981 
Ales v. Ryan, 1241 
Alessi, United States v., 258 
Alexander Dawson, Inc. v. N.L.R.B., 249 
Alexander, United States v., 196, 1791 
Alexiou v. United States, 1700 
Alford v. United States, 471 
Aliotta v. National Railroad Passenger 

Corp., 688 
Alires v. Southern Pacific Co., 688 
Alkhafaji, United States v., 1639 
All Assets Held at Bank Julius Baer & 

Co., Ltd., United States v., 1607 
Allen v. Commonwealth, 340 
Allen v. Cuyahoga County, 1832 
Allen v. Illinois, 1408 
Allen v. Lizarraga, 1817 
Allen v. Seacoast Prods., Inc., 42, 187 
Allen v. United States, 13, 1471 
Allen, People v., 868 
Allen, United States v., 1218 
Allery, State v., 1230 
Allery, United States v., 1783, 1823 
Allewalt, State v., 1230 
Alley v. Bell, 319 
Allweiss, People v., 986 
Almeida v. Correa, 152 
Alpex Comp. Corp. v. Nintendo Co., Inc., 

1139 
Alpine Forwarding Co. v. Pennsylvania R. 

Co., 1426, 1433 
Alston, State v., 839 
Aluminum Co. of America, United States 

v., 1313, 1567 
Alvarez, United States v., 110, 111, 747, 

1306, 1741, 1768 
Alvary v. United States, 1514 
Alvord-Polk, Inc. v. F. Schumacher & Co., 

692 
Amato v. United States, 1632 
Amato, United States v., 464 



xxx TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Amatucci v. Delaware & Hudson Ry. Co., 
1110 

American Brands, Inc. v. R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Co., 105, 1537 

American Civil Liberties Union v. Dep’t of 
Justice, 1836 

American Communications Association, 
CIO v. Douds, 64 

American Die & Instrument Works, Inc., 
United States v., 1151 

American Hosp. Supply Corp. v. Hosp. 
Prods. Ltd., 1412 

American Luggage Works, Inc. v. United 
States Trunk Co., 858 

American Telephone and Telegraph Co., 
United States v., 1507 

American Tobacco Co., In re, 1331 
Amirault, Commonwealth v., 423 
Amoco Production Co. v. United 

States, 280 
Amuso, United States v., 1199, 1309 
Amys v. Barton, 853 
Anchrum, United States v., 1166 
Anderson v. Berg, 169 
Anderson v. Chicago Brass Co., 1413 
Anderson v. District of Columbia, 277 
Anderson v. Erberich, 1149 
Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 109, 

1408 
Anderson v. State, 349, 816 
Anderson, People v., 1294 
Anderson, State v., 537 
Anderson, United States v., 474, 1083 
Anderson’s Estate, In re, 859 
Andresen v. Maryland, 992, 1627 
Andretta, State v., 1524 
Andrews v. Metro North Commuter RR. 

Co., 707 
Angelilli, United States v., 1123 
Angelini, United States v., 1065 
Angiulo, United States v., 1443 
Annunziato, United States v., 578, 854 
Anstine v. McWilliams, 258 
Anthony v. State, 875 
Anwari, United States v., 467 
Apex Hosiery Co. v. Leader, 1562 
Apfelbaum, United States v., 1655, 1658, 

1659 
Aplin v. United States, 431 
Apodaca, United States v., 1780 
Appolon, United States v., 216 
Archer, United States v., 1783 
Archibeque, State v., 1816 
Ardito, United States v., 1303, 1306, 1309 
Aref, United States v., 1847 
Arias, United States v., 1139 
Arizona v. Youngblood, 327 
Arizona, State of v. Atwood, 38 
Arkansas Power & Light Co. v. Johnson, 

1109 
Arkansas State Highway Comm’n v. 

Russell, 1317 

Arlington Heights v. Metropolitan 
Housing Corp., 1548 

Armendariz, People v., 838 
Armes v. State, 1148 
Armstrong v. United States, 1744 
Arnett v. Dalton, 1149 
Arnwine, State v., 1524 
Arroyo, United States v., 1532 
Arroyo-Angulo, United States v., 441, 442 
Arthur Murray, Inc. v. Oliver, 1321, 1322 
Arthur v. State, 1074 
Arthur Young and Co., United States v., 

1818 
Arthur, State v., 159 
Arthur, United States v., 188, 1687 
Ash v. Prunier, 853 
Ash, United States v., 297 
Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 1342 
Ashford, People v., 465 
Askew v. The People, 458 
Asplundh Mfg. Div. v. Benton Harbor 

Eng’g, 1164 
Atcheson v. Everitt, 347 
Atkins, State v., 392 
Atkins, United States v., 740, 741 
Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. Dixon, 1331 
Atlantic Greyhound Lines v. Isabelle, 431 
Atlas v. Silsbury-Gamble Motors Co., 74 
Attfield, R. v., 1416 
Attorney General v. Tufts, 1853 
Attorney-General v. Hitchcock, 462 
Auer v. City of Minot, 1805 
Ault v. International Harvester Co., 1110, 

1131 
Auster, United States v., 1810 
Austin v. Gulf States Finance Co., 709 
Awad v. Obama, 557 
Awalt v. Marketti, 1805 
Awkard v. United States, 1064 
Awkard, United States v., 448, 449, 513 
Ayers, State v., 356, 667 
Azure, United States v., 1282 
Bachellar v. Maryland, 1480 
Bachsian, United States v., 907 
Backes v. Valspar Corp., 93 
Badger v. Badger, 1050 
Badu v. The Republic, 1851 
Bady v. Murphy-Kjos, 566 
Baehr v. Penn-O-Tex Oil Corp., 1340 
Baerman v. Reisinger, 1175 
Baggett v. Ashland Oil & Refining Co., 43 
Bagley v. Yale University, 1805 
Bagley, United States v., 71, 740, 741 
Bahadar, United States v., 427 
Bailey v. Chicago Burlington & Quincy 

Railroad Co., 709 
Bailey v. State, 1472 
Bailey v. Tennessee Coal, Iron & RR. Co., 

796 
Bailey, United States v., 906, 1139 
Bains v. Cambra, 468 
Baird v. Koerner, 1698, 1700 



 TABLE OF CASES xxxi 

 

  

Baker v. Beal, 1248 
Baker v. Commonwealth, Ky., 90 
Baker v. Elcona Homes Corp., 788 
Baker v. F & F Investment, 1820 
Baker, People v., 1791 
Baker, United States v., 1139 
Baldridge v. Matthews, 1123 
Baldwin v. Knight, 1244 
Ball v. A.O. Smith Corp., 274 
Ballard v. Polly, 189 
Ballay, In re, 1395, 1396 
Baller, United States v., 259 
Ballew v. Georgia, 1538 
Ballew, United States v., 1025 
Ballou, United States v., 1020 
Balsam, United States v., 1000 
Balsys, United States v., 1584, 1597 
Baltimore City Department of Social 

Services v. Bouknight, 1640 
Bandhauer, People v., 977 
Bankers Trust Co., Complaint of, 676 
Banks v. State, 573, 574, 583 
Banner Welders, Inc. v. Knighton, 1127 
Bannister v. Town of Noble, Okl., 205 
Baptist, People v., 977 
Bar Cattle Company v. Owyhee Feeders, 

Inc., 513 
Baratta, United States v., 408 
Barbati, United States v., 565, 613 
Barber v. Page, 622, 677, 678, 917 
Barber v. Stephenson, 1378 
Barclay v. Spitzer, 180 
Barefoot v. Estelle, 1206 
Barker v. Wingo, 1406 
Barletta, United States v., 116, 696 
Barlow Brothers Co. v. Gager, 1445, 1447 
Barnard, United States v., 323, 514 
Barnes v. General Motors Corp., 190 
Barnes v. United States, 1460, 1465, 

1466, 1467, 1469 
Barnes, Commonwealth v., 803 
Barnes, State v., 805 
Barnett v. State, 158 
Baroda State Bank v. Peck, 283 
Barr Rubber Products Co. v. Sun Rubber 

Co., 1567 
Barrel of Fun, Inc. v. State Farm Fire & 

Casualty Co., 546, 1290 
Barrera v. Gonzalez, 730 
Barrett v. Acevedo, 1613 
Barrett v. United States, 222 
Barrett, State v., 1006, 1010, 1314 
Barrett, United States v., 460, 464, 740 
Barrios v. Davis, 1317 
Barthel, People v., 425 
Bartkus v. Illinois, 1606 
Bartlett v. Kansas City Public Service 

Co., 665 
Basciano, United States v., 1615 
Basic Chemicals, Inc. v. Benson, 1407, 

1411 
Bassler, United States v., 193 

Batangan, State v., 515 
Bateman v. Bailey, 845 
Batson v. Kentucky, 1456 
Batten v. Commonwealth, 868 
Batton, United States of America v., 1023 
Baumgartner v. United States, 1397 
Baxter v. Palmigiano, 1611, 1668 
Baylson v. Disciplinary Bd. of the 

Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, 1697 
Bazemore v. Friday, 82 
Beach, United States v., 192 
Beakes v. Da Cunha, 1115 
Bean, State v., 813 
Bear Ribs, United States v., 29 
Beard v. Mitchell, 536 
Beard v. United States, 1369 
Beard, State v., 493 
Beasely, State v., 468 
Beattie v. Firnschild, 1248 
Beattie, United States v., 1624 
Beauchamp v. Davis, 204 
Bebbington v. California Western States 

Life Insurance Co., 695 
Becker v. Koch, 520 
Beckham, United States v., 716 
Beckton, United States v., 393 
Beddingfield v. Central Bank of Alabama, 

N.A., 329 
Bedgood v. State, 1031 
Bedsole v. State, 833 
Beech Aircraft Corp. v. Rainey, 221, 

648, 649, 785, 1179, 1180 
Beechum, United States v., 434, 1038 
Beecroft, United States v., 776 
Beeston, Queen v., 913 
Bejar-Matrecios, United States v., 1041 
Bek, United States v., 1801 
Belcher v. Buesking, 1559 
Belcher, People v., 396 
Belge, People v., 1717 
Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 1342 
Bell v. Combined Registry Co., 889 
Bell v. Maryland, 1520, 1541, 1544 
Bell v. Wolfish, 1436, 1442 
Bell, United States v., 368 
Bellis v. United States, 1630 
Beltran v. Myers, 1456 
Benedetto, United States v., 994, 996 
Benedict, United States v., 277 
Benn, United States v., 368 
Benner, State v., 1789 
Bennett v. City of Grand Prairie, 539 
Benson v. Commonwealth, 259 
Bentley v. State, 459 
Benton, State v., 1170 
Benun, In re, 1744 
Benwell v. Dean, 843 
Berger v. California, 677 
Berkey v. Anderson, 1247 
Berkowitz v. Berkowitz, 1409 
Berkowitz v. Simone, 686 
Bermudez, United States v., 995 



xxxii TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Bernardi v. Community Hospital 
Association, 1735 

Bernardini v. Salas, 414 
Bernier v. Burris, 1327 
Berrios, People v., 1392 
Berry, Jr., United States v., 218 
Bertoli, United States v., 778 
Bervaldi, United States v., 1508 
Bervid v. Iowa State Tax Commission, 

1510 
Bethlehem Mines Corp. v. Massey, 82 
Betts v. Betts, 584 
Betts, United States v., 481 
Bevill, Bresler & Schulman Asset 

Management Corporation, In the 
Matter of, 1744 

Bey v. Bolger, 1526 
Beychok v. St. Paul Mercury Indemnity 

Co., 1558 
Beyer Co. v. Fleischmann Co., 700 
Biaggi, United States v., 705, 1456 
Bibbs, United States v., 465 
Big Butte Ranch Inc. v. Grasmick, 1414 
Big Mack Trucking Co., Inc. v. Dickerson, 

709 
Bill v. Farm Bureau Life Insurance 

Co., 681 
Billeci v. United States, 1667 
Bilzerian, United States v., 1759 
Binder, United States v., 218, 679 
Bintz, State v., 919 
Bird v. United States, 1530 
Bishop v. Byrne, 1507 
Bishop v. Rose, 1763 
Bishop, Commonwealth v., 424 
Bissett v. Burlington Northern R. Co., 

243 
Black v. Sheraton Corp. of America, 1845 
Black v. United States, 1764 
Black, Commonwealth v., 1790 
Black, State v., 1081 
Black, United States v., 541 
Blackburn v. Aetna Freight Lines, Inc., 

843 
Blackburn, State v., 813 
Blackman, United States v., 1639, 1709 
Blackmon v. State, 1689 
Blair v. Rogers, 870 
Blair v. United States, 477 
Blake, State v., 770 
Blake, United States v., 503 
Blakenship, United States v., 1046 
Blankenship, United States v., 353, 1046 
Blas, United States v., 405 
Blau v. United States, 1778, 1788 
Bledsoe, People v., 1231 
Bloodgood v. Lynch, 114 
Blue Cross and Blue Shield of New Jersey 

v. Philip Morris, Inc., 120 
Blue Cross of Northern California v. 

Superior Court, 1802 
Blunt, United States v., 1565 

Blythe v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 1129 
Board of Trustees of Keene State College 

v. Sweeney, 1452 
Bock, State v., 1008 
Boehmer v. LeBoeuf, 650 
Boeing Airplane Company v. Coggeshall, 

1850 
Boggs, State v., 1080 
Bohle, United States v., 466 
Boim v. Holy Land Found. for Relief & 

Dev., 243 
Boles v. Romanowski, 1619 
Bollenbach v. United States, 1469 
Boller v. Cofrances, 431 
Bolstridge v. Central Maine Power Co., 

205, 206 
Bolton v. Tesoro Petroleum Corp., 1090 
Bolyea v. First Presbyterian Church of 

Wilton, 1685 
Bolzer, United States v., 1780 
Bombard, People v., 1114 
Bond v. State, 1069 
Bondu v. Gurvich, 71 
Bongard, United States v., 70 
Bonilla v. Yamaha Motors Corp., 1109 
Bonner, United States v., 1065 
Boone, State v., 1144 
Booth v. State, 814 
Booz, United States v., 650 
Bordallo, United States v., 114 
Bordeaux, United States v., 1074 
Bordenkircher v. Hayes, 1779 
Borello, United States v., 445 
Boring v. Keller, 408 
Borland By and Through Utah State 

Dept. of Social Services v. Chandler, 
154 

Bosch’s Estate, Commissioner v., 1852 
Boston v. Freeman, 1521 
Boucher v. Bomhoff, 105 
Boulden, Commonwealth v., 1030 
Boumediene v. Bush, 555 
Bourjaily v. United States, 236, 710, 

716, 749, 917, 1038, 1179, 1273, 1388 
Bouse v. Bussey, 155 
Bouton, People v., 1060 
Bova v. Roanoke Oil Co., 278 
Bowdach, United States v., 1398 
Bowden, State v., 162 
Bowen, In re Marriage of, 1511 
Bowen, United States v., 304 
Bowers v. Fibreboard Corporation, 887 
Bowers v. Hardwick, 1551 
Bowers, United States v., 45 
Bowie, United States v., 1002, 1003 
Bowles v. Kennemore, 254 
Bowman, State v., 162 
Boyd v. State, 171 
Boyd v. United States, 1488, 1624, 1625, 

1627, 1634 
Boyes, Queen v., 1599 
Boyne City G. & A.R. v. Anderson, 218 



 TABLE OF CASES xxxiii 

 

  

Boynton v. Virginia, 1515 
Bozovich, United States v., 432 
Bracey v. United States, 1003 
Brackeen, United States v., 491 
Brady v. Maryland, 71, 441 
Bragg v. Auburn, 1521 
Bram v. United States, 1387 
Bramble, United States v., 1534 
Brames, State v., 495 
Branch v. Wilkinson, 1803 
Branch, United States v., 220, 234 
Brandenburg v. Ohio, 470, 472, 473 
Branion v. Gramly, 93 
Branzburg v. Hayes, 1694, 1819, 1827 
Brasier, King v., 922 
Braswell v. United States, 1632, 1633 
Bratton, United States v., 478 
Braun, State v., 1375 
Braver, United States v., 1375 
Brawn v. St. Regis Paper, 82 
Brawner, United States v., 1534 
Bredice v. Doctors Hospital, Inc., 1833, 

1834 
Breeden v. Weinberger, 1434 
Breithaupt v. Abram, 1587 
Brennan v. Brennan, 1705 
Brennan, United States v., 225 
Breton, United States v., 1783 
Brett v. Berkowitz, 1103 
Brewer, State v., 67 
Brewer, United States v., 114 
Bridges v. Railway Co., 1375 
Bridges v. State, 611 
Briggs v. Elliott, 1542 
Briggs, United States v., 997 
Briley, State v., 1782 
Brinton v. Department of State, 1681 
Briscoe, United States v., 239, 766 
Brock v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, 

Inc., 1184 
Brock v. United States, 547 
Brock, United States v., 1780 
Brodersen v. Sioux Valley Memorial 

Hospital, 763 
Brodnicki v. City of Omaha, 539 
Brogan v. City of Philadelphia, 1124 
Bronston, United States v., 1269 
Brooke, United States v., 502 
Brookover v. Mary Hitchcock Memorial 

Hosp., 906 
Brooks v. Tennessee, 320, 435, 741 
Brooks, State v., 669, 868 
Brooks, United States v., 1147 
Broughton v. Commonwealth, 867 
Brown for Brown v. Bowen, 286 
Brown Mechanical Contractors, Inc. v. 

Centennial Insurance Co., 1296 
Brown v. Billy Marlar Chevrolet, Inc., 187 
Brown v. Board of Education, 1542, 1544 
Brown v. Clark, 12 
Brown v. Coca-Cola Bottling, Inc., 568 
Brown v. Mississippi, 1387, 1584, 1593 

Brown v. State, 266 
Brown v. United States, 1297, 1609 
Brown v. United States., 802 
Brown v. Walker, 1584, 1600, 1650, 1651 
Brown v. Wood, 1143 
Brown, Commonwealth v., 631, 751, 754 
Brown, People v., 494, 738, 814 
Brown, State v., 389, 490, 491 
Brown, United States v., 390, 497, 792, 

839, 1060, 1170, 1260, 1283, 1349, 1791 
Browne v. Browne, 168 
Browzin v. Catholic University of 

America, 1374 
Bruce R. Lindsey (Grand Jury 

Testimony), In re, 1813 
Bruno v. United States, 1664, 1665 
Brunson, State v., 488 
Brusgulis, Commonwealth v., 1014 
Bruton v. United States, 722, 725, 745, 

748, 917, 1481 
Bryan, United States v., 1777, 1794, 1826 
Bryant v. State, 449, 798 
Buchanan v. American Motors Corp., 

1330 
Buchanan, United States v., 243, 267, 

1266 
Buckner, United States v., 1024 
Buie, People v., 815 
Builders Steel Co. v. Commissioner, 1171 
Bullcoming v. New Mexico, 950, 953, 960 
Buller, State v., 1187 
Bulova Watch Co., Inc. v. K. Hattori & 

Co., Ltd., 1505 
Bumper v. North Carolina, 1393 
Burg v. United States, 487 
Burgeon v. State, 1070 
Burgett v. Texas, 493 
Burgman v. United States, 217 
Burgos, United States ex rel. v. 

O’Sullivan, 1690 
Burke, State v., 528 
Burke, United States ex rel. v. Greer, 

1666 
Burke, United States v., 1069 
Burkhead, United States v., 115 
Burnett v. Reyes, 1414 
Burns v. Bombard, 171 
Burns v. Clusen, 653 
Burns v. State, 43 
Burpee, State v., 12 
Burreson, United States v., 222 
Burroughs, United States v., 1515 
Burton v. Oldfield, 353 
Burtrum, United States v., 1793 
Burzynski, United States v., 1801 
Bush v. Jackson, 692 
Bush v. United States, 1378 
Bush, People v., 593 
Butcher v. Kentucky, 84 
Butcher, United States v., 1170 
Butler v. Butler, 563 
Butler, Commonwealth v., 338, 478, 547 



xxxiv TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Butler, People v., 692 
Butner, State v., 414 
Butterworth v. Smith, 1846 
Butterworth, United States v., 631 
Button, In re Estate of, 1409 
Buzynski v. Oliver, 1371 
Byington, In re, 894 
Byrd, United States v., 1780, 1788 
C & S Airline v. Waterman, Steamship 

Lines, 1836 
C.H.O.B. Associates, Inc. v. Board of 

Assessors of Nassau County, 1521 
C.I.A. v. Sims, 1836 
Cabezudo v. New York’s Eldorado, 1115 
Cabrera, People v., 1022 
Cabrera, United States v., 468 
Caine, Commonwealth v., 437 
Cairns, United States v., 1170 
Calage v. University of Tennessee, 1321 
Caldwell v. State, 167 
Caldwell, United States v., 299 
Calhoun, United States v., 1170 
Califano v. Goldfarb, 1548 
Califano v. Webster, 1548 
California v. Byers, 1596 
California v. Green, 620, 636, 677, 917 
California v. Trombetta, 311, 313 
Call, United States v., 541, 543 
Calleia, State v., 833 
Callister’s, Matter of, 334 
Calloway v. Wainwright, 1666 
Calvert v. Katy Taxi, Inc., 1379 
Cambindo Valencia, United States v., 215 
Cameron, United States v., 1781 
Caminetti v. United States, 1666 
Campa, United States v., 1537 
Campbell v. Mincey, 1573 
Campbell v. United States, 1253, 1254 
Campbell, State v., 914, 915 
Campbell, United States v., 475, 1619 
Campbell’s Will, In re, 433 
Campobello, People v., 1818 
Capelouto v. Kaiser Foundation 

Hospitals, 822 
Capers, United States v., 1821 
Capital Traction Company v. Hof, 1375 
Caplin & Drysdale, Chartered v. United 

States, 1707, 1708, 1712 
Caporale, United States v., 1821 
Capozzi, United States v., 1846 
Cappo, State v., 497 
Caranta v. Pioneer Home Improvements, 

Inc., 113 
Carbone, United States v., 209 
Carboni, United States v., 1004 
Carcamo-Flores v. INS, 1409 
Carden v. McConnell, 278 
Cardillo, United States v., 424 
Cardinal, United States v., 1078 
Carey v. Population Services 

International, 1548, 1551 
Carfora, People v., 1805 

Carl v. Children’s Hospital, 1688 
Carlin, People v., 986, 989 
Carlsen, State v., 573 
Carlson v. Benton, 204 
Carlson, State v., 103, 696 
Carlson, United States v., 1647 
Carman v. McDonnell Douglas Corp., 

1819 
Carmell v. Texas, 342 
Carmelo, People v., 109 
Carmichael v. Samyang Tire, Inc., 1209 
Carmichael v. Samyang Tires, Inc., 1208 
Carnival Cruise Lines v. Rodriguez, 1282 
Caro, United States v., 697 
Carpenter v. Carpenter, 183 
Carpenter v. Davis, 732 
Carr v. State, 1493 
Carr, United States v., 442, 443, 461 
Carrick v. McFadden, 1090 
Carrillo, United States v., 695 
Carroll v. Morgan, 893 
Carrothers, United States v., 1667 
Carson v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 1428 
Carson, United States v., 1259 
Carter v. Hewitt, 56 
Carter v. Hutto, 181 
Carter v. Kentucky, 26, 1661, 1670 
Carter v. McGinnis, 1573 
Carter v. Parsons, 183 
Carter v. Public Service Coordinated 

Transport, 708 
Carter v. United States, 1251 
Carter v. Yardley & Co., 1109 
Carter, State v., 605 
Carter, United States v., 433, 434, 569, 

999 
Carty v. Thaler, 1780 
Caruso, People v., 966 
Carver v. United States, 223 
Cary, State v., 73 
Casamento, United States v., 751 
Case v. Kelly, 1572 
Casey v. Geek Squad® Subsidiary Best 

Buy Stores, L.P., 276 
Casey v. United States, 1356 
Casey, People v., 494 
Cashin v. N.Y., N.H. & H.R.R. Co., 853 
Cassiere, United States v., 894 
Castaneda v. Partida, 80, 105 
Castello v. Cassidy, 1559 
Castillo, People v., 1041 
Castillo, United States v., 500, 647, 1306 
Castro, People v., 490 
Castro, State v., 1000 
Catabran, United States v., 239, 766 
Caterpillar Tractor Co. v. Illinois 

Pollution Control Board, 1569 
Cathey, United States v., 492 
Cavanaugh, People v., 44 
Cavazos v. Smith, 1233 
Cavness, State v., 69 
Ceballos, United States v., 1218 



 TABLE OF CASES xxxv 

 

  

Cedar Rapids, City of v. Cox, 1510 
Celotex v. Catrett, 109 
Central of Georgia Railway v. Reeves, 568 
Central R.R. Co. of N.J. v. Monahan, 411, 

1164 
Certain Underwriters at Lloyd’s London 

v. Sinkovich, 773 
Certified Environmental Services, 

Inc., United States v., 440 
CFTC v. Collins, 1613 
Chace v. Loisel, 305 
Chahoon v. Commonwealth, 1743 
Chaidez, United States v., 111 
Chaika v. Vandenberg, 1426 
Chambers v. Maroney, 1496 
Chambers v. Mississippi, 198, 311, 322, 

324, 343, 529, 732, 755, 1274 
Chan, United States v., 255 
Chance v. E.I. Du Pont De Nemours & 

Co., Inc., 1571 
Chandler v. State, 1074 
Chaney, United States v., 243, 539 
Chapman v. California, 116, 684, 1274, 

1493, 1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499 
Chapple, State v., 1192 
Charger, State v., 570 
Charlotte Motor Speedway, Inc. v. 

International Ins. Co., 1143 
Charmley v. Lewis, 1121 
Chase, United States v., 1810 
Chatfield, People v., 1175 
Chaunt v. United States, 1397 
Chavez v. Martinez, 1582 
Chavez, State v., 113 
Chavez-Vernaza, United States v., 1849 
Chea, United States v., 1016 
Chemical Corn Exchange Bank & Trust 

Co. v. Frankel, 257 
Cheney v. United States District 

Court for the District of Columbia, 
1839 

Cheryl H., In re, 1232 
Chesapeake & Delaware Canal Co. v. 

United States, 780 
Chevron Corp. v. Pennzoil Co., 1759 
Chew v. New Jersey, 644 
Chew, State v., 644, 645 
Chicago & A. R. Co. v. Industrial Board, 

853 
Chicago & Southern Air Lines, Inc. v. 

Waterman Steamship Corp., 1557 
Chicago and North Western Railway v. 

Kelly, 1151 
Chicago Great Western Railway Co. v. 

McCaffrey, 1690 
Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Pritchard, 12 
Chicago, Great Western Ry. Co. v. 

Beecher, 1171 
Chicago, M. & St. P. R. Co. v. Harrelson, 

459 
Childress, State v., 1527 
Chischilly, United States v., 1223 

Chnapkova v. Koh, 497 
Chouinard v. Shaw, 183 
Christensen v. State, 69 
Christensen, State v., 1068 
Christiana Care Health Services, Inc. v. 

Crist, 390 
Christianson, State v., 1470 
Christophersen v. Allied-Signal 

Corp., 1288 
Church of Scientology of Cal. v. United 

States, 1772 
Church v. West, 417 
Ciccarelli v. Gichner Systems Group, Inc., 

752 
Cimino v. Raymark Indus., 76 
Cintolo, United States v., 1659 
Cisarik v. Palos Community Hosp., 148, 

207 
Cisneros-Guterriez, United States v., 634 
Claffey v. Claffey, 181 
Clardy, United States v., 1269 
Clark v. Arizona, 326 
Clark v. City of L.A., 772 
Clark v. Clabaugh, 791 
Clark v. Gibbons, 1240 
Clark v. Meyer, 331 
Clark v. South Central Bell Telephone 

Co., 1568 
Clark v. State, 1752 
Clark v. United States, 1746, 1830 
Clark, Commonwealth v., 217, 1406 
Clark, In re, 1781 
Clark, State v., 162 
Clarke, United States v., 905 
Clay v. Sun Insurance Office Limited, 

1571 
Claybrook v. Acreman, 811 
Clayton, United States v., 205 
Clemons, State v., 1121 
Cleveland C., C. & I. R. Co. v. Newell, 853 
Cleveland, People v., 1792 
Clopten, State v., 300 
Clough v. North Central Gas Co., 284 
Cloutier, State v., 70 
Clutchette v. Rushen, 1721 
Coakley, People v., 109 
Cobb v. Commonwealth, 275 
Coburn, State v., 183 
Cochran v. Stein, 254 
Cochran, United States v., 1687 
Cochrane v. Great Atlantic & Pacific Tea 

Co., 74 
Coddington’s Will, In re, 1802 
Coffman, United States v., 1532 
Cohen v. Beneficial Industrial Loan 

Corp., 1770 
Cohen v. Jenkintown Cab Co., 1692 
Cohen v. Maine Sch. Admin. Dist. No. 71, 

577 
Cohen v. United States, 399 
Cohen, United States v., 479 
Coil v. United States, 425 



xxxvi TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Colarco, People v., 392, 461 
Cole v. Arkansas, 1499 
Cole v. Cole, 729 
Cole, People v., 981, 1023 
Coleman, Commonwealth v., 809, 815 
Coleman, People v., 526 
Coles v. Harsch, 464 
Colling v. Treweek, 274 
Collins v. Collins, 797 
Collins v. Commonwealth, 340 
Collins v. Texas Company, 699 
Collins v. Wayne Corp., 116, 709 
Collins, People v., 75, 92, 93, 390 
Collins, R. v., 285 
Collins, United States v., 300 
Collup, People v., 465 
Colonial Leasing Company of New 

England, Inc. v. Logistics Control 
Group International, 1569 

Colon-Ledee, United States v., 491 
Colorado Supreme Court, United States 

v., 1697 
Colorado v. Spring, 1616 
Colorado, People v., 474 
Columbia & P.S. Ry. v. Hawthorne, 1131 
Combs v. Commonwealth, 423, 425 
Comer v. State, 867 
Commanche, United States v., 1017 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission 

v. Weintraub, 1760 
Commonwealth, Department of Highways 

v. Ward, 690 
Communist Party v. Subversive Activities 

Control Board, 1515 
Compeau, People v., 1685 
Compton v. Subaru of America, Inc., 1209 
Condel v. Savo, 1124 
Cone, United States v., 771 
Congdon, Commonwealth v., 1853 
Coniglio, People v., 868 
Conley v. Gibson, 1342 
Conley v. Mervis, 432, 433 
Conn, United States v., 1160, 1161 
Connecticut Mutual Life Ins. Co. v. 

Hillmon, 843 
Connecticut v. Johnson, 1481, 1482, 1495, 

1497, 1498 
Connecticut v. Teal, 1087 
Conner v. Seattle, R. & S. Ry. Co., 780 
Conrad, United States v., 718 
Contemporary Mission Inc. v. Famous 

Music Corp., 105 
Conti v. State, 271 
Continental Oil Co. v. United States, 

1743 
Contractor Utility Sales Co. v. Certain-

Teed Products Corp., 700, 707 
Contreras-Saldana, United States v., 475 
Convertino v. U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1597 
Cook, State v., 389 
Coonrod v. Madden, 272 
Cooper v. Dupnik, 1583 

Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings, In re, 
1736 

Coppedge v. United States, 973 
Coppolino v. State, 450, 1186 
Copsey, People v., 307 
Cora Pub, Inc. v. Continental Casualty 

Co., 66 
Corbitt v. New Jersey, 1146 
Corby, State v., 1418 
Corder v. Indiana, 1805 
Cordoba, United States v., 541, 543 
Corliss, Commonwealth v., 184 
Corn v. Zant, 1481 
Cortellesso, United States v., 209 
Cortes v. Baltimore Insular Line, Inc., 

1447 
Cortez, United States v., 103 
Cosentino, United States v., 441, 442, 

446, 447 
Cosgrove v. Merrell Dow 

Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 894 
Costakos, State v., 1070 
Costner, United States v., 218, 222, 225 
Cottle v. Johnson, 853 
Couch v. United States, 1621, 1622, 1624, 

1628 
Counselman v. Hitchcock, 1600, 1651 
County Court of Ulster County v. 

Allen, 1370, 1419, 1458, 1475, 1476, 
1477, 1497 

Coursey v. Broadhurst, 486 
Cowans, People v., 166 
Cox v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 1423 
Cox v. State, 686 
Cox, State v., 1002, 1006, 1022 
Cox, United States v., 193, 484 
Coy v. Iowa, 428, 911 
Craig v. Rite Aid Corp., 1834 
Craig, State v., 768 
Cramer v. Theda Clark Memorial Hosp., 

1245 
Crane v. Crest Tankers, Inc., 893 
Crane v. Kentucky, 311, 312, 313, 1389 
Crane, United States v., 1015 
Crawford v. Fayez, 1122 
Crawford v. Washington, 358, 560, 

652, 909, 952, 953, 960, 962, 1301, 1312 
Crawley v. State, 991 
Crawley, State v., 258 
Cree v. Hatcher, 484, 488 
Creech, State v., 1317 
Cressey, State v., 1198, 1232 
Creswell, United States v., 1533 
Crew, People v., 838 
Crimmins, People v., 181 
Crims, State v., 1080 
Critzer, United States v., 1269 
Crocker v. Lee, 204 
Crocker v. United States, 1408 
Cromer, United States v., 961 
Crosby v. Portland Ry. Co., 410 
Cross v. Commonwealth, 355 



 TABLE OF CASES xxxvii 

 

  

Cross, State v., 1065 
Cross, United States v., 1148 
Crouse v. Knights Life Insurance Co., 202 
Crowder, United States v., 999 
Crowson, United States v., 1656 
Crumby, United States v., 543 
Crumpton v. Confederation Life 

Insurance Company, 1085, 1089 
Cruz v. Drezek, 1414 
Cruz v. New York, 723, 917 
Cruz, People v., 704 
Cruz, United States v., 446 
Cruz-Diaz, United States v., 961 
Cuba Railroad Co. v. Crosby, 1570 
Cuevas, People v., 641 
Cummings v. Illinois Cent. R.R. Co., 806, 

870 
Cunningham v. Austin & N.W. Ry. Co., 

1092 
Cunningham, United States v., 978 
Cupp v. Murphy, 104 
Cupp v. Naughton, 1476, 1478, 1483, 

1486, 1488, 1491 
Curcio v. United States, 1623, 1634 
Cureton, United States v., 978 
Curley v. United States, 63, 1376 
Currier, United States v., 1372 
Curro, United States v., 718 
Curry v. American Enka, Inc., 152 
Curtin, United States v., 1046 
Curtis v. Miller, 853 
Curtis, United States v., 1061, 1062 
Cuyler v. Sullivan, 1496 
Cwach v. United States, 258 
Cyr v. J. I. Case Co., 1134 
D.C., State in Interest of, 563 
D.I. Chadbourne Inc. v. Superior Court, 

1735 
D’Oench, Duhme & Co. v. FDIC, 1848 
Dabb, People v., 208 
Daghita, People v., 1788 
Daigle v. Hall, 1853 
Daileda, United States v., 513 
Dallas County Commission, United 

States v., 1545 
Dallas County v. Commercial Union 

Assurance Co., 667, 907 
Dallas Railway & Terminal Co. v. 

Farnsworth, 1091 
Dalton, People v., 340 
Daly, United States v., 1303, 1304, 1306, 

1309 
Dames & Moore v. Regan, 1558 
Damrah, United States v., 1200, 1201 
Dancy, United States v., 792 
Danehy, United States v., 535 
Dang Vang v. Vang Xiong X. Toyed, 1198, 

1304 
Daniels v. Twin Oaks Nursing Home, 66 
Daniels, United States v., 1045 
Dantonio, State v., 1524, 1525 

Danville Tobacco Ass’n v. Bryant-Buckner 
Associates, Inc., 1326 

Danzey, United States v., 994 
Darling, State v., 498 
Darrow v. Gunn, 1688 
Dartez v. Owens-Illinois, Inc., 708 
Daubert v. Merrell Dow 

Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 79, 255, 259, 
323, 325, 540, 1156, 1176, 1199, 1206, 
1208, 1213, 1215, 1216, 1526 

Davenport v. Ourisman-Mandell 
Chevrolet, Inc., 276 

David by Berkeley v. Pueblo Supermarket 
of St. Thomas, 801 

Davidson v. Cornell, 853 
Davidson v. State, 171 
Davidson, People v., 1526 
Davis v. Alaska, 423, 471, 630, 1082 
Davis v. Craven, 1338 
Davis v. Memorial Hosp., 1241 
Davis v. State, 85, 355 
Davis v. United States, 1356, 1360 
Davis v. Washington, 876, 877, 923, 927, 

960, 1312 
Davis, People v., 692, 1043, 1175 
Davis, State v., 1383 
Davis, United States v., 791, 1138, 

1275, 1533, 1753 
Dawson v. Chrysler, 892 
Dawson, In re Marriage of, 1511 
Day, United States v., 857 
Daye, Commonwealth v., 640 
De Baillet-Latour v. De Baillet-Latour, 

147, 343 
De La Jara, United States v., 1760 
De Leon v. State, 1823 
De Long v. Erie County, 1173 
De Los Santos v. Superior Court, 1823 
De Lucia, People v., 182 
De Lucia, United States ex rel. v. 

McMann, 182 
Deadmond, People v., 1803 
Dean, United States v., 1645, 1646 
DeCarbo v. Borough of Ellwood City, 113 
DeCicco, United States v., 995 
Deckard, United States v., 1566 
DeCologero, United States v., 1763 
Deeb, United States v., 905 
Defore, People v., 1624 
Deitchman v. E.R. Squibb and Sons, Inc., 

1331 
Del Monte Corp. v. Stark & Son 

Wholesale, Inc., 776 
Delair v. McAdoo, 812 
Delaney v. District of Columbia, 361 
Delaney v. Superior Court, 1821 
Delaney v. United States, 399, 401 
Delaplane, United States v., 154 
DeLaveaga, Estate of, 593 
Delaware v. Fensterer, 637 
Delaware v. Van Arsdall, 312, 424, 637, 

638, 1495, 1496, 1498 



xxxviii TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

DeLeon, United States v., 960 
Dellinger, In re, 175 
DeLoach v. Myers, 1692 
DeLoach, United States v., 704 
Delph, People v., 1780, 1791 
Delvecchio, United States v., 850 
DelVecchio, United States v., 1389 
deMars v. Equitable Life Assurance Soc’y, 

905 
Demauro, United States v., 1735 
Denham v. Deeds, 425 
Dennis v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 367 
Dennis v. United States, 1567 
Dennis, United States v., 527, 1070 
Denson v. Stack, 1198 
Denver City Tramway Co. v. Lomovt, 

456 
Derr v. Safeway Stores, Inc., 190 
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line Railroad Co. 

v. United States, 1409 
Deutch v. United States, 1346 
DeVaugn, United States v., 993 
DeVoss v. State, 1006 
Dhinsa, United States v., 880 
Dick v. United States, 699 
Dickinson v. Mailliard, 1281 
Dickson v. United States, 431 
DiDomenico, United States v., 1173 
Dierks Lumber & Coal Co. v. Tollett, 1143 
Dietrich, People v., 28 
DiGiacomo, Commonwealth v., 795 
DiGiacomo, United States ex rel. v. 

Franzen, 94 
Dike v. Dike, 1690, 1705 
Dillard v. State, 982 
DiMaria, United States v., 830 
DiNapoli, United States v., 658, 673 
Dingler, King v., 874 
Dinkins, People v., 258 
Dinkins, United States v., 870, 880, 882 
Dinnan, In re, 1832 
Disabled American Veterans v. Crabb, 

403, 405 
Disbrow, United States v., 696 
Dishmey, United States v., 229 
District Attorney’s Office for the Third 

Judicial District v. Osborne, 70 
District Court, People v., 358 
District of Columbia v. Armes, 307 
District of Columbia v. Clawans, 471 
Diversified Industries, Inc. v. Meredith, 

1727, 1736, 1760 
Dixon v. United States, 490, 1372 
Dixon, People v., 1822 
Dixon, United States v., 116 
Doali-Miller v. Supervalu, Inc., 797 
Dobbins v. State, 1689 
Dobbs, State v., 879, 881 
Doe ex rel. Rudy-Glanzer v. Glanzer, 

1105, 1108 
Doe v. Doe, 1513 
Doe v. Marselle, 1803 

Doe v. United States, 1620, 1673 
Doe, In re, 1793 
Doe, United States v., 1147, 1628, 1631, 

1632, 1634, 1659, 1724 
Dole v. Carter, 1557 
Dolliole, United States v., 999 
Doman v. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., 

278 
Dombrowski, State v., 1686 
Domville v. State, 305 
Donaldson v. United States, 1730 
Donnelly v. United States, 739 
Dooley v. Commonwealth, 1526 
Dorathy, State v., 158 
Dorf v. Relles, 1248 
Dorrikas, People v., 1064 
Dorsey v. Chapman, 420 
Dorsey, People v., 1791, 1792 
Doss, United States v., 1568 
Dotson, United States v., 507 
Douglas Oil Co. of Cal. v. Petrol Stops 

Northwest, 1830, 1846 
Douglas v. Alabama, 917 
Douglass v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 43 
Dowdney v. Shadix, 562 
Dowling v. United States, 1024, 1040 
Downing, United States v., 1181, 1183, 

1202, 1211 
Doxtator v. Swarthout, 407 
Doyle v. Ohio, 461, 466 
Doyle v. Reeves, 1692 
Dr. John Doe, In re, 1645 
Draiman, United States v., 709 
Dravecz, Commonwealth v., 695 
Dreier v. United States, 1630 
Drew v. United States, 1043 
Drews, United States v., 446 
Drexler v. Seaboard System R.R., 1298 
Driver, State v., 72 
Drovers National Bank v. Great 

Southwest Fire Ins. Co., 1559 
Drury, United States v., 535 
Druse, People v., 967 
Dube, State v., 254 
Dudley, State v., 516 
Duffy v. National Janitorial Services, 

Inc., 107 
Duffy, United States v., 267 
Dugan v. Commonwealth, 547 
Dugan v. EMS Helicopters, Inc., 707 
Dukagjini, United States v., 1166, 1199, 

1201, 1302, 1306, 1307, 1308, 1311, 
1312, 1313 

Duke v. State, 171 
Duke, In re Will of, 271 
Duke, State v., 467 
Duling v. Bluefield Sanitarium, Inc., 

1176, 1246 
Duncan v. Cammell, Larid & Co., 1851 
Duncan v. Louisiana, 1381 
Duncan v. Smith, 731 
Duncan, United States v., 778, 1199 



 TABLE OF CASES xxxix 

 

  

Dunham v. Pannell, 460 
Dunkle, Commonwealth v., 516 
Dunkley, State v., 1690 
Duplan Corp. v. Deering Milliken, Inc., 

1728 
Duran, People v., 570, 582 
Durflinger v. Artiles, 206 
Durham v. United States, 1250, 1534 
Durham, United States v., 1161, 1165 
Dutton v. Evans, 628, 745, 875, 914, 917 
Dyal, State v., 1803 
Dyer v. Commonwealth, Ky., 90 
Dyer v. MacDougall, 108 
E.I. du Pont de Nemours v. Berkley & 

Co., Inc., 1351 
E.I. duPont De Nemours & Co., United 

States v., 279 
Eagle Compressors, Inc. v. HEC 

Liquidating Corp., 1760 
Eagleburger v. Emerson Elec. Co., 1110 
Eakins v. Nash, 688 
Ealey v. State, 389 
Earp, State v., 381 
East Kentucky Rural Electric Co-op. 

Corp. v. Phelps, 690 
East Tennessee, V. & G. Ry. Co. v. Daniel, 

454 
East v. Romine, Inc., 1454 
Easterday v. State, 368 
Eastover Bank v. Hall, 404, 406 
Ebens, United States v., 569, 1035 
Ebron, United States v., 753 
Eckman, State v., 1080 
Edelman, United States v., 446 
Edelstein v. Roskin, 1562 
Eden Toys, Inc. v. Marshall Field & Co., 

1536 
Edgington v. United States, 1050 
Edmunds, State v., 1233 
Edney, People v., 1805, 1846 
Edney, United States ex rel. v. Smith, 

1741, 1767, 1800 
Edwards v. Druien, 593 
Edwards, Commonwealth v., 867 
Edwards, People v., 740, 807, 978, 1816 
Edwards, United States v., 441, 442, 446, 

1442 
Een v. Consolidated Freightways, 

113, 1170 
EEOC v. Associated Dry Goods Corp., 

1455, 1828 
EEOC v. Franklin and Marshall College, 

1826, 1829 
EEOC v. Shell Oil Co., 1828, 1829 
EEOC v. University of Notre Dame Du 

Lac, 1826 
Efird, State v., 1803 
Egbert, Matter of Estate of, 888 
Egede-Nissen v. Crystal Mountain, Inc., 

588 
Eichner, In re, 1408 
Eisenberg v. Gagnon, 1744 

Eisenberg v. United States, 630 
Eisenberg, People v., 207 
El-Amin, United States ex rel. v. George 

Washington Univ., 272 
Elcock v. Kmart Corp., 1107 
Eleck, State v., 257 
Electronic Frontier Foundation v. U.S. 

Dep’t of Justice, 1845 
Elgin v. Dept. of Treasury, 1551 
Eliasen v. Hamilton, 1333 
Elkins v. United States, 1778 
Elkins, United States v., 1297 
Elksnis, United States ex rel. v. Gilligan, 

1338, 1339 
Elliott, People v., 1051 
Ellis v. Capps, 481 
Ellis v. City of Chicago, 390 
Ellis v. International Playtex Inc., 791 
Ellis v. Miller Oil Purchasing Co., 1286 
Ellis v. United States, 1616 
Ellis, State v., 413 
Elms v. Kansas City Public Service Co., 

737 
Elsberg, State v., 109 
Ely, People v., 216 
Elysee, People v., 1803 
Emerald Investments L.P. v. Allmerica 

Financial Life Insurance & Annuity 
Co., 1219 

Emery, United States v., 991 
Emich Motors Corp. v. General Motors 

Corp., 1520 
Emmanuel, State v., 1743 
Emmett v. Regions Bank, 272 
Engle v. Koehler, 1495 
English, Ky., Commonwealth v., 89 
Enjady, United States v., 1024, 1105 
Ennis, Commonwealth v., 1852, 1853 
Enright, United States v., 717 
Environmental Protection Agency v. 

Mink, 1836 
Enyart v. People, 151 
Eppendorf v. Brooklyn City & Newtown 

R.R. Co., 1115 
Erdos, United States v., 1565 
Erie R.R. v. Tompkins, 332, 1850 
Errington, Commonwealth v., 437 
Escudero, People v., 1033 
Eskow, United States v., 213 
Espeaignnette v. Gene Tierney Co., 1133 
Esposito v. United States, 1686 
Esposito, United States v., 71 
Esser v. Brophey, 1142 
Estabrook, State v., 467 
Estelle v. McGuire, 1046 
Estelle v. Smith, 1610 
Estelle v. Williams, 1047 
Estes, United States v., 1788, 1790 
Estrada, United States v., 491 
Esty v. O’Neal, 259 
Etheridge, United States v., 867 
Ethyl Corp. of America v. EPA, 1553 



xl TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Euge, United States v., 1730 
Evans v. Superior Court, 299 
Evans v. Tanner, 776 
Evans, United States v., 1349 
Evans-Smith v. Commonwealth, 581 
Evansville School Corp. v. Price, 202 
Everett, State v., 427, 814 
Ewings, United States v., 530 
Ewoldt, People v., 1014 
Exum v. General Elec. Co., 1110 
Ezzell, United States v., 1016 
FAA v. Landy, 1259 
Fadayini, United States v., 200 
Falsetta v. California, 1022 
Falsetta, People v., 1022 
Farber, In re, 327 
Faretta v. California, 315, 316, 395 
Farm Bureau Mut. Ins. Co. v. Horne, 607 
Farmer, United States v., 1712 
Farmers Union Oil Co. v. Wood, 254 
Farnam, State v., 855 
Farner v. Paccar, Inc., 1110 
Farr v. Superior Court, 1821 
Farr v. Zoning Board, 278 
Farrell v. Czarnetzky, 1369 
Fatico, United States v., 1394 
Fausek v. White, 1744 
Fearwell, United States v., 491 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. v. 

Glickman, 665 
Federal Union Surety Co. v. Indiana 

Lumber & Manufacturing Co., 272 
Fedex Ground Package System v. Futch, 

488 
Feld v. Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co., 1702 
Feldman, United States v., 668 
Feliciano, United States v., 1304, 1308 
Felix, United States v., 1041 
Feliz, United States v., 1309 
Fellows v. Moynihan, 1833 
Felty v. State, 411 
Fenberg v. Rosenthal, 1142 
Feng Juan Lu, United States v., 1632 
Fenner v. General Motors Corp., 66 
Ferensic v. Birkett, 320 
Ferguson v. Georgia, 314, 315 
Ferko v. Nat’l Ass’n For Stock Car Auto 

Racing, Inc., 1744 
Ferrara v. Galluchio, 568 
Ferrebee v. Boggs, 737 
Fiddler, State v., 1789 
Fielding v. State, 1499 
Fields v. Peyton, 1406 
Figueroa, United States v., 474, 992, 

1045 
Filippelli v. St. Mary’s Hospital, 889 
Filippelli v. United States, 1052 
Finch v. Weiner, 428 
Fine v. Moomjian, 530 
Finkelstein, People v., 1535 
Finken v. Elm City Brass Co., 429, 430 
Finkle, State v., 1522 

Finnegan v. Fall River Gas Works Co., 
1297 

Fiore, People v., 1014 
Firemen’s Fund Ins. Co. v. Thien, 851 
Fish, State v., 1074 
Fisher v. United States, 1581, 1621, 

1673, 1721, 1722, 1723, 1746 
Fisher, United States v., 1554, 1780 
Fisk Tire Co. v. Hastings Warehouse & 

Storage Co., 195 
Fitzer v. Bloom, 451 
Fitzgerald v. A.L. Burbank & Co., 1378 
Fitzgerald, People v., 1822 
Flanagan, United States v., 155, 823 
Flaxman, People v., 1525, 1526 
Flecha, United States v., 696 
Fleischman, United States v., 1353 
Flesher, State v., 814 
Fletcher v. Weir, 466, 697 
Fletcher v. Western National Life Ins. 

Co., 1143 
Fleury v. Edwards, 666 
Flores v. State, 349 
Floyd, Commonwealth v., 640 
Foley, United States v., 285 
Font-Ramirez, United States v., 216 
Ford Motor Co. v. Auto Supply Co., Inc., 

776, 777 
Ford, Matter of, 1786 
Foret, State v., 1232 
Forte v. Schiebe, 255 
Fortes v. Sacramento Municipal Court 

District, 1783 
Fortier v. Dona Anna Plaza Partners, 823 
Forty, State v., 259 
Fosher, United States v., 640 
Foster v. California, 297 
Foster v. Cheek, 731 
Foster v. Sol Greisler & Sons, Inc., 389 
Foster, United States v., 673, 675 
Fountain v. United States, 216, 217 
Four Corners Helicopters, Inc. v. 

Turbomeca, S.A., 191 
Fowler, United States v., 348 
Fox v. Kane-Miller Corp., 1505 
Fox v. Reil, 253 
Fox v. State, 353 
Francis v. Franklin, 1366, 1367, 1473, 

1493, 1497 
Francis v. United States, 1833 
Francis, Commonwealth v., 300 
Franco, United States v., 764 
Frank, United States v., 425 
Franklin, United States v., 668 
Franks, United States v., 259 
Franzen v. Shenk, 1686 
Frase v. Henry, 1120 
Frazier v. Frazier, 1414 
Frazier, United States v., 154 
Freedom Wireless, Inc. v. Boston 

Communications Group, Inc., 1159 
Freeman v. Metro. Life Ins. Co., 577 



 TABLE OF CASES xli 

 

  

Freeman v. Saxton, 730 
Freeman, People v., 495 
Freeman, State v., 1531 
Freeman, United States v., 1166, 1167, 

1276, 1307 
Freidin, United States v., 761, 762 
Fresenius Medical Care Holdings, Inc. v. 

Baxter Int’l, Inc., 1160 
Frey v. Barnes Hosp., 465 
Fried, In re, 1392 
Friedman v. Dresel, 1241 
Friedman v. United States, 1416 
Friedman, United States v., 905 
Friedrich, State v., 1028 
Frierson v. Hines, 478 
Frigaliment Importing Co. v. B.N.S. 

International Sales Corp., 132 
Fritts v. Toledo Terminal R.R., 1378 
Frontiero v. Richardson, 1550 
Frost v. Mayo Clinic, 1174 
Frost, State v., 449 
Frost, United States v., 807 
Frye v. United States, 540, 1177, 1185, 

1223, 1526 
Frye, United States v., 467 
Fuentes, United States v., 215, 216 
Fugitt v. Jones, 1321 
Fuller v. Lemmons, 1316 
Fuller v. State, 978 
Fuller, People v., 527, 906 
Fullilove v. Klutznick, 1544 
Funk v. United States, 471, 1691, 1775 
Furnco Construction Co. v. Waters, 1453, 

1456 
Furtado v. Bishop, 905 
Gacy, People v., 1296 
Gaddis v. State, 981 
Gaddy v. State Board of Registration For 

Healing Arts, 685 
GAF Corporation, United States v., 704 
Gage v. Bozarth, 43 
Gagnon v. Scarpelli, 315, 1397 
Gaines v. Thomas, 659 
Gaines v. United States, 406 
Gainey, United States v., 1460, 1461, 

1465 
Gaipo v. Gaipo, 1571 
Gaitan v. People, 525 
Galbreth, United States v., 542, 1187 
Gallagher, People v., 73 
Galliano, State v., 1069 
Gallo, United States v., 1668 
Galloway v. United States, 1378 
Galvan, State v., 611, 613 
Galvin, Commonwealth v., 437, 650 
Gambler, United States v., 478 
Gannet v. First National State Bank of 

New Jersey, 1705, 1708, 1710 
Gantzer, United States v., 45 
Garaci, People v., 880 
Garber, United States v., 1267, 1269 
Garbincius v. Boston Edison Company, 36 

Garceau v. Woodford, 971, 1047 
Garcia v. State, 367 
Garcia, People v., 1416 
Garcia, State v., 695 
Garcia, United States v., 219, 416, 

1218 
Garden, State v., 183 
Gardner v. Broderick, 1657 
Gardner v. City of Columbia Police 

Department, 278 
Garfole, State v., 1019 
Gargano, State v., 1445 
Garner v. United States, 1586, 1613 
Garner v. Wolfinbarger, 1744 
Garren, State v., 1002 
Garrett v. Commonwealth, 342 
Garrett’s Estate, In re, 1409 
Garrity v. New Jersey, 1657 
Garstang v. Superior Court, 1819 
Garver, State v., 409 
Garvey v. Dickinson College, 1111 
Gary, United States v., 1616 
Garza, United States v., 512 
Gatling, United States v., 716 
Gatzonis, United States v., 1416 
Gaudin, United States v., 418 
Gavigan, State v., 1082 
Gay, State v., 310, 312 
Geders v. United States, 371, 385 
Geiger, United States v., 670, 673, 674 
General Electric Co. v. Joiner, 1207, 1219, 

1220 
General Electric Co. v. Kirkpatrick, 1727 
General Electric Co. v. Wilkins, 348 
General Mills Operations, LLC v. Five 

Star Custom Foods, 793 
Gentile v. County of Suffolk, 791 
Georgalis, United States v., 274 
George v. Celotex Corp., 888 
George, United States v., 827 
Georgia Railroad and Banking Co. v. 

Fitzgerald, 735 
Gerber, People v., 1392 
German v. German, 519 
Gerstein v. Pugh, 1442 
Gettys, Commonwealth v., 426 
Getz v. State, 1033 
Gewin, United States v., 715 
Gezzo, People v., 405 
Ghana Supply Commission v. New 

England Power Co., 1849 
Ghane, United States v., 1810 
Gholston, United States v., 466 
Gibbons, State v., 1046 
Gibson v. Commonwealth, 875 
Gibson v. Pencader Presbyterian Church, 

889 
Gibson v. Von Glahn Hotel Co., 1558 
Gibson, People v., 279 
Gibson, State v., 1802 
Gichner v. Antonio Troiano Tile & Marble 

Co., 737 



xlii TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Gideon v. Wainwright, 1496 
Gigante, United States v., 28 
Giglio v. United States, 1687 
Gilbert v. California, 296, 1618 
Gilbert, United States v., 530, 793 
Giles v. California, 860, 871, 927, 948 
Gillenwater, United States v., 320 
Gilliam v. Foster, 196 
Gilliam, United States v., 51 
Gilliard, United States v., 541 
Gillock, United States v., 1730, 1796 
Gilmore, United States v., 493 
Gilmour v. Strescon Industries, Inc., 738 
Ginsberg v. New York, 1548 
Ginsberg, United States v., 1765 
Gladden v. State, 352 
Glass, United States v., 1810 
Glasser v. United States, 711 
Glasser, United States v., 239 
Glatt v. Feist, 1121 
Glenn v. Dallman, 675 
Glenn, United States v., 807 
Glew v. Cigna Grp. Ins., 277 
Glickstein v. United States, 1658 
Goetsch v. State, 266 
Goichman, United States v., 245, 248 
Gold, State v., 740 
Goldberg v. Kelly, 315 
Goldberger & Dubin, United States 

v., 1706 
Golden Door Jewelry Creations, Inc. v. 

Lloyds Underwriters Non-Marine 
Ass’n, 349 

Goldfarb v. Virginia State Bar, 1708 
Goldstein v. Sklar, 336 
Goldstein, People v., 494, 984 
Gomez, State v., 577 
Gong v. Hirsch, 466 
Gonzales v. Landon, 1397 
Gonzales, Miranda and Ovalle, United 

States v., 1534 
Gonzales, People v., 414 
Gonzalez, In re Extradition of, 1508 
Gonzalez, People v., 162 
Gonzalez-Maldonado, United States v., 

211 
Goodman, United States v., 196 
Goodpastor, United States v., 1657 
Gordon v. State of Idaho, 347 
Gordon v. United States, 474 
Gordon, United States v., 1521 
Gorin v. United States, 209 
Gorman v. Hunt, 203 
Gorra Realty, Inc. v. Jetmore, 181 
Gorton v. Hadsell, 213 
Gosser v. Ohio Valley Water Co., 829 
Gotti, United States v., 895 
Gould, United States v., 1527 
Governale, People v., 968 
Government of Canal Zone v. Burjan, 

1566 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Carino, 
1072 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Gereau, 
1559 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Grant, 
447 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Harris, 
339, 344, 982 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Leonard, 
367 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Riley, 
356 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Scuito, 
367 

Government of Virgin Islands v. 
Testamark, 1521 

Government of Virgin Islands v. Toto, 116 
Gow, People v., 299 
Grabina, United States v., 251 
Grady, United States v., 1567 
Graham v. Pennsylvania Co., 812 
Graham v. Stroh, 733 
Graham v. Wyeth Laboratories, 891 
Grand Forks B. & D. Co. v. Iowa 

Hardware Mut. Ins. Co., 562 
Grand Island Grain Co. v. Roush Mobile 

Home Sales, Inc., 1282 
Grand Jury Empaneled on May 9, 2014, 

In re, 1632 
Grand Jury Empanelled, Feb. 14, 1978, 

Matter of, 1703 
Grand Jury Investigation M.H., In re, 

1648 
Grand Jury Investigation No. 83–2–35, In 

re, 1704 
Grand Jury Investigation of Hugle, In re, 

1787 
Grand Jury Investigation, In re, 1732, 

1755, 1838 
Grand Jury Matter (Brown), In re, 1634 
Grand Jury Matter, In re, 1784 
Grand Jury Matters, Appeal of United 

States, In re, 1704 
Grand Jury Matters, In re, 1712 
Grand Jury No. 86–3 (Will Roberts 

Corp.), In re, 1635 
Grand Jury Proceeding (Cherney), Matter 

of, 1698, 1699, 1701 
Grand Jury Proceeding (Schofield), In re, 

1700 
Grand Jury Proceedings (84–5), In re, 

1780 
Grand Jury Proceedings (Greenberg), In 

re, 1823 
Grand Jury Proceedings (Hermann), In 

re, 1784, 1785 
Grand Jury Proceedings in the Matter of 

Browning Arms Co., In re, 1736 
Grand Jury Proceedings United States, In 

re, 1660 
Grand Jury Proceedings, (Morganstern), 

In re, 1660 



 TABLE OF CASES xliii 

 

  

Grand Jury Proceedings, Appeal of the 
Corporation, In re, 1752 

Grand Jury Proceedings, In re, 155, 1645, 
1646, 1702, 1731, 1824 

Grand Jury Proceedings, No. 4–10, In re, 
1648 

Grand Jury Proceedings, Thursday 
Special Grand Jury September Term, 
1991, In re, 1753 

Grand Jury Proceedings, Unemancipated 
Minor Child, In re, 1823 

Grand Jury Subpoena (Deguerin), In re, 
1698, 1699 

Grand Jury Subpoena Dated April 9, 
1996 (FGJ 96–02), In re v. Smith, 1614, 
1638 

Grand Jury Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Served Upon Randall Underhill, In re, 
1646 

Grand Jury Subpoena Duces Tecum, In 
re, 1838 

Grand Jury Subpoena for Attorney 
Representing Criminal Defendant 
Reyes-Requena I, In re, 1702 

Grand Jury Subpoena for Attorney 
Representing Criminal Defendant 
Reyes-Requena II, In re, 1702 

Grand Jury Subpoena of Ford, In the 
Matter of v. United States, 1783 

Grand Jury Subpoena United States, 
Koecher, In re, 1786 

Grand Jury Subpoena, In re, 1632, 1732, 
1736, 1753 

Grand Jury Subpoena, January 4, 1984, 
In re, 1821 

Grand Jury Subpoena, Matter of, 1743 
Grand Jury Subpoena: United States, In 

re v. Spano, 1647 
Grand Jury Subpoenas Duces Tecum 

Dated June 13, 1983 and June 22, 
1983, In re, 1632, 1646, 1660 

Grand Jury Subpoenas, In re, 1702 
Grand Jury Subpoenas, United States, In 

re v. Hirsch, 1702 
Grand Jury Testimony of Attorney X, In 

re, 1686 
Grand Jury, In re, 1823 
Grant v. United States, 1630 
Granville v. Parsons, 1142 
Graves v. Beto, 104 
Graves v. United States, 1775 
Graves, State v., 692 
Gray v. Board of Higher Education, 1832 
Gray v. Hoffman-La Roche, Inc., 1133 
Gray v. L-M Chevrolet Co., 152 
Gray v. Maryland, 723, 724, 725 
Gray v. State, 271 
Gray, United States v., 880, 1700 
Graybar Elec. Co., Inc. v. Sawyer, 695 
Greater Kansas City Laborers Pension 

Fund v. Thummel, 275 
Green et al. v. Cosby, 1787 

Green v. Bock Laundry Machine Co., 745 
Green v. Georgia, 755 
Green v. State, 519 
Green, People v., 582, 621, 622, 628, 635 
Green, United States v., 93, 479 
Greenberg, United States v., 1374 
Greene v. Lambert, 326 
Greene, State v., 389 
Greenidge, United States v., 484 
Greenwood Utilities Comm’n v. 

Mississippi Power Co., 1293 
Greer v. Miller, 466 
Greer v. United States, 48, 1049, 1054 
Gregg v. Georgia, 1398 
Gregory v. Miami-Dade County, 1821 
Gregory, State v., 310, 312, 1070 
Greinke v. Chicago City Ry. Co., 593 
Greiten v. LaDow, 1111 
Grenadier v. Surface Transp. Corp. of 

N.Y., 1115 
Grievance Committee v. Dacey, 432 
Griffin v. California, 1611, 1663, 1664, 

1669, 1670 
Griffin, People v., 1041 
Griffin, State v., 1295 
Griffin, United States v., 175 
Griffith v. St. Louis-San Francisco Ry., 

402 
Griffith v. State, 84, 86, 87, 1391 
Griffiths v. Big Bear Stores, Inc., 708 
Griggs v. Duke Power Co., 80 
Grimes v. Employers Mut. Liab. Ins. Co., 

205, 206, 207 
Grodsky v. Consolidated Bag Co., 734 
Grose, United States v., 1063 
Grossman, United States v., 894 
Grudt v. City of Los Angeles, 480, 505 
Grunewald v. United States, 1667 
Grunwaldt v. Wisconsin State Highway 

Commission, 278 
Guardia, United States v., 1105, 1107 
Guerra v. Guajardo, 1557 
Guerrero v. Guerrero, 889 
Guerrero-Barajas, United States v., 243 
Guest v. Leis, 1764 
Guice v. State, 193 
Guillette, United States v., 742 
Gumbaytay, United States v., 1688 
Guthrie, State v., 1080 
Gutierrez, People v., 982 
Gutman, United States v., 367 
Guy, State v., 525 
Guyette v. Schmer, 350 
Gyngard, State v., 1781 
Hafford, State v., 805 
Hagan Storm Fence Co. v. Edwards, 1173 
Haider v. Finken, 1121 
Haines v. Liggett Group, Inc., 1754 
Haitz, People v., 692 
Hale v. Hale, 272 
Hale v. Henkel, 1600 
Hale, United States v., 160, 460 



xliv TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Haley v. Byers Transp. Co., 206 
Hall v. Baxter Healthcare Corp., 1326 
Hall v. E.I. DuPont De Nemours & Co., 

1380 
Hall v. General Motors Corp., 188 
Hall v. Kimber, 353 
Hall v. Pierce, 275 
Hall, State v., 469 
Hall, United States v., 159, 475 
Halliburton v. State, 1034 
Halloran v. Virginia Chemicals, Inc., 

1113 
Halper, United States v., 994 
Halsey, United States v., 1393 
Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, 555 
Hamdi & Ibrahim Mango Co. v. Fire 

Association of Philadelphia, 372 
Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 555 
Hames, United States v., 464 
Hamilton, State v., 488 
Hamilton, United States v., 543 
Hamlet, State v., 1846 
Hamling v. United States, 1237, 1536 
Hammon v. Indiana, 923 
Hammond, United States v., 1375 
Hammontree v. Phelps, 1492 
Hammontree, State v., 1492 
Hammoud, United States v., 1200 
Hampton, United States v., 1658 
Hamrick, United States v., 971 
Hancock v. Dodson, 894 
Handley v. Limbaugh, 731 
Haney v. DeSandre, 893 
Hanger Orthopedic Group, Inc. v. 

McMurray, 1788 
Hankins, United States v., 1632 
Hanna Lumber Co. v. Neff, 776 
Hannon, People v., 1049, 1053 
Hansel v. Ford Motor Co., 1246 
Hansen v. Heath, 822 
Hanson v. Johnson, 576 
Hanvy v. State, 1792 
Happy v. Walz, 188 
Hardaway v. City of Des Moines, 1112 
Hardeman v. State, 867 
Harding, United States ex rel. v. Marks, 

1338 
Hardy v. Johns-Manville Sales Corp., 707, 

1380, 1526 
Harley v. United States, 640 
Har-Pen Truck Lines, Inc. v. Mills, 1173 
Harper v. Bolton, 42, 151 
Harper, United States v., 486, 1296 
Harrell, United States v., 743 
Harrington v. California, 723 
Harrington, State v., 491 
Harris Methodist Fort Worth, United 

States v., 1833 
Harris v. New York, 316, 409, 466, 493, 

1659 
Harris v. Thompson, 356 
Harris, Commonwealth v., 796 

Harris, People v., 390, 449 
Harris, State v., 1011 
Harris, United States v., 708 
Harrison v. United Fruit Co., 1570 
Harrison’s Case, 873 
Harrold v. Schluep, 356 
Harshbarger v. Murphy, 1092 
Hart v. Community School Bd., 1326 
Hart, United States v., 186, 187 
Hartfield, United States v., 1372 
Hartley v. Szadkowski, 1114 
Hartman, State v., 88 
Hartmann, United States v., 839 
Harvey v. Aubrey, 1148 
Harvey v. State, 991 
Harvey, United States v., 684 
Haslund v. Seattle, 896 
Hasting, United States v., 1495, 1498 
Hastings v. Ross, 811 
Hatfill v. New York Times Co., 1849 
Hathaway, United States v., 1018 
Havens, United States v., 467 
Hawai’i, State of v. Espiritu, 277 
Hawkins v. Town of Shaw, 105 
Hawkins v. United States, 1774, 1775, 

1776 
Hayes v. Coleman, 1149 
Hayes, United States v., 239, 998, 1810 
Hays, United States v., 1139 
Hazelwood School District v. United 

States, 106 
Healy v. Counts, 1331 
Hearst, United States v., 435, 1261, 1666 
Hebert, Commonwealth v., 109 
Heckmann Corp. Securities Litigation, In 

re, 1705 
Hector, State v., 474 
Hegel, State v., 867 
Heiges, State v., 339 
Heimbach v. Peltz, 201 
Heinlein, United States v., 367 
Heller v. United States, 280 
Hellman v. United States, 1380 
Helm, State v., 1072 
Helminski v. Ayerst Lab., 43 
Hemingway v. Ochsner Clinic, 892 
Hemmings, United States v., 243 
Henderson, People v., 1043, 1566 
Henderson, State v., 298 
Henderson, United States v., 447, 541, 

719, 1848 
Hendrix, State v., 252 
Henning v. Thomas, 479 
Hennis, State v., 1081 
Henriksen v. Cameron, 1314 
Henriod v. Henriod, 149, 180 
Henry v. Kernan, 1806 
Henry v. Lee, 399 
Hensel, United States v., 606 
Henze, State v., 1299 
Hephner, United States v., 193 
Herbst, United States v., 1660 



 TABLE OF CASES xlv 

 

  

Herbster v. North American Co., 73 
Herman, United States v., 1147 
Hernandez v. State of Arizona, 1143 
Hernandez, People v., 834, 838 
Hernandez, United States v., 239 
Hershberger v. Hershberger, 254 
Herzig v. Swift & Co., 270 
Herzog, United States v., 1269 
Hess v. Marinari, 1089 
Hewitt, United States v., 1065 
Hickey v. Settlemier, 574 
Hickey, United States v., 353 
Hickman v. Pace, 692 
Hickman v. Taylor, 1328, 1727, 1729, 

1730, 1736 
Hicks Co., Inc. v. Commissioner, 658 
Hicks v. Graphery, 335 
Hicks v. Hicks, 1789 
Hicks v. State, 529 
Hidalgo, United States v., 255 
Hieng, United States v., 556, 558, 651, 

816, 906 
Higginbotham, State v., 742 
Higgins v. Martin Marietta Corp., 776 
Higgs, Commonwealth v., 1073 
Highland Underwriters Ins. Co. v. Helm, 

204 
High-Plains Cooperative v. Stevens, 393 
Hildebrand v. Chicago, B. & Q. R. R., 

1427 
Hildebrandt, People v., 1526 
Hill, People v., 967, 968 
Hill, United States v., 515, 1068, 1790 
Hilscher v. State, 367 
Hilton, Successions of, 284 
Hilyer v. Howat Concrete Co., 806 
Himelwright, United States v., 969, 1017 
Hinds v. John Hancock Mutual Life 

Insurance Co., 1422, 1432 
Hine, In re, 593 
Hines v. Consolidated Rail Corporation, 

1203 
Hines v. Superior Court, 1675 
Hines, United States v., 764 
Hing Shair Chan, United States of 

America v., 756 
Hinkson, United States v., 499 
Hinote v. Aluminum Co. of America, 1803 
Hiram Ricker & Sons v. Students 

Intern’l Meditation Soc’y, 1135 
Hiser, People v., 547 
Hiss, United States v., 513 
Hitch v. Superior Court, 1720 
Hoadley v. Northern Transportation Co., 

1851 
Hobbs, State v., 1060 
Hodges v. Attorney General, State of 

Florida, 880 
Hoffa v. United States, 1762 
Hoffer, State v., 1007 
Hoffman v. United States, 400, 1593, 

1669, 1724 

Hogan v. AT&T, 1111 
Holden, United States v., 224 
Holland v. First National Bank of 

Brewton, 1127 
Holland v. State, 579 
Holland v. United States, 63 
Holland, People v., 1039 
Holland, United States v., 114 
Hollis v. Smith, 1399, 1400 
Hollow Horn, United States v., 1026 
Holloway v. Arkansas, 1496 
Hollywood Baptist Church v. State 

Highway Dept., 1318 
Holmes v. Goldsmith, 12 
Holmes v. South Carolina, 309 
Holmes, State v., 309, 491 
Holmes, United States v., 961 
Holmquist v. Farm Family Casualty 

Insurance Co., 655 
Holt v. Pariser, 1562 
Holt v. United States, 1400 
Home Insurance Co. v. Allied Telephone 

Co., 731 
Hood, State v., 767 
Hoosman, State v., 513 
Hoover v. State, 368 
Hopper v. Evans, 1497, 1498 
Horace, People v., 258 
Horak, as Special Administrator of 

The Estate of Benzinger v. Building 
Services Industrial Sales Company, 
884 

Horn v. State of Oklahoma, 1022 
Horn, United States v., 1698, 1700 
Horsley, State v., 906 
Horta v. Sullivan, 575 
Horvath v. West Bend Mutual Insurance, 

492 
Horwitz, United States v., 116, 1660 
Hoselton v. Metz Baking Co., 776 
Hotchkiss’ Will, In re, 430 
House, United States v., 1349 
Housman v. Fiddyment, 1173 
Houston Oxygen Co. v. Davis, 811 
Hovey v. See, 735 
Howard, State v., 678, 1060 
Howard, United States v., 976 
Howell v. Jones, 1703 
Hoxhallari v. Gonzales, 1515 
Hoyos, United States v., 740 
Hubbard v. State, 1045 
Hubbard, People v., 259 
Hubbell, United States v., 1596, 1629 
Huddleston v. Herman & MacLean, 1266 
Huddleston v. United States, 749, 

1034, 1105 
Hudiburgh v. Palvic, 107 
Hudson, Historical Treatises as Evidence, 

889 
Hudson, United States v., 464 
Huff v. United States, 971 



xlvi TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Huff v. White Motor Corp., 114, 709, 899, 
900, 906 

Hughes v. General Motors Corporation, 
193 

Hughes v. United States, 1529 
Hughes, Commonwealth v., 1629, 1722 
Hughes, People v., 318 
Hulbert, State v., 1068 
Hunt v. Blackburn, 1691, 1746 
Hunt, State v., 696 
Hunt, United States v., 676 
Hunter v. State, 846, 1074 
Huntley, People v., 1392 
Hunydee v. United States, 1743 
Hurd, People v., 1061 
Hurd, State v., 317 
Hurlburt v. Bussemey, 429 
Hurst v. State, 201 
Hurt, Commonwealth v., 1054 
Hutson, United States v., 239 
Hutto v. Ross, 1148 
Hutton v. City of Martinez, 1801 
Hynix Semiconductor Inc. v. Rambus 

Inc., 1159, 1162 
Iaconetti, United States v., 900 
Iacullo, United States v., 974 
Idaho v. Wright, 358, 1313 
Ilacqua, United States v., 1399 
Illinois Central Gulf R.R. v. Ishee, 190 
Illinois Central R.R. Co. v. Lowery, 811 
Impounded Case (Law Firm), In re, 1753 
Impounded, In re, 1753 
Inadi, United States v., 721 
Ince, United States v., 521 
Industrial Comm’n of Colorado v. Diveley, 

803 
Ing, People v., 436 
Ingalls v. Holleman, 388 
Ingraham, United States v., 1039 
Ingredient Technology Corp., United 

States v., 1268 
Inman v. Harper, 822 
Inmates, D.C. Jail v. Jackson, 1520 
Inoue, United States v., 202 
INS v. Cardoza Fonseca, 1409 
INS v. Stevic, 1408 
Insight Technology, Inc. v. SureFire, LLC, 

1160 
Interlake Iron Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 66 
International Adhesive Coating v. Bolton 

Emerson International, Inc., 1316 
International Free and Accepted Modern 

Masons v. Most Worshipful Prince Hall 
Grand Lodge, Free & Accepted Masons, 
Etc., 889 

International Harvester Co. v. 
Ruckelshaus, 1553 

International Life Insurance Co. v. 
Sorteberg, 284 

International Security Life Ins. Co. v. 
Melancon, 1090 

Investigation Before April 1975 Grand 
Jury, In re, 1845 

Iowa, State of v. Nelson, 1000 
Irene, Commonwealth v., 797 
Iron Shell, United States v., 826 
Irons, United States v., 1788 
Irvin v. State, 1537 
Irvin, United States v., 777 
Irvine v. California, 217, 1355 
Irvine, Ex parte, 1594 
Irwin v. Peals, 284 
Irwin, Commonwealth v., 1074 
Isaacs v. National Bank of Commerce of 

Seattle, 168 
Isaacs v. United States, 112 
Ishler v. Cook, 188 
Island Directory Co., v. Iva’s Kinimaka 

Enterprises, Inc., 577 
It’s My Party, Inc. v. Live Nation, Inc., 

773 
Ives Laboratories, Inc. v. Darby Drug Co., 

1536 
Ivy, In re Estate of, 765 
Iwakiri, State v., 317 
Izazaga v. Superior Court, 1671 
J.D. v. M.D., 1434 
Jablonski, People v., 838 
Jack v. Hunt, 183 
Jack v. Kansas, 1600 
Jacks v. Townsend, 183 
Jackson v. Denno, 1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 

1387, 1481 
Jackson v. Fletcher, 186, 191 
Jackson v. State, 1070 
Jackson v. Virginia, 1233, 1497 
Jackson, People v., 838, 1043 
Jackson, United States v., 44, 578, 716, 

879 
Jackson-Randolph, United States v., 666 
Jacobellis v. State, 1535, 1560 
Jacobs, United States v., 1553 
Jacoby, State v., 1072 
Jacoby, United States v., 757 
Jacquaino, People v., 26 
Jacqueline F., In the Matter of, 1705 
Jaffee v. Redmond, 1691, 1792 
Jaimes, United States v., 1514 
Jakobetz, United States v., 78, 82, 1223 
Jakubiec v. Hasty, 353 
Jamerson, United States v., 112 
James Julian, Inc. v. Raytheon Co., 408 
James v. Illinois, 467 
James v. Kentucky, 1666 
James, State v., 881 
James, United States v., 213, 959 
Jameson v. Tully, 853 
January 1976 Grand Jury, In re, 1724 
Japanese Electronic Products Antitrust 

Litigation, In re, 236, 776, 904, 1293, 
1299 

Jarboe, Appeal of, 260 
Jarrad, United States v., 640 



 TABLE OF CASES xlvii 

 

  

Jarrett v. State, 1031 
Jass, United States v., 723 
Jefferson, United States v., 486, 962 
Jenkins v. Anderson, 466, 697, 1667 
Jenkins v. Georgia, 1234 
Jenkins v. United States, 1250 
Jenkins, State v., 640 
Jenkins, United States v., 105 
Jenney Electric Co. v. Branham, 1560 
Jessup, United States v., 1435, 1493 
Jewett City Savings Bank v. Board of 

Equalization, 1447 
Jewett v. United States, 399, 401 
Jiminez, United States v., 1534 
Jin Fuey Moy v. United States, 1775 
Joe, United States v., 823, 827, 839 
John Doe Corp., In re, 702, 1750 
John Doe, Inc. I, United States v., 1846 
John Doe, Inc., In re, 1755 
John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. 

Dutton, 412 
John McShain, Inc. v. Cessna 

Aircraft Co., 1140 
John Santosky II v. Kramer, 1410 
Johnson Controls v. Phoenix Control 

Systems, 1326 
Johnson v. Baltimore and O. R. Co., 520 
Johnson v. Cox, 353 
Johnson v. Elk Lake School District, 

1103 
Johnson v. Lutz, 782, 784, 785 
Johnson v. Metz, 1338 
Johnson v. Opelousas, 1554 
Johnson v. Porter, 337 
Johnson v. Rockaway Bus Corp., 737 
Johnson v. Schneiderheinz, 539 
Johnson v. State, 609 
Johnson v. William C. Ellis & Sons Iron 

Works, Inc., 892 
Johnson, People v., 620, 621, 622, 625 
Johnson, State v., 456, 644, 1524 
Johnson, United States v., 168, 198, 

476, 585, 880 
Johnston, People v., 494 
Joice v. Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad, 

478 
Jones Appeal, 795 
Jones v. Liberty Mutual Fire Insurance 

Co., 272 
Jones v. North Carolina Prisoners’ Labor 

Union, Inc., 473 
Jones v. State, 279, 366, 868 
Jones v. Wainwright, 1406 
Jones, Estate of, 859 
Jones, People v., 494, 495, 1067 
Jones, State v., 327 
Jones, United States v., 237, 573, 577, 

776, 1563, 1823 
Jordan v. Department of Transp., 1318 
Jordan v. McKenna, 897 
Jorge-Salon, United States v., 183 
Joseph, State v., 1527 

Josey v. United States, 1053 
Joyner, State v., 886 
Julander v. Ford Motor Co., 207 
Jurado-Rodriguez, United States v., 34 
Jurek v. Texas, 1398 
Kadis v. United States, 1375 
Kahan, United States v., 1396 
Kahn v. Shevin, 1549 
Kairys, United States v., 260 
Kaiser v. United States, 690 
Kalaydjian, United States v., 349, 467 
Kaley v. United States, 1712 
Kaminsky, Matter of Estate of, 1409 
Kamrowski v. State, 1112 
Kannaday v. Ball, 1854 
Kansas v. Cook, 498 
Kapelski v. Alton & Southern Railroad, 

709 
Kaplan, United States v., 1162 
Karis, People v., 841 
Kartman, United States v., 477 
Kastigar v. United States, 1394, 1584, 

1601, 1636, 1649, 1669 
Kate McDermott, In the Matter of Estate 

of, 252 
Kater, Commonwealth v., 319 
Katz v. United States, 217 
Kaufman v. Edelstein, 1330, 1331 
Kaufman v. People, 1039 
Kaufman, Application of, 74 
KD ex rel. Dieffenbach v. United States, 

1833 
Keal Driveway Co. v. Car and General 

Ins. Co., 1149 
Kealohapauole v. Shimoda, 44 
Kearley, Regina v., 605 
Kebreau, Commonwealth v., 1816 
Keck, United States v., 1786 
Keegan v. Green Giant Co., 230 
Keen v. O’Rourke, 1314 
Kehm v. Procter & Gamble Mfg. Co., 191 
Keir v. State, 1688 
Kelley v. Kelley, 1521 
Kelley, United States v., 1848 
Kellogg, State v., 478 
Kellogg, United States v., 1062 
Kellum, Matter of, 1115 
Kelly v. Crown Equipment Co., 1134 
Kelly v. O’Neil, 785 
Kelly, People v., 259, 1415 
Kelsey, State v., 1375 
Kennedy v. Bay City Taxi Cab Co., 266 
Kennedy v. Mendoza-Martinez, 1442 
Kennedy v. Municipality of Anchorage, 

1805 
Kennedy, Matter of, 853 
Kennedy, United States v., 1658 
Kent v. Knox Motor Service, Inc., 191 
Kentucky v. Stincer, 427, 637 
Kentucky v. Whorton, 1493 
Keogh, United States v., 1406 
Kercher v. City of Conneaut, 1149 



xlviii TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Kercheval v. United States, 700, 1144 
Kerlin v. State, 1027, 1031 
Kerns Constr. Co. v. Super. Court for 

Orange County, 407 
Key, Commonwealth v., 868, 870 
Keyes v. School District Number 1, 105 
Keyishian v. Board of Regents of 

University of New York, 1830 
Kidd v. Kidd, 685 
Kidd v. State, 866 
Kielczewski, People v., 158 
Kientzy v. McDonnell Douglas Corp., 

1819 
Kilgus, United States v., 1177 
Killen v. Brazosport Memorial Hospital, 

708 
Kilpatrick v. Kilpatrick, 217 
Kim, State v., 515 
Kim, United States v., 778 
Kimbrell, State v., 467, 468 
Kinder v. Commonwealth, 607, 611 
King of the Two Sicilies v. Willcox, 1599 
King v. Commonwealth, 875 
King v. Schultz, 888 
King, People v., 476 
King, State v., 1415 
King, United States v., 668, 793 
Kingdon v. Sybrant, 568 
Kingsley v. Baker/Beech-Nut Corp., 709 
Kingston, United States v., 419 
Kinnett Dairies, Inc. v. Farrow, 1520, 

1568 
Kinney v. Mason Elevator, 1111 
Kinney v. People, 476 
Kinney, State v., 1567 
Kinoy v. Mitchell, 1845 
Kirby v. Illinois, 297 
Kirby v. President, Etc., Delaware & H. 

Canal Co., 107 
Kirby v. United States, 917 
Kirk v. Marquis, 851 
Kirk v. State, 279 
Kirk, United States v., 155 
Kirouac, Commonwealth v., 419, 423 
Kiser v. Bailey, 334 
Klauber, United States v., 675 
Klaxon Co. v. Stentor Electric 

Manufacturing Co., 1849, 1851 
Kley v. Healy, 110 
Kline v. Kachmar, 432 
Klinger, State v., 468 
Klinkenberg, People v., 1415 
Klubock, United States v., 1696 
Knapp v. State, 11, 12 
Knapp v. Tidewater Coal Co., 1445, 1447 
Knapp, Commonwealth v., 141 
Knight v. Willey, 433 
Knight-Ridder Broadcasting, Inc. v. 

Greenberg, 1820 
Knihal v. State, 194 
Knit With v. Knitting Fever, Inc., 277 
Knuckles, People v., 1846 

Koch Election Contest Case, 285 
Koch v. Sports Health Home Care Corp., 

1109 
Kometani v. Heath, 822 
Konovsky, United States v., 897 
Koon, United States v., 1656, 1657 
Koops v. Gregg, 1426 
Kordel, United States v., 1586 
Kosberg v. Washington Hosp. Center, 

Inc., 1175 
Kostal v. People, 977 
Kostka, Commonwealth v., 1372 
Koszola v. Bd. of Educ., 687 
Koury v. Follo, 576 
Krajewski v. Western & Southern Life 

Insurance Co., 690 
Kramer, People v., 1063 
Kraut v. Morgan & Brother Manhattan 

Storage Co., 428 
Kraxberger v. Rogers, 688 
Kreutzer, People v., 868 
Kristiansen, United States v., 1276 
Krizak v. W.C. Brooks and Sons, Inc., 

1173 
Kroger Grocery & Baking Co. v. Stewart, 

1152 
Krstic, United States v., 1823 
Krupp v. Sataline, 406 
Kuchel v. State, 1028 
Kuljis, State v., 1802, 1803 
Kumho Tire Co., Ltd. v. Carmichael, 

79, 1156, 1199, 1206, 1218 
Kuta, United States v., 1632 
Kwong Hai Chew v. Colding, 1598 
Kwong, United States v., 541 
Kyles v. Whitley, 116 
La Beau v. People, 495 
La Pier, State v., 728 
Labovitz, United States v., 240 
Labranche, State v., 160 
Lachterman, State v., 1028 
LaClair v. City of St. Paul, 1834 
Lafrance, State v., 805 
Lahodny v. United States, 1700 
Laietta, People v., 1375 
Lairby, State v., 367 
Lakeside v. Oregon, 1612, 1664, 1665 
Lamar v. State, 1028 
Lamb v. Jernigan, 1479, 1491, 1497 
Lambert v. Coonrod, 1144 
Lamons v. Mathes, 260 
Lamoureux, State v., 1033 
Lampe v. Franklin American Trust Co., 

1414 
Lampkin, Estate of, 833 
Lampshire, State v., 498 
Lanam, State v., 358 
Landof, United States v., 1741 
Lang, United States v., 1635 
Lannan v. State, 1027 
Larez v. City of Los Angeles, 905 
Largo, State v., 867 



 TABLE OF CASES xlix 

 

  

Larrabee’s Case, 853 
Larramendy v. Myres, 192 
Larson v. Jo Ann Cab Corp., 1415 
Larson v. Meyer, 191 
Larson, People v., 454 
Larson, State v., 868 
Larson, United States v., 1107 
Las Vegas Sands Corp. v. Eighth Judicial 

District Court of Nevada, 408 
Laser Design Int’l, LLC v. BJ Crystal, 

Inc., 1160 
Lashmett, United States v., 459 
Laudiero, People v., 1051 
Lauersen, United States v., 769 
Laughlin, United States v., 201 
Lavine v. Milne, 1472 
Lawless v. Calaway, 1240 
Lawrence v. State, 1028, 1031 
Lawrence v. Texas, 142, 1551 
Lawrence, State v., 1565, 1566 
Lawrence, Village of v. Greenwood, 1112 
Lawson, United States v., 1416 
Lay, United States v., 1065, 1066 
Layton, United States v., 43 
Lazare, People v., 688 
Lazo, State v., 982 
Le Beau, People v., 526 
Le Fevour, United States v., 218 
Lea, United States v., 541 
Leahy, People v., 320, 1186 
Leake v. Hagert, 561 
Lear Automotive Dearborn, Inc. v. 

Johnson Controls, Inc., 693 
Leary v. Gledhill, 1570 
Leary v. United States, 1441, 1461, 1462, 

1464, 1465, 1466, 1469, 1480, 1534 
Leatherbarrow, People v., 1526 
Lechoco, United States v., 536, 827 
LeCompte, United States v., 1024, 1025, 

1107 
Lee v. Illinois, 745, 747, 917 
Lee v. Martinez, 537 
Lee v. State of Florida, 217 
Lee v. Weisman, 1030 
Lee, People v., 319, 1717 
Lee, United States v., 541, 1204, 1389 
Leeth v. Roberts, 1127 
Lefcourt v. Jenkinson, 1115 
Lefcourt v. United States, 1709 
Lefkowitz v. Cunningham, 1584, 1585, 

1611, 1657 
Lefkowitz v. Turley, 1584, 1585, 1657 
Lefkowitz, United States v., 1787 
Legille v. Dann, 1438 
Lego v. Stratos Lightwave, Inc., 1849 
Lego v. Twomey, 1383 
Lego, People v., 1384 
Lego, United States ex rel. v. Pate, 1384 
Lehman, People v., 981 
Leland v. Oregon, 1353, 1363, 1365 
LeMay, United States v., 1022 

Lembeck v. United States Shipping Board 
Emergency Fleet Corp., 250 

Lenard v. Argento, 492 
Lenea v. Lane, 539 
Lenn v. Riche, 1851 
Leon RR, Matter of, 784 
Leonard v. Taylor, 279 
Leonard v. Watsonville Community 

Hosp., 1241 
Leonard, United States v., 994, 1396 
Lepere, United States v., 1440 
Lester, United States v., 675 
Levasseur, United States v., 1304, 1309 
Leventhal, United States v., 1709 
Levi’s Will, In re, 776 
Levin v. United States, 1122 
Levitt, State v., 547 
Lew, People v., 838 
Lewis v. Baker, 781 
Lewis v. Lowe & Campbell Athletic Goods 

Co., 851 
Lewis v. State, 70, 874 
Lewis, People v., 72 
Lewis, State v., 1121 
Lewis, United States v., 255, 1060 
Licavoli, United States v., 797, 1616 
Liccione, People v., 868 
Lickleider v. Iowa State Traveling Men’s 

Ass’n, 1429 
Lieberman v. Gant, 1456 
Lieberman, In re, 1408 
Lieberman, United States v., 776 
Liebow v. Jones Store Co., 686 
Life & Casualty Insurance Co. of 

Tennessee v. Garrett, 392 
Life and Casualty Insurance Co. v. 

Daniel, 1433 
Lifschutz, In re, 1803, 1806 
Lightning Lube, Inc. v. Witco Corp., 1160 
Lilburn’s Case, 912 
Lilley, United States v., 1781 
Lilly v. Virginia, 752, 754, 916, 917, 919 
Lindquist v. City of Jersey City Fire 

Dept., 1526 
Lindsay v. Mazzio’s Corporation, 615 
Lindsey v. United States, 547 
Lines, People v., 1738 
Linn, State v., 547 
Linn, United States v., 239 
Lipkis, United States v., 1656 
Lipscomb, Ex parte, 1690 
Lis v. Robert Packer Hospital, 434 
Lisa R., In re, 1418 
Lisker v. City of Los Angeles, 900, 902 
Litteral, State v., 528 
Little v. Armontrout, 1334 
Little v. Streater, 1335, 1449 
Little v. United States, 1052 
Little, People v., 867 
Little, State v., 1040 
Lloyd v. American Export Lines, Inc., 

660, 895 



l TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Lobo, United States v., 692 
Local Union No. 35 of Intern. 

Brotherhood of Electrical Workers v. 
Hartford, 1513 

Locascio, United States v., 1199, 1201, 
1304, 1306, 1308, 1309, 1311 

Lochner v. New York, 140 
Loeb v. Textron, Inc., 1455, 1456 
Loebach, State v., 1068 
Loera, United States v., 895 
Loetsch v. New York City Omnibus Corp., 

584, 843 
Loftin v. Howard, 202 
Logan v. Drew, 491 
Logan v. Jacobs, 1151 
Logan, United States v., 1139 
Logeman Brothers Co. v. R.J. Preuss Co., 

1414 
Logue, State v., 807 
Lollar, United States v., 509 
Lombard, United States v., 658 
Lombardozzi, United States v., 1306, 

1307, 1312, 1313 
Long, United States v., 113, 237, 384, 

599, 605 
Looper, United States v., 347 
Loper v. Beto, 493 
Lopez for and in Behalf of Garcia v. 

Curry, 1470 
Lopez, United States v., 105, 1123, 1569 
Lopez-Medina, United States v., 961 
Lord Morley’s Case, 873, 912 
Lord, United States v., 446 
Lorraine v. Markel Am. Ins. Co., 244 
Lotsch, United States v., 1044 
Lott, United States v., 944 
Loucks, Estate of, 593 
Louden v. Apollo Gas Co., 259 
Louisiana & Arkansas Railway v. 

Johnson, 1152 
Louisiana, State of, United States v., 261 
Louisville & Nashville R. Co., United 

States v., 1726 
Love v. Baum, 529 
Love, United States v., 1218 
Lovely v. United States, 1027 
Loving v. Dep’t of Defense, 1845 
Lovinger v. Anglo California National 

Bank, 529 
Lowery v. The Queen, 1068 
Lubanski v. Coleco Indus., Inc., 203 
Lucado v. State, 1077 
Luce v. United States, 115, 489, 490 
Lucken, State v., 1010 
Lucy Webb Hayes National Training 

School v. Perotti, 1245 
Luke Records, Inc. v. Navarro, 1237 
Lundgren v. Eustermann, 1175 
Lundy, United States v., 504, 1061, 1297 
Lungsford, State v., 894 
Lunsford, State v., 167 
Lupoli, State v., 516 

Lusk, State v., 208 
Lustig, United States v., 1780, 1787 
Lutwak v. United States, 1780, 1781 
Lyles v. State, 1013 
Lyles, United States v., 993 
Lyman, State v., 738 
Lynch, People v., 1689 
Lyondell Chemical Co. v. Occidental 

Chemical Corp., 1137 
Lyons v. Johnson, 149 
M/V American Queen v. San Diego 

Marine Construction Corp., 1521 
Mabini, People v., 342 
MacDonald v. Penn. R.R. Co., 1348 
Machetti v. Linahan, 80 
Macht v. Hecht Co., 1567 
Mack, United States v., 1046 
MacKey, United States v., 1632 
Macklin v. United States, 1021 
Mackowik v. Kansas City, St. Joseph & 

Council Bluffs Railroad Co., 1434 
Madden v. State, 894 
Madden, State v., 1690 
Madrid, United States v., 1296 
Madsen v. Obermann, 1317 
Maffei, United States v., 1349 
Magee, State v., 833 
Magers v. W. & S. Life Ins. Co., 1417 
Maine v. Maryland Casualty Co., 853 
Majid, R v., 1416 
Maldonado v. Superior Court, 1675 
Malek v. Federal Ins. Co., 469 
Malfitano, Appeal of, 1786 
Malinski v. New York, 1385 
Malinsky, People v., 1392 
Malkin, People v., 495 
Malloy v. Hogan, 316, 1596, 1600, 1653, 

1664 
Malloy, United States v., 1533 
Manafzadeh, United States v., 993, 996 
Manarite, United States v., 1535 
Mancari v. Frank P. Smith, Inc., 233 
Mancusi v. Stubbs, 917 
Mandel, United States v., 512, 710, 856 
Mandujano, United States v., 1616, 1658 
Maness v. Meyers, 1617, 1644, 1724 
Manfredi, United States v., 1065, 1066 
Manganaro, People v., 253 
Maniscalco v. Director, 107 
Manko v. United States, 1143 
Mann v. Safeway Stores, Inc., 708 
Manna v. State, 1055 
Mannhalt, State v., 420 
Manning v. Commonwealth, 480 
Manning v. Lowell, 690 
Mannix v. United States, 1052, 1053 
Manson v. Brathwaite, 297 
Manson, People v., 64 
Mapelli, United States v., 1656 
Mapp v. Ohio, 1387, 1392 
Maragh, People v., 183 
Marashi, United States v., 1787 



 TABLE OF CASES li 

 

  

Marchetti v. United States, 1708 
Mardlin, People v., 1013 
Marendi, People v., 1052 
Margiotta, United States v., 699 
Marin, United States v., 831 
Marini, Commonwealth v., 155 
Mark C., In re, 1567 
Markiewicz v. Salt River Valley Water 

Users’ Ass’n, 260 
Markins, State v., 1027 
Marks v. I.M. Pearlstine & Sons, 811 
Marks v. United States, 960 
Marnell v. United Parcel Service of 

America, Inc., 1572 
Marquess v. State, 801 
Marra v. Bushee, 1571 
Mars v. The Equitable Life Assurance 

Society, 36 
Marsee v. United States Tobacco 

Company, 42 
Marshall v. Lonberger, 311 
Marshall v. United States, 117, 974, 976 
Martin v. Hillen, 333 
Martin v. Ohio, 1361 
Martin v. People, 519 
Martin v. Shell Petroleum Corp., 151 
Martin v. State, 43 
Martin, In re, 1521 
Martin, State v., 1070 
Martin, United States v., 446 
Martinez, State v., 538, 669 
Martinez, United States v., 971, 1225, 

1349, 1655 
Marx & Co. v. Diners’ Club, Inc., 1259, 

1265, 1266, 1269 
Maryland v. Craig, 428, 642 
Maryland v. King, 1618 
Marzano, United States v., 1339 
Mason v. Ellsworth, 1246 
Mason v. Mootz, 806 
Mason v. Shook, 688 
Mason, State v., 880 
Massey v. State, 982 
Massey, United States v., 91, 103 
Master Key Antitrust Litigation, In re, 

665 
Mastrullo v. Ryan, 1573 
Matera, United States v., 1304, 1306 
Mathews v. Eldridge, 1410, 1440, 1441 
Matlock, United States v., 714 
Matsumaru, United States v., 418 
Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith 

Radio Corp., 236 
Matthews v. Carpenter, 686 
Matthews, In re, 1823 
Mattos v. Thompson, 1327 
Mattox v. United States, 623, 739, 860, 

916 
Matulevich v. Matulevich, 1249 
Mauchlin, United States v., 253 
May, Commonwealth v., 1789 
Mayans, United States v., 1016 

Mayberry v. Pennsylvania, 1339 
Mayberry, United States v., 636 
Mays, State v., 465 
Mazerolle, State v., 512 
Mazowski, State v., 978 
McAndrews v. Leonard, 150, 151 
McBride v. State, 177 
McCarthy v. Arndstein, 1651 
McCaughan, People v., 367 
McClaughlin, United States ex rel. v. 

People of the State of New York, 1505 
McCleskey v. Kemp, 1540 
McCollum, United States v., 1297 
McComb v. Commission on Judicial 

Performance, 1408 
McComb v. Vaughn, 734, 735 
McCorvey, State v., 1070 
McCoy, United States v., 1536 
McCrary-El v. Shaw, 353 
McCreight v. Davey Tree Expert Co., 110 
McCullom v. McClain, 811 
McCullough v. Langer, 1153 
McCurdy v. Flibotte, 593 
McDavitt, State v., 1524 
McDonald v. United States, 1250, 1251, 

1534 
McDonald, People v., 300 
McDonald, United States v., 666, 1686 
McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 1452, 

1456 
McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Islamic 

Republic of Iran, 1554 
McDonnell v. Montgomery Ward & Co., 

708 
McDonough, In re, 359 
McDowell v. Norfolk Southern R. Co., 

1429 
McEachern, State v., 1060 
McElfresh v. Commonwealth, 171 
McFadden v. United States, 868 
McFall, United States v., 672 
McFarland v. American Sugar Rfg. Co., 

1360 
McFarland v. McFarland, 253 
McGautha v. California, 435, 1046, 1349 
McGee, United States v., 339, 502, 691 
McGowan, State v., 430 
McGraw, State ex rel. v. Meadow Gold 

Dairies, Inc., 731 
McGreevy v. Director of Public 

Prosecutors, 63 
McGugart v. Brumback, 831 
McGuirk, People v., 374 
McHan, United States v., 962 
McInerney v. Berman, 1491 
McInnis and Co. v. Western Tractor & 

Equipment Co., 1318 
McIntosh v. Pittsburgh Ry., 488 
McIntyre v. McIntyre, 234 
McIntyre, United States v., 607 
McIver v. Schwartz, 1426 
McKay, Commonwealth v., 1081 



lii TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

McKeever, United States v., 236, 237 
McKeon, United States v., 155, 680, 

697, 704 
McKinney v. Rees, 1046 
McKinney, State v., 390 
McKinnon, State v., 180 
McKnight v. United States, 279 
McKnight, People v., 109 
McKoy, United States v., 962 
McKune v. Lile, 1657 
McLane v. State, 193 
McLaughlin v. Los Angeles, R.R., 449 
McLaughlin v. Vinzant, 813 
McLean, State v., 1353 
McLellan v. Morrison, 1298 
McLendon v. United States, 982 
McMahon, United States v., 999 
McMillan v. Pennsylvania, 1368 
McMillan, Regina v., 1068 
McMillon, United States v., 497 
McNerney v. New York Polyclinic 

Hospital, 709 
McNichols, State v., 1561 
McPartlin, United States v., 1742 
McQueen v. Garrison, 317 
McQueen v. Swenson, 378 
McQueeney v. Wilmington Trust Co., 70 
McQuillen, State v., 1231 
McWatters v. State, 1685 
McWilliams v. Pair, 731 
Meachum v. Fano, 1658 
Mead Data Central, Inc. v. United States 

Department of Air Force, 1681 
Meadlock v. American Family Life Assur. 

Co., 258 
Mealy, United States v., 446 
Means, State v., 1028 
Medforms, Inc. v. Healthcare 

Management Solutions, Inc., 1160 
Medical Therapy Sciences, Inc., United 

States v., 534, 536 
Medico, United States v., 66, 815 
Medina, State v., 1618 
Medoff v. State Bar, 1408 
Meehan, State v., 339 
Mees, People v., 1338 
Megarry Brothers, Inc. v. United States, 

695 
Meier v. Ross General Hospital, 1237 
Mejia v. Garcia, 1022 
Mejia, United States v., 1300 
Mejia-Alarcon, United States v., 491 
Melchor Moreno, United States v., 1617 
Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts, 930, 

942, 953, 960 
Melong v. Micronesian Claims 

Commission, 1515 
Melski, People v., 1789 
Menard v. Cashman, 1111 
Mendez-Ortiz, United States v., 977 
Mendiola, United States v., 155 

Menendez v. Superior Court of Los 
Angeles County, 1806 

Meredith v. City of Winter Haven, 1571 
Meredith v. Fair, 1516 
Meredith, People v., 1714 
Merkouris, People v., 834 
Merritt v. People, 474 
Merzbacher v. State, 596 
Metromedia, Inc., v. San Diego, 1552 
Metz, United States v., 742 
Mewborn v. Heckler, 1833 
Meyer, United States v., 1333 
Meyers v. United States, 269, 1262 
Meyers, People v., 785 
Mezzanatto, United States v., 1140, 1144 
Michael H. v. Gerald D., 1418 
Michael M. v. Superior Court of 

Sonoma County, 1546 
Michael v. World Insurance Co., 695 
Michael, People v., 988 
Michaels, State v., 358 
Michaelson, In re, 1703 
Michelson v. United States, 48, 976, 

1039, 1047 
Michigan v. Bryant, 808, 925, 954, 960, 

962 
Michigan v. Harvey, 466 
Michigan v. Lucas, 322, 1082 
Middleton, State v., 515 
Miele v. Miele, 1571 
Miklejohn, People v., 800 
Milbradt, State v., 515 
Miller v. California, 1234, 1535 
Miller v. Caterpillar Tractor Co., 790 
Miller v. Field, 790 
Miller v. Hackley, 1115 
Miller v. Pate, 161 
Miller v. Pillsbury, 1172 
Miller v. Poretsky, 1111 
Miller v. State, 1028 
Miller v. United States, 697 
Miller, People v., 73, 162, 525, 535 
Miller, State v., 1527 
Miller, United States v., 274, 406, 647, 

673, 675, 774, 776, 1616, 1707 
Mills v. United States, 155 
Milne, United States v., 1372 
Milton v. Wainwright, 1496 
Mincey v. Arizona, 466 
Minkowitz, People v., 279 
Minneapolis Firefighter’s Relief, Ass’n v. 

Medtronic, Inc., 1632 
Minneapolis v. Price, 402 
Minneapolis, St. P. & S. Ste. M. Ry. v. 

Moquin, 1152 
Minnesota Debenture Co. v. Johnson, 278 
Minnesota v. Boyd, 97 
Minnesota v. Murphy, 1584, 1586 
Minnieweather, State v., 490 
Minsky, People v., 520 
Minter v. Prime Equip. Co., 1133 



 TABLE OF CASES liii 

 

  

Miranda v. Arizona, 339, 408, 466, 1387, 
1391, 1592, 1616, 1667, 1797 

Misener, In re, 1671, 1672 
Miskell, State v., 451 
Missouri ex rel. Gaines v. Canada, 1513 
Missouri v. McNeely, 1527 
Missouri, K. & T. Ry. Co. v. Johnson, 

1091, 1092, 1101 
Mister v. Illinois Central Gulf R.R., 94 
Mister v. Northeast Illinois Commuter 

Railroad Corp. (Metra), 681, 686 
Mitchell v. New England Mut. Life Ins. 

Co., 1428 
Mitchell v. United States, 1607 
Mitchell, State v., 1006, 1007, 1667 
Mittleman v. Bartikowsky, 1151 
Mobile v. Bolden, 1548 
Mobile, J. & K.C. R. Co. v. Turnipseed, 

1460 
Moccia, United States v., 48 
Mockaitis v. Harcleroad, 1816 
Mode v. State, 1073 
Modica, United States v., 442, 443, 444 
Moe v. Blue Springs Truck Lines, 465 
Moen, State v., 828 
Mohanlal, United States v., 1816 
Mohawk Industries, Inc. v. 

Carpenter, 1769 
Mohel, United States v., 993, 996, 997 
Mohr v. Shultz, 233 
Mo-Kan Teamsters Pension Fund v. 

Creason, 257 
Mokol, United States v., 906 
Molineux, People v., 967, 968, 984, 985, 

989, 1042, 1043 
Molton, United States v., 1046 
Monahan, United States v., 72 
Monarch Federal Savings & Loan Ass’n v. 

Genser, 766 
Monia, United States v., 1586, 1613, 1655 
Monotype Corp. PLC v. International 

Typeface Corp., 774 
Monroe, State v., 1033, 1039 
Monsanto, United States v., 1707, 1712 
Montague, United States v., 880 
Montalvo, People v., 157 
Montalvo, United States v., 979 
Montana v. Egelhoff, 312 
Montemayor, United States v., 1520 
Montgomery County Fire Board v. Fisher, 

1439 
Montgomery v. State, 874 
Montgomery v. Tufford, 403 
Montoya, United States v., 1655 
Montoya-Franco, State v., 905 
Monts v. State, 1383 
Monzon, Commonwealth v., 356 
Moody v. Rowell, 389, 391, 432 
Moore v. Dempsey, 1339 
Moore v. Horn, 888 
Moore v. Illinois, 297, 1496, 1498 
Moore v. United States, 347 

Moore, State v., 640, 1013 
Moore, United States v., 199, 237, 1216 
Moorman, State v., 1064 
Morales, State v., 647 
Moran, People v., 968 
Morelli v. Board of Educ., Pekin 

Community High School Dist. No. 303, 
858 

Moreno, United States v., 1520 
Morgan v. Foretich, 827 
Morgan v. Hall, 160 
Morgan v. State, 867 
Morgan v. United States, 253 
Morgan v. Western Auto Supply Co., 1521 
Morgan, People v., 696 
Morgan, State v., 982 
Morisseau v. DLA Piper, 773 
Morissette v. United States, 974, 1475 
Morlang, United States v., 522 
Morrell v. State, 1717 
Morris v. Slappy, 1707 
Morris v. Vining, 1346 
Morris, People v., 61, 168 
Morris, State v., 1364 
Morrison v. California, 1353, 1356, 1360 
Morrison v. Lowe, 570 
Morrison v. United States, 72 
Morrison, In re, 569 
Morrison, People v., 704 
Morrison, United States v., 1763 
Morrissette, United States v., 1655 
Morrissey v. Brewer, 315 
Morrissey v. Powell, 1144 
Morrow, Ex parte, 243 
Mose Jefferson, United States v., 487 
Mosley v. Commonwealth, 516 
Most Worshipful Prince Hall Grand 

Lodge v. Most Worshipful Universal 
Grand Lodge, 889 

Moster v. Bower, 807 
Motes v. United States, 917 
Motor Club of Iowa v. Department of 

Transportation, 1510 
Moultrie, United States v., 544 
Mound, United States v., 1023 
Mount, United States v., 893 
Muhammad, State v., 642 
Mullaney v. Wilbur, 1355, 1356, 1357, 

1367, 1369, 1397, 1460, 1461, 1475, 
1476, 1477, 1479, 1483, 1486 

Mullen v. United States, 1815 
Mullins, United States v., 1518 
Muncie Aviation Corp. v. Party Doll Fleet, 

Inc., 905 
Munoz v. State, 867 
Muñoz-Franco, United States v., 1161 
Murawski, People v., 870 
Murchison, In re, 1338, 1339 
Murdock, United States v., 974, 1599, 

1614, 1617 
Murphy v. Bonanno, 497 
Murphy v. Dyer, 1176 



liv TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Murphy v. Florida, 976 
Murphy v. Murphy, 430 
Murphy v. Waterfront Comm’n of N.Y. 

Harbor, 1600, 1601, 1605, 1644, 1653, 
1664 

Murphy, State v., 171 
Murphy, United States v., 639 
Murray v. Paramount Petroleum & 

Products Co., Inc., 1446 
Muscato, United States v., 609 
Mutual Life Insurance Co. v. 

Hillmon, 843, 847, 849, 853, 855 
Muzyka v. Remington Arms Co., Inc., 

1134 
Myers, People v., 547 
Myers, State v., 1232, 1295 
Myre v. State, 816 
N.Y. Times v. U.S. Dept. Justice, 1837 
NAACP v. Medical Center, Inc., 1456 
Nachtsheim v. Beech Aircraft Corp., 1316 
Nader v. Allegheny Airlines, 1374 
Nance v. State, 640 
Nance v. Veazey, 1090 
Napier, United States v., 801 
Napue v. Illinois, 374, 1687 
Naranjo, United States v., 42 
Narciso, United States v., 829 
Nash v. United States, 1049 
Nash, People v., 1719, 1721 
Natale, United States v., 229, 248, 1763 
Nathan, United States v., 778 
National Broadcasting Co., Inc., 

Application of, 208 
National Life & Accident Insurance Co. v. 

Eddings, 71 
National Organization for Reform of 

Marijuana Laws v. Bell, 1532 
Nationwide Agribusiness Insurance 

Company v. Meller Poultry Equipment 
Inc., 1133 

Navarro, In re, 1687 
Navarro-Garcia, United States v., 193 
Nava-Salazar, United States v., 684 
Nazemian, United States v., 728 
NCAA Student-Athlete Name & Likeness 

Licensing Litig., In re, 1821 
Neadeau, United States v., 635 
Nebraska v. Vogel, 1058 
Neely v. Kansas City Public Service Co., 

733 
Neff, United States v., 1647 
Neighbors, United States v., 501 
Neil v. Biggers, 297 
Nelson v. State, 874 
Nelson, United States v., 266, 880 
Nemeth v. Pankost, 1374 
Neno v. Clinton, 644 
Nersesian, United States v., 211, 1173, 

1305 
Nevada v. Jackson, 326, 505, 614, 615 
Neville Constr. Co. v. Cook Paint and 

Varnish Co., 277 

New Jersey v. Portash, 466, 1659, 1673 
New Mexico Savings & Loan Ass’n v. 

United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co., 
406 

New York & Colorado Mining Syndicate 
v. Fraser, 401 

New York Central R.R. v. Johnson, 1151, 
1152 

New York Life Ins. Co. v. Gamer, 1426 
New York Life Ins. Co. v. Taylor, 797 
New York v. Valerius, 1392 
Newbury v. State, 806 
Newman, People v., 1415 
Newton v. State, 518 
Nicholls v. Webb, 844 
Nick, United States v., 807 
Nicolaus, People v., 1314 
Nicole V., In re, 342 
Nidever, Estate of, 888 
Nieves, People v., 868 
Nilsson v. State, 1372 
Nishikawa v. Dulles, 1397 
Nival, People v., 154 
Nix v. Whiteside, 384, 1755 
Nixon, United States v., 712, 766, 1694, 

1778, 1829, 1836, 1837, 1838 
NLRB v. Dinion Coil Co., 149 
NLRB v. Gotham Indus., Inc., 1136 
NLRB v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 1830 
NLRB v. Seven-Up Bottling Co., 1551 
NLRB v. Walton Manufacturing Co., 108 
Nobles, United States v., 320, 435, 460, 

1622, 1673, 1674, 1730, 1731, 1737, 
1768 

Noguera, People v., 838 
Nolan, United States v., 1393 
Nolin, Commonwealth v., 867, 868 
Nolton, State v., 1369 
North American Van Lines Inc. v. United 

States, 1568 
North v. Superior Court, 1790 
North, United States v., 1656 
Norton Co. v. Harrelson, 192 
Norwood Clinic v. Spann, 1127 
Norwood, United States v., 570 
Noseworthy v. City of New York, 1409 
Noto v. United States, 1380 
Novis v. Sheinkin, 1380 
Nowlin v. Commonwealth, 919 
Noyes v. Noyes, 254 
Null, United States v., 1060 
Nyberg, People v., 1060 
Nye v. Sage Products, Inc., 1760 
O’Brien v. Larson, 1407 
O’Brien v. United States, 1764 
O’Brien, Commonwealth v., 436, 1789, 

1790 
O’Brien, State v., 433 
O’Brien, United States v., 1547, 1548 
O’Connell, Matter of, 1409 
O’Connor, United States v., 993, 996 
O’Dea v. Amodeo, 1426, 1427, 1444 



 TABLE OF CASES lv 

 

  

O’Neal v. Morgan, 259 
O’Rourke v. Darbishire, 1746 
Oakes, United States v., 115 
Oates, United States v., 906 
Obayagbona, United States v., 70, 806 
Obergefell v. Hodges, 142, 1781 
Ocasio, People v., 497 
Ochsner v. Commonwealth, 495 
Odom, United States v., 307, 308 
Ohio Bell Telephone Co. v. P.U.C., 1567, 

1569 
Ohio v. Clark, 939, 941 
Ohio v. Reiner, 1596, 1597 
Ohio v. Roberts, 560, 637, 653, 677, 877, 

908, 910, 917, 921, 923, 944 
Ohler v. United States, 490 
Ojeda, United States v., 497 
Okken v. Okken Estate, 859 
Old Chief v. United States, 7, 45, 55, 

113, 136, 999, 1140, 1164 
Olden v. Kentucky, 1082 
Oliphant, People v., 1033 
Oliver, In re, 315, 1339 
Ollag Construction Equipment Corp., In 

re, 785 
Oloyede, United States v., 1686 
Olwell, State v., 1717 
Omar, United States v., 674 
Omichund v. Barker, 347 
One 1948 Chevrolet Conv. Coupe, People 

v., 842 
One 1975 Lincoln Continental, United 

States v., 1378 
Onufrejczyk, Regina v., 57 
Opper v. United States, 339, 344 
Orantes-Hernandez v. Smith, 1554 
Oregon v. Hass, 409, 466 
Orena v. United States, 72, 107, 116 
Orozco, United States v., 792 
Orr v. Orr, 1546, 1548, 1550 
Orr v. State, 465 
Orr v. State Farm Mutual Automobile 

Insurance Co., 732 
Orrico, United States v., 640 
Ortega, People v., 155 
Ortega, United States v., 692 
Ortiz, State v., 1372 
Osazuwa, United States v., 489 
Osborn, United States v., 1692 
Oscanyan v. Arms Co., 699 
Oshatz, United States v., 1062, 1063 
Osman, Regina v., 866 
Osterhoudt, In re, 1698, 1701 
Ostrowski v. Cape Transit Corp., 530 
Oswalt, State v., 453 
Outley v. City of New York, 478 
Overnite Transportation Co. v. Hart, 688 
Owens, United States v., 636, 637, 749 
Oxman, United States v., 447 
Pacheco v. United States, 191 
Pacific-Atlantic S.S. Co. v. United States, 

72 

Paddack v. Dave Christensen, Inc., 1296 
Paducah Towing Co., Inc., Complaint of, 

790 
Paine, King v., 913 
Painter v. Commonwealth, 1068 
Paiz, State v., 519 
Palestroni v. Jacobs, 1561 
Palisi v. Louisville & Nashville Railroad 

Co., 1378 
Palko v. Connecticut, 1593 
Palma-Ruedas, United States v., 599 
Palmer v. Hoffman, 471, 779, 782, 947, 

1351 
Palmer v. Thompson, 1547, 1548 
Palmer, United States v., 1721 
Palumbo, State v., 1415 
Panitz v. Webb, 431 
Paoli R.R. Yard PCB Litigation, In re, 

1201, 1298 
Pape, United States v., 1702 
Paquet, United States v., 222 
Parchment, People v., 813 
Parham v. Dell Rapids Township in 

Minnehaha County, 1378 
Parham v. Hughes, 1546 
Paris Adult Theatre I v. Slaton, 1236 
Pariso v. Towse, 107 
Parker v. Gladden, 182 
Parker v. Randolph, 917, 1481 
Parker v. State, 203 
Parker, United States v., 761, 1060, 1063, 

1790 
Parkhill Trucking Co. v. Hopper, 851 
Parks, People v., 406 
Parks, United States v., 880 
Parmenter v. United States, 271 
Partin v. Commonwealth, Ky., 89, 839 
Partin v. Great Atlantic & Pacific Tea 

Co., 708 
Partin, People v., 1028 
Partyka, United States v., 831 
Paschen v. United States, 279 
Pate v. Commonwealth, 1786 
Patterson v. New York, 1354, 1362, 

1364, 1365, 1369, 1475, 1476, 1477, 
1478 

Patterson v. State, 1476, 1479 
Patterson, United States v., 482 
Paul E. Hawkinson Co. v. Dennis, 109 
Paul v. Ribicoff, 1378 
Paulino, United States v., 695 
Pauscher v. Iowa Methodist Medical 

Center, 1247 
Pawlyk v. Wood, 1741 
Payne v. Arkansas, 1385, 1496 
Payne v. Tennessee, 140, 923 
Pearce, State v., 703 
Pearl Brewing Co. v. Joseph Schlitz 

Brewing Co., 1334 
Pearson, People v., 356 
Peat’s Case, 1781 
Peckham, Commonwealth v., 1562 



lvi TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Pecora, United States v., 721 
Pederson v. Dumouchel, 1176, 1246 
Peebles, State v., 696 
Peete, People v., 1013 
Pekelis v. Transcontinental & Western 

Air, 686 
Pelster v. Ray, 1284 
Peltier, United States v., 978 
Pelullo, United States v., 763 
Pena, People v., 402 
Pendas-Martinez, United States v., 220, 

221 
Penfield v. Venuti, 71 
Pen-Ken Gas & Oil Corp. v. Warfield 

Natural Gas Co., 284 
Penley v. State, 1030 
Pennewell v. United States, 72 
Pennsylvania R. Co. v. Rochinski, 737 
Pennsylvania v. McEnany, 484 
Pennsylvania v. Muniz, 1619 
Pennsylvania v. Ritchie, 327, 424 
Penque, State v., 367 
People v. Green, 622 
Peoples National Bank v. Manos 

Brothers, Inc., 284 
Peoples, United States v., 1161 
Peoria Cordage Co. v. Industrial Board, 

853 
Pereira v. United States, 1787, 1788 
Perez, Commonwealth v., 275 
Perez, People v., 436, 493, 635 
Pereza v. Mark, 1515 
Perkins, United States v., 484, 1016 
Permian Corp. v. United States, 1760 
Perry v. Leeke, 385 
Perry v. New Hampshire, 298, 953 
Perry, King v., 867 
Perry, People v., 495 
Perry, United States v., 1148, 1700 
Persinger v. Norfolk & Western Railway 

Co., 1157 
Peterman, United States v., 528 
Peters v. State, 1148 
Peterson v. Department of Ecology, 897 
Peterson v. Lott, 272 
Peterson, United States v., 1085, 1089 
Petrisko, Commonwealth v., 1415 
Petrov, United States v., 45 
Pettanza, People v., 968 
Pettie v. State, 481 
Pettus v. Casey, 563 
Pfaffenbach v. White Plains Express 

Corp., 1379 
Pflaumer, United States v., 447 
Pforzheimer, United States v., 1848 
Phar-Mor, Inc. v. Goff, 1125 
Pheaster, United States v., 846 
Philadelphia, City of v. Westinghouse 

Electric Corp., 1727, 1729 
Phillip R. Morrow v. FBS Ins., 354 
Phillips, In re, 1520 
Phillips, State v., 834 

Phillips, United States v., 168 
Phoenix Assoc. III v. Stone, 225 
Phoenix Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Adams, 843 
Phoeun Lang, United States v., 793 
Photogrammetric Data Servs., Inc., 

United States v., 919 
Picciandra, United States v., 1790 
Picciurro v. United States, 1790 
Pierre, United States v., 644, 647 
Pierson, State v., 424 
Pihl v. Morris, 1853 
Pilates, Inc. v. Current Concepts, Inc., 

1536 
Pineda v. Ford Motor Co., 1133 
Pineda-Moreno, United States v., 775 
Pinkerton v. United States, 746, 882 
Pirolli, United States v., 42 
Pitasi v. Stratton Corp., 1134 
Pitchess v. Superior Court, 1074 
Pittman v. Littlefield, 1111 
Pittman v. United States, 1052 
Pitts v. State of North Carolina, 1406 
Pitts, United States v., 254 
Pizzolotto, State v., 1791 
Pjecha, United States v., 193 
Plancarte-Alvarez, United States v., 1016 
Planned Parenthood of Missouri v. 

Danforth, 1548 
Plessy v. Ferguson, 140 
Plumbers & Steamfitters Local 773 

Pension Fund v. Can. Imperial Bank of 
Commerce, 1507 

Poe, State v., 39 
Poindexter, United States v., 1656, 1843 
Pointer v. State, 449 
Pointer v. Texas, 622, 911, 917 
Polansky v. Ryobi America Corp., 1130 
Polian, Commonwealth v., 870 
Polidore, United States v., 813 
Polishan, United States v., 1161 
Polk v. Ford Motor Co., 1284 
Ponds, United States v., 1627 
Ponton, State v., 492 
Pope v. Illinois, 1234 
Pope, Commonwealth v., 740 
Popilsky, People v., 109 
Porcello v. Finnan, 1448 
Porter v. State, 388 
Porter, State v., 540, 541, 542 
Porter, United States v., 650, 778 
Portsmouth Paving Corp., United States 

v., 258 
Posado, United States v., 541, 544 
Posey, United States v., 977 
Possick, United States v., 778 
Poston v. Clarkson Construction Co., 

1108 
Potter v. Browne, 1114 
Potter v. Finan, 732 
Potter v. State, 413 
Potter’s Photographic Applications Co. v. 

Ealing Corporation, 1505 



 TABLE OF CASES lvii 

 

  

Potts v. Coe, 1536 
Powell v. Alabama, 1496 
Powell v. Commonwealth, 279 
Powell v. State, 867 
Powell v. United States, 1406 
Powell, State v., 971 
Powell, United States v., 1016 
Powers, State v., 728 
Prado v. United States, 215 
Prairie Schooner News Ltd., Regina v., 

858 
Pratt v. State, 797 
Pratt, People v., 1064 
Pratt, State v., 1741 
Presidential Life Insurance Co. v. 

Calhoun, 708 
Preuitt, State v., 517 
Prewitt, United States v., 1139 
Price Bros. Co. v. Philadelphia Gear 

Corp., 183 
Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, 1831 
Price, People v., 355 
Price, State v., 68 
Price, United States v., 447, 1783 
Priest, Matter of v. Hennessy, 1708 
Primiano v. Yan Cook, 1220 
Prince v. Beto, 368 
Prince v. Massachusetts, 1548 
Pritchard v. Downie, 208 
Pritchard, United States v., 492 
Pritchett v. State, 868 
Proctor, State v., 736 
Public Health Trust of Dade County v. 

Valcin, 73 
Pullman-Standard v. Swint, 1699 
Purtell v. State, 739 
Putnam v. United States, 399 
Putnam, People v., 349 
Qamar, United States v., 70 
Quercia v. United States, 179 
Quezada, United States v., 793 
Quinn, People v., 1144 
Quinones v. Miller, 154 
Quintal v. Laurel Grove Hosp., 1240 
Quinto, United States v., 647 
R.D.S., People in Interest of, 154 
R.R., Jr., Juvenile, State in Interest of, 

356 
R.W., State v., 368 
Rabalete, People v., 26 
Rabata v. Dohner, 1276 
Rad Services Inc. v. Aetna Casualty and 

Surety Company, 1668 
Raddatz, United States v., 250, 1391 
Rader v. Gibbons & Reed Co., 1110 
Radiant Burners, Inc. v. American Gas 

Ass’n, 1733 
Radziwil, State v., 1122 
Raffel v. United States, 1667 
Rahm, United States v., 1067 
Railroad Commission of Texas v. Pullman 

Co., 1571 

Rainey v. Beech Aircraft, 220 
Rains v. Rains, 176 
Rainwater, United States v., 630 
Raleigh’s Case, 912 
Ralls v. United States, 1697 
Ramirez, People v., 25 
Ramirez, United States v., 1004, 1687 
Ramirez-Estevez, State v., 804 
Ramos, United States v., 1296 
Ramsey v. Culpepper, 207 
Ramsey v. United Mine Workers, 1411 
Ramsey, United States v., 1790 
Ramseyer v. General Motors Corp., 36, 

191 
Rancourt v. Waterville Urban 

Renewal Authority, 1327 
Randall v. Warnaco, Inc., 186 
Rangel-Arreola, United States v., 1124 
Ranger, State v., 355 
Rappy, United States v., 400 
Ratliff, United States v., 407 
Ratzlaf v. United States, 1710 
Raulie v. United States, 700 
Rawson v. Heigh, 845 
Raymond v. Raymond Corp., 1133 
Raymond, United States v., 971 
Rea, United States v., 1164, 1165 
Recendiz, United States v., 155, 299 
Red Elk, United States v., 1823 
Redding v. Long-Bell Lumber Co., 1171 
Redding v. State, 829 
Redman v. Watch Tower Bible and Tract 

Soc’y, 468 
Reed v. Davidson Dairy Co., 196 
Reed v. State, 259, 613 
Reed, United States v., 652, 691 
Reeder, State v., 1069 
Reese, People v., 1401 
Refsnes, State v., 506 
Rega, State v., 805 
Regents of University of Michigan v. 

Ewing, 1831 
Rehm v. United States, 1419 
Reid, People v., 961 
Reilly v. United States, 1326 
Reilly, United States v., 258 
Reiner, State v., 1597 
Reitman v. Mulkey, 1547 
Reliford, People v., 1022 
Renaud v. Martin Marietta Corp., 1326 
Renda v. King, 1086 
Renfro Hosiery Mills Co. v. National Cash 

Register Co., 187 
Rengifo, United States v., 209 
Ren-Guey v. Lake Placid 1980 

Olympic Games, Inc., 1555 
Renville, United States v., 827 
Reome, People v., 341 
Republic Aviation Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 1551 
Republic of China v. Merchants’ Fire 

Assur. Corp., 1557 
Republic of China v. Pang-Tsu Mow, 1557 



lviii TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Republic of Vietnam v. Pfizer, Inc., 1557 
Reserve Life Insurance Co. v. Goodloe, 

833 
Resolution Trust Corp. v. Bright, 379 
Resurrection Gold Mining v. Fortune 

Gold Mining, 430, 433 
Reyes v. Missouri Pacific R.R. Co., 1122 
Reyes, United States v., 585, 586 
Reynolds v. Commissioner of Internal 

Revenue, 1143 
Reynolds v. United States, 875, 881 
Reynolds v. Univ. of Pennsylvania, 1133 
Reynolds, State v., 1006 
Reynolds, United States v., 599, 1749, 

1834, 1836, 1846, 1851 
Rhoades, Inc. v. United Air Lines, 699 
Rhode Island v. Stewart, 1058 
Rhynes, United States v., 375 
Riccardi, People v., 835 
Riccardi, United States v., 397 
Ricciardi, United States v., 1562 
Ricco, United States v., 167, 409 
Rice, United States v., 253 
Richard Roe, Inc. and John Doe, Inc., In 

re, 1752 
Richardson v. Marsh, 723, 725 
Richardson, People v., 967 
Richardson, United States v., 116, 460 
Richardson-Merrell, Inc. Benedectin 

Prods., In re, 42 
Richmond v. Norwich, 429 
Richter, United States v., 1282 
Ricketts v. Hartford, 215 
Rickman, State v., 1033 
Ries Biologicals, Inc. v. Bank of Santa Fe, 

577 
Riess v. A.O. Smith Corp., 1262 
Rigas, United States v., 416 
Riggins v. Nevada, 174 
Riley Hill Gen. Contr. v. Tandy Corp., 

1411 
Riley v. California, 1628 
Rimmer v. Chadron Printing Co., 392 
Rinaldi v. Yeager, 1547 
Rinaldi, United States v., 998 
Rine v. Irisari, 391 
Ripp v. Riesland, 192 
Rippy, State v., 355 
Ritchie, United States v., 1710 
Rivas-Macias, United States v., 1616 
Rivera v. Delaware, 1357, 1363, 1365, 

1371 
Rivera, United States v., 1788 
Rivers v. United States, 42 
Rizzo, United States v., 168, 215, 1349 
Robbins v. Whelan, 34 
Robbins, State v., 1011, 1027, 1028, 1366 
Roberson, United States v., 1787 
Robert S. v. Superior Court, 1675 
Roberts v. Legacy Meridian Park Hosp., 

Inc., 1832 
Roberts v. New York, N.H. & H.R.R., 429 

Roberts v. Russell, 917 
Roberts, United States v., 176, 327, 1067 
Robertson, United States v., 1147, 1148 
Robinette, State v., 978 
Robinson v. Commonwealth, Ky., 90 
Robinson v. Harkins & Co., 739 
Robinson v. Kathryn, 188 
Robinson v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 203 
Robinson v. Pennsylvania Railroad 

Co., 1150 
Robinson v. Shapiro, 898 
Robinson v. State, 151 
Robinson, Commonwealth v., 480 
Robinson, People v., 338 
Robinson, State v., 57, 1415 
Robinson, United States v., 489, 1167, 

1802 
Robisheaux v. Texas, 1022 
Robson, Matter of, 1408 
Rochin v. California, 1586, 1593 
Rock v. Arkansas, 311, 312, 314, 322, 324, 

1183 
Rock v. State, 316, 317 
Roda, State v., 1070 
Rodawald, People v., 967, 968 
Rodrigues, People v., 1023 
Rodriguez v. State, 534, 669 
Rodriguez, People v., 841, 1790 
Rodriguez, United States v., 1537 
Rodriguez-Castillo, State v., 905 
Roe v. United States, 992 
Roe v. Wade, 1533, 1551 
Roe, United States v., 1632 
Rogall v. Kischer, 460 
Rogers v. Missouri Pac. R.R., 1378 
Rogers v. Richmond, 1385, 1386 
Rogers v. United States, 1586, 1596, 

1609, 1614 
Rogers, People v., 968 
Rogers, United States v., 174, 1022 
Rokowski, In Matter of, 1508 
Rollins, United States v., 1297 
Rolls, State v., 91 
Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los 

Angeles v. Superior Ct., 1818 
Roman, People v., 1493 
Romano v. Howarth, 762 
Romano, United States v., 1461, 1462, 

1468 
Romeo, People v., 495 
Romer v. Evans, 1024 
Romero, United States v., 1061 
Roosa v. Boston Loan Co., 853 
Rosado v. Wyman, 105 
Rosario v. Kuhlman, 455 
Rosche v. McCoy, 355 
Rose v. Clark, 1493 
Rose v. State, 405 
Rosenberg by Rosenberg v. Cahill, 1175, 

1246 
Rosengarten, United States v., 1349 
Rosenthal, United States v., 211 



 TABLE OF CASES lix 

 

  

Rosin, United States v., 1065 
Ross v. Hoffman, 1513 
Ross v. Maine Central Railroad, 1432 
Ross, United States v., 477, 765 
Rossi v. United States, 1353 
Rost v. The Brooklyn Heights Railroad 

Co., 42 
Rostad v. Portland Railway, Light & 

Power Co., 1560, 1562 
Roth v. United States, 1234, 1235, 1236, 

1535 
Roth, United States v., 1535 
Rotolo v. United States, 389 
Rouco, United States v., 876 
Roundtree v. United States, 498 
Rouse v. Burnham, 1152 
Roviaro v. United States, 1461 
Rovner, In re, 1781 
Rowan v. Owens, 92, 93 
Rowe v. Farmers Ins. Co., Inc., 619, 628, 

634 
Rowe v. General Motors Corp., 1516 
Rozier v. Ford Motor Co., 895 
Rubin v. United States Acting Through 

the Independent Counsel, 1814 
Rubin, People v., 1526 
Rubin, United States v., 570, 647 
Rubin/Chambers, Dunhill Insurance 

Service, United States v., 414 
Rudnick v. Superior Court, 1802 
Ruelke, State v., 161 
Rufo v. Simpson, 836 
Rundlett v. Oliver, 1549 
Runkle v. Burlington Northern, 893 
Runnells v. Rogers, 1242 
Rush, United States v., 110 
Rushen v. Spain, 1495 
Rusnak, State v., 495 
Russell v. Coffman, 42 
Russell v. Jackson, 1692 
Russell v. Pacific Grove, 1421 
Russell, State v., 742 
Russo v. Russo, 1515 
Russo, People v., 1464 
Russo, United States v., 778 
Rutchik, State v., 1014 
Rutger v. Walken, 419 
Rutledge v. Tultex Corp., 82 
Rutter v. Northeastern Beaver County 

School Dist., 1249 
Ruud, State v., 113 
Ryan v. Commissioner, 1781 
Ryan, In re, 1823 
Ryan, State v., 358 
Ryder, In re, 1718 
S.E.C. v. Singer, 413 
Sabatino v. Curtiss National Bank of 

Miami Springs, 776 
Saccoccia, United States v., 1712 
Sack v. Siekman, 254 
Sacramento, County of v. Lewis, 1587 
Safeway Stores, Inc. v. Combs, 575 

Sahin v. State, 535 
Saldana, State v., 1232 
Salerno, United States v., 672, 673, 674, 

704, 1388 
Salgo v. Leland Stanford Jr. University 

Board of Trustees, 577 
Salim, United States v., 676 
Salinas v. Texas, 1668 
Salley v. State, 412 
Sallis, People v., 434 
Salvador, United States v., 741 
Salyer, Commonwealth v., 275 
Sam, People v., 635 
Samples v. City of Atlanta, 1249 
Sampson, United States v., 1039 
Samuel Sheitelman, Inc. v. Hoffman, 776 
Samuelson v. Susen, 1854 
San Francisco, City & County of v. 

Superior Court, 1739, 1740, 1804 
Sanchell v. Parratt, 155 
Sanchez v. Black Brothers Co., 1317 
Sanchez v. Denver & Rio Grande W. R.R. 

Co., 205 
Sanchez, People v., 1675 
Sandelin, People v., 109 
Sandoval, People v., 497, 1082 
Sandstrom v. Montana, 1370, 1473, 1475, 

1476, 1477, 1478, 1480, 1481, 1482, 
1484, 1485, 1493, 1497 

Sanford v. Medlin, 867 
Saniti, United States v., 1169 
Santarelli, People v., 982 
Santiago, State v., 490 
Santiago-Gonzalez, United States v., 541 
Santos, Commonwealth v., 850 
Santos, People v., 1790 
Santos, State v., 1803 
Santos, United States v., 722 
Saporen, State v., 624 
Sargent v. Massachusetts Accident Co., 

74 
Sargent, People v., 340 
Sarraga-Solana, United States v., 498 
Sartin v. Stinecipher, 563 
Sasso, United States v., 752 
Satterfield, State v., 861, 864 
Satterfield, United States v., 740 
Savage, United States v., 880 
Savannah Bank & Trust Co. v. Wolff, 731 
Savino, State v., 1021 
Sawyer v. Dreis & Krump Mfg. Co., 1409 
Scaife, Queen v., 873 
Scales v. United States, 470, 472, 473, 

1380 
Scarlett, State v., 159, 161 
Schaffer v. State, 588 
Schaffner v. Chicago & North Western 

Transp. Co., et al., 152 
Schainuck, People v., 459 
Schall v. Martin, 1440 
Schechter v. Klanfer, 1409 



lx TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Scheffer, United States v., 311, 312, 
321, 539, 541, 545 

Scherffius v. Orr, 685 
Scherling v. Kilgore, 1414 
Schiavone v. Fortune, 745 
Schipani, United States v., 27, 149, 180, 

1387, 1389, 1395, 1396 
Schleunes v. American Casualty Co., 187 
Schmerber v. California, 104, 1527, 1618, 

1624, 1673 
Schmitt v. Emery, 1743 
Schneider v. Cessna Aircraft Co., 892 
Schneider v. Revici, 893 
Schnoor v. Meinecke, 158 
Schoenborn, United States v., 651 
Schoenrock v. City of Sisseton, 829 
Schrameck v. State, 69 
Schuchman v. Stackable, 1314 
Schuemann, People v., 516 
Schultz, United States v., 1372 
Schulz, In re Marriage of, 254 
Schwab, United States v., 503 
Schwartzman, People v., 1114 
Scoggin, State v., 1526 
Scop, United States v., 1256, 1282 
Scott v. Hammock, 1816 
Scott v. Harris, 99 
Scott v. State, 669 
Scott, People v., 64, 967 
Scott, State v., 389, 869 
Scott, United States v., 880, 1781 
Sea-land Service, Inc. v. Lozen 

International, LLC, 692 
Sealed Case, In re, 1060, 1635, 1680, 

1691, 1750, 1753, 1760, 1761, 1812, 
1814 

Seattle-First National Bank v. Cannon, 
896 

Seattle-First National Bank v. Randall, 
833 

Seaway Co. v. Attorney General, 888 
Securities and Exchange Commission v. 

Capital Gains Research Bureau, 1514 
Sedima, S.P.R.L. v. Imrex Co., Inc., 1408 
See v. Commonwealth, Ky., 87 
Seebrook v. Lee, 455 
Seel, People v., 366 
Segien, United States v., 1018 
Segovia, United States v., 1046 
Segura, United States v., 243 
Seifert, United States v., 275 
Seiler v. Lucasfilm, Ltd., 262, 277 
Sekisui American Corp. v. Hart, 203 
Sell v. Ingersoll-Rand Co., 1133 
Sell v. United States, 174 
Sella, State v., 1071, 1072 
Sells Engineering, Inc., United States v., 

1846 
Sempsey, State v., 1019 
September, 1975 Special Grand Jury, 

Matter of, 1632 
Sessa, United States v., 545 

Sevilla v. United States, 1833 
Sexton, Commonwealth v., 299 
Sexton, State v., 1081 
Seymour, People v., 806 
Shahan v. American Telephone & 

Telegraph Co., 183 
Shailer v. Bumstead, 845, 853 
Shandell, United States v., 1660 
Shannon v. United States, 54 
Shapiro v. United States, 1642 
Shaver, United States v., 224 
Shavin, United States v., 1069 
Shay, United States v., 514, 516 
Shchekina v. Washington Mut. Bank, 254 
Sheffield, United States v., 461 
Shell Oil Co. v. Industrial Commission, 

829 
Shell Oil Co. v. Pou, 405 
Shelton, People v., 341 
Shepard v. United States, 471, 851, 

855, 864, 867 
Shepp v. Uehlinger, 558 
Sheppard v. Maxwell, 1339 
Sherlin, United States v., 541 
Sherman v. United States, 1046 
Sherman, United States v., 154, 1374 
Sherrod v. Berry, 23 
Shewbart v. State, 519 
Shikany v. Salt Creek Transp. Co., 1562 
Shillinger v. Haworth, 1763 
Shirley, People v., 317 
Shonubi, United States v., 28, 31, 34, 65, 

66, 71, 75, 104, 149, 179 
Shoop, State v., 345 
Short, United States v., 1790 
Shortridge, People v., 740 
Shull, State v., 1053 
Shuman v. State, 867 
Shuttlesworth v. Birmingham, 1520 
Siegel, United States v., 978 
Siler, People v., 868 
Silkwood v. Kerr-McGee Corp., 1820 
Sills v. State, 739 
Silver Seal Prods. Co. v. Owens, 803 
Silver v. New York Cent. R. R. Co., 607 
Silver, People v., 985 
Simac, People v., 175 
Simek v. Superior Court, 1805 
Simmons v. Collins, 477 
Simmons v. United States, 297, 298, 435, 

1644 
Simon Neustadt Family Center, Inc. v. 

Bludworth, 546 
Simon v. G.D. Searle & Co., 1735, 1736 
Simonton v. Continental Casualty Co., 

585 
Simpsen v. Madison Gen. Hosp. Ass’n., 

1175 
Simpson, United States ex rel. v. Neal, 

1790 
Sims v. Baggett, 1516 
Sims v. Sowle, 1090 



 TABLE OF CASES lxi 

 

  

Sims v. Wooding, 731 
Sims, State v., 356 
Sims, United States v., 492, 1297 
Sindel, United States v., 1709 
Sindell v. Abbott Laboratories, 1380 
Singh, United States v., 446 
Singleton v. City of New York, 1505 
Singleton v. State, 492 
Singleton, United States v., 243, 476, 

1780 
Sinkora v. Wlach, 260 
Sioux Falls, City of v. Kohler, 1526 
Sisco, United States v., 1562 
Siverson v. Weber, 1240 
Skipper v. Yow, 888 
Skipper, State v., 78, 88 
Skowronski, United States v., 1174 
Skrine v. State, 1476 
Slade v. United States, 630 
Slagle v. Bagley, 468 
Slakan v. Porter, 206 
Slaten v. State, 355 
Slattery v. Marra Brothers, 187 
Slaughter v. Commonwealth, Ky., 90 
Sliker, United States v., 212, 235, 236 
Sloan v. United States, 1052 
Sloma v. Pfluger, 833 
Slow Development Co. v. Coulter, 205 
Small v. Immigration and Naturalization 

Service, 1458 
Smallwood v. State, 1079 
Smith v. Allstate Ins. Co., 1690 
Smith v. Ariens, 233 
Smith v. California, 1234 
Smith v. City of Chicago, 243 
Smith v. Clark, 812 
Smith v. Cramer, 845 
Smith v. Hollembaek, 1817 
Smith v. Illinois, 419 
Smith v. Ithaca Corp., 787, 788 
Smith v. Korn Indus. Inc., 607 
Smith v. Maryland, 774, 776 
Smith v. Ohio Oil Co., 148 
Smith v. Perdue, 737 
Smith v. Rapid Transit, Inc., 73, 79, 

1414 
Smith v. Schwartz, 1151 
Smith v. Slifer, 858 
Smith v. Smith, 831 
Smith v. State, 874, 1230, 1788 
Smith v. Superior Court, 71, 1803 
Smith v. United States, 344, 1234 
Smith, People v., 517, 669 
Smith, Rex v., 1013 
Smith, State v., 305, 807, 815, 1445 
Smith, United States v., 202, 248, 266, 

278, 286, 971, 1112, 1182, 1293, 1300, 
1782 

Smyth, United States v., 778 
Snead v. State, 982 
Sneath, United States v., 1400 
Snell, Commonwealth v., 968 

Snoonian, In re, 1783, 1784 
Snyder v. Massachusetts, 184 
Societe Internationale Etc. v. Brownell, 

1851 
Societe Internationale Etc. v. McGranery, 

1851 
Societe Internationale v. Rogers Etc., 

1851, 1854 
Societe Nationale Industrielle 

Aerospatiale v. United States District 
Court for the Southern District of Iowa, 
676 

Society of Jesus of New England v. 
Commonwealth, 1818 

Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., United States v., 
404, 1152 

Soley v. Ampudia, 1517 
Soley v. Star & Herald Co., 1517 
Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook 

County v. U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, 1541 

Sollars v. State, 584 
Solomon, United States v., 547, 1177 
Sommer, United States v., 71 
Sorge, People v., 494 
Sorrells, United States v., 1560 
Sosna v. Iowa, 1777 
Sotiriades v. Mathews, 1513 
Soule, United States v., 1848 
Soundingsides, United States v., 542 
South Dakota Pub. Util. Comm’n v. 

FERC, 105 
South Dakota v. Neville, 1618 
South Shore Land Co. v. Petersen, 1519 
Southern Pacific Railroad Co. v. United 

States, 1520 
Southern Ry. Co. v. Birmingham, 709 
Spalitto v. United States, 1053 
Spann, State v., 87 
Spartan Grain & Mill Co. v. Ayers, 1123 
Specht v. Jensen, 1263 
Specht v. Patterson, 1399 
Special February 2011–1 Grand Jury 

Subpoena Dated September 12, 2011, 
In re, 1648 

Special Grand Jury 89–2, In re, 1845 
Spector v. United States, 1567 
Spector, People v., 840, 1014 
Speed v. State, 400 
Speer, State v., 1013, 1014 
Speiser v. Randall, 1356, 1360, 1369, 

1383, 1394, 1397, 1475 
Spencer v. Commonwealth, 475 
Spencer v. Texas, 311, 1024, 1046 
Spencer, United States v., 1016 
Spevack v. Klein, 1657 
Spies v. United States, 974, 975 
Spiller, United States v., 684 
Spinosa, People v., 525 
Spiropoulos, Commonwealth v., 109 
Spraggin, State v., 970 
Sprague, State v., 870 



lxii TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Spriggs, People v., 738 
Spriggs, United States v., 446 
Sprint v. Mendelsohn, 6 
Sreter v. Hynes, 1632 
St. John v. North Carolina Parole 

Comm’n, 1237 
St. John, United States v., 1615 
St. Louis Baptist Temple, Inc. v. Federal 

Deposit Insurance Corp., 1505 
St. Louis-San Francisco Railway v. 

Thompson, 478 
Stamper, United States v., 1080 
Standifur, State v., 740 
Stanton v. Stanton, 1551, 1778 
Starner v. Wirth, 417 
Starr v. Campos, 1439 
Starzecpyzel, United States v., 78, 255, 

1196 
State Commission for Human Rights v. 

Farrell, 1552 
State Farm Fire & Cas. v. Prinz, 336 
State Highway Comm’n v. Fisch-Or, Inc., 

1318, 1319 
Steadman v. S.E.C., 1351 
Stearns v. State, 1074 
Steele, People v., 980 
Steelworkers v. Weber, 1455 
Stein v. Bowman, 1775, 1778 
Stein, People v., 266 
Steinberg v. Indem. Ins. Co., 1174 
Stephan v. State, 670, 671 
Stephens v. Dichtenmueller, 1434 
Stephens v. Miller, 1082 
Stephens v. Morris, 1077 
Stephens v. People, 454 
Sterling Heights General Employees’ 

Retirement System, City of v. 
Prudential Financial, Inc., 1802 

Sterling Navigation Co., In re, 905 
Sterling v. Tenet, 1836 
Sterling, United States v., 1821 
Stevens Linen Associates Inc. v. 

Mastercraft Corp., 1409 
Stevens v. Commonwealth, 1782 
Stevens v. People, 342, 344, 919 
Stevens v. Thurston, 1744 
Stevens, State v., 991 
Stevens, United States v., 300, 1020 
Stevenson v. Stuart, 12 
Stewart Oil Co. v. Sohio Petroleum Co., 

260 
Stewart v. State, 1027 
Stewart v. United States, 1052, 1649 
Stewart, United States v., 338, 880, 1399 
Stinson v. England, 893 
Stiver v. Parker, 1248 
Stiver, United States v., 1848 
Stockhammer, Commonwealth v., 424 
Stockton, United States v., 962 
Stoddard v. State, 593 
Stolar, In re, 1704 
Stoll, People v., 1067 

Stopher v. Commonwealth, Ky., 90 
Stores v. State, 176 
Stovall v. Denno, 297 
Strahl, United States v., 353, 1703 
Stratton, United States v., 354 
Straub v. Reading Co., 386, 388 
Straughan v. Asher, 734, 737 
Strauss v. Douglas Aircraft Co., 1109 
Strickland v. Jackson, 1090 
Stritzinger, People v., 1810 
Stroble v. California, 1385 
Stromberg v. California, 1480 
Strother, United States v., 762 
Stuart, State v., 1010, 1349 
Students of California School for the 

Blind v. Honig, 1321 
Stump v. Bennett, 1372 
Sturdevant v. State, 451 
Stwalley v. State, 1027 
Subin v. Goldsmith, 108 
Subpoena Addressed to Samuel W. 

Murphy, In re, 1736 
Subpoena Issued to Mary Erato, In re, 

1823, 1854 
Subpoenas Duces Tecum (Fulbright & 

Jaworski), In re, 1760 
Suburban Sew ‘N Sweep, Inc. v. Swiss-

Bernina, Inc., 1689 
Sugden v. St. Leonards, 845 
Sullivan v. Superior Court for San Mateo 

County, 407 
Sullivan v. United States, 525 
Sullivan, Commonwealth v., 1404 
Sullivan, State v., 1002, 1006 
Summers, Rex v., 1415 
Sumner, United States v., 1024 
Superior Court of San Mateo County 

(Fairbank), People v., 1719 
Superior Court, State v., 1521 
Sutphen v. Hagelin, 1449 
Sutterfield, State v., 1667 
Sutton, United States v., 222 
Svenson v. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 

York, 1171 
Swain v. Alabama, 105 
Swain v. C & S Bank of Albany, 730 
Swain v. Neeld, 1449 
Swanson v. Chatterton, 1175 
Swartz, State v., 463 
Sweeney, State v., 1010 
Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 1830 
Swenson, Commonwealth v., 640 
Swidler & Berlin and Hamilton v. 

United States, 1690 
Swierkiewicz v. Sorema N.A., 1342 
Swink v. Cone Mills, Inc., 82 
Swinton, State v., 242 
Sykes, People v., 365 
Sykes, United States v., 1708 
Syposs v. United States, 1686 
Syslo, United States v., 1616 
Szeliga v. General Motors Corp., 186, 206 



 TABLE OF CASES lxiii 

 

  

Taggart, People v., 991 
Taggart, United States v., 747 
Tai, People v., 258 
Talbot, People v., 202 
Tanner v. United States, 329 
Tapia-Ortiz, United States v., 1306 
Tarasoff v. Regents of the University of 

California, 1810, 1811 
Tate v. North Pacific College, 575 
Taylor v. Baltimore & Ohio R.R. Co., 782 
Taylor v. F.W. Woolworth Co., 1151 
Taylor v. Illinois, 320, 322 
Taylor v. United States, 1802 
Taylor, People v., 477, 1230, 1232 
Taylor, State v., 804, 1006, 1007, 1418 
Taylor, United States v., 720, 1375 
Teague v. United States, 1262 
Teamsters v. United States, 1453 
Teeple, United States v., 1648 
Teeter, State v., 869 
Tei Fu Chen, United States v., 1752, 1754 
Telectron, Inc. v. Overhead Door Corp., 73 
Teleglobe v. Telease, 234 
Tellabs, Inc. v. Makor Issues & Rights, 

Ltd, 1507 
Tellier, United States v., 721, 1758 
Temple v. Commonwealth, 1594 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co. v. Hall, 

1561 
Tennessee v. Lane, 360, 362 
Terczak, People v., 391, 454 
Terminal Transport v. Foster, 478 
Ternan, State v., 506 
Terra, People v., 1464 
Terrell v. Richter-Rosin, 1087 
Terry, People v., 1046 
Terry, United States v., 445, 519 
Testa, United States v., 1396 
Teufel v. Wienir, 396 
Texas & New Orleans R.R. Co. v. Davis, 

1110 
Texas Department of Community 

Affairs v. Burdine, 105, 1450 
Texas Department of Safety v. Caruana, 

793 
Thau, People v., 494 
Theriault v. Burnham, 1433 
Thomann, United States v., 1781 
Thomas John’s Case, 874 
Thomas v. C.G. Tate Constr. Co., Inc., 206 
Thomas v. Chicago Transit Authority, 194 
Thomas v. Hogan, 796 
Thomas v. Kansas Power and Light Co., 

1560 
Thomas v. Newton Intern’l Enterprises, 

1198 
Thomas v. State, 254, 1079 
Thomas, State v., 304, 692, 1230 
Thomas, United States v., 1016, 1017, 

1788 
Thompson v. Boggs, 1122 
Thompson v. State, 479 

Thompson v. United States, 402 
Thompson, People v., 27, 1418 
Thompson, State v., 158, 881 
Thompson, United States v., 883 
Thor v. Boska, 73 
Thoreen, United States v., 174 
Threadgill v. State, 279 
Three “M” Investments, Inc. v. Ahrend 

Co., 391 
Throckmorton v. Holt, 853 
Throckmorton’s Case, 912 
Thurston v. Morley, 1613 
Tiernan, State v., 478 
Tigner v. Texas, 1547 
Tilbury v. Welberg, 1149 
Tilley, People v., 868 
Tindall v. H & S Homes, LLC, 1752 
Tinker v. United States, 480 
Tipton, United States v., 1788 
Tobey, Jr., et al. v. Quick, 337 
Tobey, People v., 259 
Tobin v. United States R.R. Ret. Bd., 1417 
Tolliver, United States v., 722 
Tolomeo v. Harmony Short Line Motor 

Transportation Co., 433 
Tome v. United States, 643, 645 
Tome, United States v., 823 
Toney, State v., 30 
Tong’s Case, 912 
Tornabene v. United States, 168 
Torrealba, Commonwealth v., 1123 
Torres v. County of Oakland, 418, 1259 
Torres, State v., 537 
Torres-Flores, United States v., 982 
Tortora v. General Motors Corp., 1374 
Tot v. United States, 1353, 1360, 1460, 

1461, 1464, 1466, 1467, 1468 
Tot, United States v., 1426 
Touchcom, Inc. v. Bereskin & Parr, 278 
Townsend, United States v., 446 
Trade Development Bank v. The 

Continental Insurance Co., 1854 
Trademark Properties, Inc. v. A & E 

Television Networks, 1157 
Traders and General Ins. Co. v. Stone, 

1149 
Traficante, State v., 1148 
Trainor, Commonwealth v., 858 
Trainor, State v., 1039 
Trammel v. United States, 1746, 1774, 

1794, 1796, 1826 
Trammel, United States v., 1786 
Trans World Airlines, Inc. v. Hughes, 

1514 
Trans-American Van Service, Inc. v. 

United States, 1374 
Trascher v. Territo, 861, 863, 902 
Travellers’ Insurance Co. of Chicago v. 

Mosley, 803, 845 
Travis v. United States, 1064 
Trefethen, Commonwealth v., 852 
Trejo, United States v., 1170 



lxiv TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Tresnak, In re Marriage of, 1508 
Trevino v. State, 460 
Trosclair, State v., 512 
Trossbach v. Trossbach, 278 
Trotter, United States v., 1349 
Troup, Commonwealth v., 1353 
Trout v. Hidalgo, 106 
Troutman v. Erlandson, 433 
Troutman v. Valley Nat. Bank, 337 
Truck Ins. Exchange v. Michling, 803 
True, State v., 805 
Trull v. True, 12 
Truong Dinh Hung, United States v., 28 
Trusky v. State, 1741 
Trustees of University of Pennsylvania v. 

Lexington Insurance Co., 858 
Tryon v. Casey, 796 
Tsinnijinnie, United States v., 1783 
Tucker v. State, 341 
Tucker v. Welsh, 463 
Tucker, People v., 709 
Tucker, United States v., 378, 1400 
Tumey v. Ohio, 1339, 1496 
Turbyfill v. International Harvester Co., 

905 
Turkish, United States v., 1660 
Turner v. Louisiana, 1339 
Turner v. Texas Instruments, Inc., 1454, 

1455 
Turner v. United States, 1460, 1461, 

1462, 1469, 1533 
Turner, People v., 1375 
Turning Bear, United States v., 517 
Turpin v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, 

Inc., 1183 
Tutton, State v., 1033 
Twin City Plaza, Inc. v. Central Surety 

and Ins. Corp., 1284 
Twining v. New Jersey, 1600 
Twitty, United States v., 105 
Two Grand Jury Subpoenae Duces 

Tecum, In re, 1635 
Uhrig v. Coffin, 183 
Ullmann v. United States, 1612, 1650, 

1665 
Under Seal v. United States, 1823 
Under Seal, United States v., 1648 
Uniformed Sanitation Men Assn., Inc. v. 

Commissioner of Sanitation of City of 
New York, 1585, 1657 

Union Pacific Resources Co. v. 
Chesapeake Energy Corp., 1159 

Union Paint and Varnish Co. v. Dean, 22 
United Blood Services v. Quintana, 1249 
United Shoe Machinery Corp., United 

States v., 1681, 1682, 1734 
United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. v. 

Moore, 897 
United States Gypsum Co., United States 

v., 1728 
United States Postal Service Bd. of 

Governors v. Aikens, 1456 

University Hospital of State University of 
N.Y., United States v., 1801 

University of Illinois v. Spalding, 255 
University of Pennsylvania v. EEOC, 

1824 
Upjohn v. United States, 1682, 1684, 

1691, 1725, 1746, 1760, 1795 
Urbani v. Razza, 389 
Usery v. Turner Elkhorn Mining, 1441, 

1442 
Vachon, State v., 512 
Valdes, United States v., 201 
Valdez v. Winans, 327 
Valdez-Soto, United States v., 905 
Valencia, United States v., 708 
Valente, United States v., 1661 
Valentine v. Weaver, 829 
Valenzuela v. United States, 1606 
Valenzuela, United States v., 176 
Valenzuela-Bernal, United States v., 315, 

327 
Vallee, United States v., 880 
Valle-Valdez, United States v., 116 
Van Gaasbeck, People v., 1050, 1051 
Van Meerbeke, United States v., 367 
Van Riper v. United States, 717 
Vannote, People v., 460 
Vanosdol v. Henderson, 1346 
Varcoe v. Lee, 1516 
Vargas v. Keane, 62 
Various Articles of Obscene Merchandise, 

Schedule No. 2102, United States v., 
1536 

Vasquez v. People, 880 
Vee Vinhnee, In re, 276 
Veeco Instruments, Inc. Sec. Litig., In re, 

1821 
Vela, United States v., 766 
Velsicol Chemical Corp. v. Parsons, 1760 
Veltmann, United States v., 839, 840 
Veluzat, State v., 463 
Vermont v. Robar, 641, 649 
Vermont, State of v. Gokey, 1514 
Verplank, In re, 1816 
Vestal, State v., 850 
Vicor Corp. v. Vigilant Ins. Co., 1854 
Vila, United States v., 1532 
Villalta, United States v., 353 
Villarreal v. State, 366 
Vince, In re, 505 
Vincent v. Louis Marx & Co., 707 
Vincent v. Mutual Reserve Fund Life 

Ass’n, 1444, 1445 
Vingelli v. United States Drug 

Enforcement Agency, 1698, 1699 
Vinson, United States v., 717 
Virgin Islands v. Bedford, 484 
Virgin Islands v. Smith, 1660 
Virgin Islands, People of the v. Carty, 

1034 
Virginia v. Black, 1473 
Vistica v. Presbyterian Hospital, 1239 



 TABLE OF CASES lxv 

 

  

Viterbo v. Dow Chem. Co., 1291 
Vlandis v. Kline, 1418 
von Bulow by Auersperg v. von Bulow, 

1759 
von Bulow, In re, 1759 
Voss, State v., 1011 
Waddington North American, Inc. v. 

Sabert Corp., 388 
Wade v. Lane, 690, 695 
Wade v. United States, 1534 
Wade, United States v., 296, 1618 
Wadsworth, State v., 1122 
Wagner v. Volvo Construction Equipment 

Rents Inc., 493 
Wainwright v. Greenfield, 466 
Wainwright v. Witt, 1481 
Walder v. United States, 467, 493 
Waldman v. Shipyard Marina, 64 
Walker v. Birmingham, 1520 
Walker v. Butterworth, 1439 
Walker v. Horn, 484 
Walker v. North Dakota Eye Clinic, Ltd., 

893 
Walker v. Town of Fruithurst, 888 
Walker, State v., 462 
Walker, United States v., 587 
Wall v. Continental Kraft Corp, 1849 
Wall, Commonwealth v., 1080 
Wallace Motor Sales, Inc. v. American 

Motors Sales Corp., 239 
Wallace, United States v., 446, 1313 
Walsh, Matter of, 1705 
Walters, State v., 1002 
Wanoskia, United States v., 184 
Ward v. H.B. Zachry Constr. Co., 207 
Ward v. Village of Monroeville, 1339 
Ward, People v., 1294, 1295 
Ward, United States v., 253, 345 
Wards Cove Packing Co. v. Atonio, 80 
Ware v. State, 480 
Ware, People v., 1372 
Wareham v. Wareham, 1418 
Warger v. Shauers, 1562 
Warman, United States v., 717 
Warmington, In re, 378 
Warner v. New York Cent. R.R. Co., 1115 
Warner v. State, 1029 
Warner, State v., 1061 
Warner, United States v., 545 
Warren v. Applebaum, 897 
Warren v. State, 1369 
Warrick, United States v., 1816 
Warszower v. United States, 339 
Washington Hosp. Center v. Butler, 1246 
Washington v. Davis, 1548 
Washington v. Glucksberg, 1587 
Washington v. State, 850 
Washington v. Texas, 311, 315, 322, 324, 

1274 
Washington v. United States, 1250 
Washington, State v., 676 

Washington, United States v., 575, 1616, 
1667 

Waterman v. Whitney, 853 
Waters v. New Amsterdam Casualty Co., 

1434, 1449 
Waters v. O’Connor, 1817 
Waters v. Waters, 599 
Waters, United States v., 541 
Watkins v. Prudential Ins. Co., 1423 
Watkins v. Sowders, 287 
Watkins v. Telsmith, Inc., 1209 
Watson v. State, 156 
Watson v. Terminal R.R., 520 
Watts v. Swiss Bank Corp., 1571 
Watts, United States v., 28, 1040 
Waynick v. Reardon, 1415 
Weatherford v. Bursey, 1762, 1764, 1765 
Weaver, United States v., 1472 
Webb v. Nolan, 1506 
Webb v. Texas, 1338 
Webb, State v., 536, 914 
Webb, United States v., 1068 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 

v. Moore, 183 
Weber, State v., 1297 
Webster Groves, City of v. Quick, 607 
Webster, Commonwealth v., 1416 
Webster, People v., 494 
WebXchange Inc. v. Dell, 1816 
Weeks v. United States, 1387, 1392 
Weidlich v. New York, N.H. & H.R. Co., 

1445, 1447 
Weiler v. United States, 338, 344, 345 
Weinberger v. Wiesenfeld, 1547 
Weir v. Commissioner, 271 
Weise v. Red Owl Stores, Inc., 1407 
Weisman, United States v., 1749 
Weiss, People v., 494 
Weisz, United States v., 208 
Welbourn’s Case, 874 
Welch v. New York, New Haven & 

Hartford Railroad Co., 280 
Welfare of L.Z., In re, 776 
Welfare Rights Organization v. Crisan, 

1819 
Wells v. Fairbank, 12 
Wells v. Pittsburgh Bd. of Public 

Education, 1567 
Wells v. State, 593 
Wells, People v., 456 
Wells, State v., 535 
Werner v. Upjohn Co., Inc., 1131 
West Virginia, State of v. Douglass, 1717 
West, People v., 977 
West, United States v., 1270 
Westbeer, King v., 912 
Westek, People v., 1069 
Westmoreland, United States v., 1790 
Weston, United States v., 174 
Wheat v. United States, 1744 
Wheeler v. Hager, 1853 
Wheeler v. Helterbrand, 151 



lxvi TABLE OF CASES  

 

  

Wheeler v. United States, 167, 307, 525, 
1630 

Wheeler, People v., 449, 490, 492, 503 
Whelton v. Daly, 258 
White v. Arn, 1364, 1366 
White v. Holderby, 154 
White v. Illinois, 823, 827, 915 
White v. State, 167, 1075 
White v. United States, 971 
White, People v., 363, 365, 366 
White, United States v., 42, 217, 717, 

1062, 1069, 1630, 1631, 1635, 1761 
White’s Will, In re, 667 
Whitehead, Commonwealth v., 353 
Whitehouse v. United States District 

Court for the District of Rhode Island, 
1696 

Whitehurst, People v., 1393 
Whiting, State v., 1028 
Whitley, United States v., 1533 
Whitmore, United States v., 512 
Wicker v. McCotter, 317 
Wickliffe v. Sunrise Hosp., Inc., 1176 
Wiggins v. Texas, 1058 
Wilbur v. Tourangeau, 1134 
Wiley v. Luke, 730 
Wilhelm, People v., 1080 
Wilkens, United States v., 427 
Wilkinson v. Carnival Cruise Lines, Inc., 

710 
William T. Thompson Co. v. General 

Nutrition Corps, Inc., 1818 
Williams v. CSX Transport Co., Inc., 569 
Williams v. Florida, 1537, 1672, 1673, 

1674, 1675 
Williams v. Humble Oil & Refining Co., 

778 
Williams v. Illinois, 790, 952, 960 
Williams v. Lane, 1666 
Williams v. Lord, 1072 
Williams v. New York, 1046 
Williams v. Reynolds, 155 
Williams v. Selby, 278 
Williams v. State, 388, 389 
Williams v. Union Carbide Corp., 707 
Williams v. United States, 1052, 1353 
Williams v. Walker, 530 
Williams, People v., 341 
Williams, State v., 173, 358, 519 
Williams, United States v., 155, 176, 460, 

486, 492, 541, 994, 996, 1068, 1182, 
1199, 1200, 1291, 1316 

Williamson v. Illinois, 549, 728 
Williamson v. United States, 742 
Willmurth, People v., 109 
Wills v. Amerada Hess Corp., 1200 
Willy v. The Coastal Corporation, 73 
Wilson v. Bodian, 797 
Wilson v. City of Chicago, 1102 
Wilson v. Clark, 1294, 1295 
Wilson v. Collins, 1618 

Wilson v. Hartford Accident and 
Indemnity, Corp., 576 

Wilson v. Scripps-Howard Broad. Co., 
1351 

Wilson v. State, 525, 868, 977, 1032 
Wilson v. United States, 1630 
Wilson v. Volkswagen of America, Inc., 

1122 
Wilson v. Wilson, 337 
Wilson, People v., 454, 480, 1022 
Wilson, State v., 479, 517, 1069 
Wilson, United States v., 110, 248 
Wimberley v. Paterson, 162 
Windsor Capital Corp., United States v., 

1753 
Winekoff v. Pospisil, 36 
Wing, State v., 727 
Winship, In re, 61, 1357, 1359, 1362, 

1366, 1370, 1375, 1380, 1384, 1386, 
1395, 1397, 1401, 1460, 1470, 1473, 
1475, 1485, 1497 

Winston v. Winston, 148 
Winston, State v., 373 
Winter, In re Marriage of, 1512 
Wisconsin ex rel. Monsoor v. Gagnon, 425 
Wisconsin, State of v. Schaffer, 1846 
Withers v. Levine, 428 
Witness-Attorney Before Grand Jury No. 

83–1, In re, 1700 
Witnesses Before the Special March 1980 

Grand Jury: Appeal of United States, 
In the Matter of, 1700 

Wofford, State v., 1000 
Wolff v. Employers Fire Insurance Co., 

897 
Wolfle v. United States, 1789 
Wolfram, In re, 378 
Wolfson v. Mutual Life Ins. Co., 568 
Wong Sun v. United States, 344 
Wong, United States v., 1658 
Wood v. Alaska, 30 
Wood v. Samaritan Institution, 1237 
Woodard, People v., 489 
Woodbine, Commonwealth v., 404, 409 
Woodburn, State v., 515 
Woodby v. Immigration & Naturalization 

Serv., 1395, 1397, 1400, 1408 
Woodcock, King v., 922 
Wooden, United States v., 1064 
Woodfox v. Cain, 588 
Woodruff, United States v., 1687 
Woods, United States v., 874, 991, 1013 
Woodsides v. State, 911 
Woodward & Lothrop v. Heed, 163 
Woodward v. Goulstone, 845 
Woolley v. Hafner’s Wagon Wheel, Inc., 

166, 168 
Worthington v. Scribner, 1853 
Worthington, People v., 1791 
Wright v. Doe D. Tatham, 588, 598 
Wright v. State, 866 



 TABLE OF CASES lxvii 

 

  

Wright v. State Accident Insurance Fund, 
1439 

Wright v. Swann, 813 
Wright v. Williams, 1248 
Wright, State v., 1824 
Wright, United States v., 253, 405 
Wuliger, United States v., 530 
Wusinich v. Aeroquip Corp., 1134 
Wyatt v. United States, 1776, 1782 
Wyman v. Wallace, 1533 
Wyman, State v., 991 
Wysochan, Rex v., 605 
Yakobov, United States v., 793 
Yamin, United States v., 268 
Yannotti, United States v., 417 
Yates v. Bair Transport, Inc., 784 
Yazum, People v., 692 
Yazzie, United States v., 411, 828 
Ybarra v. Spangard, 1239 
Yeary v. Holbrook, 183 
Yee Hem v. United States, 1356 
Yeley-Davis, United States v., 769 
Yokozeki v. State Bar, 1520 
York, Commonwealth v., 1356 
York, United States v., 751 
Youkers v. State, 305 

Young Bros., Inc., United States v., 675, 
766 

Young, United States v., 444, 1260, 1283 
Yuri Garcia, United States v., 1164, 1165 
Zackowitz, People v., 852, 965 
Zarauskas, United States v., 1670 
Zeleznik v. Jewish Chronic Disease 

Hospital, 392 
Zellers v. Chase, 1172 
Zenith Radio Corp. v. Matsushita 

Electric Industrial Co., Limited, 
244, 665, 710, 1507 

Zenni, United States v., 605 
Zervos v. Verizon N.Y., Inc., 1164 
Zhong H. Chen, United States v., 1648 
Zimeri-Safie, United States v., 29 
Zimmer v. Miller Trucking Co., 1287 
Zipkin, United States v., 1265 
Zito, United States v., 831 
Zivotofsky ex rel. Zivotofsky v. Secretary 

of State, 1557 
Zizzo, United States v., 704 
Zolin, United States v., 1745 
Zucker v. Whitridge, 1114, 1115 
Zuniga, In re, 1793 
Zurcher v. Stanford Daily, 1764 

 





 

lxix 

 

TABLE OF FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE 

 

Fed.R.Evid. 102 ....... 11, 76, 465, 609, 900, 
1191, 1212, 1216, 1337 

Fed.R.Evid. 103 .................... 111, 112, 899 
Fed.R.Evid. 103(a) .......................... 36, 116 
Fed.R.Evid. 103(a)(1) .......... 110, 111, 113,  

114, 239 
Fed.R.Evid. 103(a)(2) ..................... 37, 115 
Fed.R.Evid. 104 ..... 29, 213, 245, 711, 712, 

713, 1039, 1326, 1337 
Fed.R.Evid. 104(a) ......... 4, 9, 29, 213, 244,  

308, 701, 702, 711, 712, 713, 714, 715, 
881, 1036, 1037, 1105, 1106, 1108, 
1157, 1181, 1187, 1507, 1743, 1747, 
1748, 1781 

Fed.R.Evid. 104(b) ......... 4, 9, 29, 214, 215,  
236, 244, 257, 1038, 1039, 1106 

Fed.R.Evid. 104(d) ...................... 435, 1666 
Fed.R.Evid. 105 .................... 54, 215, 1039 
Fed.R.Evid. 106 ... 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 

221, 222, 224, 225, 648, 649, 787 
Fed.R.Evid. 201 ....... 22, 1182, 1192, 1502, 

1504, 1507, 1508, 1514, 1520, 1526, 
1527, 1530, 1531, 1565, 1566, 1567, 
1573 

Fed.R.Evid. 201(a) ......... 1503, 1506, 1507,  
1508, 1527, 1530 

Fed.R.Evid. 201(b) .................... 1506, 1516 
Fed.R.Evid. 201(b)(2) ......................... 1508 
Fed.R.Evid. 201(c) .............................. 1568 
Fed.R.Evid. 201(d) .................... 1568, 1569 
Fed.R.Evid. 201(e) .......... 1506, 1568, 1569 
Fed.R.Evid. 201(f) .......... 1505, 1564, 1566 
Fed.R.Evid. 201(g) ......... 1529, 1530, 1531,  

1564, 1565, 1566 
Fed.R.Evid. 301 ... 1421, 1434, 1437, 1438, 

1440, 1453 
Fed.R.Evid. 302 .................................. 1421 
Fed.R.Evid. 401 ....... 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 12, 16,  

17, 23, 24, 29, 47, 49, 75, 81, 111, 124, 
147, 235, 472, 586, 994, 1038, 1088, 
1116, 1157, 1158, 1187, 1204, 1205, 
1396 

Fed.R.Evid. 401–404 .......................... 1396 
Fed.R.Evid. 402 ..... 3, 8, 17, 29, 47, 75, 81, 

111, 124, 147, 235, 472, 1018, 1039, 
1185, 1187, 1204, 1205 

Fed.R.Evid. 403 ....... 4, 6, 7, 17, 23, 32, 44,  
45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 53, 54, 55, 56, 81, 
110, 111, 114, 147, 205, 260, 312, 415, 
473, 474, 484, 490, 491, 498, 500, 509, 
512, 523, 528, 529, 541, 542, 585, 586, 
587, 609, 612, 675, 686, 688, 707, 839, 
895, 978, 993, 997, 998, 999, 1000, 
1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 
1037, 1038, 1039, 1087, 1088, 1105, 
1106, 1107, 1108, 1111, 1142, 1153, 
1158, 1183, 1187, 1196, 1203, 1204, 

1205, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1262, 1264, 
1275, 1292, 1293, 1316, 1337, 1396 

Fed.R.Evid. 404 ....... 50, 1021, 1033, 1069, 
1072, 1085, 1086, 1089, 1090, 1396 

Fed.R.Evid. 404(a) ......... 1046, 1085, 1087,  
1103 

Fed.R.Evid. 404(a)(1) ................. 535, 1065 
Fed.R.Evid. 404(a)(2)(B)(ii) ................ 1074 
Fed.R.Evid. 404(a)(3) ........................... 535 
Fed.R.Evid. 404(b) ..... 48, 49, 52, 113, 684, 

698, 968, 969, 971, 991, 993, 999, 1002, 
1004, 1014, 1015, 1016, 1017, 1018, 
1019, 1020, 1021, 1026, 1027, 1028, 
1031, 1034, 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038, 
1039, 1041, 1088, 1089 

Fed.R.Evid. 404(b)(1) ................... 971, 999 
Fed.R.Evid. 404(b)(2) ................... 978, 999 
Fed.R.Evid. 404–412 .......................... 1037 
Fed.R.Evid. 405 .............. 1021, 1061, 1116 
Fed.R.Evid. 405(a) ........... 514, 1060, 1061,  

1067, 1069 
Fed.R.Evid. 405(b) .................... 1070, 1091 
Fed.R.Evid. 406 ............. 1116, 1119, 1122,  

1123, 1124 
Fed.R.Evid. 407 ............. 1125, 1130, 1131,  

1133, 1134 
Fed.R.Evid. 408 ............. 1136, 1137, 1138,  

1139, 1140, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 
1148 

Fed.R.Evid. 408(a) .......... 1138, 1139, 1140 
Fed.R.Evid. 408(a)(1) ............... 1138, 1139 
Fed.R.Evid. 408(a)(2) ............... 1139, 1140 
Fed.R.Evid. 408(b) .................... 1140, 1143 
Fed.R.Evid. 409 ........................ 1143, 1144 
Fed.R.Evid. 410 ..... 700, 1144, 1145, 1146, 

1147, 1148 
Fed.R.Evid. 410(a) .............................. 1147 
Fed.R.Evid. 410(a)(3) ......................... 1144 
Fed.R.Evid. 410(a)(4) ......................... 1144 
Fed.R.Evid. 411 ........................ 1125, 1134 
Fed.R.Evid. 412 ......... 30, 341, 1077, 1080,  

1082, 1084, 1085, 1090, 1103, 1116 
Fed.R.Evid. 412(b)(1)(B) .................... 1084 
Fed.R.Evid. 412(b)(2) ............... 1080, 1090 
Fed.R.Evid. 413 ............. 1021, 1022, 1023,  

1024, 1025, 1026, 1034, 1085 
Fed.R.Evid. 413(d) .................... 1104, 1106 
Fed.R.Evid. 413–415 ...... 1105, 1106, 1107 
Fed.R.Evid. 414 ............. 1021, 1022, 1023,  

1024, 1026, 1027, 1034, 1085 
Fed.R.Evid. 415 ............. 1023, 1024, 1103,  

1104, 1105, 1106 
Fed.R.Evid. 501 ............. 1575, 1576, 1691,  

1692, 1694, 1726, 1729, 1730, 1746, 
1748, 1751, 1768, 1776, 1777, 1786, 
1792, 1793, 1794, 1795, 1796, 1797, 
1821, 1826, 1847, 1848, 1850, 1851 

Fed.R.Evid. 502 .............. 1689, 1758, 1759 



lxx TABLE OF FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE  

 

  

Fed.R.Evid. 502(a) .......... 1738, 1758, 1759 
Fed.R.Evid. 502(b) .......... 1689, 1690, 1758 
Fed.R.Evid. 601 ............. 308, 328, 330, 337 
Fed.R.Evid. 602 ...... 29, 328, 353, 354, 413, 

813, 1165, 1181 
Fed.R.Evid. 602(a)(2) ............................490 
Fed.R.Evid. 603 ............. 328, 346, 349, 467 
Fed.R.Evid. 605 ............................. 212, 329 
Fed.R.Evid. 606 .....................................329 
Fed.R.Evid. 606(a) ..............................1562 
Fed.R.Evid. 606(b) ........................ 193, 329 
Fed.R.Evid. 607 ............ 430, 472, 522, 527,  

528, 529, 703 
Fed.R.Evid. 607(a) ................................115 
Fed.R.Evid. 608 ............ 449, 471, 489, 497,  

498, 500, 545 
Fed.R.Evid. 608(a) ....... 508, 509, 513, 514,  

534, 536, 543, 1067, 1086 
Fed.R.Evid. 608(a)(2) ............................534 
Fed.R.Evid. 608(b) ....... 326, 489, 497, 498,  

499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 512, 519, 534, 
1666 

Fed.R.Evid. 609 ............ 471, 482, 483, 484,  
485, 486, 487, 489, 493, 497, 503, 997, 
1087 

Fed.R.Evid. 609(a) ...... 115, 489, 998, 1088 
Fed.R.Evid. 609(a)(1) ........... 483, 482, 484,  

485, 491, 497, 1087 
Fed.R.Evid. 609(a)(2) ........... 482, 483, 486,  

487, 488, 491, 497 
Fed.R.Evid. 609(b) ........ 483, 484, 485, 492 
Fed.R.Evid. 610 ..................... 467, 469, 471 
Fed.R.Evid. 611(a) .............. 224, 395, 1337 
Fed.R.Evid. 611(b) ........ 433, 434, 435, 472 
Fed.R.Evid. 611(c) .................................390 
Fed.R.Evid. 612 ..... 271, 405, 406, 407, 408 
Fed.R.Evid. 612(2) ................................408 
Fed.R.Evid. 612(b) ................................272 
Fed.R.Evid. 613 ............................. 464, 501 
Fed.R.Evid. 613(a) ................................466 
Fed.R.Evid. 613(b) ........................ 464, 465 
Fed.R.Evid. 614 ...................................1323 
Fed.R.Evid. 701 .......... 200, 255, 413, 1155,  

1156, 1158, 1159, 1160, 1161, 1164, 
1165, 1169, 1170, 1191, 1264 

Fed.R.Evid. 701(a) ...................... 510, 1165 
Fed.R.Evid. 701(b) ...................... 510, 1158 
Fed.R.Evid. 701(c) ...............................1161 
Fed.R.Evid. 702 ...... 79, 199, 323, 416, 417, 

516, 541, 542, 543, 690, 1124, 1156, 
1157, 1158, 1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 
1164, 1174, 1180, 1181, 1182, 1183, 
1184, 1185, 1186, 1187, 1188, 1189, 
1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1196, 
1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1203, 1204, 
1205, 1206, 1208, 1209, 1210, 1211, 
1212, 1214, 1215, 1216, 1217, 1218, 
1219, 1220, 1221, 1222, 1227, 1229, 
1260, 1262, 1263, 1264, 1267, 1268, 
1276, 1286, 1292, 1293, 1303, 1306, 
1307, 1308, 1309 

Fed.R.Evid. 702–704 ...........................1536 

Fed.R.Evid. 703 ........ 38, 81, 204, 266, 858,  
893, 952, 1133, 1181, 1183, 1187, 1201, 
1210, 1276, 1283, 1284, 1286, 1289, 
1290, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1295, 1296, 
1298, 1299, 1300, 1307, 1311, 1312, 
1313, 1314, 1316, 1332 

Fed.R.Evid. 704 .... 1164, 1169, 1249, 1259, 
1260, 1261, 1262, 1264, 1265 

Fed.R.Evid. 704(b) ......... 1166, 1218, 1271,  
1272, 1273, 1275, 1276 

Fed.R.Evid. 704(b)(3) ..........................1166 
Fed.R.Evid. 705 ............... 1282, 1283, 1295 
Fed.R.Evid. 706 .......... 31, 177, 1183, 1187,  

1319, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1326, 1571 
Fed.R.Evid. 706(a) ..............................1330 
Fed.R.Evid. 801 .... 492, 605, 607, 634, 635, 

636, 638, 639, 645, 688, 689, 690, 691 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(a) ....... 500, 563, 578, 598,  

599, 600, 601 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(a)(1) .................... 744, 857 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(a)(2) ............................607 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(c) ........ 563, 567, 578, 598,  

602, 672, 693, 817, 857 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(d) ................................693 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(1) .... 212, 610, 632, 639 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(1)(A) ...... 460, 528, 629, 

630, 633, 634, 635, 639 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(1)(B) ....... 643, 647, 649 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(1)(C) ....... 638, 639, 640 
Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2) ........... 141, 212, 224,  

225, 687, 688, 689, 690, 693, 696, 698, 
704, 1507 

Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2)(A) ........ 50, 653, 684,  
691, 696, 894 

Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2)(B) ...... 692, 693, 696, 
702, 703, 716 

Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2)(C) ...... 693, 696, 702, 
703 

Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2)(D) ...... 686, 687, 689, 
690, 693, 696, 709 

Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2)(E) ...... 696, 710, 711, 
712, 714, 715, 716, 717, 718, 720, 930, 
1311 

Fed.R.Evid. 801–804 .............................746 
Fed.R.Evid. 801–806 .............................632 
Fed.R.Evid. 802 .... 323, 638, 639, 645, 744, 

817, 818 
Fed.R.Evid. 803 ..................... 650, 787, 832 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(1) ....... 811, 812, 814, 815,  

817, 819, 820 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(2) ................ 809, 812, 930 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(3) ................ 830, 831, 839 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(4) ....... 823, 824, 825, 826,  

827, 828, 829, 839, 930 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(5) ....... 409, 610, 649, 650,  

651, 818 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(6) ....... 238, 239, 693, 756,  

759, 760, 761, 762, 764, 765, 766, 772, 
776, 777, 788, 790, 792, 832, 947, 1292 

Fed.R.Evid. 803(6)(B) ................... 772, 773 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(7) ................................762 



 TABLE OF FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE lxxi 

 

  

Fed.R.Evid. 803(8) ....... 774, 788, 790, 792,  
793, 794, 895, 947 

Fed.R.Evid. 803(8)(A)(ii) ...................... 793 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(8)(B) ........................... 792 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(8)(C) .... 36, 661, 785, 787, 

788, 789, 790, 791, 792 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(9) ................................ 930 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(9)–(23) ....................... 884 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(10) .............. 250, 793, 794 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(11) .............................. 930 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(12) .............................. 930 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(13) .............................. 930 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(15) .............................. 894 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(16) .............. 260, 888, 889 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(17) ...................... 893, 894 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(18) ............. 891, 892, 893,  

1292, 1315 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(20) .............................. 889 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(22) ...................... 894, 895 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(24) ..... 609, 611, 713, 832, 

897, 899, 905, 906 
Fed.R.Evid. 803(24) .............................. 905 
Fed.R.Evid. 804 ............ 653, 654, 662, 676 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(a) ................................ 672 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(a)(1) ................... 653, 654 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(a)(3) ........................... 639 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(a)(5) ........................... 662 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(b) ........................ 639, 663 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(b)(1) .......... 652, 653, 654,  

655, 657, 658, 662, 670, 671, 672, 673, 
674, 675, 676, 677 

Fed.R.Evid. 804(b)(2) ........................... 870 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(b)(3) .......... 114, 343, 344,  

739, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746, 747, 748, 
749 

Fed.R.Evid. 804(b)(4) ........................... 884 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(b)(5) .......... 746, 759, 760,  

832, 899 
Fed.R.Evid. 804(b)(6) ... 876, 880, 881, 883 
Fed.R.Evid. 805 ............................ 817, 818 
Fed.R.Evid. 806 ............ 465, 505, 675, 714 
Fed.R.Evid. 807 .... 658, 693, 817, 819, 907 
Fed.R.Evid. 807(a) ................................ 907 
Fed.R.Evid. 807(b) ................................ 817 
Fed.R.Evid. 901 ... 229, 244, 246, 247, 258, 

282, 323 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(a) ....... 168, 214, 216, 235,  

236, 243, 246, 247, 282, 771 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b) ........ 214, 246, 247, 274 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(1) ........... 247, 249, 253 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(2) ................... 246, 253 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(3) .......... 214, 247, 249,  

253, 257 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(4) ........... 214, 247, 248 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(5) ................... 155, 214 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(6) ................... 258, 770 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(7) ........................... 282 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(8) ................... 247, 260 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(8)(A) ...................... 260 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(8)(C) ...................... 249 
Fed.R.Evid. 901(b)(9) ................... 242, 276 
Fed.R.Evid. 902 ............ 244, 250, 282, 765 

Fed.R.Evid. 902(3) ........................ 250, 251 
Fed.R.Evid. 902(4) ........................ 250, 282 
Fed.R.Evid. 902(5) .............................. 1572 
Fed.R.Evid. 902(7) ................................ 234 
Fed.R.Evid. 902(11) .............................. 765 
Fed.R.Evid. 902(11)(C) ......................... 765 
Fed.R.Evid. 902(11)(C)(i) ..................... 765 
Fed.R.Evid. 903 .................................... 247 
Fed.R.Evid. 1001 .......................... 261, 262 
Fed.R.Evid. 1001(1) ...................... 263, 264 
Fed.R.Evid. 1001(4) .............. 274, 282, 286 
Fed.R.Evid. 1001(a) .............................. 266 
Fed.R.Evid. 1001–1008 ........................ 262 
Fed.R.Evid. 1002 .................. 261, 266, 267 
Fed.R.Evid. 1003 .......... 261, 274, 275, 282 
Fed.R.Evid. 1004 .......................... 266, 282 
Fed.R.Evid. 1004(1) .............................. 265 
Fed.R.Evid. 1004(a) .............................. 277 
Fed.R.Evid. 1004(b) .............................. 277 
Fed.R.Evid. 1004(c) .............................. 278 
Fed.R.Evid. 1004(d) .............................. 278 
Fed.R.Evid. 1005 .......................... 281, 284 
Fed.R.Evid. 1006 ......... 285, 286, 776, 777,  

778, 1314 
Fed.R.Evid. 1007 .................................. 278 
Fed.R.Evid. 1008 .......................... 262, 265 
Fed.R.Evid. 1008(c) .............................. 265 
Fed.R.Evid. 1101 .................................... 81 
Fed.R.Evid. 1101(c) ............................ 1747 
Fed.R.Evid. 1101(d)(1) ......................... 712 
Fed.R.Evid. Art. VI .............................. 514 
Fed.R.Evid. Art. VII ............................... 81 
Fed.R.Evid. Art. VIII ........................... 149 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 503(b) .......... 1689, 1743,  

1744 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 503(b)(3) ................ 1743 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 503(d)(2) ................ 1744 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 503(d)(3) ...... 1744, 1846 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 503(d)(5) ................ 1744 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 505 ............... 1776, 1787 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 505(c) ........... 1781, 1783 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 509 ............... 1836, 1845 
Prop.Fed.R.Evid. 509(e) ..................... 1847 
 
 





  

  

 

U N I V E R S I T Y  C A S E B O O K  S E R I E S ®  

EVIDENCE 
CASES AND MATERIALS 

TENTH EDITION 

 





 

1 

 

PROLOGUE 
Every lawyer should be versed in the subject of evidence. We vigorously endorse 

this claim despite what might well seem like contrary evidence—the fact that the 

frequency of courtroom trials is decreasing so much that extensive training to 

prepare for them hardly seems worth the effort. Civil trials have long since become 

the exception rather than the rule, with the great majority of cases being settled, 

albeit often with extensive discovery and depositions having taken place. Even the 

incidence of criminal trials seems to be dramatically decreasing. See Benjamin 

Weiser, Trial by Jury, a Hallowed American Right, Is Vanishing, N.Y. Times, Aug. 

8, 2016, http://www.nytimes.com/2016/08/08/nyregion/jury-trials-vanish-and-justice-

is-served-behind-closed-doors.html?_r=0. Weiser reports that the number of criminal 

trials in several new york federal courthouses has been reduced by one half during 

the past decade. In the Southern District of New York, for example, only 50 trials 

took place in 2015, the lowest number since 2004, with judges lamenting this trend. 

If trials are truly becoming almost a thing of the past, and, accordingly, courses 

that are geared to courtroom practice—knowing what objections to make and when, 

and the like—may seem less relevant and appropriate for the preparation of students 

for the practice of law, why do we maintain that Evidence remains a vital subject? 

What implications does the diminishment of trials and training for trials have for 

the course on Evidence and Evidence casebooks? 

The exercise in analysis, an understanding of the theory and policies 

underwriting the reasons for the various evidentiary doctrines, and the development 

of the ability to think creatively about evidence issues, all of which would be needed 

were cases to go to trial, are also essential to the daily work of lawyers even in the 

absence of trials. To be equipped to deal with the kinds of matters that arise in the 

practice of law requires in-depth understanding of, and how to deal with, facts 

involved in the matter under consideration. Often the issues and requisite analyses 

in a situation involving lawyers representing clients are quite complex, and they 

require familiarity with and understanding of scientific, technological, economic, 

social, or political underpinnings of litigation. To a significant extent, this 

observation applies no matter the nature of the practice, whether private, personal 

injury, commercial, corporate, class action or criminal practice, or dealing with 

government agencies. 

Training in Evidence for addressing any of these kinds of matters requires a 

comprehensive approach that blends theoretical and practical concerns and contains, 

for example, materials on new developments in scientific evidence, while also 

applying new insights from fields such as logic and probability. It requires a course, 

and teaching materials, that provides a deep, broadly applicable foundation in the 

process of “finding” and reasoning about the facts that are vital parts of legal 

analysis. 

It is also the case that while fewer formal trials are occurring, other types of 

hearings and proceedings—arbitration, mediation, hearings before administrative 

agencies, as well as foreign, international tribunals, and military proceedings—still 

take place, some, possibly at an increased frequency. So formal and informal 

proceedings still play a role in the handling of disputes, just with fewer traditional 

trials before state or federal judges. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2016/08/08/nyregion/jury-trials-vanish-and-justice-is-served-behind-closed-doors.html?_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/08/08/nyregion/jury-trials-vanish-and-justice-is-served-behind-closed-doors.html?_r=0
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Thus, it is useful to know and understand the rules of evidence for at least two 

reasons. One may, in fact, end up in a formal or informal proceeding. But it is also 

the case that being familiar with the rules at a deeper level provides guidance for the 

kinds of issues that need to be addressed and the values that need to be applied in 

dealing with issues of fact even when the matter never reaches the stage of a 

proceeding. 

Settlement negotiations take place, we may say, in the shadow of litigation—

that is, with an awareness of the potentials and operations of litigation. Even when 

matters are settled before proceedings occur, legal counsel needs to prepare as if 

proceedings may occur, since one never can be sure that the matter will settle. And 

even were there a high degree of certainty that negotiation would lead to settlement, 

it is crucial that counsel take into account the kinds of issues that may arise, both 

factual and legal, in order to engage in a fully-informed negotiation. A full 

understanding of the facts and how they bear on and may be used in the matter is 

needed. 

Indeed, further, standard legal advice also is and ought to be given in the 

shadow of litigation. Lawyers engage in functions and provide advice and counsel in 

many different contexts in which disputes may not (yet) have arisen, and the lawyer’s 

task is to try to avoid disputes and anticipate, if they were to arise, how best to 

protect the interests of his or her client. Thus, knowledge and understanding of facts 

in light of the potential evidentiary issues is also an important foundation for 

drafting contracts or negotiating deals or advising clients on policy and actions to be 

taken based upon the likelihood of future events, including litigation. 

Whatever the context in which lawyers function, there will always be a need to 

assess the facts or evaluate the evidence. The particular context will determine the 

standards and whether particular evidentiary doctrines are relevant. Lawyers 

should always try to be familiar with alternate ways for dealing with the matters at 

hand as well as with cutting edge developments where scientific or other bodies of 

learning are relevant. 

The raison d’etre for, and the primary strength of, the course in Evidence these 

days, more than any other in the law school curriculum, should be to provide the 

foundation for fact-oriented legal analysis that takes account of the prospect of 

litigation, even though actual litigation may be unlikely to take place. A broad-gauge, 

comprehensive approach to the subject of Evidence will best prepare students for 

their post-law school professional careers and enable them to guide their clients 

through the often rough waters that are the stuff of the modern practice of law. 
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CHAPTER 1 

RELEVANCY AND RELATED 

PROBLEMS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

SELECT CASES ON EVIDENCE AT THE COMMON LAW, 

JAMES BRADLEY THAYER (1892) 

What is our law of evidence? It is a set of rules which has to do with judicial 

investigations into questions of fact. . . . These rules relate to the mode of 

ascertaining an unknown, and generally a disputed, matter of fact, in courts of 

justice. But they do not regulate the process of reasoning and argument. This may 

go on after all the “evidence” is in, or when all the facts are admitted except such as 

are deducible by reasoning from these admitted facts. . . . But when one offers 

“evidence,” in the sense of the word which is now under consideration, he offers to 

prove, otherwise than by mere reasoning from what is already known, a matter of 

fact to be used as a basis of inference to another matter of fact; as when I offer the 

testimony of A. to prove the fact in issue,—for even direct testimony, to be believed 

or disbelieved, according as we trust the witness, is but a basis of inference,—or to 

prove an evidential fact from which, by a process of reasoning, the fact in issue may 

be made out; and as when I present to the senses of the tribunal a visible object which 

may furnish a ground of inference. In giving evidence we are furnishing to a tribunal 

a new basis for reasoning. This is not saying that we do not have to reason in order 

to ascertain this basis; it is merely saying that reasoning alone will not, or at least 

does not, supply it. The new element which is added is what we call the evidence. 

A. THE RELEVANCY RULES AND DOCTRINES: LOGICAL, 
CONDITIONAL, AND PRAGMATIC RELEVANCY 

The concept of relevancy is basic to the law of evidence. It provides the 

framework on which any rational system of proof is constructed. This is reflected in 

the four most important provisions of the Federal Rules of Evidence, set out here 

because they are the capstones of the Rules. 

Rule 401 

TEST FOR RELEVANT EVIDENCE 

Evidence is relevant if: 

(a) it has any tendency to make a fact more or less probable than it would 

be without the evidence; and 

(b) the fact is of consequence in determining the action. 

Rule 402 

GENERAL ADMISSIBILITY OF RELEVANT EVIDENCE 

Relevant evidence is admissible unless any of the following provides 

otherwise: 
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• the United States Constitution; 

• a federal statute; 

• these rules; or 

• other rules prescribed by the Supreme Court. 

Irrelevant evidence is not admissible. 

Rule 403 

EXCLUDING RELEVANT EVIDENCE FOR PREJUDICE, 

CONFUSION, WASTE OF TIME, OR OTHER REASONS 

The court may exclude relevant evidence if its probative value is 

substantially outweighed by a danger of one or more of the following: unfair 

prejudice, confusing the issues, misleading the jury, undue delay, wasting 

time, or needlessly presenting cumulative evidence. 

Rule 104(a) & (b) 

PRELIMINARY QUESTIONS 

(a) In General. The court must decide any preliminary question about 

whether a witness is qualified, a privilege exists, or evidence is admissible. 

In so deciding, the court is not bound by evidence rules, except those on 

privilege. 

(b) Relevance That Depends on a Fact. When the relevance of evidence 

depends on whether a fact exists, proof must be introduced sufficient to 

support a finding that the fact does exist. The court may admit the proposed 

evidence on the condition that the proof be introduced later. 

————— 

Federal Rule of Evidence (“Fed.R.Evid.”) 401 governs what the Fed.R.Evid. refer 

to as “relevancy,” while Fed.R.Evid. 104(a) and (b) govern what those rules refer to 

as “relevance that depends on a fact.” Evidence analysts commonly refer to the 

relevance rule of Fed.R.Evid. 401 as “logical relevancy,” the relevance rules of 104(a) 

and (b) as “conditional relevancy,” and the relevance rule of Fed.R.Evid. 403 as 

“pragmatic relevancy.” 

The basic rule of logical relevancy (Fed.R.Evid. 401) is that anything proffered 

to the mind of the trier (the trier’s combination of senses and reason) that may 

change his or her evaluation of the probabilities that a “fact that is of consequence to 

the determination of the action” is true, is logically relevant and admissible unless 

excluded under the many rules studied in this course. Note that the common law 

referred to propositions that are “material,” meaning, propositions that are pertinent 

to the litigation, as determined by the substantive laws that govern and guide the 

litigation. Fed.R.Evid. 401 refers to material propositions as facts that are “of 

consequence to the determination of the action,” and thus it combines the two 

common law concepts of logical relevancy and materiality. 

Even the most superficial reading of Rules 401 and 104(a) and (b), and the above 

summary of those rules, suggests the critical importance in litigation of determining 

the meaning of the phrases “fact that is of consequence to the determination of the 

action” (common law’s material propositions) and “When the relevance of evidence 

depends on whether a fact exists.” See also, e.g., Cal.Evid.Code §§ 140, 190, 210, 235, 
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350, 351, 400–06. Phrases that evidence analysts use with the same meaning as the 

phrase in Fed.R.Evid. 401 “fact that is of consequence to the determination of the 

action” are “ultimate facts,” “operative facts” and “material propositions of fact.” In 

the notes in this section, we will generally use the last phrase, which is somewhat 

more precise. 

When the trier is a jury guided by a trial judge, Fed.R.Evid. 104(a) and (b) offer 

and require an explicit division of labor between the judge and the jury. When the 

trial judge deems certain facts to be “conditioned” on other facts, evidence as to those 

conditioned facts are given to the minds of the jurors to ascertain. (The Advisory 

Committee Note to Fed.R.Evid. 104 offers this example: “[W]hen a spoken statement 

is relied upon to prove notice to X, it is without probative value unless X heard it.” 

In this example, the relevancy of fact of the spoken statement to X is conditioned on 

whether X heard the statement. As we shall see, the effort in the Rules to achieve 

this division of labor is somewhat troubled.) 

Every judicial trial is controlled by the questions of fact made material by 

applicable rules of substantive law. In accord with Fed.R.Evid. 401 and 104 (and, of 

course, many other of the Fed.R.Evid. that might come into play, such as rules for 

hearsay or lay and expert witness testimony), for example, the trier must determine, 

for the purposes of the litigation, whether the following material propositions of fact 

have been established with the degree of probability that rules of applicable 

substantive law require: 

• (1) the defendant killed X and (2) intended to do so (substantive 

criminal law) 

• the defendant (1) issued a prospectus and (2) knew it contained false 

statements (substantive securities regulation law) 

• Y was (1) driving at 60 miles per hour when (2) his car hit the plaintiff 

(substantive tort law) 

• (1) the substance carried by the defendant (2) was cocaine, (3) was 

known by him to be cocaine and (4) was intended by him to be 

distributed (substantive criminal law) 

• the food (1) sold by the defendant to the plaintiff (2) caused the plaintiff 

to (3) become ill (substantive tort law) 

These examples are obviously simplifications of the deeply complex fact-finding that 

would be required by the substantive laws that would determine what facts are 

material. 

If the factfinder (judge, or jury guided by judge) finds that all the material 

propositions of fact that substantive law requires to be found in order to bring into 

play a rule of law are sufficiently proven, then certain legal consequences will 

follow—e.g., a defendant may be subject to certain criminal penalties or to damages 

in tort. As will become more apparent from the materials that follow, what will be 

relevant may well depend upon how the rule of law is formulated—i.e., what is the 

precise material proposition of fact. 
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Sprint v. Mendelsohn 
Supreme Court of the United States, 2008. 

552 U.S. 379, 128 S.Ct. 1140, 170 L.Ed.2d 1. 

■ JUSTICE THOMAS delivered the opinion of the Court. 

We note that, had the District Court applied a per se rule excluding the evidence, 

the Court of Appeals would have been correct to conclude that it had abused its 

discretion. Relevance and prejudice under Rules 401 and 403 are determined in the 

context of the facts and arguments in a particular case, and thus are generally not 

amenable to broad per se rules. See Advisory Committee’s Notes on Fed. Rule Evid. 

401, 28 U.S.C.App., p. 864 (“Relevancy is not an inherent characteristic of any item 

of evidence but exists only as a relation between an item of evidence and a matter 

properly provable in the case”). But, as we have discussed, there is no basis in the 

record for concluding that the District Court applied a blanket rule. 

. . . 

The question whether evidence of discrimination by other supervisors is 

relevant in an individual ADEA case is fact based and depends on many factors, 

including how closely related the evidence is to the plaintiff’s circumstances and 

theory of the case. Applying Rule 403 to determine if evidence is prejudicial also 

requires a fact-intensive, context-specific inquiry. Because Rules 401 and 403 do not 

make such evidence per se admissible or per se inadmissible, and because the inquiry 

required by those Rules is within the province of the District Court in the first 

instance, we vacate the judgment of the Court of Appeals and remand the case with 

instructions to have the District Court clarify the basis for its evidentiary ruling 

under the applicable Rules. 

It is so ordered. 

NOTE 

Notice the Sprint Court’s emphasis on the fact-intensive and case-relative inquiry 

that a judge must make in applying Fed.R.Evid. 401 and 403. This same idea is reflected 

in the fact that—as the Sprint case also reveals—the standard of review of an appellate 

court for evidentiary holdings by a trial court is “abuse of discretion.” This is the most 

deferential standard possible for appellate court review of a trial court, and the use of 

this standard reflects a division of labor between trial and appellate courts regarding the 

application of evidence rules. That division is based on the policy judgment that trial 

courts are best situated to make the kinds of fact-intensive judgements that so many 

rules of evidence require, since they actually see the witnesses, assess demeanor, and in 

other ways encounter the “hot record” that a litigated case generates, while an appellate 

court has access only to the cold record. Notice that the opinion also promotes deference 

to a district court by an appellate court in an additional way, by not presuming an 

erroneous evidentiary ruling by a district court when that court’s ruling was ambiguous. 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=552+U.S.+379&appflag=67.12
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B. REASONING WITH RELEVANCY RULES 

(1) CONSTRUCTING A CHAIN OF INFERENCES TO APPLY THE RELEVANCE 

RULES 

In determining admissibility, trial judges must shrewdly weigh the propriety of 

admitting evidence offered to build the bases for inferences designed to convince the 

trier that a material proposition of fact is probably true or untrue. To some extent 

the judges are guided by rules resulting from frequent recurrence of particular 

problems. To a large extent, however, they do not have these guides and must resort 

to practical common sense and their understanding of how the world inside and 

outside the courtroom operates. 

Determinative factors for applying Fed.R.Evid. 403 may be suggested in a series 

of questions: (1) Is the offered evidence logically relevant? (2) Will its presentation 

consume much time? (3) Will it befog the trier by confusing the issues? (4) Will it 

unfairly surprise the opponent? (5) Will it tend to excite the emotions of the trier to 

the undue prejudice of the opponent? (6) Are there considerations of so-called public 

policy which reception of the evidence would offend or tend to offend? (7) Is the value 

of the evidence upon any issue of the case sufficient to substantially outweigh 

disadvantages perceived under questions (2)–(6) inclusive? (As we shall see later in 

this Chapter, in Old Chief v. United States, 519 U.S. 172 (1997), the Supreme Court 

articulated a complex and perhaps counter-intuitive analysis for a trial judge to use 

when applying Fed.R.Evid. 403.) 

The last question as to relative help and hindrance cannot be answered well 

without exact scrutiny of the process of inference. Whenever an item of evidence is 

offered as tending circumstantially—that is, inferentially—to establish a proposition 

the truth of which is at issue in a case, it is essential to articulate honestly and fully 

the inference or series of inferences invited. Each specific step of reasoning must 

invariably match a premise, usually unarticulated, which the judge judicially notices. 

(We expand this vital point and offer a more detailed examination of this inference 

process in Chapter 2 on the Logocratic Method of analysis of evidence rules and 

arguments. We explore the doctrine of judicial notice in Chapter 9.) 

Consider this example (borrowed from E. Morgan, Basic Problems of Evidence 

185–88 (1961)). Suppose D is being prosecuted for the murder of H. At trial, the 

prosecutor proffers as evidence a love letter that—she claims—D wrote to H’s wife 

W. Does it pass the test of logical relevance in Fed.R.Evid. 401? (Other rules in the 

Fed.R.Evid. are also pertinent to the admissibility of the letter, such as rules on 

authentication in Fed.R.Evid. Article IX and rules on hearsay in Article VIII. This 

book covers those rules in later chapters.) The contested material proposition to 

which, the prosecutor claims, the letter is logically relevant is: 

D is the person who killed H. 

To evaluate this proffer under Fed.R.Evid. 401, on what inferential series might 

the judge rely? The series might run from (1) the expression in the letter to (2) D’s 

love of W to (3) D’s desire for exclusive possession of W to (4) D’s wish to get rid of H 

to (5) D’s plan to get rid of H to (6) D’s execution of the plan by killing H. More 

specifically, we may represent the inferences on which the judge might rely in this 

way: 



8 RELEVANCY AND RELATED PROBLEMS CHAPTER 1 

 

  

(1–2) A man who writes a love letter to a woman probably does love her. 

(2–3) A man who loves a woman probably desires her for himself alone. 

(3–4) A man who who desires the exclusive possession of a married 

woman probably wishes to get rid of her husband. 

(4–5) A man who wishes to get rid of the husband of the woman he loves 

probably plans to do so. 

(5–6) A man who plans to get rid of the husband of the woman he loves 

probably does so by killing him. 

Obviously the value of item (1) as probative of conclusion (6) becomes increasingly 

attenuated as the number and dubiousness of the intervening inferences increases. 

Application of premise (1–2) to item (1) cannot produce more than little confidence of 

intermediate conclusion (2)—as the addition of the qualifying term “probably” in (1–

2) indicates. And so on down the line. This type of reasoning is progressively 

attenuative. Here it fractionizes at five successive points, since there are five steps 

in the inference that the judge might construct to consider whether the letter is 

logically relevant to the material proposition. And the hypothesis that the killing was 

done by the man who wrote the letter bears a probabilistic relation to each step of 

the line of inference that the judge constructs to assess the logical relevance of the 

letter to the defendant’s guilt. Though it is tricky to precisely and accurately state 

what exactly that probabilistic relation is, we may fairly say that the probabilities of 

each step are not very high, and that, taken together, the probability of the several 

steps is even more attenuated. 

Despite this attenuation of probabilities and the resulting attenuated probative 

force of many proffered items of evidence, the judge often concludes that the proffered 

item is logically relevant to the hypothesis for which the proponent offers it because 

there is enough weight to justify consideration by the trier and admits the evidence 

(of course, under Fed.R.Evid. 402, not all logically relevant evidence is admissible). 

At the same time, though, he may also be forced to conclude, if he conscientiously 

follows through the attenuation, that the item of evidence standing alone would not 

sustain a finding of the ultimate conclusion desired. When this is so, and the burden 

of persuasion is upon the party offering the evidence, that party must undertake an 

accumulative process by collecting and presenting other items of evidence tending 

toward the conclusion through other supporting lines of proof. In Morgan’s case of 

the love letter offered to prove murder, such other items might be: 

(a) threats by D against H’s life 

(b) purchase of a pistol and ammunition by D 

(c) procurement by D of a key to the front door of H’s house 

(d) D’s presence in the neighborhood of the house shortly before and after 

the killing 

(e) the finding of D’s hat in the house immediately after the killing. 

See discussion and illustrations in O’Hara and Osterburg, An Introduction to 

Criminalistics 666–79 (1949). 

Plainly enough it is the presence of more or less incalculable human factors that 

makes particularly substantial the lack of certitude in the hypothetical situations 

mentioned above. Human beings may resist temptation instead of yielding to it, may 
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speak or write jocosely although with the appearance of seriousness, or may have 

interests, intentions, or motives not readily perceptible to others. Higher degrees of 

certitude are readily and properly obtainable when the variability of human impulse 

and action is removed. Thus if reliable observers of the commission of a crime agree 

that the guilty person was baldheaded, one-eyed, lacking two fingers on his right 

hand, of albino complexion, club-footed, and afflicted with a nervous tick and an 

impediment of speech, the police may feel just confidence of having the right man if 

they pick up near the time and place of the crime a person with this entire distinctive 

collection of characteristics. And, to prove presence at some time of a particular 

person in a room, the finding on walls and furniture of finger prints exactly agreeing 

with his may be even more convincing. See generally, James, Relevancy, Probability 

and the Law, 29 Cal. L. Rev. 689 (1941). 

(2) THE INFERENTIAL PROBLEMS WITH CONDITIONAL RELEVANCY 

As noted above, the concept of Conditional Relevancy is embodied in Federal 

Rule 104(b). It was designed to deal with the division of functions between judge and 

jury, rather than the probabilistic relation between evidence and material 

propositions and the assessment of the probable truth of the latter that are the 

subjects of Fed.R.Evid. 401 and 403. 

Scholars have repeatedly and cogently challenged the logical (and 

mathematical) coherence of the division of labor between judge and jury that 

Fed.R.Evid. 104(a) and  (b) contemplate. Among others, two very insightful articles 

on the conceptual problems with Fed.R.Evid. 104(a) and (b) are Vaughn C. Ball, The 

Myth of Conditional Relevancy, 14 Ga. L. Rev. 435 (1980) and Ronald J. Allen, The 

Myth of Conditional Relevancy, 25 Loy. L.A. L. Rev. 871 (1992) (same title as Ball, 

op. cit.). Professor Allen summarizes the critiques that Vaughn Ball and he offer as 

follows: 

As the Advisory Committee note indicates, Professor Morgan was the 

intellectual source for the conditional relevancy concept, and he, like the 

Advisory Committee, explicated the concept through examples: 

It often happens that upon an issue as to the existence of fact C, a 

combination of facts A and B will be highly relevant, but that either 

without the other will have no significance. For example, if M is 

charged with having caused the death of X, the fact that X carried life 

insurance in favor of M is entirely irrelevant unless M knew of it. Or 

if P sues D for breach of contract, and offers evidence of an oral offer 

made to X and acceptance thereof by X in behalf of D, the offer and 

acceptance are irrelevant unless X’s authority to act for D also exists. 

Ball demonstrated that both of these comments are logically false save, in 

his view, only one uninteresting case. The proof is breathtaking in its 

simplicity: in any case comprising more than a single element, evidence of 

one element is relevant so long as the probability of no other element is 0.0. 

Consider the contract hypothetical, and assume that there are two “facts.” 

The first is offer and acceptance, and the second is authority. The received 

wisdom says evidence of offer and acceptance is conditionally relevant upon 

proof of authority, but of course the reverse is also true. Evidence of 

authority is conditionally relevant upon proof of offer and acceptance. In 
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fact, neither is conditionally relevant upon the other, unless the probability 

of one of them is 0.0. Assume that the probability of authority is not 0.0. In 

that case, any evidence that affects the probability of offer and acceptance 

obviously may affect the outcome of the case. By making the probability of 

offer and acceptance higher or lower, the probability of which one of the 

parties will ultimately prevail is changed, which obviously means the 

evidence is relevant. Holding the probability of authority constant, if the 

probability of offer and acceptance increases, then the probability of finding 

a valid contract increases, and the reverse is true as well. Consequently, 

evidence of offer and acceptance is in no fashion dependent upon evidence 

of authority, and thus the received wisdom on conditional relevancy is 

wrong. 

The only qualification that Professor Ball felt it necessary to express to his 

thesis occurs if the probability of any element is 0.0. In that case, evidence 

on other elements is conditionally relevant on proof of the element whose 

probability is 0.0. Why? Because proof of offer and acceptance is of no 

consequence whatsoever if the probability of authority is 0.0. If the 

probability of authority is 0.0, a directed verdict of no contract must be 

entered, no matter what the evidence of offer and acceptance is. This is, to 

be sure, a case of conditional relevancy, but it is also a case in which the 

concept is insignificant because the judge will always direct a verdict for 

insufficiency of evidence. Thus, the only case in which the doctrine of 

conditional relevancy can operate is, ironically, a case in which it is of no 

consequence. 

. . . 

No evidence is simply relevant in its own right. Evidence is relevant only 

because there is an intermediate premise or set of premises that connects 

the evidence to some proposition involved in the litigation.16 But if 

determining the relevance of evidence always requires relying on some 

intermediate premise, no distinction can be drawn between relevancy and 

conditional relevancy. 

Allen, Op. Cit. 872–73, 877 (footnotes omitted). 

2. EVIDENT VIRTUE: CONCEPTS AND PROCEDURES OF THE 

LOGOCRATIC METHOD 

A. THE TERM ‘LOGOCRATIC’1 AND THE BASIC UTILITY OF THE 

LOGOCRATIC METHOD FOR THE EVIDENCE ANALYST 

We here introduce a method of analysis of evidence rules, principles, and 

institutions that many students of evidence (including law students, lawyers, and 

judges, in the U.S. and Europe) have found useful. The method is called the 

“Logocratic Method,” a systematic, precise method for assessing the virtues (and 

                                                           
1 In this Chapter we follow a convention among philosophers of using single-quotation marks to 

name a word or phrase placed within matching marks. Thus, for example, ‘Harvard’ is the name of a 
university (here, the word ‘Harvard’ is mentioned), while Harvard is a university (here, the word ‘Harvard’ 
is used). Double quotation marks used to mark a quotation of what some person or group has said or might 
say are used in the standard way. 
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vices) of arguments, whether one’s own or others’, including those of judges and 

lawyers and moot court competitors. (The Greek term λoγoζ [logos] means, among 

other meanings, ‘argument’ and the term κρατoζ [kratos] means ‘strength’—compare 

the word ‘democracy’, the strength of the demos.) The Logocratic Method takes virtue 

seriously—the virtues of arguments of the kind that judges, lawyers, law students, 

and other legal analysts make. An argument’s strength can be one of its virtues, 

weakness, one of its vices. Because the rules of relevance introduced above are so 

fundamentally a part, overtly or covertly, of arguments in evidence law, this 

Relevance chapter is an appropriate place to introduce this rigorous method for 

assessing the virtues of evidentiary arguments. 

We will in this and some other chapters use this method to help explain and 

analyze cases and the evidence rules and arguments that those cases deploy. Chapter 

2, new to this (tenth) edition, is wholly devoted to a more detailed look at the 

Logocratic Method and its application to the analysis of evidence rules, arguments, 

and doctrines. Whether or not one learns the details (and logic) of this method of 

evaluating and creating evidentiary arguments, the framework of the Logocratic 

Method also provides a system of explanation of the nature of arguments with 

evidence that is independently valuable for the evidence student, evidence jurist, and 

lawyer for the clarity of understanding it can bring. 

Although the Logocratic Method is applicable to any type of argument, we 

present it here with a focus on the Logocratic framework for assessing the virtuous 

strengths and vicious (characterized by or pertaining to vice) weaknesses of 

evidentiary legal arguments, arguments offered in litigation in which evidentiary 

propositions are proffered to support hypotheses. The focus is on American law, but 

the Logocratic analysis offered here can be (and has been) applied to handle 

evidentiary arguments in other systems of litigation. 

For any legal system that aspires to have an adjudicative fact-finding process 

that is sufficiently reliable to meet the requirements of justice (see Fed.R.Evid. 102: 

“These rules should be construed so as to administer every proceeding fairly, 

eliminate unjustifiable expense and delay, and promote the development of evidence 

law, to the end of ascertaining the truth and securing a just determination.”), we may 

fashion an analogue for the Socratic maxim “the unexamined life is not worth living”: 

the unexamined evidentiary argument is not worth believing. The Logocratic Method 

seeks to help the evidence analyst pursue that Socratic mission, tailored to the rules 

and institutions of evidence law. 

B. USING KNAPP V. STATE TO SHOW THE LOGOCRATIC METHOD 

AT WORK 

To help explain the motivation for and operation of the Logocratic Method, and 

the reason for including a presentation of it in this book and Chapter, we present an 

analysis of a deeply illuminating case from the Supreme Court of Indiana, Knapp v. 

State, 79 N.E. 1076 (Ind. 1907). We shall use the example of Knapp to present and 

explain basic features of the Logocratic Method that are of perhaps greatest and most 

immediate use to the evidence analyst, especially the idea that evidence is argument 

and thus that the evaluation of evidential claims necessarily involves evaluations of 

the virtuous strengths and vicious weaknesses of arguments. 



12 RELEVANCY AND RELATED PROBLEMS CHAPTER 1 

 

  

In Knapp, the defendant Knapp had been convicted of first-degree murder for 

killing a local marshal. In the portion of the opinion that interests us, the court 

considers the defendant’s claim that it was an error for the trial judge to have 

admitted testimony by one of the prosecution’s witnesses, because the testimony was 

not logically relevant (under the state version of the rules for logical relevance—

compare Fed.R.Evid. 401, quoted above). Here is the relevant portion of the opinion: 

Knapp v. State 
Supreme Court of Indiana, 1907. 

168 Ind. 153, 79 N.E. 1076. 

■ GILLETT, J. 

Appellant appeals from a judgment in the above-entitled cause, under which he 

stands convicted of murder in the first degree. Error is assigned on the overruling of 

a motion for new trial. 

Appellant, as a witness in his own behalf, offered testimony tending to show a 

killing in self-defense. He afterwards testified, presumably for the purpose of 

showing that he had reason to fear the deceased, that before the killing he had heard 

that the deceased, who was the marshal of Hagerstown, had clubbed and seriously 

injured an old man in arresting him, and that he died a short time afterwards. On 

appellant being asked, on cross-examination, who told him this, he answered: “Some 

people around Hagerstown there. I can’t say as to who it was now.” The state was 

permitted, on rebuttal, to prove by a physician, over the objection and exception of 

the defense, that the old man died of senility and alcoholism, and that there were no 

bruises or marks on his person. Counsel for appellant contend that it was error to 

admit this testimony; that the question was as to whether he had, in fact, heard the 

story, and not as to its truth or falsity. While it is laid down in the books that there 

must be an open and visible connection between the fact under inquiry and the 

evidence by which it is sought to be established, yet the connection thus required is 

in the logical processes only, for to require an actual connection between the two facts 

would be to exclude all presumptive evidence. Best on Evidence (Morgan’s Ed.) § 90. 

Within settled rules, the competency of testimony depends largely upon its tendency 

to persuade the judgment. 1 Bentham, Rationale Judicial Ev., 71, et seq.; Chicago, 

etc., R. Co. v. Pritchard (Ind. Sup.) 79 N. E. 508. As said by Wharton: “Relevancy is 

that which conduces to the proof of a pertinent hypothesis.” 1 Wharton, Ev. § 20. In 

Stevenson v. Stuart, 11 Pa. 307, it was said: “The competency of a collateral fact to 

be used as the basis of legitimate argument is not to be determined by the 

conclusiveness of the inferences it may afford in reference to the litigated fact. It is 

enough if these may tend in a slight degree to elucidate the inquiry, or to assist, 

though remotely, to a determination probably founded in truth.” See, also, Trull v. 

True, 33 Me. 367; State v. Burpee, 65 Vt. 1, 25 Atl. 964, 19 L. R. A. 145, 36 Am. St. 

Rep. 775; Brown v. Clark, 14 Pa. 469; Wells v. Fairbank, 5 Tex. 582; Holmes v. 

Goldsmith, 147 U. S. 150, 13 Sup. Ct. 288, 37 L. Ed. 118. 

We are of opinion that the testimony referred to was competent. While 

appellant’s counsel are correct in their assertion that the question was whether 

appellant had heard a story to the effect that the deceased had offered serious 

violence to the old man, yet it does not follow that the testimony complained of did 

not tend to negative the claim of appellant as to what he had heard. One of the first 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=168+Ind.+153&appflag=67.12
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principles of human nature is the impulse to speak the truth. “This principle,” says 

Dr. Reid, whom Professor Greenleaf quotes at length in his work on Evidence 

(volume 1, § 7n), “has a powerful operation, even in the greatest liars; for where they 

lie once they speak truth 100 times.” Truth speaking preponderating, it follows that 

to show that there was no basis in fact for the statement appellant claims to have 

heard had a tendency to make it less probable that his testimony on this point was 

true. Indeed, since this court has not, in cases where self-defense is asserted as a 

justification for homicide, confined the evidence concerning the deceased to character 

evidence, we do not perceive how, without the possibility of a gross perversion of 

right, the state could be denied the opportunity to meet in the manner indicated the 

evidence of the defendant as to what he had heard, where he, cunningly perhaps, 

denies that he can remember who gave him the information. The fact proved by the 

state tended to discredit appellant, since it showed that somewhere between the fact 

and the testimony there was a person who was not a truth speaker, and, appellant 

being unable to point to his informant, it must at least be said that the testimony 

complained of had a tendency to render his claim as to what he had heard less 

probable. . . . 

————— 

C. WHAT EXACTLY IS EVIDENCE? 

(1) OPENING QUESTIONS ABOUT THE NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

The proponent of an item of evidence is the person proffering the evidence and 

seeking to have it admitted for consideration by the fact-finder. The opponent of an 

item of evidence is the person seeking to exclude the opposing party’s proffered 

evidence from consideration by the fact-finder. In Knapp the prosecutor was the 

proponent and defendant Knapp was the opponent. The disputed item of evidence 

was testimonial evidence by a physician regarding how an old man (who apparently 

had been identified in the trial proceedings) had died. The prosecutor proffered this 

testimony in the context of defendant Knapp’s argument for self-defense, in which 

the defendant claimed that he had heard—from whom, he could not say—that his 

victim (the marshal whom he had shot and killed) had beaten this old man to death. 

The prosecutor sought to have the physician testify that the old man had died from 

senility and alcoholism and that there were no bruises or marks on his person when 

he died. The evidence was deemed relevant, and admissible, by the trial judge, and 

that ruling was on appeal in the Knapp case. 

So one disputed item of evidence in Knapp was testimonial evidence by the 

prosecution witness. But what exactly is evidence? As a philosopher might put this 

question, what is the ontology of evidence—what kind of entity is it? Is it a thing, an 

object like a knife or a fingerprint or a blood sample or a bloody glove? Is it an action, 

such as running away from the scene of a crime (see, e.g., Allen v. United States, 164 

U.S. 492, 499 (1896) (flight by the accused is competent evidence having a tendency 

to establish guilt))? Is it all of these, none of these? Here we can learn from Knapp. 

Consider this passage from the opinion: 

The state was permitted, on rebuttal, to prove by a physician, over the 

objection and exception of the defense, that the old man died of senility and 
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alcoholism, and that there were no bruises or marks on his person. Counsel 

for appellant contend that it was error to admit this testimony. 

Clearly the prosecutor sought to use the physician’s testimony as evidence. How is it 

that the physician’s testimony could be evidence at all? What might Knapp teach us 

as we seek to answer this question? 

When evidence enters the process of reasoning—it is propositional and 

argumental. The Knapp prosecutor calls the physician as a witness to provide 

testimonial evidence that is in a condensed form of argument. We can fairly represent 

this argument, in the abbreviated form in which it likely occurs to the prosecutor and 

judge, as follows: 

evidentiary proposition : the physician testified that the old man 

died of senility and alcoholism and that 

there were no bruises or marks on his 

person when he died 

hypothesis h: the old man died of senility and 

alcoholism and there were no bruises or 

marks on his person when he died 

The prosecutor claimed (in effect) that the evidentiary proposition  provides a good 

reason for the factfinder to infer that the conclusion, hypothesis h, is true (or 

sufficiently likely to be true to be believed). This simple example illustrates 

something deep and important about the concept of evidence itself, namely, evidence 

is argument. Thus we may frame the argument conception of evidence. 

(2) ARGUMENT, AND THE ARGUMENT CONCEPTION OF EVIDENCE 

Two basic claims comprise the argument conception of evidence. First, all 

argument consists of sets of propositions that stand in a particular relation. Second, 

all evidence is argument. 

Let’s consider the first claim. In explaining the concept of “relevancy” in 

evidence law—the subject of this chapter—jurist George F. James, says: 

Relevancy, as the word itself indicates, is not an inherent characteristic of 

any item of evidence but exists as a relation between an item of evidence 

and a proposition sought to be proved. 

James, Probability and the Law, 29 Cal. L. Rev. 689 (1941). Following James (and 

slightly adapting his point for our purposes), we will find it useful to speak about 

evidence as a relation between two kinds of propositions: 

(i) an evidentiary proposition, which we will label ‘i’ (the subscript ‘i’ 

indicates some number in a series, because not infrequently more than one 

item of evidence will be at issue in evidence litigation) 

and 

(ii) a hypothesis proposition (‘hypothesis’ for short) for which evidentiary 

propositions are offered, which we will label ‘hi’ 

In order to make arguments about evidence we must, as it were, convert objects and 

events into propositions. Thus, one might say: 
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(1) “The knife found at the scene of the crime that had the defendant’s 

fingerprints on it is evidence that the defendant stabbed the victim.” 

Proposition (1) suggests that there is a relation between an object (the knife with the 

defendant’s fingerprints on it) and a proposition (the defendant stabbed the victim), 

namely, that the object is related to the proposition by being evidence for the truth 

of the proposition. James, in the quotation above, speaks this way. There’s nothing 

wrong with that way of speaking. But when judges and lawyers claim that some 

object (e.g., a knife with fingerprints) or an action or event (e.g., a person’s running 

away when police come to his house) is evidence for some proposition (the person 

whose fingerprints were on the knife committed the stabbing; the person who ran 

from the police was guilty of the crime whose culprit the police were seeking), those 

judges and lawyers are actually “propositionalizing” the object or action or event. 

That is, they are claiming that the fact that the knife found at the scene of the crime 

had the defendant’s fingerprints on it is evidence for the hypothesis that the 

defendant committed the stabbing. And facts are propositions. 

Thus, we would represent proposition (1), in our Logocratic framework, as 

1 The knife found at the scene of the crime had the defendant’s 

fingerprints on it 

h1 The defendant committed the crime 

In Knapp, the contested item of evidence was testimony. The prosecutor offered the 

testimony of the doctor (evidentiary proposition 1) as evidence that what the doctor 

stated (hypothesis h1) was true. 

Let’s now bring in a definition of the term ‘argument’ that can help us deepen 

our observation that evidence is argumental. An argument is a relation between two 

sets of propositions. One set is called ‘premises’. We may label the whole set of 

premise propositions ‘E’ and we may label each individual premise 1, 2, 3, . . . n. 

The other set is called ‘conclusions’. We may label the whole set of conclusion 

propositions ‘H’, and we may label each individual conclusion h1, h2, h3, . . . hn. The 

relation that the premise-set E stands in toward the conclusion-set H is the relation 

is offered to, or can be taken to, provide warrant for. We can describe the type of 

support that premises are offered to provide for conclusions in two ways. One is that 

the premises provide inferential support for the conclusion. Here we say that if the 

premises are true (or otherwise warranted), they provide support for inferring the 

conclusion. Another way to describe this support is that the premises provide 

epistemic support for the conclusion. Here we say that if the premises are believed, 

they provide support for believing the conclusion. 

There is thus a deep conceptual connection between the concept of evidence and 

the concept of argument. There is what we may call a chiasmic relation2 between 

evidence and argument: just as all evidence involves argument, so also all argument 

involves evidence. For logic itself is the study of the different modes of logical 

inference that different kinds of arguments display, and an argument’s mode of 

                                                           
2 Chiasmus is a trope with the pattern 

A B 

B A 

as in the quip, “In every generation there are both more neurons and new morons.” If one connects with a 
straight line the A term (phoneme “mor-) with the B term (phoneme “new”) the result is an “X” shape, 
Greek letter Chi, hence “chiasmus,” “X-ness.” 
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logical inference (or, synonymously, its logical form) is the evidential relation between 

the argument’s premises and its conclusion.3 

Let’s use Knapp to illustrate this relation of evidence and logic. One of Justice 

Gillett’s arguments may be fairly represented as an application of the rule for logical 

relevance (in a style not uncommon for common law writing of the time, the Justice 

presents a few different versions of the rule for relevance, of which this is one; 

compare Fed.R.Evid. 401, quoted above): 

1 “Relevancy is that which conduces to the proof of a pertinent 

hypothesis.” 

2 Testimony by prosecution witness physician “conduces to the proof of 

a pertinent hypothesis” 

therefore 

h: Testimony by prosecution witness physician is relevant. 

In the Logocratic Method we label the premises of an argument with ‘1, 2, . . . n’ 

precisely to let the symbol ‘’ mark the fact that the premises of any argument are 

evidence for the conclusion of the argument. Why? Because, as we have defined 

‘argument’, the premises of an argument provide inferential (or epistemic) support 

for the conclusion. If one believes that premises 1 and 2 are true (or otherwise 

warranted), then one has good reason to infer (or to believe) the conclusion h is true 

(or otherwise warranted) as well. 

D. ARGUMENTS AND RULES IN THEIR NATURAL (NON-FORMAL) 
HABITATS: THE ENTHYMEME 

Logocratic analysis is designed to handle a familiar problem in the evaluation 

of non-formal legal arguments (“non-formal” in the sense that judges, lawyers, and 

other legal arguers most often do not present their arguments, and the rules on 

which their arguments are based, with the arguments’ and rules’ full logical 

structure made explicit): they are most often enthymematic. Generally, an 

enthymeme is a sentence (including rules) or a set of sentences (the set may have one 

or more members) whose logical structure is not explicit.4 More specifically, we may 

say that an enthymeme is any rule or argument whose logical form is not explicit in 

its “natural habitat”—that is, in its original mode of presentation, for example, in a 

judicial opinion, a lawyer’s brief, a regulation, or a statute. 

We identify two types of enthymeme, the rule-enthymeme and the argument-

enthymeme. Knapp again provides illustrations of both types. 

(1) RULE ENTHYMEME IN KNAPP 

Recall that one version of the rule for relevancy that Justice Gillett offered was 

in this passage: 

                                                           
3 See also B. Skyrms, Choice & Chance 4 (1966) (“Logic is the study of the strength of the evidential 

link between the premises and conclusions of arguments.”). 
4 We distinguish sentences, which are grammatical units in natural languages like English, French, 

Urdu, and Sanskrit, from propositions, which are abstract entities. Thus, the Latin sentence ‘Gallia est 
omnis divisa in partes tres’, is translated by the English sentence ‘All Gaul is divided into three parts’, but 
it could also be translated into the French sentence ‘Tout Gaule est divisée en trois parties’, and so on. 
The sentences in all those languages are natural language versions of the same proposition. 
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As said by Wharton: “Relevancy is that which conduces to the proof of a 

pertinent hypothesis.” 

Clearly the justice is intending to quote, endorse, and apply this rule to his case. But, 

from a logical point of view, a rule has a conditional structure, either that of a 

monoconditional (usually referred to more simply as a “conditional”), as in 

If [such and such] then [so and so] 

or as a biconditional, as in 

[such and such] if and only if [so and so] 

In his written opinion, Justice Gillett does not explicitly present the rule for 

relevance in a way that makes its logical structure explicit. (Nor, by the way, do legal 

rules tend to appear with their logical form explicit, even in statutes and 

regulations.5 Such rules have a canonical form—that is, a fixed form of words—but 

this canonical form is distinct from logical form.) We can, however, make a fair 

interpretive judgment in this context, and represent the rule Justice Gillett states in 

in a way that makes its logical form explicit. Using a simple logical tool (from the 

grammar of what is called “propositional deductive logic”), we might represent the 

rule in this way: 

evidence is relevant if and only if evidence conduces to the proof of a 

pertinent hypothesis 

We have reason in context to interpret Justice Gillett’s statement of the rule as 

a biconditional, because he seems to offer a definition of relevance (note his phrasing 

suggesting identity, “Relevancy is that which conduces to the proof of a pertinent 

hypothesis”), and the logical form of definition is that of a biconditional, as in “A 

person is a bachelor if and only if the person is an unmarried adult male.”6 

                                                           
5 It is interesting to note that the most recent version of the Fed.R.Evid. contains a great many 

changes from the previous versions of the rules that the rule drafters call “merely stylistic.” Many of those 
stylistic changes are actually changes that make clearer the logical structures of the rules. Compare, e.g., 
the current version of Fed.R.Evid. 401 (“Evidence is relevant if: (a) it has any tendency to make a fact 
more or less probable than it would be without the evidence; and (b) the fact is of consequence in 
determining the action.”) with the previous version (“Relevant evidence” means evidence having any 
tendency to make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination of the action more 
probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence.) 

6 Here is further explanation of the distinction between monoconditionals and biconditionals. All 
rules (legal, logical, and otherwise) have a conditional structure, and some are best represented as 
monoconditionals, others as biconditionals. Compare, for example, 1 and 2: 

1 if the evidence is admissible, then the evidence is logically relevant. 

[See FRE 401 and FRE 402, especially the sentence ‘Irrelevant evidence is not admissible.’] 

In jurisdictions governed by the FRE, proposition 1 is true, while in the same jurisdictions proposition 
2 (the so-called converse of 1) is false: 

2 if the evidence is logically relevant, then the evidence is admissible. 

[See, e.g., FRE 403] 

Both 1 and 2 are conditionals. If they were both true, then the biconditional 3 would be true: 

3 the evidence is logically relevant if and only if the evidence is admissible. 

Contrast the falsity of 3 with the truth of 4, the example from the text to this note: 

4 a person is a bachelor if and only if the person is an unmarried adult male. 

It is very helpful for the legal analyst to note that sometimes a judge or lawyer states a rule-
enthymeme that seems to have the structure of a conditional, but in the context in which the rule is stated 
is best represented as a biconditional. This is part of a larger phenomenon in the logic of legal argument 
referred to as the “sole sufficient condition rule,” which is a rule of interpretation (and whose legal 
counterpart is the rule of interpretation expressio unius est exclusio alterius). Putting the sole sufficient 
condition rule in formal logical terms, for any two propositions  and , if  is a sufficient condition for  
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To move from the rule-enthymeme to the fair formal representation of the rule 

in a way that makes explicit its logical form is to rulify the rule. Whether or not they 

think in these “Logocratic” terms (‘enthymeme’, ‘rulification’, etc.), lawyers and 

judges who manipulate legal rules in arguments must identify the logical elements 

and logical structure of legal rules in order to apply those rules to fact patterns, 

whether actual or hypothetical. The Logocratic Method makes explicit, conscious, and 

deliberative the manipulations and understandings of rules and arguments that 

legal analysts already have, to some extent, but with the hope and expectation that 

making these moves explicit can enhance both understanding of and skill at 

manipulating rules and arguments, in evidence and in law (and life) more generally. 

(2) ARGUMENT-ENTHYMEME IN KNAPP, AND ITS “ARGUFICATION” 

The other type of enthymeme that is the focus of Logocratic analysis is the 

argument-enthymeme, which is any argument whose logical form is not explicit in its 

original mode of presentation (in, for example, a lawyer’s brief, a judge’s opinion, a 

scholar’s article). In Knapp, the argument-enthymeme applies the rule on logical 

relevance and concludes that, under this rule, the prosecution witness’s testimony is 

relevant. We may fairly identify the argument-enthymeme as the entire second and 

third paragraphs of the opinion as quoted above. To “argufy” this argument-

enthymeme is to give a fair formal representation in a way that makes explicit its 

logical form. Argufication is a process of representation and interpretation of the 

argument-enthymeme. The criteria used to give a fair formal representation are 

quite familiar to legal analysts. They are: (i) intent of the arguer, (ii) a principle of 

interpretive charity, and (iii) a hybrid of (i) supplemented by (ii). 

A fair formal representation of Justice Gillett’s argument-enthymeme regarding 

the logical relevance of the prosecution witness’s testimonial evidence is as follows: 

proposition 

(type and #) 
Proposition Justification for this 

step in the argument 

Premise 1 Evidence is relevant if and only 

if evidence conduces to the proof 

of a pertinent hypothesis. 

Given as authoritative 

rule of law 

Premise 2 The defendant’s claim that he 

heard that the victim (of the 

defendant’s shooting) had beaten 

the old man to death is pertinent 

to the defendant’s affirmative 

defense of self-defense.  

Given in the defendant’s 

brief 

Premise 3 It is unlikely that people speak 

falsehoods. 
Justice Gillett cites a 

treatise for this 

                                                           
and  is the sole sufficient condition for , then  is also a necessary condition for . This in turn means 
that while a rule-enthymeme might initially seem to be fairly formally represented as the conditional ‘If 
 then ’, it actually, in context, is best represented as the biconditional ‘ if and only if ’. See Robert E. 
Rodes and Howard Pospesel, Premises and Conclusions: Premises and Conclusions for Legal Analysis 
235–39 (1997). For discussion of the importance of this point for understanding the logic of legal argument, 
see Brewer, Exemplary Reasoning: Semantics, Pragmatics, and the Rational Force of Legal Argument By 
Analogy, 109 Harv. L. Rev. 923, nn. 215, 263 (1996); Brewer, On the Possibility of Necessity in Legal 
Argument: A Dilemma for Holmes and Dewey, 34 J. Marshall L. Rev. 9, nn. 18, 32 (2000). 
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proposition about the 

relation between people’s 

assertions and the truth 

or falsity of those 

assertions  

Premise 4 According to the prosecutor’s 

witness’s testimony, what the 

defendant claims to have heard 

(about how the old man died) is 

false.  

Justice Gillett’s 

observation about what 

the defendant claims to 

have heard and what the 

prosecutor’s witness 

testifies  

Conclusion h1 The prosecutor’s witness’s 

testimony, if true or otherwise 

warranted, reduces the likelihood 

that the claim that the defendant 

makes (2) is true. 

Inference from 

propositions 3 and 4  

Conclusion h2 The prosecutor’s witness’s 

testimony conduces to the proof of 

a pertinent hypothesis. 

Inference from 

propositions 1 and h1 

Conclusion h3 The prosecutor’s witness’s 

testimony is relevant. 
Inference from 

propositions 1 and h2 

(3) ENTHYMEME OF SPECIAL IMPORTANCE FOR EVIDENCE ANALYSTS: 

EVIDENTIARY ENTHYMEMES AND UNDERLYING EVIDENTIAL CLAIMS 

We have discussed rule-enthymemes and argument-enthymemes, illustrating 

each from the Knapp case. One special type of argument-enthymeme is worth special 

treatment, because it has been found to be of great value for Evidence analysts who 

use the Logocratic Method. It is called the evidentiary enthymeme. 

We may introduce this concept by observing that reasoners with evidence 

(whether legal doctrinal evidence or evidence in one of the innumerable other 

domains in which reasoning with evidence occurs) very often single out one item of 

“evidence” (and use that term) that is offered for and claimed to be linked to one 

specified hypothesis. Thus, reasoners with evidence might speak and reason about 

cloudy skies as evidence that it is likely to rain, about a statement in a newspaper 

as evidence for the truth of one or more propositions in the newspaper (this is a type 

of testimony), about the evidence of smoke as an indication of fire, about the evidence 

of a frown on a friend’s face as evidence of the friend’s disapproval or unhappiness. 

The reasons for this selective focus in evidentiary claims are likely related to the 

context in which an evidentiary judgment is made and reported.7 

                                                           
7 Computer scientist John R. Josephson argues for a claim that is closely related to the one we offer 

in the text: 

When we conclude that data D is explained by hypothesis H, we say more than just that H is a 
cause of D in the case at hand. We conclude that among all the vast causal ancestry of D we will 
assign responsibility to H. Commonly, our reasons for focusing on H are pragmatic and connected 
rather directly with goals of producing, preventing, or repairing D. We blame the heart attack on 
the blood clot in the coronary artery or on the high-fat diet, depending on our interests. We can 
blame the disease on the invading organism, on the weakened immune system that permitted 
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As these examples indicate, we seem to tend to frame evidence as a relation 

between two individual propositions, one evidentiary proposition (‘it is cloudy out’) 

and one hypothesis proposition (‘it is likely to rain’). It is not inaccurate to frame 

evidence this way, but it is importantly incomplete. And we can explain the 

incompleteness by asking—as we did of the Knapp prosecutor’s testimonial evidence 

(see discussion above, pages 12–14—what do we think actually constitutes the 

evidence for the hypothesis in these and other instances of evidence and hypothesis? 

The answer is twofold. First, we believe that the first proposition (‘it is cloudy 

out’) stands in the relation is evidence for the second proposition (‘it is likely to rain’). 

But we have also observed that this relation “is evidence for” is a relation of 

argument, since an argument is defined as a premise set and a conclusion set such 

that the former stands in the relation is offered to provide support for to the latter. 

Here is another way to think about the examples just presented. Each of these 

pairs of propositions is an argument, which we might represent in this way: 

Argument 1  

premise 1 the sky is cloudy 

[therefore]  

conclusion h1 it will (or might) rain 

Argument 2  

premise 2 the newspaper states P [some 

proposition] 

[therefore]  

conclusion h2 P is true 

Argument 3  

premise 3 there is smoke 

[therefore]  

conclusion h3 somewhere in the vicinity of 

the smoke, there is fire 

Argument 4  

premise 4 my friend is frowning 

[therefore]  

conclusion h4 my friend disapproves [or is 

unhappy, etc.] 

                                                           
the invasion, or on the wound that provided the route of entry into the body. I suggest that it 
comes down to this: the things that will satisfy us as accounting for D will depend on what we 
are trying to account for about D, and why we are interested in accounting for it; but the only 
things that count as candidates are plausible parts of the causal ancestry of D according to a 
desired type of causation. 

John R. Josephson, Smart Inductive Generalizations are Abductions, in Abduction and Induction Essays 
on their Relation and Integration (P. Flach and A. Kakas eds., 2000) (emphases added). 
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Each of these pairs is what we may call an underlying evidential claim, and we have 

represented four such claims: 

Underlying evidential claim that corresponds to Argument 1 

The fact that the sky is cloudy is evidence that it will (or might) rain 

Underlying evidential claim that corresponds to Argument 2 

The fact that the newspaper states P is evidence that P is true 

Underlying evidential claim that corresponds to Argument 3 

The fact that there is smoke is evidence that somewhere in the vicinity 

of the smoke, there is fire 

Underlying evidential claim that corresponds to Argument 4 

The fact that my friend is frowning is evidence that my friend 

disapproves [or is unhappy, etc.] 

As suggested above, we tend to frame statements about evidence in these 

relatively simple individual underlying evidential propositions, which are 

themselves, we may now observe, a type of enthymeme. More specifically, they are 

argument-enthymemes. This brings us to our second main point. What makes these 

argument-enthymemes, and not complete arguments, is that we usually judge that 

the evidentiary proposition (1, 2, 3, 4 in the examples above) is evidence for the 

hypothesis (h1, h2, h3, h4 in the examples above, respectively) by virtue of additional 

propositions we have not explicitly stated, but which operate in the background of 

our reasoning (or, if we are not the proponents of the evidence, which the proponent 

of the evidence invites us to supply). Thus, in each of the four simple evidentiary 

enthymemes above, something like the following additional premises will very likely 

operate in the reasoning that is used or invited by the proponent of the evidence to 

help make the simpler evidentiary proposition provide evidential, argumental 

support for the conclusion. 

Argument 1—argument-enthymeme “argufied” by supplying likely 

unstated but assumed premise, labeled here “0” 

0 cloudiness is (likely) a sign of rain 

1 the sky is cloudy 

h1 it is likely to rain 

Argument 2—argument-enthymeme “argufied” by supplying likely 

unstated but assumed premise, labeled here “0” 

0 articles in this newspaper [or perhaps, articles by this reporter] are 

reliable 

2 the newspaper states P [some proposition] 

h2 P is likely true 

Argument 3—argument-enthymeme “argufied” by supplying likely 

unstated but assumed premise, labeled here “0” 

0 smoke is a sign of fire in the vicinity of the smoke 

3 there is smoke 

h3 somewhere in the vicinity of the smoke, there is fire 
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Argument 4—argument-enthymeme “argufied” by supplying likely 

unstated but assumed premise, labeled here “0” 

0 a frown is a sign of disapproval [or unhappiness, etc.] 

4 my friend is frowning 

h4 my friend likely disapproves [or is unhappy, etc.] 

It is hard to overstate the ubiquity of the operation of unstated premises in our 

informal reasonings about evidence,8 whether we ourselves are the proponents of 

evidence and are the ones who frame an evidentiary claim, or we are instead 

evaluators of evidential claims made by proponents other than ourselves, in which 

case we are invited to supply the unstated premises. Indeed, we may frame a 

proposition central to the Logocratic analysis of evidentiary claims and evidentiary 

arguments: Every assertion that some evidentiary propositions 1 . . . n support some 

hypotheses propositions h1 . . . hn relies on argument, either explicit (this is non-

enthymematic evidence) or implicit (this is enthymematic evidence). 

Consider some additional examples of evidentiary enthymemes and the 

assumed or invited unstated propositions that operate to enable the explicit 

evidentiary proposition to provide evidential, argumental support for the hypothesis: 

Solomonic evidentiary wisdom9 

0 [Only?] the natural mother of a baby would refuse to sacrifice the 

baby’s life instead of giving up possession of the baby 

1 woman A chooses not to have baby cut in two in a custody battle 

h woman A is the natural mother 

Union Paint and Varnish Co. v. Dean, 137 A. 469 (R.I. 1927)10 

0 paint cans of the same brand, bought from the same store six months 

earlier, will likely have the same qualities of fitness 

1 paint can A, bought six months earlier from the store, had defective 

paint 

h1 paint can B (unopened), bought six months later, from the same store, 

had defective paint 

                                                           
8 A trenchant note in the Advisory Committee Note for FRE 201 makes this same basic point: 

[E]very case involves the use of hundreds or thousands of non-evidence facts. When a witness in 
an automobile accident case says “car,” everyone, judge and jury included, furnishes, from non-
evidence sources within himself, the supplementing information that the “car” is an automobile, 
not a railroad car, that it is self-propelled, probably by an internal combustion engine, that it 
may be assumed to have four wheels with pneumatic rubber tires, and so on. The judicial process 
cannot construct every case from scratch, like Descartes creating a world based on the postulate 
Cogito, ergo sum. 
9 See Old Testament, 1 Kings 3:16–28. For an interesting assessment of this evidentiary 

enthymeme, see LaRue, Solomon’s Judgment: a Short Essay on Proof, 3 Law, Probability and Risk 13 
(2004). 

10 This example is discussed in Chapter 6, below, and in James, Relevancy, Probability and the Law, 
29 Cal. L. Rev. 689, 692 (1941). 
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Morgan’s Love Letter 

0 A person who loves the wife of another man has some motive to kill the 

other man11 

1 X wrote Y’s wife a love letter 

h1 X killed Y 

Sherrod v. Berry, 856 F. 2d 802 (7th Cir. 1988) 

0–1 A person who suddenly reaches into his coat while sitting in his car 

with two policemen pointing guns at the car is likely to have a weapon 

in his coat 

0–2 A person who has no weapon is unlikely to reach suddenly into his coat 

while sitting in his car with two policemen pointing guns at the car 

1 The search of the deceased (shot by the officer while the deceased was 

in the deceased’s car) revealed that he had no weapon 

h1 The officer “acted reasonably in the circumstances,” namely, in self-

defense 

The last listed case, Sherrod v. Berry, is especially noteworthy for its illustration 

of the ways in which judges reason with evidentiary enthymemes. It also makes for 

a very interesting comparison and contrast to the reasoning of the judge in Knapp—

central to the judges’ arguments in both cases was the rule of logical relevance. 

Sherrod was a § 1983 action brought by the father of a person shot and killed by 

a policeman while that policeman and his partner had weapons pointed at the victim 

and the other car car passenger. The defendant policeman argued that he behaved 

reasonably in the circumstances because, according to his testimony, the victim 

reached suddenly into his coat. This put the officer in reasonable fear for his life, so 

he shot and killed the person who allegedly reached into his coat. There are several 

detailed opinions in this en banc case, on appeal from a district court holding in favor 

of the § 1983-plaintiff. In Logocratic terms, the several opinions are in a dialectical 

competition of arguments, each of which has the logical form of an inference to the 

best legal explanation, which in turn relies in a deductive application of both 

Fed.R.Evid. 401 or 403, or both. See discussion in Chapter 2, section 1(D)(3). Of great 

interest for our discussion in this section is that the majority seems to have fashioned 

and argued one version of an unstated generalization in order to apply Fed.R.Evid. 

401, while a dissenting judge’s opinion fashions and argues for another, also while 

applying Fed.R.Evid. 401. The majority’s version is this: 

0–1 A person who suddenly reaches into his coat while sitting in his car 

with two policemen pointing guns at the car is likely to have a weapon 

in his coat 

This judge’s argument concludes that evidence that the person sitting in his car, 

whom the policeman shot and killed, in fact had no weapon had no logical relevance 

in the case, because the issue was whether the policeman acted with “objective 

reasonableness under the circumstances.” Even if the person in custody had no 

                                                           
11 This example is from is from E. Morgan, Basic Problems of Evidence 185–88 (1961). Morgan 

himself represents the argufied evidentiary enthymeme into a more complex series of linked arguments. 
See discussion in Brewer, Logocratic Method and the Analysis of Arguments in Evidence, Logocratic 
Method and the Analysis of Arguments in Evidence, 10 Law, Probability and Risk, 175, 198–201 (2011). 
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weapon, the officer still acted “objectively reasonably” in the face of the victim’s 

sudden reach into his jacket. 

A dissenting opinion instead constructs and supplies a different proposition to 

complete the evidentiary enthymeme: 

0–2 A person who has no weapon is unlikely to reach suddenly into his coat 

while sitting in his car with two policemen pointing guns at the car 

This judge argued that in the face of the § 1983-plaintiff’s lawyer’s challenge to the 

officer’s claim that the victim did make a sudden move into his coat, the fact that he 

did not in fact have a weapon made it less likely that the officer was telling the truth, 

and that therefore evidence that the victim did not have a weapon was relevant 

under Fed.R.Evid. 401. 

How would you complete the evidentiary enthymeme? Would you supply the 

version endorsed by the majority, or the version endorsed by the dissent? How would 

you decide which to choose, or would you fashion yet a different proposition to 

complete the enthymeme? Also, compare the reasoning of Knapp and the majority in 

Sherrod. Are they consistent in the way they supply premises for their respective 

evidentiary enthymemes? 

3. RELEVANCY: ADDITIONAL ISSUES, EXAMPLES, AND 

METHODS OF ANALYSIS 

People v. Adamson 
Supreme Court of California, 1946. 

27 Cal.2d 478, 165 P.2d 3, aff’d, 332 U.S. 46 (1947). 

■ TRAYNOR, JUSTICE. 

The body of Stella Blauvelt, a widow 64 years of age, was found on the floor of 

her Los Angeles apartment on July 25, 1944. The evidence indicated that she died 

on the afternoon of the preceding day. The body was found with the face upward 

covered with two bloodstained pillows. A lamp cord was wrapped tightly around the 

neck three times and tied in a knot. The medical testimony was that death was 

caused by strangulation. Bruises on the face and hands indicated that the deceased 

had been severely beaten before her death. 

The defendant does not contend that the evidence does not justify a finding that 

murder in the first degree had been committed. Pen.Code, § 189. The sole contention 

of fact that he makes is that the evidence is not sufficient to identify him as the 

perpetrator. The strongest circumstance tending to so identify the defendant was the 

finding of six fingerprints, each identified by expert testimony as that of the 

defendant, spread over the surface of the inner door to the garbage compartment of 

the kitchen of the deceased’s apartment. See Wigmore, Evidence, 3d Ed., 389. After 

the murder, this door was found unhinged, leaning against the kitchen sink. Counsel 

for defendant questioned witnesses as to the possibility of defendant’s fingerprints 

being forged, but the record does not indicate that any evidence to that effect was 

uncovered. The theory of the prosecution was that the murderer gained his entrance 

through the garbage compartment, found the inner door thereof latched from the 

kitchen side, and forced the door from its hinges. It was established that defendant 

could have entered through the garbage compartment by having a man about his 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=27+Cal.2d+478&appflag=67.12
http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=332+U.S.+46&appflag=67.12
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size do so. The fact that the key to the apartment could not be found after search and 

the testimony of a neighboring tenant as to sounds heard indicate that the murderer 

left the apartment through the door thereof and made his exit from the building down 

a rear stairway. 

The tops of three women’s stockings identified as having been taken from 

defendant’s room were admitted in evidence. One of the stocking tops was found on 

a dresser, the other two in a drawer of the dresser among other articles of apparel. 

The stocking parts were not all of the same color. At the end of each part, away from 

what was formerly the top of the stocking, a knot or knots were tied. When the body 

of the deceased was found, it did not have on any shoes or stockings. There was 

evidence that on the day of the murder deceased had been wearing stockings. The 

lower part of a silk stocking with the top part torn off was found lying on the floor 

under the body. No part of the other stocking was found. There were other stockings 

in the apartment, some hanging in the kitchen and some in drawers in a dressing 

alcove, but no other parts of stockings were found. None of the stocking tops from 

defendant’s room matched with the bottom part of the stocking found under the body. 

In reply to questions by the police, defendant denied that he resided or had ever 

been at the apartment house identified by testimony as his residence. At different 

times he gave two other addresses as his residence. When shown a picture of the 

murdered victim, he refused to look at it, stating that he did not like to look at dead 

people. 

The theory of the prosecution was that the motive of the murder was burglary. 

Testimony revealed that the deceased was in the habit of wearing rings with large-

sized diamonds and that she was wearing them on the day of the murder. The rings 

were not on the body and search has failed to uncover them. A witness, positively 

identifying the defendant, testified that at some time between the 10th and 14th of 

August, 1944, she overheard defendant ask an unidentified person whether he was 

interested in buying a diamond ring. 

From the foregoing evidence a reasonable jury could conclude that beyond a 

reasonable doubt defendant committed the murder and burglary. See People v. 

Ramirez, 113 Cal.App. 204, 298 P. 60; 2 Wigmore, supra, 389. Testimony that the 

screws were still in the hinges of the door when it was found and that fragments of 

wood that appeared to have come from the screw holes were clinging to them, 

indicating a forced removal, served to discount the possibilities that at some previous 

date the door had been taken from the apartment for some unknown reason and at 

that time handled by the defendant, or that defendant had handled the door during 

some earlier visit to the deceased’s apartment. Testimony to the effect that the 

garbage pail was not in its customary place when found after the murder further 

tended to substantiate the prosecution’s theory as to time and mode of entrance. 

Defendant contends that error was committed in the admission of the testimony 

of part of a conversation in which he asked an unidentified person whether the latter 

was interested in purchasing a diamond ring. Conceding that this evidence, though 

hearsay, was admissible in so far as the hearsay rule is concerned as an admission 

. . . defendant contends that it was irrelevant. The rule is well settled that a witness 

may testify to part of a conversation if that is all that he heard and it appears to be 

intelligible. . . . 
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People v. Rabalete, 28 Cal.App.2d 480, 485, 82 P.2d 707, 709, is not contrary to 

this rule. The fragment of the sentence there held inadmissible, “242 to show,” was 

held to create merely a suspicion of the meaning of the entire sentence. People v. 

Jacquaino, 63 Cal.App.2d 390, 393, 394, 146 P.2d 697. The part of the conversation 

here admitted, however, in view of the evidence indicating that the motive of the 

murderer was the theft of diamonds, tended to identify defendant as the perpetrator. 

To be admissible, evidence must tend to prove a material issue in the light of 

human experience. See 1 Wigmore, 407 [(3rd ed.)]. The stocking tops found in 

defendant’s room were relevant to identify defendant because their presence on his 

dresser and in a drawer thereof among other articles of wearing apparel with a knot 

or knots tied in the end away from what was formerly the top of the stocking indicates 

that defendant had some use for women’s stocking tops. This interest in women’s 

stocking tops is a circumstance that tends to identify defendant as the person who 

removed the stockings from the victim and took away the top of one and the whole of 

the other. Although the presence of the stocking tops in defendant’s room was not by 

itself sufficient to identify defendant as the criminal, it constituted a logical link in 

the chain of evidence. . . . Evidence that tends to throw light on a fact in dispute may 

be admitted. The weight to be given such evidence will be determined by the jury. . . . 

Codification of this rule as applied to demonstrative evidence is found in section 1954 

of the Code of Civil Procedure: “Whenever an object, cognizable by the senses, has 

such a relation to the fact in dispute as to afford reasonable grounds of belief 

respecting it, or to make an item in the sum of the evidence, such object may be 

exhibited to the jury. . . . The admission of such evidence must be regulated by the 

sound discretion of the court.” 

It is contended that the admission of the stocking tops deprived defendant of a 

fair trial and therefore denied him due process of law. Defendant states that their 

admission could serve no purpose except to create prejudice against him as a Negro 

by the implication of a fetish or sexual degeneracy. No implication of either was made 

by the prosecutor in his brief treatment of the evidence in oral argument. Moreover, 

except in rare cases of abuse, demonstrative evidence that tends to prove a material 

issue or clarify the circumstances of the crime is admissible despite its prejudicial 

tendency. . . . 

The prosecuting attorney commented repeatedly on the failure of the defendant 

to take the stand. [The analysis approving these comments is omitted. On this point 

the case has been overruled. See, e.g., Carter v. Kentucky, 450 U.S. 288 (1981).] 

There has been much criticism of the present state of the law, which places a 

defendant who has been convicted of prior crimes in the dilemma of having to choose 

between not taking the stand to explain or deny the evidence against him thereby 

risking unfavorable inferences, and taking the stand and having his prior crimes 

disclosed to the jury on cross-examination. . . . In the present case defendant 

admitted two prior felony convictions for which he served terms of imprisonment in 

the Missouri state prison. The fact of the commission of these crimes was not offered 

or introduced into evidence and would have been inadmissible under the general rule 

with respect to prior crimes. . . . Had defendant taken the stand, however, the 

commission of these crimes could have been revealed to the jury on cross-

examination to impeach his testimony. . . . Since fear of this result is a plausible 

explanation of his failure to take the stand to deny or explain evidence against him 

. . . the inference of the credibility and unfavorable tenor of such evidence that arises 
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from this failure is definitely weakened by this rule of impeachment. This weakness, 

however, could not be revealed to the jury by counsel or court without prejudicing 

the defendant through the revelation of past crimes. 

A major part of the testimony and of the prosecutor’s oral argument concerned 

the presence of six of defendant’s fingerprints on the garbage compartment door. 

Fingerprints are the strongest evidence of identity of a person and under the 

circumstances of the present case they were alone sufficient to identify the defendant 

as the criminal. . . . 

The judgments and the order denying a new trial are affirmed. 

NOTES 

1. Assume that one possible meaning of the presumption of innocence is that the trial 

starts with an assumption that the probability that defendant in the main case 

committed the crime charged is less than the probability of “beyond a reasonable doubt”—

whatever one might intuitively think that probability is. How would your assessment of 

probabilities be changed by considering individually and collectively proof respecting the 

silence of defendant, his attempt, if that is what it was, to sell jewelry belonging to the 

deceased, the stockings evidence, the fingerprint evidence, his criminal record, and other 

evidence? 

What assumptions are you making in coming to these conclusions and how much of 

your private, individually acquired knowledge are you using? Is your analysis affected by 

the knowledge that in some areas of the country it was rather common for dockworkers 

and some kinds of laborers to wear women’s stocking tops over their hair? Probably most 

middle class persons likely to be on a jury would not be aware of this fact. Should this 

fact affect admissibility? Are experts useful in this connection? 

Since so much of the evaluation of evidence depends upon varying hypotheses 

applied by triers with different backgrounds and views of life, fact finding differences 

among jurors and between judge and jury are to be expected. The court’s function is, in 

the usual simple case, only to decide whether a reasonable person might have his or her 

assessment of the probabilities of a material proposition changed by the piece of evidence 

sought to be admitted. If it may affect that evaluation it is relevant and, subject to certain 

other rules, admissible. See United States v. Schipani, 293 F.Supp. 156 (E.D.N.Y. 1968), 

aff’d, 414 F.2d 1262 (2d Cir. 1969), cert. denied, 397 U.S. 922 (1970). Cf. Trautman, 

Logical or Legal Relevancy—A Conflict of Theory, 5 Vand. L. Rev. 385, 390 (1951). See 

also People v. Thompson, 300 N.W.2d 645, 646 (Mich. App. 1980): 

Defendant . . . submits that it was error for the trial court to allow the 

prosecutor, over objection, to question him concerning his use of aliases. One 

panel of this Court has characterized the use of an alias as “highly probative” 

of a witness’s credibility. . . . We disagree. The utilization of assumed names is 

very common among certain cultures in American society. While there are 

undoubtedly instances where aliases are used to deceive, it is also likely that 

an assumed name is being used for entirely innocent reasons and therefore 

should not be deemed especially probative of a person’s credibility. 

Furthermore, a defendant may be highly prejudiced by the jury’s learning that 

he has used aliases. This could be a particular problem in cases where the 

defendant and the jurors come from different cultures. If the utilization of 

assumed names is unknown among the jurors’ backgrounds, they may place 

undue emphasis on defendant’s employment of an alias. 
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Note the large degree of judicial “knowledge” about how people act inside and outside the 

courtroom involved in cases such as this. See the discussion of judicial notice, chapter 9, 

infra. 

Compare with Thompson, People v. Dietrich, 274 N.W.2d 472, 481–482 (Mich. App. 

1978). In a first degree murder case the defendant took the stand and was cross-examined 

on the use of aliases before and after the crime. Collecting supporting cases, the court 

held: 

We think that the witness’s use of an alias is highly probative of the witness’s 

credibility. In this case, the introduction into evidence of defendant’s use of 

aliases was not highly inflammatory or prejudicial to the defendant. . . . The 

trial judge did not err in allowing this testimony into evidence for impeachment 

purposes. 

How is this evidence relevant to whether he is telling the truth on the witness stand? 

Would knowledge of the general practice in the defendant’s environment be helpful? 

Would the “prejudices” or “assumptions” of a middle class jury or panel of judges be 

significant? How could counsel for defendant “neutralize” this evidence or convince the 

judge to exclude, perhaps under Rule 403? 

Is the fact-finding skill of the court trying a case without a jury, or ruling on 

admissibility, or deciding the facts necessary to application of the Sentencing Guidelines 

greater than that of juries? Why? See, e.g. United States v. Shonubi, 895 F.Supp. 460 

(E.D.N.Y. 1995), reversed in the light of greater “quality” of evidence required in 

guideline sentencing, 103 F.3d 1085 (2d Cir. 1997), where the trial court relied on the 

court’s experience in trying many drug cases to conclude that a smuggler who conceals 

drugs in his intestines will tend to swallow as much as possible. How can that judgment 

be confirmed or disputed? In Shonubi the court utilized its own knowledge of the drug 

trade, demeanor of the defendant, inferences from discussion as to character, 

assumptions about criminals’ behaviors generally, and expert testimony and statistical 

analysis of other smugglers’ activities. Id. at 523–24. The factual findings of the court 

resulted in a sentence many years longer than would have resulted had the court failed 

to make these findings. Under these circumstances is it fair to apply in sentencing, as 

many courts do, a burden of proof of a mere preponderance rather than a beyond a 

reasonable doubt standard? See id. at 470–72. In United States v. Watts, 519 U.S. 148 

(1997), the Supreme Court acknowledged “a divergence of opinion among the Circuits as 

to whether, in extreme circumstances, relevant conduct that would dramatically increase 

the sentence must be based on clear and convincing evidence.” What is the role of the 

appellate court? The Second Circuit provides protection against the hard rules of the 

Guidelines enhancing imprisonment for unconvicted relevant conduct by increasing 

burdens of proof. See United States v. Gigante, 94 F.3d 53, 56–57 (2d Cir. 1996). It also 

requires “specific evidence”—drug records, admissions, or live testimony of drug 

quantities. United States v. Shonubi, 103 F.3d 1085 (2d Cir.1997). See note immediately 

before the main case, supra. Is manipulation of the fact-finding process to circumvent 

“bad” substantive law of sentencing appropriate? See the criticism of the Second Circuit 

standard in United States v. Shonubi, 962 F.Supp. 370 (E.D.N.Y. 1997) (on second 

remand). 

Compare with the reference in the main case to the “interest of the defendant in 

stocking tops,” United States v. Truong Dinh Hung, 629 F.2d 908 (4th Cir. 1980), cert. 

denied, 454 U.S. 1144 (1982) (espionage prosecution where defendant was accused of 

transmitting classified information to the North Vietnamese during the 1977 Paris 

negotiations. Defendant claimed he merely had a benign scholarly interest in the 

classified cables he had obtained. There was no error in admitting several items found in 
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defendant’s apartment such as classification codes, lists of “spooks” in the state 

department and handwritten notes on espionage and counter-espionage). 

In United States v. Zimeri-Safie, 585 F.2d 1318, 1321–22 (5th Cir. 1978), defendant 

was charged with knowingly receiving and possessing a firearm while being an alien 

illegally or unlawfully in the United States, and knowingly making a false statement as 

to the legality of his alien status with the intent to deceive a firearms dealer. After 

defendant’s visa had expired, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms searched 

defendant’s apartment and seized from the apartment a book entitled “The Paper Trap” 

which described methods of acquiring false identification, one of those ways being the use 

of names taken from tombstones. At the same time, the agent also seized defendant’s 

address book which contained the names of persons buried in a local cemetery. In 

upholding the lower court’s admission of the evidence the court said: 

Zimeri’s possession of the manual on deception and a notebook indicating he 

had taken the first step to make use of the manual’s information, though falling 

short of proving he had a knowing intent to deceive one year earlier, does 

similarly tend to make it more probable that Zimeri realized at the time of his 

firearm purchases that he was an illegal alien. 

2. The concept of “foundation” is important to the law of evidence. The term 

“foundation” refers to any fact or event that a rule of evidence requires to be proven in 

order for an item of evidence to be admitted or excluded. On one plausible understanding 

of the concept of foundation, rules of evidence themselves specify the foundation required 

for a trial judge to conclude that the requirements of the rule are met. The Fed.R.Evid. 

do not use the term “foundation.” The phrase “preliminary questions” in Fed.R.Evid. 104 

captures some, but not all, of the concept of foundation. As noted above, Fed.R.Evid. 

104(a) gives to the trial judge the task of answering “preliminary question[s] about 

whether a witness is qualified, a privilege exists, or evidence is admissible.” Here is an 

abstract example. The foundation for Fed.R.Evid. 401 is a showing that that some item 

of evidence, call it “,” is logically relevant (a necessary condition to the admissibility of 

evidence, under Fed.R.Evid. 402) to some hypothesis, call it “h,” which is met only if the 

proponent of  offered for h lays the foundation by showing that  would change (increase 

or decrease) the probability of h. The Fed.R.Evid. also give foundational questions of 

admissibility to juries, as for example Fed.R.Evid. 602 (see Chapters 4 and 5) gives to the 

jury the task of determining the “foundation” for admission of testimony, namely, 

whether a proffered witness has “personal knowledge” of the events to which she would 

testify. (Fed.R.Evid. 602 may be understood as one of the special applications of the 

Fed.R.Evid. 104(b) rule on conditional relevance.) There is foundation not only for the 

admission, but also for the exclusion of evidence. For example, confidentiality is part of 

the foundation for invoking a privilege (see Chapter 10), and, if the judge decides the 

privilege attaches (and that the proponent establishes the foundation for confidentiality), 

the evidence is excluded. 

What foundation should be laid before the evidence described in the Adamson case 

is introduced? For example, what would be needed to introduce the stocking tops and 

bottom? Would the proof needed to place this evidence before the jury have probabilities 

of truth associated with it? Would it enhance or attenuate the probabilities you assigned 

in answering questions posed in the previous note? 

3. In United States v. Bear Ribs, 722 F.2d 420 (8th Cir. 1983), the defendant was 

convicted of assault with intent to commit rape. The victim was found unclothed. 

Defendant denied having taken off her clothes as part of his assault. The Eighth Circuit 

held that the trial judge properly excluded evidence that the victim, when intoxicated, 
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routinely undressed and publicly exposed herself since no one testified to seeing the 

victim in a nude or semi-nude condition prior to the incident. 

Compare Wood v. Alaska, 957 F.2d 1544 (9th Cir. 1992). Defendant was convicted 

of sexual assault. The victim was a former Penthouse Pet and pornographic movie 

actress, and defendant had sought to admit evidence that she showed nude photographs 

and described her pornographic acting experiences to him to establish that they had a 

prior sexual relationship. Affirming, the Ninth Circuit allowed that the evidence was 

probative, but exclusion was not an abuse of discretion because of the possibility that a 

jury might be improperly swayed against her on grounds of “perceived immorality.” 

Note that subsequent to Wood, in the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 

Act of 1994, P.L. No. 103–322, Rule 412 of the Federal Rules of Evidence was amended 

by Congress, according to the Committee Notes, “to expand the protection afforded 

alleged victims of sexual misconduct.” 

Does this amendment leave unchanged the trial court’s power or decision in Wood? 

How? Should it have? See Rule 403. 

For cases dealing with the possession of burglar’s tools, see Annot., Admissibility, in 

prosecution for burglary, of evidence that defendant, after alleged burglary, was in 

possession of burglarious tools and implements, 143 A.L.R. 1199 (1943). What does the 

admission of such tools and instruments prove? See State v. Toney, 537 S.W.2d 586 (Mo. 

App. 1976) (holding that, where .38 caliber weapon had been used in crime, admission of 

bandoliers carrying the same caliber ammunition, found in defendant’s apartment, was 

admissible even though bandoliers had not been worn during the crime). 

4. In analyzing relevancy, probative force, probabilities, and prejudice, some scholars 

have found the terminology of Professors Jerome Michael and Mortimer Adler useful in 

differentiating between the real world where events actually occurred or did not occur 

and the world of the courtroom where we deal in propositions of fact about the real world 

and probabilities that these propositions represent the truth. (This is a method of 

analysis that complements the Logocratic Method, introduced above. Both can be 

powerful analytical tools for the evidence student and jurist. and readers are invited to 

consider and add both analytical tools to their conceptual toolkits.) Using the terminology 

set out below and the analysis it suggests, diagram the various steps and lines of proof 

leading to the material propositions in People v. Adamson. 

Proposition — Declarative sentence used to express our actual or 

potential knowledge about a thing or event. 

Material proposition — Statement about a matter of fact which is a 

specific example falling within the general class 

which is one of the elements of the applicable rule 

of law. 

Immediate proposition — Statement of knowledge of things and events as 

they appear to our senses. 

Demonstrable proposition — Statement of knowledge achieved inferentially. 

Evidence — Perceptive objects—e.g., persons, things and 

events presented to the senses of the tribunal; all 

evidence must be perceived through senses. 
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probandum; probanda (pl.) — Proposition being proved; if ultimate, a material 

proposition. 

probans; probantia (pl.) — Proposition being used to prove another; if 

ultimate it is an immediate proposition (i.e., based 

on sense impression with minimal inference). 

evidential or evidentiary 

proposition 
— Elementary proposition employed as a probans; it 

may be simple or compound. 

evidentiary hypothesis — General proposition employed as a probans. 

Step of proof — A syllogism containing a probandum, an 

evidential hypothesis and a probans. 

Line of proof — Series of steps of proof beginning in an immediate 

proposition and ending in a material proposition. 

syllogism conclusion — probandum 

major premise — general proposition—evidential hypothesis 

minor premise — probans 

See Michael & Adler, The Nature of Judicial Proof (1931); Michael & Adler, The Trial of 

An Issue Of Fact, 34 Colum. L. Rev. 1224, 1252 (1934). 

The diagram method is utilized extensively in J.H. Wigmore, The Science of Judicial 

Proof (3rd ed. 1937), but it has been suggested that his system of charts with its complex 

system of symbols has been one of the factors that resulted in that work being given less 

weight than it should have received. W. Twining, Theories of Evidence: Bentham and 

Wigmore, 11–12 (1985). A more modern attempt to use diagrams to assist in analysis is 

the helpful work of Professor Friedman—e.g., Diagrammatic Approach to Evidence, 66 

B.U. L. Rev. 571 (1986); A Close Look at Probative Value, 66 B.U. L. Rev. 733 (1986); 

Route Analysis of Credibility and Hearsay, 96 Yale L.J. 667 (1987). 

In United States v. Shonubi, 895 F.Supp. 460 (E.D.N.Y. 1995), rev’d, 103 F.3d 1085 

(2d Cir. 1997), the court estimated drugs smuggled in prior trips of the accused utilizing 

the classical step-by-step approach of Professor Michael (id. at 483), statistical and 

Bayesian analysis (id. at 484), set out its perceived biases (id. at 486), used a “storytelling” 

technique (id. at 487) and relied upon experts including statisticians employed by the 

government, the defendant, and a panel appointed by the court pursuant to Rule 706 of 

the Federal Rules of Evidence. Id. at 499 ff. 

In Adamson assume, in a slight but significant variation from the actual evidence, 

that the state’s Exhibit 1, for identification, was a few pieces of jewelry; the police found 

the jewelry in defendant’s possession a day after the killing; a neighbor saw the deceased 

wearing “something that looked just like that jewelry” the day before the killing, June 7, 

1981, a day she remembers because she went to a friend’s wedding. 
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In the above diagram, the credibility of the witnesses and thus the probability of 

their statements being true will depend on their (1) ability to have made the observation, 

(2) to have remembered it accurately, (3) to want to tell truthfully what was remembered, 

and (4) to communicate effectively with the tribunal. 

Admissibility of the real proof, in addition to the need for authentication (supplied 

by TP1 and TP2 and JN1), will depend on relative prejudicial aspects (Fed.R.Evid. 403), 
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extrinsic policies such as Fourth Amendment protections, and the ability of the trier to 

determine from observation such matters as whether it is jewelry normally worn by a 

woman, its value, and how commonly available it is to the public, e.g., do these pieces 

have particular dents or marks or are they unique? 

Alternative hypotheses for CP1 are that defendant found exhibit 1 or obtained it 

from an intermediary. Alternate hypotheses for CP2 are that deceased gave the jewelry 

to, or sold it to, defendant. Alternative hypotheses for CP3 are that it was taken some 

time before or after the killing. Alternate hypotheses for CP4 is that another or others 

were there at the time. 

In each step of proof, the minor premise is “A,” the major premise “B,” and the 

conclusion “C.” 

In addition to the jewelry, there are the fingerprint evidence, the stockings, the 

failure of defendant to testify and other lines. Note how the lines interact and feed back 

on one another so that high probative force of the fingerprint line may enhance the 

probability that the policeman who says he found stocking tops in defendant’s drawer is 

more likely to be perceived by the trier as a credible witness; contrariwise, a witness who 

testified that defendant was with him the entire day of the murder would be less likely 

to be believed. In the O.J. Simpson case, destroying the credibility of one key detective 

apparently fed back to an evaluation of the other evidence, poisoning much of the 

prosecutor’s case. 

Also note how the same piece of evidence may tend to prove more than one material 

proposition. The use of a lamp cord would tend to show an intentional killing and also 

that it was not in self-defense. The jewelry and fingerprint lines would tend to show not 

only that defendant killed the deceased, but that it was done in the course of a felony. 

5. In considering the issue of prior convictions discussed in Adamson, note how the 

rules for trials may be based on “normative” rather than pure “truth-finding” 

considerations. See Bankowski, The Value of Truth: Fact Skepticism Revisited, 1 Legal 

Studies (Eng.) 257, 265–66 (1981): 

In the case of the trial the conclusion comes from the judge or jury’s view 

of a complex set of data that has been filtered through the trial and the laws of 

evidence and procedure. These procedures and criteria are justified 

normatively and we cannot say that a result obtained through using one is 

wrong by reference to the procedure and criteria of another. We can compare 

criteria but in doing that we have to operate at a different level. We might in 

fact find that both sets of procedures are appropriate but in different 

circumstances. 

Let us take an example: according to our rules of evidence past convictions 

are not be to be counted as evidence of present guilt. Thus the rule that, except 

in certain circumstances, the prosecution cannot [rely on] evidence as to the 

accused’s previous convictions. The justification for this sort of anti-inductivist 

bias is well known and ultimately pertains to the moral basis of the system: the 

presumption of innocence and the burden of proof. The procedure for the police, 

however, does not employ this anti-inductivist criteria and indeed the police 

would be in dereliction of their duty if they did so. If a crime has been committed 

we expect the police, within limits, not to ignore their knowledge of known 

malefactors on the assumption that all past evidence is to be ignored. This 

knowledge ought to influence the police inquiries and procedures just as it 

ought not so to influence the courts’. We expect of the police, then, a laxer 

criterion than we do of the courts. We should, therefore, not be surprised if the 
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police make more arrests than there are convictions. This is one of the ways 

that the system should work. The ‘he did it’ of the police is different and ought 

to be so from the ‘he did it’ of the jury. 

If we accept all this then we can see the problems of asking, in the [Jerome] 

Frank tradition, whether and can the jury get it right. The only way we can 

answer that question is by seeing whether the criteria in the trial have been 

followed: to use any other criteria would be judging it by reference to another 

truth-certifying procedure. This is why jury verdicts are so difficult to overturn 

except if the jury perversely does not decide according to the evidence. It is not 

a question of whether the jury, in some absolute way, get it right but whether 

they fulfill their allotted role in the system. 

In Kaplan, Decision Theory and the Factfinding Process, 20 Stan. L. Rev. 1065, 1074 

(1968), Professor Kaplan puts the prior conviction issue in a slightly different way: 

Not only may such evidence [of previous convictions] lead the jurors to the 

wholly rational conclusion that if the defendant has committed previous crimes 

he is more likely to be guilty of this one; it may also lead them to the perhaps 

rational but clearly undesirable conclusion that because of his earlier 

convictions, . . . the disutility of convicting the defendant should he be innocent, 

is minimal. Obviously, in a system of justice that regards it as crucial that the 

defendant be found guilty only of the crime specifically charged, we cannot 

permit a mistaken factual judgment to be made either on the theory that even 

if the defendant did not commit the crime charged he probably committed 

others, or on the theory that since the defendant has been convicted several 

times before it is not very important to him or to society that he is convicted 

one more time. 

See the discussion of use of other crimes, infra. 

6. Does the Continental system of free evaluation require the same methods of analysis 

set forth in United States v. Shonubi, 895 F.Supp. 460 (E.D.N.Y. 1995), rev’d103 F.3d 

1085 (2d Cir. 1997), supra? Compare United States v. Jurado-Rodriguez, 907 F.Supp. 568 

(E.D.N.Y. 1995), a prosecution for dealing in drugs after extradition from Luxembourg, 

where defendant had been convicted of, and served a prison term for money laundering. 

The principles of international law, the doctrine of specialty, and the rule of non bis in 

dem (double jeopardy) precluded prosecution for the same crime in the United States. 

Decision of a motion to dismiss the indictment for drug conspiracy in the United States 

depended in large part on the meaning of “faits” in the extradition decree. The court, 

citing Michael and Adler, held that “faits” meant material propositions of fact and not 

evidence. It permitted the case to proceed in the United States after dismissing a money 

laundering count. A negotiated plea avoided trial and appeal. 

4. RELEVANCE AND PREJUDICE 

Robbins v. Whelan 
United States Court of Appeals, First Circuit, 1981. 

653 F.2d 47, cert. denied, 454 U.S. 1123, 102 S.Ct. 972, 71 L.Ed.2d 110 (1981). 

■ COFFIN, CHIEF JUDGE. 

This appeal stems from an automobile accident involving a 1971 Mercedes car 

driven by the defendant-appellee, Robert Whelan, and a second car in which the two 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=653+F.2d+47&appflag=67.12
http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=454+U.S.+1123&appflag=67.12
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plaintiffs-appellants were passengers. The driver of the second car, Curtis Frye, is 

not a party to this suit. The accident took place as the Mercedes was traveling east 

on a four lane undivided highway and the Frye car was exiting a rest area, abutting 

the southern edge of that same highway. The plaintiffs assert that the Mercedes was 

first noticed some 700 feet away at the time Frye first approached the highway. 

Before entering the highway Frye looked in both directions. Upon entering he again 

looked in the direction of the Mercedes, and this time noticed that it was only 300 

feet away and approaching at a speed of about 70 miles per hour. At this point Frye 

attempted to reenter the rest area. As the resulting collision attests, he was 

unsuccessful. 

The defendant’s version claims that he was traveling at about 40 to 48 miles per 

hour when the Frye car was first noticed some 750–900 feet away advancing in the 

rest area in the opposite direction. The defendant says he maintained his speed up 

to a point where the Frye car entered the highway in a “sudden swerve” which left 

little time for any reaction. After a bifurcated trial the jury decided the issue of 

liability in favor of the defendant. 

Appellants’ first claim of error is that the trial court should have admitted into 

evidence a copy of a Department of Transportation National Highway Safety Bureau 

report entitled “Performance Data for New 1971 Passenger Cars and Motorcycles.” 

This report contains information on the maximum stopping distances for all 

automobiles manufactured in a certain year. Specifically, the plaintiffs sought to 

introduce into evidence that part of these tables stating that the particular type of 

automobile driven by the defendant had, when traveling at a speed of 60 miles per 

hour, a maximum stopping distance of 160 feet with a light load and 169 feet with a 

heavy load. The defendant objected to this document on the grounds that it was not 

relevant. The district court agreed. 

We think the evidence was relevant.1 A Massachusetts State Police Trooper 

previously had testified that the defendant’s car, which he thought had been 

traveling faster than 50 miles per hour, had left 160 feet of skid marks. The braking 

performance report stated the new cars of the defendant’s model required at most 

169 feet to stop under the test conditions of 60 miles per hour. If factors other than 

speed were common to both the test and the accident, the report would have 

supported an inference that the defendant—who presumably was trying to stop as 

fast as possible—was in fact driving faster than his claimed 40 to 48 miles per hour. 

The factors other than speed prevailing both during the test and at the accident 

were sufficiently similar to allow the jury to hear this evidence. In general, because 

“perfect identity between experimental or actual conditions is neither attainable nor 

                                                           
1 We pause to note an anomaly that not infrequently attends the review of trials—the extensive 

discussion in the appellate court opinion directed to an incident at trial that received only fleeting 
attention. Here, for example, appellant called an official of the Registry of Motor Vehicles to testify 
regarding information from the National Highway Safety Bureau report. Defendant immediately objected 
that “because there is some agency in Washington that compiles a book of information with respect to 
various cars and what they might do or will not do under the circumstances, I don’t think that has any 
relevancy, materiality or admissibility in this case.” 

When read in retrospect, the subsequent colloquy reveals that appellant was referring, none too succinctly, 
to use of the report as an indirect means of calculating the Mercedes’ speed prior to braking. It appears 
that the court was considering only the relevance of the report as bearing on inadequate brakes, a factor 
that was not in issue. Nevertheless, we cannot say that the record is so confused that the point as to 
relevance was not sufficiently made. That point being preserved, we cannot avoid the analysis that follows. 
[Footnotes by the court]. 
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required . . . [,] [d]issimilarities affect the weight of the evidence, not admissibility.” 

Ramseyer v. General Motors Corporation, 417 F.2d 859, 864 (8th Cir.1969) (citations 

omitted).2 Each case must be judged under its own particular facts taking into 

account the specific purposes for which this type of evidence is submitted.3 In this 

particular case, although the tests were performed under specific controlled 

conditions, see 49 CFR § 575.101(d) and (e) (1980),4 the defendant has not attempted 

to demonstrate to us any differences existing at the time of the accident that were 

significant, except perhaps for the skill of the driver. The evidence that was 

presented at trial had otherwise established a dry road, no abnormal weather 

conditions, and a relatively new car in “A–1” condition. On this record the matchup 

of conditions was sufficient to allow the data to be presented to the jury. It is for the 

defendant to attack the weight to be accorded such evidence by presenting contrary 

evidence about how the variance between the test and actual conditions—for 

instance, as when one car stops with skidmarks and the other without—might affect 

the inferences that the plaintiff urges be drawn. 

[Discussion of hearsay problems under Fed.R.Evid. 803(8)(C) omitted.] 

We . . . conclude that the trial court’s exclusion of the performance report was 

more than harmless error. Fed.R.Evid. 103(a); Fed.R.Civ.Proc. 61; 28 U.S.C. § 2111. 

This case turned in great measure on the critical element of speed. In making this 

factual determination the jury essentially had before it only the conflicting versions 

of the two drivers and the defendant’s expert witness who testified to the effect that 

plaintiff’s car was traveling at the faster speed at the time of the collision, and that 

the skid marks on the road were not made by defendant’s car. There was no other 

evidence presented at trial that could serve the same purpose of establishing a 

relationship between the skid marks and probable speed. See de Mars v. The 

Equitable Life Assurance Society, 610 F.2d 55, 61–62 (1st Cir.1979) (harmless error 

when the excluded evidence is cumulative, repetitious, or ambiguous); see also 

Garbincius v. Boston Edison Company, 621 F.2d 1171, 1175 (1st Cir.1980). 

On this close question of negligence it is obvious that plaintiffs’ case was made 

considerably weaker by the error. Because we cannot say with reasonable assurance 

that the jury, had it been given the opportunity to consider the data, would still have 

found in favor of the defendant we find no alternative but to remand for a new 

trial. . . . 

The case is remanded for a new trial. 

■ CAMPBELL, CIRCUIT JUDGE (Dissenting). 

. . . I believe the court fails to give adequate attention to the fact that the trial 

judge excluded the data . . . for lack of relevance, and that appellant never correctly 

stated the purpose for which the evidence was being offered. Before a party may 
                                                           

2 Cf. Winekoff v. Pospisil, 384 Mich. 260, 181 N.W.2d 897, 898 (1970) (“our steady experience with 
automobile negligence cases suggests that these widely published and pretty well understood stopping 
distances have some value as evidence, provided the proof preceding their admission discloses a fair and 
relevant reason for submitting them to the jury as an aid to the solution of the everpresent issues of due 
care and causation”). 

3 The fact that the detailed conditions under which the tests for individual models were performed 
may be easily verified helps distinguish the report in this case from those in which the opaque averaging 
of generalized results masked variation in the underlying data and created uncertainty about testing 
conditions. 

4 The testing conditions and procedures used to compile the information in the 1970 Report have 
changed very little in 10 years. They are nearly identical to those listed at 49 CFR Part 575 (1980). 
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claim error on appeal in the exclusion of evidence, he must have told the court not 

only what he intended to prove but for what purpose. McCormick, Evidence § 51, at 

110–11 (2d ed. 1972), and cases at n. 12, and 1978 Supp. at 16, n. 12; see also 

Weinstein’s Evidence § 103[03], at 103–27, and cases at n. 3; 1 Wigmore, Evidence 

§ 17, at 319–20 and 1980 Supp., cases at p. 97–98; Fed.R.Evid. 103(a)(2); 

Fed.R.Civ.P. 46. This rule serves important ends. Backlogged courts should not be 

required to repeat trials (especially civil trials) because the trial judge has excluded 

evidence for lack of a clear understanding of the proponent’s purpose in offering it. 

Here, plaintiffs’ counsel never explained, as he could easily have done, that his 

purpose was not to show stopping distance at 60 m.p.h. as such, but rather to give 

rise to the inference, based on a disputed skid mark, that the car was speeding. It 

seems clear from the judge’s remarks that she did not understand that the evidence 

was being offered for the latter purpose. The document was thereupon excluded for 

lack of relevance (the hearsay issue was never reached). All this occurred at the end 

of a week long trial, in a context where the judge could reasonably have felt that 

matters were being unduly prolonged. 

This court skirts the issue in footnote 1. It says that “read in retrospect,” the 

colloquy between court and counsel “reveals that appellant was referring, none too 

succinctly, to use of the report as an indirect means of calculating the Mercedes’ 

speed prior to the braking.” For this reason, “we cannot say . . . that the point as to 

relevance was not sufficiently made.” The rule, however, is not served by looking at 

the record retrospectively. The reason a party must communicate the purpose for 

offering evidence is to put the trial judge on notice while there is still time to save 

the situation. A trial judge is only human; he may not have perfect recall of earlier 

testimony; it is counsel’s duty, not the court’s, to articulate the purpose for which 

evidence is being offered. Nowhere in this record did counsel say something like, 

“Judge, I am offering this because we earlier had evidence of 160 foot skid marks and 

this exhibit will show that if it took the car 160 feet to stop, it must have been going 

faster than 60 m.p.h.” Had this been stated, a different ruling might have been 

rendered. 

To be sure, this court may not mean that counsel here actually stated the 

purpose for the evidence, but only that the purpose was so obvious that counsel was 

excused from stating it. See McCormick, Evidence § 51, at 111. Defendant’s speed 

was already in issue, and the judge arguably should have realized how the 

performance data report, taken with the other evidence, would relate to the question 

of speed. But I do not think the indirect relationship between speed and skid marks 

was so obvious that counsel was excused from stating it. It was clear from the judge’s 

comments that she was laboring under the misimpression that the evidence was 

being offered merely to show when the brakes had been applied. If the point was that 

obvious, one would have expected the judge to perceive it; the whole object of the rule 

is to require counsel to articulate the purpose when the judge is likely otherwise to 

misunderstand. At the end of the colloquy, counsel stated his intention to prove that 

the Mercedes going 60 m.p.h. could stop in 160 feet; but that was to state matters 

backwards. He never once stated the data was offered for the purpose of showing 

that the 160 foot skid marks means the Mercedes was going faster than 60. 

If I saw evidence of injustice, I might be more tempted to stretch the rule, but I 

see no such evidence here. Plaintiffs presented their own driver, who testified that 

the defendant was going 70 m.p.h. or more, as well as the state trooper who testified 
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to his opinion, based on the skid marks, that defendant was going faster than 50—

so the excluded evidence would not have established a new point that was not 

otherwise made. To be sure, the performance data might have corroborated these 

witnesses, if the jury believed the skid marks came from the Mercedes, which was 

put in doubt by one of the plaintiffs’ own witnesses as well as by defendant’s expert. 

Even so, the test data was refutable by arguments that it applied only to new, 

mechanically perfect cars driven by professional drivers who did not lock the wheels 

and skid. (The tests were expressly said to have been conducted without locked 

wheels; thus for all we know the stopping distances were quite different from those 

of a skidding car.) If it could conceivably have tipped the scales in a close case, this 

case does not seem to have been close—the jury was out for only an hour. I think that 

plaintiffs had their day in court, before a jury and a judge who was fair. I do not think 

plaintiffs should receive a second trial. 

NOTE 

State of Arizona v. Atwood, 832 P.2d 593, 656–657 (Ariz. 1992) (en banc) (a gruesome 

kidnapping and child sex-murder case of wide notoriety): 

Defendant next asserts that he was prejudiced by the trial court’s refusal 

to allow his trial counsel fully to cross-examine James Corby, the FBI agent 

who analyzed the paint transfers between defendant’s car and the victim’s bike. 

Particularly, he argues that his attorney was unfairly precluded from 

questioning Corby about areas in which Corby’s test results varied from the 

results obtained in similar tests run by Tim Carlson, the state’s first paint 

expert who died prior to trial. As noted, Carlson’s testimony was not preserved 

before his death. 

Our review of the record, however, does not reveal the defense counsel ever 

actually objected to the court’s prohibition against the use of Carlson’s 

conclusions and opinions as an impeachment tool. A lengthy discussion ensued 

after the prosecution objected to the defense’s attempt to use the Carlson 

material. The prosecution argued that the defense was improperly attempting 

to bring in Carlson’s inadmissible opinions via Corby’s cross-examination. The 

transcript of the discussion reveals considerable confusion among the trial 

judge, prosecutor, and defense counsel concerning which aspects of the Carlson 

materials the defense was attempting to use (i.e., the charts, graphs, and other 

findings generated by the Carlson experiments as opposed to the actual 

conclusions Carlson reached from those materials). The trial court eventually 

concluded, based on its understanding of defense counsel’s argument, that the 

defense was seeking only to introduce Carlson’s graphs and charts to impeach 

Corby’s testimony. Because the court believed that the materials were “charts 

and items upon which Mr. Corby and Mr. Carlson and other of their colleagues 

would normally rely in the preparing of their conclusions and opinions,” it 

determined that the items could be employed by the defense pursuant to rule 

703 (“If of a type reasonably relied upon by experts in the particular field in 

forming opinions or inferences upon the subject, the facts or data need not be 

admissible in evidence.”). In response to this ruling, defense counsel stated: 

I have nothing to add. That’s what I was trying to argue yesterday, and I 

guess I misunderstood Your Honor’s ruling. 

Thus, our reading of the record indicates that the defense received exactly what 

it requested. 
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Assuming, however, that the defense in fact desired to use Carlson’s opinions 

for impeachment purposes, the record does not reflect that, once the trial court’s 

ruling was clear, defense counsel objected to the limitation placed upon his 

cross-examination of Corby, nor does it reflect that he made an offer of proof 

demonstrating the admissibility of Carlson’s opinions. . . . We recognize that an 

offer of proof may not be necessary if “the purpose and purport of the testimony 

expected to be elicited is obvious.”. . . . We do not believe, however, that the 

“purpose and purport” of using the Carlson materials was “obvious” to the trial 

court in this case. Indeed, the only obvious aspects of the defense’s attempt to 

use Carlson’s material were defense counsel’s miscommunication and the trial 

court’s confusion as to the defense’s intent. Accordingly, we find no basis for 

considering on appeal whether the defense was unfairly limited in cross-

examining Corby. 

State v. Poe 
Supreme Court of Utah, 1968. 

21 Utah 2d 113, 441 P.2d 512, appeal after remand, 471 P.2d 870 (Utah 1970). 

■ CALLISTER, JUSTICE. Defendant, Roy Lee Poe, was convicted of the first degree 

murder of Kenneth Hall. The murder occurred in St. George, Utah (population about 

5,130), and the trial was held there. The deceased had been a lifelong resident of the 

community, whereas the defendant was a comparative newcomer. The jury, in 

returning its verdict of guilty, did not recommend life imprisonment. Whereupon, the 

court pronounced the death penalty. . . . 

[D]efendant contends that he was denied a fair trial because of “the community 

pattern of thought as expressed by potential jurors and (because) of the proximity of 

relationships which existed between members of the jury and witnesses for the 

prosecution, the victim, the prosecutors, and the defendant.” It cannot be disputed 

that a large majority of the prospective jurors were aware of the crime and some of 

its purported facts. This could hardly be otherwise in a sparsely populated 

community (Washington County, of which St. George is the county seat, has a 

population of 10,271). However, the trial judge carefully and exhaustively examined 

the panel and the prospective jurors. There was selected a jury of 12 who had neither 

formed an opinion or, if they had, it would not prevent them from basing their verdict 

solely upon the evidence. We cannot say that it was biased or prejudiced. 

Furthermore, the jury panel was passed for cause by the defendant. 

Nor is it strange that members of the jury were acquainted with the sheriff, 

some of the witnesses for the prosecution,1 the victim, the defendant, and the 

prosecutors. However, we are unable to find in the record wherein these 

acquaintanceships were prejudicial to the defendant. . . . 

Finally, defendant contends the trial court abused its discretion in admitting 

some colored slides into evidence and permitting them to be displayed to the jury by 

means of a slide projector and screen. With this contention, we are in agreement. 

To begin with, the identity of the deceased, his death and its cause had already 

been established. Black and white photographs had been introduced showing the 

victim lying in his bed, in a sleeping position, with two bullet holes in his head. The 

                                                           
1 Most members of the jury were also acquainted with one or both of defendant’s counsel. [Some 

footnotes have been omitted; this one is renumbered; footnote by the court.] 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=21+Utah+2d+113&appflag=67.12
http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=471+P.2d+870&appflag=67.12
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colored slides were made during the course of an autopsy. To describe them as being 

gruesome would be a gross understatement. One of them, for example, depicted the 

deceased’s head, showing the base of the skull after the skull cap and brain had been 

removed by the pathologist. The skin is peeled over the edge of the skull showing the 

empty brain cavity. Another is a top view of the empty cavity. They would have been 

gruesome in black and white but the color accentuates the gruesomeness. 

Initially, it is within the sound discretion of the trial court to determine whether 

the inflammatory nature of such slides is outweighed by their probative value with 

respect to a fact in issue. If the latter they may be admitted even though gruesome. 

In the instant case they had no probative value. All the material facts which could 

conceivably have been adduced from a viewing of the slides had been established by 

uncontradicted lay and medical testimony. The only purpose served was to inflame 

and arouse the jury. 

It must be remembered that the jury in this case not only determined the 

question of guilt but also fixed the punishment itself. The only use of the slides from 

the prosecution’s standpoint was to arouse the emotions of the jury so that they 

would not recommend life imprisonment. It could very well be that the jury would 

have returned the same verdict absent its view of the slides. However, with the 

defendant’s life at stake, this court should not hazard a guess. The slides could very 

well have tipped the scales in favor of the death penalty. 

The counsel for defendant did not make the proper objection to the admission of 

the slides. However, this court will not allow such a technicality to influence its 

decision in a case such as this. 

Because the trial court abused its discretion in permitting the slides into 

evidence and because of the other doubtful aspects of the trial, this case is reversed 

and remanded for a new trial. 

■ CROCKETT, C.J., and HENRIOD, J., concur. 

■ ELLETT, JUSTICE (dissenting). 

I dissent from that part of the main opinion holding that the trial court abused 

its discretion in admitting colored slides into evidence. In the first place, colored 

pictures should be dealt with exactly the same as black and white pictures. All 

pictures are admissible in evidence if they tend to prove a matter which would be 

relevant for a witness to testify to orally. 23 C.J.S. Criminal Law § 852(1)a. When 

pictures are thus competent there cannot be any proper objection made to them on 

the ground that they may prejudice the jury. All evidence given tends to prejudice 

the jury, and pictures are no exception. Just why anyone should ever have supposed 

a colored picture should be rejected because it shows a true likeness of any given 

scene escapes me. One would think that of two pictures, the one more accurately 

portraying the scene would be the proper one to place in evidence. . . . 

It is true that the pictures taken of the deceased before he had been removed 

from his bed showed a considerable amount of blood on his face and on the bedding. 

He was lying with his arms folded across his chest exactly as if he were asleep. He 

had two holes in his face, and one could not tell by looking at the holes what had 

caused them. 

. . . 
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The cause of death had to be proved, and so there was an autopsy on the body. 

The doctor testified as to two metallic substances he found inside the cranium of the 

deceased and traced the course from the holes in the head with a metal probe which 

he placed through the holes to the place where the metallic substances were found. 

It was relevant and proper for the State to show that the deceased was shot while 

asleep in bed, and these metallic probes in the head were photographed to show the 

course of the bullet. . . . 

Before allowing the pictures to be seen by the jury in this case, the court on its 

own motion excused the jury and had the pictures projected onto a screen, “so that 

counsel for the defendant may have an opportunity to object to them, if they desire 

after seeing them. . . . I am going to ask that they be shown on the screen and out of 

the presence of the jury so that counsel may voice an objection if they have any 

objection.” 

The pictures were shown out of the presence of the jury, and the only objection 

made by counsel for the defendant was that the pathologist did not know the 

deceased personally and, therefore, the pictures were not properly identified as being 

those of Kenneth Hall, the deceased. The identity of the body was otherwise 

established. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in admitting into evidence 

these pictures, especially when no objection was suggested by counsel on the ground 

that there was anything gruesome or inflammatory about them. . . . 

Had defendant wished to avoid having the jury see the pictures, he could have 

stipulated that Kenneth Hall died as a result of being shot in the face while he was 

lying in bed. This would have been no admission that he was the one who fired the 

shots. He didn’t have to do this, but he ought not now complain because the State 

proved those elements of the crime of murder in the first degree which were put in 

issue by his plea of not guilty. . . . 

Since most cases involving gruesome pictures are concerned with conditions 

created by the defendant, the jury is much more apt to be affected against the 

defendant than it would be when the condition is caused by a surgeon in the quest 

for truth. The pictures so vividly described in the prevailing opinion were no more 

gruesome than was the open heart surgery portrayed on television a few nights ago. 

The evidence given to the jury in this case would warrant a finding that the 

defendant was a guest in the home of the deceased; that while the deceased slept, 

the defendant shot him twice with a .22 caliber rifle; that defendant immediately 

sold the murder weapon and deceased’s high-powered rifle; and that defendant stole 

the deceased’s station wagon and was intending to get to Old Mexico down the back 

roads from Las Vegas, Nevada, where he was arrested. The verdict of murder in the 

first degree without recommendation was warranted by the evidence. The defendant 

had a fair trial before an unbiased jury, and I think this conviction should be 

affirmed. 

■ TUCKETT, J., concurs in the dissenting opinion of ELLETT, J. 

NOTES 

1. The danger of the kind of evidence at issue (in part) in Poe is the possibility that its 

prejudicial effect will outweigh its probative value. Otherwise, “if the mere gruesomeness 

of the evidence were ground for its exclusion, then it would have to be said that the more 

gruesome the crime, the greater the difficulty of the prosecution in proving its case.” 
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Rivers v. United States, 270 F.2d 435, 438 (9th Cir. 1959), cert. denied, 362 U.S. 920 

(1960). 

Courts use the power to exclude prejudicial evidence with caution. United States v. 

Pirolli, 673 F.2d 1200 (11th Cir.), cert. denied, 459 U.S. 871 (1982). See, e.g., United 

States v. White, 23 M.J. 84, 22 Fed. R. Evid. Serv. 29 (C.M. App. 1986) (disturbing 

pictures showing injuries and signs of prior injuries to child admitted when relied upon 

by experts testifying as to “battered child syndrome”). 

Should expert’s reliance on such physical proof be treated in the same way as 

evidence of children’s mental impressions related to investigators or recall of former 

abuses under hypnosis in prosecutions for sex abuse or assaults during “satanic” orgies? 

Can prior physical abuse of a mate as revealed by pictures showing prior injuries be relied 

on in a murder prosecution of the alleged abuser who shot and killed his wife after 

allegedly beating her on prior occasions? In United States v. Naranjo, 710 F.2d 1465, 

1467 (10th Cir. 1983), the court held that “The evidence of defendant’s previous batteries 

of the victim becomes admissible when defendant took the stand and testified that the 

shooting was accidental.” What if defendant had not taken the stand? Is a history of wife-

abuse relevant? 

2. Russell v. Coffman, 376 S.W.2d 269 (Ark. 1964), approved use by a surgeon of the 

preserved knee cap of the plaintiff to demonstrate to the jury the nature of plaintiff’s 

injuries and the reason his knee cap had to be removed. Defendant had argued that the 

X ray plates, pictures of the knee cap, exhibition of plaintiff’s knee and the expert 

evidence of the surgeon, which included use of a plastic model, should have sufficed. 

Compare Rost v. The Brooklyn Heights Railroad Co., 41 N.Y.S. 1069 (N.Y.A.D. 2d Dept. 

1896), reversing after introduction of a child’s foot preserved in alcohol to show her size 

and thus her age. 

In Marsee v. United States Tobacco Company, 866 F.2d 319 (10th Cir. 1989), a 

products liability action against a snuff manufacturer, a videotaped deposition of a 

severely disfigured postsurgical oral cancer patient was excluded even though he was 

similar in age, background use habits and extent of illness to plaintiff’s decedent. The 

probative value on causation of decedent’s cancer was low where there was no solid proof 

that the deponent’s cancer resulted from snuff use. The disease is widespread and has 

many causes, the court pointed out, citing In re “Agent Orange” Product Liability 

Litigation, 611 F.Supp. 1223, 1252–53 (E.D.N.Y.1985) (evidence that 17 of 7500 with 

Hodgkin’s disease were exposed to Agent Orange was not sufficiently probative on issue 

of whether exposure to Agent Orange caused Hodgkin’s disease). 

In Harper v. Bolton, 124 S.E.2d 54, 55 (S.C. 1962), it was conceded that plaintiff had 

lost her eye in an automobile accident and the court held it reversible error to introduce 

“a small glass vial containing the removed eye.” The dissent felt that the concession was 

not sufficiently clear. Compare Allen v. Seacoast Products, Inc., 623 F.2d 355, 365 n. 23 

(5th Cir. 1980) (plaintiff demonstrated the removal and replacement of glass eye before 

the jury, leading to what defendant claims was an excessive verdict; no abuse of discretion 

in showing the daily regimen that plaintiff must endure). 

In re Richardson-Merrell, Inc. Benedectin Prods., 624 F.Supp. 1212 (S.D.Ohio 1985), 

the court held that children allegedly crippled at birth by defendant’s drug were properly 

excluded from the courtroom during the liability phase of a product liability action. The 

court explained that: 

the presence . . . of children suffering from severe birth defects is inherently 

prejudicial. There is no more protected and beloved member of human society 

than a helpless newborn infant. Conversely, it has become fashionable to 
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castigate and punish that depersonalized segment of society identified 

variously as “big business,” “soulless corporations,” or “industrial complex.” If 

the battle is emotional alone, between newborn infants and big business, there 

can be but one winner. Emotional battles, however, should not be staged in the 

federal courtroom. We deal in liability imposed not by emotion but by law. 

624 F.Supp. at 1224. This decision is quite unusual. 

Normally a party, no matter how deformed, has a right to be present. But cf. Gage 

v. Bozarth, 505 N.E.2d 64 (Ind. App. 1987)., excluding the plaintiff, a severely injured 

seven-year old quadriplegic at the liability stage. See also Helminski v. Ayerst Lab., 766 

F.2d 208, 213 (6th Cir. 1985). What of a party who brings spouse and children, father and 

mother and others to show support and engender sympathy? Should they be excluded? 

3. Should gruesome photographs be allowed when other proof describing the details 

depicted in the photographs has already been admitted? In Baggett v. Ashland Oil & 

Refining Co., 236 N.E.2d 243, 250 (Ill. App. 1968), photographs of plaintiff’s extensive 

burns were admitted over defendant’s objection that they were merely cumulative to the 

medical testimony and would be used only to evoke sympathy from the jury. In Burns v. 

State, 388 S.W.2d 690, 693–699 (Tex. Cr. App. 1965), six different photographs, one of 

which showed the victim in color lying on his back in a pool of blood with his throat cut 

from ear to ear, were admitted after testimony to the same effect. The court held them 

admissible as tending to solve a disputed fact issue. The dissent found them too 

prejudicial. In Martin v. State, 475 S.W.2d 265 (Tex. Crim. App. 1972), the test applied 

in Burns for the admissibility of photographs was overruled. The court formulated a new 

test: 

We hold that if a photograph is competent, material and relevant to the issue 

on trial, it is not rendered inadmissible merely because it is gruesome or might 

tend to arouse the passions of the jury, unless it is offered solely to inflame the 

minds of the jury. If a verbal description of the body and the scene would be 

admissible, a photograph depicting the same is admissible. 

Id. at 267 (footnotes omitted). 

4. In Douglass v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 769 F.2d 1128 (7th Cir.1985), cert. denied, 

475 U.S. 1094 (1986), a suit for invasion of privacy, the court held that the trial judge 

improperly admitted a slide show containing 128 of the vilest photographs and cartoons 

published by the defendant over the years. The court explained that “the prejudicial effect 

of the parade of filth in the slide show so clearly outweighed its probative value as to 

require exclusion under Rule 403. . . .” 769 F.2d at 1142. 

5. In United States v. Layton, 767 F.2d 549 (9th Cir. 1985), the defendant was charged 

with the murder of Congressman Leo Ryan in connection with the Jonestown massacre 

in Guyana. At trial, the government sought to introduce the so-called “Last Hour Tape” 

made while the mass suicide was in progress to establish a conspiratorial link between 

Jim Jones and the defendant. The Ninth Circuit upheld the trial court’s decision to 

exclude the tape, concluding that the probative value of the tape was weak and that other 

evidence already admitted established the conspiratorial link. The court also emphasized 

the prejudicial effect of the tape: 

It would be virtually impossible for a jury to listen to this tape and ignore the 

sounds of innocent infants crying (and presumably dying) in the background. 

The discussion of the impending mass suicide set against the background 

cacophony of innocent children who have apparently already been given poison 

would distract even the most conscientious juror from the real issues in the 

case. 
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767 F.2d at 556. 

6. People v. Cavanaugh, 282 P.2d 53, 64 (Cal. 1955), a murder prosecution, affirmed a 

conviction when there had been introduced three amputated fingers of the deceased, 

blood-stained seat covers from the car, a tooth, and pictures of the badly decomposed body 

crawling with maggots. Dissenting, Justice Traynor noted: 

The majority opinion concedes that unnecessary but highly inflammatory 

evidence and evidence of other crimes was erroneously admitted, and it is 

apparent from the record that the prosecutor deliberately presented his case 

with the purpose of inflaming the jury. I cannot say that he did not succeed in 

this purpose or that a different verdict would have been improbable had the 

evidence been excluded. 

Is there a difference in the role of the trial and appellate judges in evaluating probative 

force and prejudice under Rule 403? 

Compare the habeas corpus problem in Kealohapauole v. Shimoda, 800 F.2d 1463 

(9th Cir. 1986), refusing to find a violation of the Constitution where conviction in a state 

court for murder depended in part on a forty-five minute video presentation of the 

autopsy (black and white without sound track) while the pathologist described what was 

going on. The body was decomposed and the defendant refused to stipulate that the cause 

of death was blows to the victim’s head. 

7. To what extent can a party avoid adverse prejudice by stipulating to the reasonable 

inferences that may be drawn from gruesome or otherwise prejudicial evidence? See, e.g., 

Fortune, Judicial Admissions in Criminal Cases: Blocking the Introduction of Prejudicial 

Evidence, 17 Crim. L. Bulletin 101, 104–05 (1981): 

A distinction should be drawn between admissions of ultimate facts and 

admissions of evidentiary facts. When a jury is presented with a judicial 

admission of an ultimate fact it has no function as regards that fact. The jury 

is told, in effect, not to concern itself with debating the fact but to pass to 

matters in dispute. In such a case, there is no reason to permit proof of that 

which is admitted. On the other hand, when the admission is as to an 

evidentiary fact the jury has a function; it must decide whether to infer from 

the evidentiary fact an ultimate fact in issue. It is then reasonable to permit 

the proponent to prove the evidentiary fact by evidence best calculated to 

persuade the jury to make the desired inference. To limit the proponent to a 

judicial admission of the evidentiary fact may rob the evidentiary fact of its 

probative value. Whether the proponent should be precluded from proving an 

admitted evidentiary fact should be determined by the principles codified in 

Rule 403 of the Federal Rules of Evidence—balancing the additional probative 

value of the proof (over the probative value of the judicial admission) against 

the prejudice to the other party. 

The Court may utilize a combination of stipulations and conditions to minimize prejudice. 

See, e.g., United States v. Jackson, 405 F.Supp. 938 (E.D.N.Y. 1975). Defendant was 

accused of robbing a bank in New York on August 23, 1971. On November 7 of that year, 

he was stopped in Georgia by a policeman and arrested for driving without a license. He 

was using a false name and guns were found in the car. Subsequently, the defendant 

escaped from the local jail. The court held the defendant’s arrest and subsequent escape 

inadmissible, provided the defendant entered into a stipulation that he was in Georgia 

shortly after the robbery and that while there he used a false name. In addition to the 

principal case which follows, see, e.g., James Joseph Duane, “Right” to Prove Undisputed 

Facts, 168 F.R.D. 405 (1997). 
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8. Admission of prejudicial evidence may be proper even though the party against 

whom it is offered would be willing to stipulate to the proposition for which it is offered 

since the stipulation may not provide a jury with a basis for evaluating probative force. 

For example, in United States v. Bowers, 660 F.2d 527 (5th Cir. 1981), a prosecution for 

child abuse, the court admitted a photograph of a child’s lacerated heart even though the 

defendant was willing to stipulate the cause of the child’s death. The court deemed the 

evidence essential to show that the defendant used cruel and excessive physical force on 

the child. See also United States v. Gantzer, 810 F.2d 349 (2d Cir. 1987), a prosecution 

for sending obscene matter through the mail where defendant offered to stipulate that 

the pictures were obscene: 

We have long recognized that the decision whether to admit potentially 

prejudicial evidence is entrusted to the sound discretion of the district judge 

and will not be disturbed absent an abuse of discretion. . . . [He] acted well 

within his discretion in admitting the photographs for which Gantzer was 

indicted, Gantzer’s concession of obscenity notwithstanding. A party is not 

obliged to accept an adversary’s “judicial admission” in lieu of proving the 

fact,. . . . particularly in the context of a criminal prosecution where the accused 

seeks to stipulate to an element of the crime charged. 

Do you agree? 

If the crime itself requires proof of prejudicial matter as an element of the offense 

there is almost no way to avoid the evidence. In United States v. Petrov, 747 F.2d 824 (2d 

Cir. 1984), for example, a prosecution for mailing obscene material by a commercial 

developer was based on pictures showing human sexual relations with animals and 

naked children. The majority dismissed some of the counts as not proven as to a 

commercial photo processor such as the defendant. It found “spillover prejudice” to those 

counts where even such a photo processor could be convicted. The trial court’s exclusion 

of defendant’s evidence to show community standards without explanation of how he 

applied Rule 403 was criticized. The dissent would have declared the statute not 

applicable to photo processors, who cannot be expected to make a judgment on films sent 

by clients for processing. The case with three opinions from the panel of three suggests 

the close relationship between substantive and evidentiary law. 

Old Chief v. United States 
Supreme Court of United States, 1997. 

519 U.S. 172, 117 S.Ct. 644, 136 L.Ed.2d 574. 

■ JUSTICE SOUTER delivered the opinion of the Court. 

Subject to certain limitations, 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1) prohibits possession of a 

firearm by anyone with a prior felony conviction, which the government can prove by 

introducing a record of judgment or similar evidence identifying the previous offense. 

Fearing prejudice if the jury learns the nature of the earlier crime, defendants 

sometimes seek to avoid such an informative disclosure by offering to concede the 

fact of the prior conviction. The issue here is whether a district court abuses its 

discretion if it spurns such an offer and admits the full record of a prior judgment, 

when the name or nature of the prior offense raises the risk of a verdict tainted by 

improper considerations, and when the purpose of the evidence is solely to prove the 

element of prior conviction. We hold that it does. 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=519+U.S.+172&appflag=67.12
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I 

In 1993, petitioner, Old Chief, was arrested after a fracas involving at least one 

gunshot. The ensuing federal charges included not only assault with a dangerous 

weapon and using a firearm in relation to a crime of violence but violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 922(g)(1). This statute makes it unlawful for anyone “who has been 

convicted in any court of, a crime punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding 

one year” to “possess in or affecting commerce, any firearm. . . .” “[A] crime 

punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding one year” is defined to exclude 

“any Federal or State offenses pertaining to antitrust violations, unfair trade 

practices, restraints of trade, or other similar offenses relating to the regulation of 

business practices” and “any State offense classified by the laws of the State as a 

misdemeanor and punishable by a term of imprisonment of two years or less.” 18 

U.S.C. § 921(a)(20). 

The earlier crime charged in the indictment against Old Chief was assault 

causing serious bodily injury. Before trial, he moved for an order requiring the 

government “to refrain from mentioning—by reading the Indictment, during jury 

selection, in opening statement, or closing argument—and to refrain from offering 

into evidence or soliciting any testimony from any witness regarding the prior 

criminal convictions of the Defendant, except to state that the Defendant has been 

convicted of a crime punishable by imprisonment exceeding one (1) year.” App. 6. He 

said that revealing the name and nature of his prior assault conviction would 

unfairly tax the jury’s capacity to hold the Government to its burden of proof beyond 

a reasonable doubt on current charges of assault, possession, and violence with a 

firearm, and he offered to “solve the problem here by stipulating, agreeing and 

requesting the Court to instruct the jury that he has been convicted of a crime 

punishable by imprisonment exceeding one (1) year[ ].” App. 7. He argued that the 

offer to stipulate to the fact of the prior conviction rendered evidence of the name and 

nature of the offense inadmissible under Rule 403 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, 

the danger being that unfair prejudice from that evidence would substantially 

outweigh its probative value. He also proposed this jury instruction: 

“The phrase ‘crime punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding one 

year’ generally means a crime which is a felony. The phrase does not 

include any state offense classified by the laws of that state as a 

misdemeanor and punishable by a term of imprisonment of two years or 

less and certain crimes concerning the regulation of business practices. 

“[I] hereby instruct you that Defendant JOHNNY LYNN OLD CHIEF has been 

convicted of a crime punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding one 

year.” 

The Assistant United States Attorney refused to join in a stipulation, insisting 

on his right to prove his case his own way, and the District Court agreed, ruling 

orally that, “If he doesn’t want to stipulate, he doesn’t have to.” App. 15–16. At trial, 

over renewed objection, the Government introduced the order of judgment and 

commitment for Old Chief’s prior conviction. This document disclosed that on 

December 18, 1988, he “did knowingly and unlawfully assault Rory Dean Fenner, 

said assault resulting in serious bodily injury,” for which Old Chief was sentenced to 

five years’ imprisonment. App. 18–19. The jury found Old Chief guilty on all counts, 

and he appealed. 
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II 

A 

As a threshold matter, there is Old Chief’s erroneous argument that the name 

of his prior offense as contained in the record of conviction is irrelevant to the prior-

conviction element, and for that reason inadmissible under Rule 402 of the Federal 

Rules of Evidence. Rule 401 defines relevant evidence as having “any tendency to 

make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination of the 

action more probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence.” Fed. 

Rule Evid. 401. To be sure, the fact that Old Chief’s prior conviction was for assault 

resulting in serious bodily injury rather than, say, for theft was not itself an ultimate 

fact, as if the statute had specifically required proof of injurious assault. But its 

demonstration was a step on one evidentiary route to the ultimate fact, since it 

served to place Old Chief within a particular sub-class of offenders for whom firearms 

possession is outlawed by § 922(g)(1). A documentary record of the conviction for that 

named offense was thus relevant evidence in making Old Chief’s § 922(g)(1) status 

more probable than it would have been without the evidence. 

Nor was its evidentiary relevance under Rule 401 affected by the availability of 

alternative proofs of the element to which it went, such as an admission by Old Chief 

that he had been convicted of a crime “punishable by imprisonment for a term 

exceeding one year” within the meaning of the statute. The 1972 Advisory Committee 

Notes to Rule 401 make this point directly: 

“The fact to which the evidence is directed need not be in dispute. While 

situations will arise which call for the exclusion of evidence offered to prove 

a point conceded by the opponent, the ruling should be made on the basis 

of such considerations as waste of time and undue prejudice (see Rule 403), 

rather than under any general requirement that evidence is admissible 

only if directed to matters in dispute.” Advisory Committee’s Notes on Fed. 

Rule Evid. 401, 28 U.S.C.App., p. 859. 

If, then, relevant evidence is inadmissible in the presence of other evidence 

related to it, its exclusion must rest not on the ground that the other evidence has 

rendered it “irrelevant,” but on its character as unfairly prejudicial, cumulative or 

the like, its relevance notwithstanding. 

B 

The principal issue is the scope of a trial judge’s discretion under Rule 403, 

which authorizes exclusion of relevant evidence when its “probative value is 

substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusion of the issues, 

or misleading the jury, or by considerations of undue delay, waste of time, or needless 

presentation of cumulative evidence.” Fed. Rule Evid. 403. Old Chief relies on the 

danger of unfair prejudice. 

1 

The term “unfair prejudice,” as to a criminal defendant, speaks to the capacity 

of some concededly relevant evidence to lure the factfinder into declaring guilt on a 

ground different from proof specific to the offense charged. See generally 1 J. 

Weinstein, M. Berger, & J. McLaughlin, Weinstein’s Evidence, ¶ 403[03] (1996) 

(discussing the meaning of “unfair prejudice” under Rule 403). So, the Committee 

Notes to Rule 403 explain, “ ‘Unfair prejudice’ within its context means an undue 
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tendency to suggest decision on an improper basis, commonly, though not 

necessarily, an emotional one.” Advisory Committee’s Notes on Fed. Rule Evid. 403, 

28 U.S.C.App., p. 860. 

Such improper grounds certainly include the one that Old Chief points to here: 

generalizing a defendant’s earlier bad act into bad character and taking that as 

raising the odds that he did the later bad act now charged (or, worse, as calling for 

preventive conviction even if he should happen to be innocent momentarily). As then-

Judge Breyer put it, “Although . . . ‘propensity evidence’ is relevant, the risk that a 

jury will convict for crimes other than those charged—or that, uncertain of guilt, it 

will convict anyway because a bad person deserves punishment—creates a 

prejudicial effect that outweighs ordinary relevance.” United States v. Moccia, 681 

F.2d 61, 63 (C.A.1 1982). Justice Jackson described how the law has handled this 

risk: 

“Courts that follow the common-law tradition almost unanimously have 

come to disallow resort by the prosecution to any kind of evidence of a 

defendant’s evil character to establish a probability of his guilt. Not that 

the law invests the defendant with a presumption of good character, Greer 

v. United States, 245 U.S. 559, 38 S.Ct. 209, 62 L.Ed. 469, but it simply 

closes the whole matter of character, disposition and reputation on the 

prosecution’s case-in-chief. The state may not show defendant’s prior 

trouble with the law, specific criminal acts, or ill name among his 

neighbors, even though such facts might logically be persuasive that he is 

by propensity a probable perpetrator of the crime. The inquiry is not 

rejected because character is irrelevant; on the contrary, it is said to weigh 

too much with the jury and to so overpersuade them as to prejudge one with 

a bad general record and deny him a fair opportunity to defend against a 

particular charge. The overriding policy of excluding such evidence, despite 

its admitted probative value, is the practical experience that its 

disallowance tends to prevent confusion of issues, unfair surprise and 

undue prejudice.” Michelson v. United States, 335 U.S. 469, 475–476, 69 

S.Ct. 213, 218–219, 93 L.Ed. 168 (1948) (footnotes omitted). 

Rule of Evidence 404(b) reflects this common law tradition by addressing 

propensity reasoning directly: “Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not 

admissible to prove the character of a person in order to show action in conformity 

therewith.” Fed. Rule Evid. 404(b). There is, accordingly, no question that propensity 

would be an “improper basis” for conviction and that evidence of a prior conviction is 

subject to analysis under Rule 403 for relative probative value and for prejudicial 

risk of misuse as propensity evidence. Cf. 1 J. Strong, McCormick on Evidence 780 

(4th ed. 1992) (hereinafter McCormick) (Rule 403 prejudice may occur, for example, 

when “evidence of convictions for prior, unrelated crimes may lead a juror to think 

that since the defendant already has a criminal record, an erroneous conviction 

would not be quite as serious as would otherwise be the case”). 

As for the analytical method to be used in Rule 403 balancing, two basic 

possibilities present themselves. An item of evidence might be viewed as an island, 

with estimates of its own probative value and unfairly prejudicial risk the sole 

reference points in deciding whether the danger substantially outweighs the value 

and whether the evidence ought to be excluded. Or the question of admissibility 

might be seen as inviting further comparisons to take account of the full evidentiary 
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context of the case as the court understands it when the ruling must be made. This 

second approach would start out like the first but be ready to go further. On objection, 

the court would decide whether a particular item of evidence raised a danger of 

unfair prejudice. If it did, the judge would go on to evaluate the degrees of probative 

value and unfair prejudice not only for the item in question but for any actually 

available substitutes as well. If an alternative were found to have substantially the 

same or greater probative value but a lower danger of unfair prejudice, sound judicial 

discretion would discount the value of the item first offered and exclude it if its 

discounted probative value were substantially outweighed by unfairly prejudicial 

risk. As we will explain later on, the judge would have to make these calculations 

with an appreciation of the offering party’s need for evidentiary richness and 

narrative integrity in presenting a case, and the mere fact that two pieces of evidence 

might go to the same point would not, of course, necessarily mean that only one of 

them might come in. It would only mean that a judge applying Rule 403 could 

reasonably apply some discount to the probative value of an item of evidence when 

faced with less risky alternative proof going to the same point. Even under this 

second approach, as we explain below, a defendant’s Rule 403 objection offering to 

concede a point generally cannot prevail over the Government’s choice to offer 

evidence showing guilt and all the circumstances surrounding the offense. 

The first understanding of the rule is open to a very telling objection. That 

reading would leave the party offering evidence with the option to structure a trial 

in whatever way would produce the maximum unfair prejudice consistent with 

relevance. He could choose the available alternative carrying the greatest threat of 

improper influence, despite the availability of less prejudicial but equally probative 

evidence. The worst he would have to fear would be a ruling sustaining a Rule 403 

objection, and if that occurred, he could simply fall back to offering substitute 

evidence. This would be a strange rule. It would be very odd for the law of evidence 

to recognize the danger of unfair prejudice only to confer such a degree of autonomy 

on the party subject to temptation, and the Rules of Evidence are not so odd. 

Rather, a reading of the companions to Rule 403, and of the commentaries that 

went with them to Congress, makes it clear that what counts as the Rule 403 

“probative value” of an item of evidence, as distinct from its Rule 401 “relevance,” 

may be calculated by comparing evidentiary alternatives. The Committee Notes to 

Rule 401 explicitly say that a party’s concession is pertinent to the court’s discretion 

to exclude evidence on the point conceded. Such a concession, according to the Notes, 

will sometimes “call for the exclusion of evidence offered to prove [the] point conceded 

by the opponent. . . .” Advisory Committee’s Notes on Fed. Rule Evid. 401, 28 

U.S.C.App., p. 859. As already mentioned, the Notes make it clear that such rulings 

should be made not on the basis of Rule 401 relevance but on “such considerations 

as waste of time and undue prejudice (see Rule 403). . . .” Ibid. The Notes to Rule 403 

then take up the point by stating that when a court considers “whether to exclude on 

grounds of unfair prejudice,” the “availability of other means of proof may . . . be an 

appropriate factor.” Advisory Committee’s Notes on Fed. Rule Evid. 403, 28 

U.S.C.App., p. 860. The point gets a reprise in the Notes to Rule 404(b), dealing with 

admissibility when a given evidentiary item has the dual nature of legitimate 

evidence of an element and illegitimate evidence of character: “No mechanical 

solution is offered. The determination must be made whether the danger of undue 

prejudice outweighs the probative value of the evidence in view of the availability of 
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other means of proof and other facts appropriate for making decision of this kind 

under 403.” Advisory Committee’s Notes on Fed. Rule Evid. 404, 28 U.S.C.App., p. 

861. Thus the notes leave no question that when Rule 403 confers discretion by 

providing that evidence “may” be excluded, the discretionary judgment may be 

informed not only by assessing an evidentiary item’s twin tendencies, but by placing 

the result of that assessment alongside similar assessments of evidentiary 

alternatives. See McCormick 782, and n. 41 (suggesting that Rule 403’s “probative 

value” signifies the “marginal probative value” of the evidence relative to the other 

evidence in the case); 22 C. Wright & K. Graham, Federal Practice and Procedure 

§ 5250, pp. 546–547 (1978) (“The probative worth of any particular bit of evidence is 

obviously affected by the scarcity or abundance of other evidence on the same point”). 

2 

In dealing with the specific problem raised by § 922(g)(1) and its prior-conviction 

element, there can be no question that evidence of the name or nature of the prior 

offense generally carries a risk of unfair prejudice to the defendant. That risk will 

vary from case to case, for the reasons already given, but will be substantial 

whenever the official record offered by the government would be arresting enough to 

lure a juror into a sequence of bad character reasoning. Where a prior conviction was 

for a gun crime or one similar to other charges in a pending case the risk of unfair 

prejudice would be especially obvious, and Old Chief sensibly worried that the 

prejudicial effect of his prior assault conviction, significant enough with respect to 

the current gun charges alone, would take on added weight from the related assault 

charge against him. 

The District Court was also presented with alternative, relevant, admissible 

evidence of the prior conviction by Old Chief’s offer to stipulate, evidence necessarily 

subject to the District Court’s consideration on the motion to exclude the record 

offered by the Government. Although Old Chief’s formal offer to stipulate was, 

strictly, to enter a formal agreement with the Government to be given to the jury, 

even without the Government’s acceptance his proposal amounted to an offer to 

admit that the prior-conviction element was satisfied, and a defendant’s admission 

is, of course, good evidence. See Fed. Rule Evid. 801(d)(2)(A). 

Old Chief’s proffered admission would, in fact, have been not merely relevant 

but seemingly conclusive evidence of the element. The statutory language in which 

the prior-conviction requirement is couched shows no congressional concern with the 

specific name or nature of the prior offense beyond what is necessary to place it 

within the broad category of qualifying felonies, and Old Chief clearly meant to admit 

that his felony did qualify, by stipulating “that the Government has proven one of 

the essential elements of the offense.” App. 7. As a consequence, although the name 

of the prior offense may have been technically relevant, it addressed no detail in the 

definition of the prior-conviction element that would not have been covered by the 

stipulation or admission. Logic, then, seems to side with Old Chief. 

3 

There is, however, one more question to be considered before deciding whether 

Old Chief’s offer was to supply evidentiary value at least equivalent to what the 

Government’s own evidence carried. In arguing that the stipulation or admission 

would not have carried equivalent value, the Government invokes the familiar, 

standard rule that the prosecution is entitled to prove its case by evidence of its own 
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choice, or, more exactly, that a criminal defendant may not stipulate or admit his 

way out of the full evidentiary force of the case as the government chooses to present 

it. . . . 

This is unquestionably true as a general matter. The “fair and legitimate 

weight” of conventional evidence showing individual thoughts and acts amounting to 

a crime reflects the fact that making a case with testimony and tangible things not 

only satisfies the formal definition of an offense, but tells a colorful story with 

descriptive richness. Unlike an abstract premise, whose force depends on going 

precisely to a particular step in a course of reasoning, a piece of evidence may address 

any number of separate elements, striking hard just because it shows so much at 

once; the account of a shooting that establishes capacity and causation may tell just 

as much about the triggerman’s motive and intent. Evidence thus has force beyond 

any linear scheme of reasoning, and as its pieces come together a narrative gains 

momentum, with power not only to support conclusions but to sustain the willingness 

of jurors to draw the inferences, whatever they may be, necessary to reach an honest 

verdict. This persuasive power of the concrete and particular is often essential to the 

capacity of jurors to satisfy the obligations that the law places on them. Jury duty is 

usually unsought and sometimes resisted, and it may be as difficult for one juror 

suddenly to face the findings that can send another human being to prison, as it is 

for another to hold out conscientiously for acquittal. When a juror’s duty does seem 

hard, the evidentiary account of what a defendant has thought and done can 

accomplish what no set of abstract statements ever could, not just to prove a fact but 

to establish its human significance, and so to implicate the law’s moral 

underpinnings and a juror’s obligation to sit in judgment. Thus, the prosecution may 

fairly seek to place its evidence before the jurors, as much to tell a story of guiltiness 

as to support an inference of guilt, to convince the jurors that a guilty verdict would 

be morally reasonable as much as to point to the discrete elements of a defendant’s 

legal fault. Cf. United States v. Gilliam, 994 F.2d 97, 100–102 (CA2), cert. denied, 

510 U.S. 927, 114 S.Ct. 335, 126 L.Ed.2d 280 (1993). 

But there is something even more to the prosecution’s interest in resisting 

efforts to replace the evidence of its choice with admissions and stipulations, for 

beyond the power of conventional evidence to support allegations and give life to the 

moral underpinnings of law’s claims, there lies the need for evidence in all its 

particularity to satisfy the jurors’ expectations about what proper proof should be. 

Some such demands they bring with them to the courthouse, assuming, for example, 

that a charge of using a firearm to commit an offense will be proven by introducing 

a gun in evidence. A prosecutor who fails to produce one, or some good reason for his 

failure, has something to be concerned about. “If [jurors’] expectations are not 

satisfied, triers of fact may penalize the party who disappoints them by drawing a 

negative inference against that party.” Saltzburg, A Special Aspect of Relevance: 

Countering Negative Inferences Associated with the Absence of Evidence, 66 Calif. 

L.Rev. 1011, 1019 (1978) (footnotes omitted). Expectations may also arise in jurors’ 

minds simply from the experience of a trial itself. The use of witnesses to describe a 

train of events naturally related can raise the prospect of learning about every 

ingredient of that natural sequence the same way. If suddenly the prosecution 

presents some occurrence in the series differently, as by announcing a stipulation or 

admission, the effect may be like saying, “never mind what’s behind the door,” and 

jurors may well wonder what they are being kept from knowing. A party seemingly 
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responsible for cloaking something has reason for apprehension, and the prosecution 

with its burden of proof may prudently demur at a defense request to interrupt the 

flow of evidence telling the story in the usual way. 

In sum, the accepted rule that the prosecution is entitled to prove its case free 

from any defendant’s option to stipulate the evidence away rests on good sense. A 

syllogism is not a story, and a naked proposition in a courtroom may be no match for 

the robust evidence that would be used to prove it. People who hear a story 

interrupted by gaps of abstraction may be puzzled at the missing chapters, and jurors 

asked to rest a momentous decision on the story’s truth can feel put upon at being 

asked to take responsibility knowing that more could be said than they have heard. 

A convincing tale can be told with economy, but when economy becomes a break in 

the natural sequence of narrative evidence, an assurance that the missing link is 

really there is never more than second best. 

4 

This recognition that the prosecution with its burden of persuasion needs 

evidentiary depth to tell a continuous story has, however, virtually no application 

when the point at issue is a defendant’s legal status, dependent on some judgment 

rendered wholly independently of the concrete events of later criminal behavior 

charged against him. As in this case, the choice of evidence for such an element is 

usually not between eventful narrative and abstract proposition, but between 

propositions of slightly varying abstraction, either a record saying that conviction for 

some crime occurred at a certain time or a statement admitting the same thing 

without naming the particular offense. The issue of substituting one statement for 

the other normally arises only when the record of conviction would not be admissible 

for any purpose beyond proving status, so that excluding it would not deprive the 

prosecution of evidence with multiple utility; if, indeed, there were a justification for 

receiving evidence of the nature of prior acts on some issue other than status (i.e., to 

prove “motive, opportunity, intent, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or 

absence of mistake or accident,” Fed. Rule Evid. 404(b)), Rule 404(b) guarantees the 

opportunity to seek its admission. Nor can it be argued that the events behind the 

prior conviction are proper nourishment for the jurors’ sense of obligation to 

vindicate the public interest. The issue is not whether concrete details of the prior 

crime should come to the jurors’ attention but whether the name or general character 

of that crime is to be disclosed. Congress, however, has made it plain that distinctions 

among generic felonies do not count for this purpose; the fact of the qualifying 

conviction is alone what matters under the statute. “A defendant falls within the 

category simply by virtue of past conviction for any [qualifying] crime ranging from 

possession of short lobsters, see 16 U.S.C. § 3372, to the most aggravated murder.” 

Tavares, 21 F.3d, at 4. The most the jury needs to know is that the conviction 

admitted by the defendant falls within the class of crimes that Congress thought 

should bar a convict from possessing a gun, and this point may be made readily in a 

defendant’s admission and underscored in the court’s jury instructions. Finally, the 

most obvious reason that the general presumption that the prosecution may choose 

its evidence is so remote from application here is that proof of the defendant’s status 

goes to an element entirely outside the natural sequence of what the defendant is 

charged with thinking and doing to commit the current offense. Proving status 

without telling exactly why that status was imposed leaves no gap in the story of a 

defendant’s subsequent criminality, and its demonstration by stipulation or 



SECTION 4 RELEVANCE AND PREJUDICE 53 

 

  

admission neither displaces a chapter from a continuous sequence of conventional 

evidence nor comes across as an officious substitution, to confuse or offend or provoke 

reproach. 

Given these peculiarities of the element of felony-convict status and of 

admissions and the like when used to prove it, there is no cognizable difference 

between the evidentiary significance of an admission and of the legitimately 

probative component of the official record the prosecution would prefer to place in 

evidence. For purposes of the Rule 403 weighing of the probative against the 

prejudicial, the functions of the competing evidence are distinguishable only by the 

risk inherent in the one and wholly absent from the other. In this case, as in any 

other in which the prior conviction is for an offense likely to support conviction on 

some improper ground, the only reasonable conclusion was that the risk of unfair 

prejudice did substantially outweigh the discounted probative value of the record of 

conviction, and it was an abuse of discretion to admit the record when an admission 

was available. [A redacted judgment is an alternative.] What we have said shows 

why this will be the general rule when proof of convict status is at issue, just as the 

prosecutor’s choice will generally survive a Rule 403 analysis when a defendant seeks 

to force the substitution of an admission for evidence creating a coherent narrative 

of his thoughts and actions in perpetrating the offense for which he is being tried. 

The judgment is reversed, and the case is remanded to the Ninth Circuit for 

further proceedings consistent with this opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

■ JUSTICE O’CONNOR, with whom THE CHIEF JUSTICE, JUSTICE SCALIA, and JUSTICE 

THOMAS join, dissenting. 

The Court today announces a rule that misapplies Federal Rule of Evidence 403 

and upsets, without explanation, longstanding precedent regarding criminal 

prosecutions. I do not agree that the Government’s introduction of evidence that 

reveals the name and basic nature of a defendant’s prior felony conviction in a 

prosecution brought under 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1) “unfairly” prejudices the defendant 

within the meaning of Rule 403. Nor do I agree with the Court’s newly minted rule 

that a defendant charged with violating § 922(g)(1) can force the Government to 

accept his concession to the prior conviction element of that offense, thereby 

precluding the Government from offering evidence on this point. I therefore 

dissent. . . . 

The principle is illustrated by the evidence that was admitted at petitioner’s 

trial to prove the other element of the § 922(g)(1) offense—possession of a “firearm.” 

The Government submitted evidence showing that petitioner possessed a 9mm 

semiautomatic pistol. Although petitioner’s possession of any number of weapons 

would have satisfied the requirements of § 922(g)(1), obviously the Government was 

entitled to prove with specific evidence that petitioner possessed the weapon he did. 

In the same vein, consider a murder case. Surely the Government can submit proof 

establishing the victim’s identity, even though, strictly speaking, the jury has no 

“need” to know the victim’s name, and even though the victim might be a particularly 

well loved public figure. The same logic should govern proof of the prior conviction 

element of the § 922(g)(1) offense. That is, the Government ought to be able to prove, 

with specific evidence, that petitioner committed a crime that came within 

§ 922(g)(1)’s coverage. . . . 
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Any incremental harm resulting from proving the name or basic nature of the 

prior felony can be properly mitigated by limiting jury instructions. Federal Rule of 

Evidence 105 provides that when evidence is admissible for one purpose, but not 

another, “the court, upon request, shall restrict the evidence to its proper scope and 

instruct the jury accordingly.” Indeed, on petitioner’s own motion in this case, the 

District Court instructed the jury that it was not to “ ‘consider a prior conviction as 

evidence of guilt of the crime for which the defendant is now on trial.’ ” Brief for 

United States 32. The jury is presumed to have followed this cautionary instruction, 

see Shannon v. United States, 512 U.S. 573, ___, 114 S.Ct. 2419, 129 L.Ed.2d 459 

(1994), and the instruction offset whatever prejudice might have arisen from the 

introduction of petitioner’s prior conviction. . . . 

The Court manufactures a new rule that, in a § 922(g)(1) case, a defendant can 

force the Government to accept his admission to the prior felony conviction element 

of the offense, thereby precluding the Government from offering evidence to directly 

prove a necessary element of its case. I cannot agree that it “unfairly” prejudices a 

defendant for the Government to prove his prior conviction with evidence that 

reveals the name or basic nature of his past crime. Like it or not, Congress chose to 

make a defendant’s prior criminal conviction one of the two elements of the 

§ 922(g)(1) offense. Moreover, crimes have names; a defendant is not convicted of 

some indeterminate, unspecified “crime.” Nor do I think that Federal Rule of 

Evidence 403 can be read to obviate the well accepted principle, grounded in both the 

Constitution and in our precedent, that the Government may not be forced to accept 

a defendant’s concession to an element of a charged offense as proof of that element. 

I respectfully dissent. 

NOTES 

1. “Stipulating away” an issue. 

Notice the way in which Old Chief addresses the same issue of the two cases Gantzer 

and Bowers discussed immediately before (page 45, Note 10), decided ten and sixteen 

years (respectively) earlier than Old Chief. Justice Souter’s opinion limited a prosecutor’s 

ability to have admitted into evidence a court document specifying the name and nature 

of a felony of which defendant Old Chief had been convicted, which established that he 

was a “felon in possession of a firearm.” The opinion holds that the defendant should be 

allowed to stipulate that he was a felon, and that, in light of his offer of stipulation, it was 

an abuse of discretion for the trial judge to admit the prosecutor’s preferred means of 

showing that he was a felon. Justice Souter’s decision drew a heated dissent, and both 

opinions raise—but do not answer—the question in what kinds of situations is a 

defendant permitted to stipulate away an issue. 

2. The rational, the a-rational, and the irrational in Justice Souter’s Old Chief 

opinion. 

Despite the fact that Justice Souter’s opinion ultimately held that, in the specific 

context of defendant Old Chief’s charge for being “a felon in possession of a firearm” (see 

Note 1 immediately above), the opinion also speaks in broad and bold terms of the 

prosecutor’s constitutionally permissible ability to prove its case as it sees fit. But does 

Justice Souter’s analysis of this question go so far as to give constitutional protection to 

non-rational or even irrational jury inferences based on prosecutorial evidence? Consider 

in this regard this passage from Justice Souter’s opinion: 
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[T]he Government invokes the familiar, standard rule that the prosecution is 

entitled to prove its case by evidence of its own choice, or, more exactly, that a 

criminal defendant may not stipulate or admit his way out of the full 

evidentiary force of the case as the government chooses to present it. . . . 

This is unquestionably true as a general matter. The “fair and legitimate 

weight” of conventional evidence showing individual thoughts and acts 

amounting to a crime reflects the fact that making a case with testimony and 

tangible things not only satisfies the formal definition of an offense, but tells a 

colorful story with descriptive richness. Unlike an abstract premise, whose force 

depends on going precisely to a particular step in a course of reasoning, a piece 

of evidence may address any number of separate elements, striking hard just 

because it shows so much at once; the account of a shooting that establishes 

capacity and causation may tell just as much about the triggerman’s motive 

and intent. Evidence thus has force beyond any linear scheme of reasoning, and 

as its pieces come together a narrative gains momentum, with power not only 

to support conclusions but to sustain the willingness of jurors to draw the 

inferences, whatever they may be, necessary to reach an honest verdict. This 

persuasive power of the concrete and particular is often essential to the 

capacity of jurors to satisfy the obligations that the law places on them. Jury 

duty is usually unsought and sometimes resisted, and it may be as difficult for 

one juror suddenly to face the findings that can send another human being to 

prison, as it is for another to hold out conscientiously for acquittal. When a 

juror’s duty does seem hard, the evidentiary account of what a defendant has 

thought and done can accomplish what no set of abstract statements ever could, 

not just to prove a fact but to establish its human significance, and so to 

implicate the law’s moral underpinnings and a juror’s obligation to sit in 

judgment. Thus, the prosecution may fairly seek to place its evidence before the 

jurors, as much to tell a story of guiltiness as to support an inference of guilt, 

to convince the jurors that a guilty verdict would be morally reasonable as much 

as to point to the discrete elements of a defendant’s legal fault. . . . 

. . . 

In sum, the accepted rule that the prosecution is entitled to prove its case free 

from any defendant’s option to stipulate the evidence away rests on good sense. 

A syllogism is not a story, and a naked proposition in a courtroom may be no 

match for the robust evidence that would be used to prove it. 

Old Chief, 519 U.S. at 186–89 (1997). How should we understand Justice Souter’s claims 

that a prosecutor is entitled to make his argument in ways distinct from: “abstract 

premise[s] whose force depends on going precisely to a particular step in a course of 

reasoning”; “linear scheme[s] of reasoning”; “syllogisms”; “naked propositions”? Is the 

emphasis Justice Souter makes here a more or less indirect way of saying that 

prosecutors must be allowed to appeal to more than a juror’s reason? Are the phrases 

quoted above metonyms for the faculty of reason, distinct from the non-rational or 

irrational faculties of a juror to which, Justice Souter concludes, the prosecution must (in 

general—though not in the specific context of Old Chief’s specific charge) be permitted to 

appeal? If so, do you see wisdom in Justice Souter’s approach, or danger, or both? If this 

is a fair and correct reading of his analysis on this general permission to prosecutor’s, is 

it consistent with the Advisory Committee note to Fed.R.Evid. 403 itself, which states: 

Exclusion for risk of unfair prejudice, confusion of issues, misleading the jury, 

or waste of time, all find ample support in the authorities. “Unfair prejudice” 
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within its context means an undue tendency to suggest decision on an improper 

basis, commonly, though not necessarily, an emotional one. 

Consider this statement from a federal circuit court decision (decided before Old Chief) 

analyzing the concept of pragmatic relevance under Fed.R.Evid. 403: 

[Fed.R.Evid. 403] . . . does not offer protection against evidence that is merely 

prejudicial, in the sense of being detrimental to a party’s case. Rather, the rule 

only protects against evidence that is unfairly prejudicial. Evidence is unfairly 

prejudicial only if it has “an undue tendency to suggest decision on an improper 

basis, commonly, though not necessarily, an emotional one.” Advisory 

Committee’s Note, Fed.R.Evid. 403. It is unfairly prejudicial if it “appeals to 

the jury’s sympathies, arouses its sense of horror, provokes its instinct to 

punish,” or otherwise “may cause a jury to base its decision on something other 

than the established propositions in the case. . . .” [footnote omitted] 1 J. 

Weinstein & M. Berger, Weinstein’s Evidence P 403(03), at 403–15 to 403–17 

(1978). 

Carter v. Hewitt, 617 F.2d 961, 972 (3d Cir. 1980). Is Justice Souter’s Old Chief opinion 

consistent with the letter and spirit of Fed.R.Evid. 403? Why or why not? 

5. SUFFICIENCY AND CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 

NOTE ON DISTINCTION OF “DIRECT” FROM “CIRCUMSTANTIAL” 

EVIDENCE 

To understand how judges reason with rules of relevancy (and how lawyers reason 

in anticipation of judges’ relevancy rulings), we must give some close attention to the 

process of inference. One useful tool for this analysis is the distinction lawyers and judges 

often use or refer to between “circumstantial” and “direct” evidence. The Fed.R.Evid. do 

not use or refer to these terms, and there is perhaps a common misapprehension that 

“circumstantial” evidence is inherently weaker than “direct” evidence. The supposed 

distinction between these two types of evidence is often not clearly explained, and 

perhaps is often misunderstood even by many of those who nevertheless use the 

distinction. See R. Greenstein, Determining Facts: The Myth of Direct Evidence, 45 Hous. 

L. Rev. 1801 (2008)). 

Nevertheless, we can clearly define the distinction in this way. “Direct” evidence is 

evidence which, if believed, conclusively establishes the hypothesis for which the 

proponent proffers the evidence. “Circumstantial” evidence is such that, even if the 

evidence is believed, additional inferences are needed to establish the hypothesis for 

which the proponent proffers the evidence. For example a witness’s testimony, “I saw the 

defendant shoot the victim” is direct evidence that the defendant shot the victim, because 

if the factfinder believes this testimony then the factfinder perforce accepts the truth of 

the testimonial assertion that the defendant shot the victim. A witness’s testimony, “I 

heard the gunshot and immediately looked toward the sound and saw the defendant 

running away” would be only circumstantial evidence that the defendant shot the victim. 

This testimonial evidence, even if believed by a factfinder, does not establish that the 

defendant committed the shooting. The factfinder would have to supply additional 

inferences to get from the fact that the witness saw the defendant running away from the 

scene of a shooting to the conclusion that the defendant did the shooting—such as, 

perhaps, the defendant ran away because he had done the shooting and was fleeing to 

escape either detection or capture. 
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This distinction, and the important point that direct evidence is not necessarily more 

probative than circumstantial evidence, is properly and succinctly made in Tennessee’s 

jury instructions: 

One type of evidence is called direct evidence, and the other is called 

circumstantial evidence. Direct evidence is those parts of the testimony 

admitted in court which refer to what happened and was testified to by 

witnesses who saw, or heard, or otherwise sensed what happened firsthand. If 

witnesses testified about what . . . they, themselves, saw, or heard, or otherwise 

sensed, they presented direct evidence. 

Circumstantial evidence is all the testimony and exhibits which give you clues 

about what happened in an indirect way. It consists of all the evidence which 

is not direct evidence. Do not assume that direct evidence is always better than 

circumstantial evidence. According to our laws, direct evidence is not 

necessarily better than circumstantial evidence. Either type of evidence can 

prove a fact, if it is convincing enough. 

State v. Robinson, 146 S.W.3d 469, 522 (Tenn. 2004) (quoting T.P.I.—CRIM. 42.03(a) (4th 

ed. 1995)). 

Regina v. Onufrejczyk 
Court of Criminal Appeals of England, 1955. 

[1955] 1 All E.R. 247. 

■ LORD GODDARD, C.J. 

The appellant, a Pole, who has been in this country since 1947, was convicted 

before Oliver J. at the last assizes for Swansea of the murder of his partner, another 

Pole, named Sykut. The trial lasted for some 12 days and was summed up with 

meticulous care by the judge, who analyzed the evidence in what I think I might 

describe as a masterly fashion, and the principal question argued on this appeal is 

whether there was proof of what the law calls a corpus delicti. For the remarkable 

fact about this case—and it has remained remarkable and unexplained—is that the 

body of Sykut who was last seen, so far as anybody knows, on December 14, 1953, 

has completely disappeared, and there is no trace whatever either of him or his 

clothes or his ashes. [The court held that the law did not require that the deceased’s 

body or parts of it be located.] 

The case against the prisoner was this: He and Sykut had a farm. The farm was 

a failure, and the appellant had come to the end of his resources. He was in dire need 

of money; of that there cannot be any doubt, for his own letters show it. He was trying 

to borrow money from this person and that, that relation and near friend; and he 

failed every time. He had actually got to the point when he was obviously considering 

fraud, for he was hoping to find a valuer who would overvalue the farm so that he 

might be able to raise more money on mortgage from his bank. Meanwhile, Sykut 

wanted to break off his association with the appellant. There was a suggestion that 

he should be paid out. Sykut had invested his money in the farm and was willing to 

sell his share in it for £700 if he could get it from the appellant; otherwise, Sykut had 

said, the farm must be put up for sale. They had been to Mr. Roberts, a solicitor of 

Llandilo, and their difficulties had been discussed before him. There was evidence—

though for myself I do not think it was anything like so strong or convincing, as was 

much of the other evidence, as to point towards murder—that the men had quarreled; 
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but by December 14 nothing had happened for any conclusion to be reached between 

the two men about the sale of the farm. Whether or not the appellant had at that 

time any money beyond perhaps a few shillings or a few pounds it seems clear that 

he had nothing at all to enable him to buy out his partner. He, the appellant, was 

very anxious to avoid the sale by auction and wanted to get the whole farm, because 

presumably he thought that if he had the whole of it he could make a satisfactory 

business out of it. 

On December 14 Sykut disappeared, not only from Carmarthenshire, not only 

from England but, so far as is known, from the face of the earth. Letters came from 

Poland from his wife after his complete disappearance when there would have been 

ample time for him to have got back to Poland and to have got into touch with his 

friends, which would seem to show that he had not gone back to Poland; and the last 

person who is known to have seen Sykut is the appellant. 

The appellant’s activities after December 14 were certainly very remarkable. 

There was evidence, and very strong evidence, that the appellant must have posted 

a letter to a Polish woman living not very far away not later than a quarter to five, 

or possibly five o’clock on December 18. In that letter he said: “My case is already 

completed, but I must if only for a few hours pop in to London to take from my 

acquaintances money. I gave my partner the gross of the money”—I suppose that 

means the larger part of the money—“because I borrowed for a few weeks, only I 

must sell what is possible. So beg you very much to help me in this matter and I will 

be very grateful, at the moment this is all for now, the rest we talk over when Mrs. 

comes over. Beg you to inquire whether it is possible to sell the poultry alive before 

the holidays, as I must have at least part of the money to begin something and may 

be some of the cattle. Hand kisses, expecting as soon as possible to see you because 

my partner is leaving for 14 days and might change his mind. Please don’t wait a 

moment because it might be too late.” There he is saying that he has fixed up matters 

with his partner, that he has paid him most of the money and that he is expecting 

him to go away for a few days. What we know is that the appellant went to London 

and that he was trying by every means in his power to borrow money from relatives 

there to enable him to pay off his partner. He was getting a woman, who gave 

evidence and who evidently impressed the judge, to forge—there is no other word for 

it, though she may not have known that she was forging—documents purporting to 

be agreements, and then adding a signature to them which purported to be the 

signature of Sykut, and he was giving all sorts of contradictory accounts. When he 

was required to give an account of how his partner disappeared, he told the sort of 

story that might well be found in a magazine or a detective story, or a story by the 

late Phillips Oppenheim, as to how a large, dark car, sometimes described as black 

and sometimes as green, had arrived at this lonely farm at 7:30 at night, finding its 

way up a dreadful rocky path; that there were three men, one of whom had had a 

revolver; and that the unfortunate Sykut was put into the car at the point of the 

revolver and driven away. That was the kind of story that was told; and yet, 

remarkably enough, on December 18, when a sheriff’s officer had gone to the farm 

before 7 p.m. to levy an execution against the appellant alone and in order to ensure 

that he was not levying on partnership property the officer had asked: “Where is Mr. 

Sykut?” he was told: “Oh, Sykut has gone to a doctor at Llandilo.” According to the 

evidence that was given he never went to a doctor at Llandilo, but at 7:30 that night 

he was supposed to have been kidnapped and taken to London. The appellant said 
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in his evidence that he was expecting his partner back at the farm, and yet all the 

letters which he wrote at that time seem to say that his partner had gone to Poland 

and that he would not see him back; his letters can only be explained on the footing 

that he knew perfectly well that his partner could never appear again. 

It seems to me that one of the matters of the greatest possible importance is that 

when the appellant was in London, telling all sorts of contradictory stories to the 

people from whom he was trying to borrow money, he made two remarkable 

proposals. First, he asked Mrs. Pokora, with whom he was evidently on terms of close 

friendship, to send him sham registered letters, that is to say, to get registered 

envelopes, put sheets of paper in them, and send them to him, purporting to send 

him a couple of hundred pounds. Another more remarkable proposal was that he 

actually asked Mrs. Pokora’s husband should go with him to see a solicitor at 

Llandilo and impersonate his partner. Could he have done that—would he have 

dared to do that, if he had thought that there was the smallest chance of this man 

appearing again? Yet he said in his evidence that he did expect Sykut to come back 

again. Sykut had new clothes and other property, and yet, if the appellant’s story is 

true, he went off with these people, whether to Poland or somewhere else, leaving 

his clothes and everything behind and never came back or made any attempt to come 

back. Indeed, the appellant said that he knew one of the men, Jablonski—which I 

daresay is as good as any other name if one is using a Polish name—and that Mr. 

Jablonski had arranged to meet his partner at Paddington Station at 3 o’clock, on 

which day does not matter; that he went there and waited till 3 o’clock and that 

nobody came. Later, he said that he met Jablonski and Sykut at a Polish club and 

that there a document was signed; and that the signature said by the prosecution to 

be a forgery was affixed by Sykut in the presence of Jablonski and another 

gentleman; but nobody was called from the Polish club to say that these people ever 

existed at all. 

I do not propose to go all through the evidence called, but one very remarkable 

piece of evidence cannot possibly be accounted for in any way other than that the 

appellant was deliberately trying to manufacture evidence with regard to the life of 

Sykut. That was the evidence of the local blacksmith. On December 14, the last day 

on which anyone saw Sykut alive, the appellant had taken a horse from the farm to 

the blacksmith for shoeing; the horse had been fetched away from the forge by Sykut, 

and the blacksmith had charged 17s. 6d. for shoeing the horse. The blacksmith’s 

evidence was perfectly clear about that. He said that there was no doubt in his mind 

at all about it. Whether he referred to his books or not I do not know, but I think that 

he did; and it was on December 14 that Sykut came and took away the horse. Later 

in the month, at the end of December, when the police were beginning to make 

inquiries, the appellant visited the blacksmith and paid him the money, and he then 

tried to persuade the blacksmith to say that it was on December 17 that Sykut had 

gone there to take the horse away. The case for the prosecution was that Sykut was 

dead by the 17th, having been killed either on or immediately after the 14th. 

December 14 was the last day on which anybody had seen that unhappy man alive. 

Yet here was the appellant, at the end of December, when the police had begun to 

make inquiries, trying to get a man whose evidence on one point was vital, to give 

untrue evidence as to the date on which Sykut had fetched the horse. There can be 

no doubt about it; the blacksmith’s evidence was either true or untrue. If it was true, 

the appellant was trying to get him to say something untrue. 



60 RELEVANCY AND RELATED PROBLEMS CHAPTER 1 

 

  

Those are all matters which were pointed out to the jury by the judge, matters 

on which they had the advantage of hearing counsel on both sides. It is perfectly true 

that the judge did not point out to the jury all the matters. A judge does very often 

say to a jury: “It is very remarkable that such a point has not been proved, and if it 

could be, it ought to have been proved.” The case for the prosecution was: this man 

has disappeared; he has completely gone from the ken of mankind; it is impossible 

to believe that he is alive now. I suppose that it would have been possible for him to 

have got out of the country and become immured behind what is sometimes called 

the “iron curtain”; but here there are facts which point inevitably, as it is said 

irresistibly, towards the appellant being the person who knows what happened to 

the missing man and who disposed of that man in one way or another. It may be that 

it would have been desirable to emphasize to the jury that the first thing to which 

they must apply their minds was whether a murder had been committed; but, 

speaking for myself, I think that the way the judge put it in the two passages which 

I have read did sufficiently direct the attention of the jury to the fact that they had 

to be satisfied of that, and that if they were satisfied of the death, the violent death, 

of this man, they need not go any further. It is no doubt true that the prosecution 

relied considerably on certain minute spots in the kitchen—a minute quantity on the 

wall and a minute quantity on the ceiling—which were found to be blood when 

scientifically examined; spots so small that they might easily have escaped the 

attention of somebody who was trying to wash or wipe up blood. The appellant did 

not deny that the blood which was found was that of his partner. He said that it was 

due to the fact that his partner had cut his hand in the field, on one of the tractors, 

and that on coming in he must have shaken his hand and shaken off some blood. 

That, of course, was a possibility, and it was put to the jury. It was also a possibility 

that Sykut was disposed of in the kitchen; but there is no evidence that he was; 

indeed as Mr. Elwyn Jones has very properly stressed, there is no evidence at all as 

to how the man met his death. But this court is of opinion that there was evidence 

on which the jury could infer that he did meet his death, and that he was dead; and 

if he was dead, the circumstances of the case point to the fact that his death was not 

a natural one. If that establishes, as it would, a corpus delicti, the evidence was such 

that the jury were entitled to find that the appellant murdered his partner. 

For these reasons, we have been unable to find any misdirection by the judge, 

or anything in the summing up which would justify us in saying that the case was 

not properly presented to the jury. We have come to the conclusion that there was 

evidence on which the jury were entitled to find that the appellant’s partner was 

murdered and that the appellant was the murderer, and accordingly this appeal is 

dismissed. 

Appeal dismissed. 

NOTES 

1. Instructing criminal juries on use of “circumstantial evidence.” 

33 Can.B.Rev. 603 (1955) criticizes the main case. See also Morris, Corpus Delicti 

and Circumstantial Evidence, 68 L.Q. Rev. 391 (1952), discussing Rex v. Horry. An aspect 

of this striking case that merits discussion is the question of the proper charge to a jury 

in a circumstantial case. While Lord Goddard objects to the use of “epithets” to enhance 

the value of evidence, many American jurisdictions require a special charge in a 

circumstantial case. The circumstantial evidence charge in criminal cases is sometimes 
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put in these terms: “where the evidence is circumstantial it must be such as to exclude 

every reasonable hypothesis other than that of guilt” or even “to exclude to a moral 

certainty every other inference except guilt.” Compare the provisions of the New York 

Pattern Jury Instructions for civil cases (2014 revision): 

N.Y. Pattern Jury Instr.—Civil 1:70 

PJI 1:70 General Instruction—Circumstantial Evidence 

Facts must be proved by evidence. Evidence includes the testimony of a 

witness concerning what the witness saw, heard or did. Evidence also includes 

writings, photographs, or other physical objects which may be considered as 

proof of a fact. Evidence can be either direct or circumstantial. Facts may be 

proved either by direct or circumstantial evidence or by a combination of both. 

You may give circumstantial evidence less weight, more weight, or the same 

weight as direct evidence. 

Direct evidence is evidence of what a witness saw, heard, or did which, if 

believed by you, proves a fact. For example, let us suppose that a fact in dispute 

is whether I knocked over this water glass near the witness chair. If someone 

testifies that he saw me knock over the glass, that is direct evidence that I 

knocked over the glass. 

Circumstantial evidence is evidence of a fact which does not directly prove 

a fact in dispute but which permits a reasonable inference or conclusion that 

the fact exists. For example, a witness testifies that he saw this water glass on 

the bench. The witness states that, while he was looking the other way, he 

heard the breaking of glass, looked up, and saw me wiping water from my 

clothes and from the papers on the bench. This testimony is not direct evidence 

that I knocked over the glass; it is circumstantial evidence from which you could 

reasonably infer that I knocked over the glass. 

Those facts which form the basis of an inference must be proved and the 

inference to be drawn must be one that may be reasonably drawn. In the 

example, even though the witness did not see me knock over the glass, if you 

believe (his, her) testimony, you could conclude that I did. Therefore, the 

circumstantial evidence, if accepted by you, allows you to conclude that the fact 

in dispute has been proved. 

In reaching your conclusion you may not guess or speculate. Suppose, for 

example, the witness testifies that the water glass was located equally distant 

from the court clerk and me. The witness states that he heard the breaking of 

glass and looked up to see both the court clerk and me brushing water from our 

clothes. If you believe that testimony, you still could not decide on that evidence 

alone who knocked over the water glass. Where these are the only proved facts, 

it would be only a guess as to who did it. But, if the witness also testifies that 

he heard the court clerk say “I am sorry,” this additional evidence would allow 

you to decide who knocked over the water glass. 

See also, In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358, 369–72 (1970) (Harlan J., concurring). 

In People v. Morris, 347 N.Y.S.2d 975, 977 (N.Y.A.D. 1973), aff’d, 334 N.E.2d 10 

(N.Y.C.A. 1975), a criminal case where the defendant’s guilt was based entirely on 

circumstantial evidence, it was held that “the trial court should have charged the jury 

that the evidence must point logically to defendant’s guilt so as to exclude to a moral 

certainty every other reasonable hypothesis.” 
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The concurring opinion in Vargas v. Keane, 86 F.3d 1273, 1281 (2d Cir. 1996) 

describes the results of a questionnaire to jurors testing their reaction to various forms 

of instruction. At least one form of the moral certainty charge provided less protection to 

defendants than standard forms. The conclusion of the concurring judge was that the less 

said about defining reasonable doubt, the better. 

Professor Shapiro, in “To a Moral Certainty”: Theories of Knowledge and Anglo-

American Juries, 1600–1850, 38 Hastings L.J. 153 (1986), concludes that the phrase 

“moral certainty” once had the meaning of highest degree of probability. Influenced by 

contemporary philosophical thought, it began to be used to mean “satisfied conscience,” 

as free evaluation of probative force to form a satisfied belief began to supplant the more 

mechanical evaluation of witnesses under medieval practice. 

Early in the seventeenth century the concern for evaluating evidence was 

encapsulated in “satisfied conscience” or “satisfied belief” formulas that 

resonated to the moral and religious obligations of jurors serving under oath. 

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the concepts of probability, 

degrees of certainty, and moral certainty were poured into the old formulas so 

that they emerged at the end of the eighteenth century as the secular moral 

standard of “beyond reasonable doubt.” 

. . . . The earliest standards we have identified were “satisfied belief” and 

“satisfied conscience.” They were succeeded by “satisfied mind” or “satisfied 

understanding,” or something closely approximating them. Gradually this 

language, too, was replaced by the concept of “moral certainty” and “beyond 

reasonable doubt.” 

Throughout this development two ideas to be conveyed to the jury have 

remained central. The first idea is that there are two realms of human 

knowledge. In one it is possible to obtain the absolute certainty of mathematical 

demonstration, as when we say that the square of the hypotenuse of a right 

triangle is equal to the sum of the squares of the other two sides. In the other, 

which is the empirical realm of events, absolute certainty of this kind is not 

possible. The second idea is that, in this realm of events, just because absolute 

certainty is not possible, we ought not to treat everything as merely a guess or 

a matter of opinion. Instead, in this realm there are levels of certainty, and we 

reach higher levels of certainty as the quantity and quality of the evidence 

available to us increases. The highest level of certainty in this realm in which 

no absolute certainty is possible is what traditionally has been called moral 

certainty. 

There is little doubt that “moral certainty” no longer conveys these two 

ideas, but it may be worthwhile to continue to convey them. To further that 

task I present the following proposed jury instruction as a supplement to a 

revised reasonable court instruction that omits “moral certainty”: 

We can be absolutely certain that two plus two equals four. In the real 

world of human actions we can never be absolutely certain of anything. When 

we say that the prosecution must prove the defendant’s guilt beyond a 

reasonable doubt, we do not mean that you, the jury, must be absolutely certain 

of the defendant’s guilt before finding the defendant guilty. Instead, we mean 

that you should not find the defendant guilty unless you have reached the 

highest level of certainty of the defendant’s guilt that it is possible to have about 

things that happen in the real world and that you must learn about by evidence 

presented in the courtroom. 
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Id. at 192–93. 

The California Jury Instructions, Criminal (CALJIC) (4th ed.) No. 2.01 (1979 

revision) provided: 

However, a finding of guilt as to any crime may not be based on 

circumstantial evidence unless the proved circumstances are not only (1) 

consistent with the theory that the defendant is guilty of the crime, but (2) 

cannot be reconciled with any other rational conclusion. 

Further, each fact which is essential to complete a set of circumstances 

necessary to establish the defendant’s guilt must be proved beyond a reasonable 

doubt. In other words, before an inference essential to establish guilt may be 

found to have been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, each fact or circumstance 

upon which such inference necessarily rests must be proved beyond a 

reasonable doubt. 

Also, if the circumstantial evidence [as to any particular count] is 

susceptible of two reasonable interpretations, one of which points to the 

defendant’s guilt and the other to his innocence, it is your duty to adopt that 

interpretation which points to the defendant’s innocence, and reject that 

interpretation which points to his guilt. 

If, on the other hand, one interpretation of such evidence appears to you 

to be reasonable and the other interpretation to be unreasonable, it would be 

your duty to accept the reasonable interpretation and to reject the 

unreasonable. 

A different approach is taken in the federal courts. In Holland v. United States, 348 

U.S. 121, 139–40 (1954), the Supreme Court concluded that “the better rule is that where 

the jury is properly instructed on the standards for reasonable doubt, such an additional 

instruction on circumstantial evidence is confusing and incorrect,” for the reason that 

“circumstantial evidence in this respect is intrinsically no different from testimonial 

evidence.” In McGreevy v. Director of Public Prosecutors (1973) 1 All E.R. 503, the court 

held there is no rule that, where the prosecutor’s case is based entirely on circumstantial 

evidence, the judge must as a matter of law give an instruction that the jury must not 

convict unless it is satisfied that the facts proved are not only consistent with the guilt of 

the defendant, but also such as to be inconsistent with any other conclusion. 

Considering the multiple inferential assessments of error, veracity, bias, and so on, 

necessary to sustain testimonial proof, is there any substantial difference between a case 

like Onufrejczyk and a “pure” testimonial case? 

2. Appellate review of evidence sustaining criminal convictions. 

Another problem suggested by the Onufrejczyk case is that of appellate review of 

convictions. Curley v. United States, 160 F.2d 229, 232–33 (D.C. Cir. 1947) (Prettyman, 

J.): 

The true rule . . . is that a trial judge, in passing upon a motion for directed 

verdict of acquittal, must determine whether upon the evidence, giving full play 

to the right of the jury to determine credibility, weigh the evidence, and draw 

justifiable inferences of fact, a reasonable mind might fairly conclude guilt 

beyond a reasonable doubt. If he concludes that upon the evidence there must 

be such a doubt in a reasonable mind, he must grant the motion; or, to state it 

another way, if there is no evidence, upon which a reasonable mind might fairly 

conclude guilt beyond reasonable doubt, the motion must be granted. If he 

concludes that either of the two results, a reasonable doubt or no reasonable 
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doubt, is fairly possible, he must let the jury decide the matter. In a given case, 

particularly one of circumstantial evidence, that determination may depend 

upon the difference between pure speculation and legitimate inference from 

proven facts. The task of the judge in such case is not easy, for the rule of reason 

is frequently difficult to apply, but we know of no way to avoid that 

difficulty. . . . 

If the judge were to direct acquittal whenever in his opinion the evidence 

failed to exclude every hypothesis but that of guilt, he would preempt the 

functions of the jury. Under such rule, the judge would have to be convinced of 

guilt beyond peradventure of doubt before the jury would be permitted to 

consider the case. That is not the place of the jury in criminal procedure. They 

are the judges of the facts and of guilt or innocence, not merely a device for 

checking upon the conclusions of the judge. 

See generally, discussion of burden of production, infra. 

3. Circumstantial evidence and inferences of criminal guilt. 

A case similar to Regina v. Onufrejczyk is People v. Scott, 1 Cal.Rptr. 600 (Cal. App. 

1959), appeal dismissed and cert. denied, 364 U.S. 471 (1960); 61 Colum. L. Rev. 740 

(1960). In People v. Manson, 139 Cal.Rptr. 275, cert. denied, 435 U.S. 953 (1978), the 

death of the alleged victim—one of two elements of the corpus delicti—was proven by 

circumstantial evidence. See also, Perkins, The Corpus Delicti of Murder, 48 Va. L. Rev. 

173, 184 (1962). 

4. Evidence and inference of a person’s state of mind. 

In American Communications Association, CIO v. Douds, 339 U.S. 382, 411 (1950), 

the court pointed out: 

To state the difference, however, is but to recognize that while objective facts 

may be proved directly, the state of a man’s mind must be inferred from the 

things he says or does. Of course we agree that the courts cannot “ascertain the 

thought that has had no outward manifestation.” But courts and juries every 

day pass upon knowledge, belief and intent—the state of men’s minds—having 

before them no more than evidence of their words and conduct, from which, in 

ordinary human experience, mental condition may be inferred. See 2 Wigmore, 

Evidence (3d ed.) §§ 244, 256 et seq. False swearing in signing the affidavit 

must, as in other cases where mental state is in issue, be proved by the outward 

manifestations of state of mind. In the absence of such manifestations, which 

are as much “overt acts” as the act of joining the Communist Party, there can 

be no successful prosecution for false swearing. 

5. The misguided prohibition of “inference upon inference.” 

Statements can be found in the cases that in a circumstantial evidence case no 

inference may be based upon an inference. See Waldman v. Shipyard Marina, 230 A.2d 

841, 845–46 (R.I. 1967), where an action for negligence was brought to recover damages 

to a motorboat resulting from a fire that occurred while the boat was berthed at the 

defendant’s marina. The court, in holding that one could not properly infer that 

defendant’s actions proximately caused the accident based on the facts produced at trial 

said: 

The facts established by the direct evidence . . . are simply that the 

Muehlberg boat was fueled by the dockmaster; that the dockmaster without 

taking any prior precautions to ventilate the vessel, attempted to start the 

engine; and that a fire occurred. To establish a causal connection between the 
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omissions of the dockmaster to take precautions after fueling and the fire, the 

trial justice inferred the gasoline fumes had collected either in the engine room 

or in the bilges of the Muehlberg boat. From this inferential fact he then 

inferred that these fumes were ignited when the dockmaster attempted to start 

the engine. 

It is clear from our prior discussion that the second inference can be 

accepted as being of probative force only if the inference upon which it rests, 

that is, that the fumes accumulated in the engine room or bilges, necessarily 

excludes the drawing of any other reasonable inference from the fact that the 

fueling operation had been carried out. We are unable to agree that such is the 

only reasonable inference that can be drawn from the carrying out of the fueling 

operation. That degree of probability necessary to exclude other reasonable or 

contrary inferences does not inhere in the basic inference. . . . 

It may well be that the inference that fumes accumulated as a result of 

the fueling operation would possess such a degree of probability as to exclude 

other reasonable inferences had it been established that there was some defect 

in the fuel tank or gasoline line or some spillage during the fueling operation. 

How would you have analyzed the case for the plaintiff? What other proof could you have 

supplied to buttress your argument? 

Wigmore’s criticism of the no inference on an inference rule seems unanswerable: 

There is no such orthodox rule; nor can there be. If there were, hardly a single 

trial could be adequately prosecuted. [Footnote omitted.] For example, on a 

charge of murder, the defendant’s gun is found discharged; from this we infer 

that he discharged it; and from this we infer that it was his bullet which struck 

and killed the deceased. Or, the defendant is shown to have been sharpening a 

knife; from this we argue that he had a design to use it upon the deceased; and 

from this we argue that the fatal stab was the result of this design. In these 

and innumerable daily instances we build up inference upon inference, and yet 

no court (until in very modern times) ever thought of forbidding it. All 

departments of reasoning, all scientific work, every day’s life and every day’s 

trial, proceed upon such data. 

1 Wigmore § 41, at 435–36 (3d ed.). 

In spite of such criticism (and see Jennings, Probative Value of an Inference Drawn 

Upon an Inference, 22 U. Cin. L. Rev. 39 (1953)), the no inference on an inference rule 

continues to put in an appearance when courts seek to exercise control they believe 

necessary. It would seem that adequate control can be maintained through enforcement 

of sound notions, consonant with ordinary reasoning, concerning the exclusion of evidence 

of excessive remoteness and insignificant probative value. 

Note the criticism in United States v. Shonubi, 895 F.Supp. 460, 475–478 (E.D.N.Y. 

1995), rev’d. on this ground, 103 F.3d 1085 (2d Cir. 1997), of the court of appeals ruling 

that estimation of drug quantity must be based upon “specific evidence.”: 

Perhaps the appellate court, embarrassed either by the Guidelines’ excessive 

reliance on quantity as a surrogate for culpability or by the low burden of proof 

required at sentencing, believes that a specific or direct evidence requirement 

offers defendants some necessary protection. . . . If so, it has taken a road that 

leads to less accurate fact-finding with haphazard over- and under-“protection” 

of defendants. The “specific evidence” rule does not guard against injustice. 
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Instead, it introduces—in the language of the court of appeals—a “baffling” 

distinction. 

Id. at 478. In Shonubi, the court of appeals insisted that “specific evidence” was required 

to provide adequate protection to defendants in guideline sentencing. What is “specific 

evidence”? Would increasing the burden of proof provide better protection? See, criticizing 

the court of appeals decision as based on medieval concepts of evidence, United States v. 

Shonubi, 962 F.Supp. 370 (E.D.N.Y. 1997). 

Interlake Iron Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 131 F.2d 129, 133 (7th Cir. 1942): 

[I]nferences alone may, if reasonable, provide a link in the chain of 

evidence and constitute in that regard substantial evidence. But an inference 

cannot be piled upon an inference, and then another inference upon that, as 

such inferences are unreasonable and cannot be considered as substantial 

evidence. Such a method could be extended indefinitely until there would be no 

more substance to it than the soup Lincoln talked about that was “made by 

boiling the shadow of a pigeon that had starved to death.” 

United States v. Medico, 557 F.2d 309, 317–18 (2d Cir. 1977): The defendant was 

convicted of armed robbery. At trial, an F.B.I. agent identified a pair of red pants which 

he had taken from the defendant’s apartment. The pants contained numerous holes in 

them that the agent testified appeared to be “pellet holes possibly from a shotgun.” He 

also identified various caliber shells as objects taken from defendant’s apartment. 

The probative value of the trousers and the pellets in identifying the 

appellant as one of the bank robbers rested on the jury’s drawing two inferences 

from this evidence. The first inference involved the appellant’s possession of 

the weapons used to discharge the pellets into the wall and trousers at the time 

of the robbery. The second inference would have been that one or more of these 

weapons was used in the robbery. . . . 

One bank employee testified that one of the robbers carried a rifle and the 

other carried a shotgun. . . . 

There was, concededly, no evidence linking the shotgun used in the 

robbery to the shotgun fired in Medico’s apartment. Absent additional factors, 

this court has indicated that the mere similarity of the weapons would be an 

insufficient ground for admission. . . . The inferences required to be drawn by 

the jury—that at the time of the crime, appellant had access to weapons, at 

least one of which was used in the robbery—without more would be too weak. 

The court upheld the admission of the evidence stating: 

Where, however, direct and circumstantial evidence independent of the 

defendant’s possession of guns exists to link him to the crime, the basis for those 

inferences is strengthened, . . . and admission of such evidence is less 

questionable. Two eyewitnesses to the crime identified Medico in court as one 

of the perpetrators, . . . [and t]here was also testimony that before the robbery 

Medico had been seen driving the car used for the getaway. 

Most courts by now accept the need to base an inference upon an inference. For 

example, in Cora Pub, Inc. v. Continental Casualty Co., 619 F.2d 482, 486 (5th Cir. 1980), 

the court explained that “[t]he important question is whether the inference is reasonably 

well supported by the evidence. We must judge the inference as we would any other, 

taking into consideration that its probability may be attenuated by each underlying 

inference.” See also Daniels v. Twin Oaks Nursing Home, 692 F.2d 1321 (11th Cir. 1982); 

Fenner v. General Motors Corp., 657 F.2d 647 (5th Cir. 1981), cert. denied, 455 U.S. 942 
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(1982). Is a contrary rule merely a shorthand expression for judicial distrust of strained 

reasoning or of reliance upon remote or unfounded inferences or conclusions? 

State v. Brewer 
Supreme Judicial Court of Maine, 1985. 

505 A.2d 774. 

■ GLASSMAN, JUSTICE. 

Ricky Brewer appeals from a judgment of the Superior Court, Androscoggin 

County, affirming the judgment of the District Court, Livermore Falls, finding him 

guilty of operating a motor vehicle while under the influence of intoxicating liquor 

. . . and operating a motor vehicle while his license to operate had been suspended 

. . . 

I 

Virginia Curtis advised the sheriff’s department by telephone that there was an 

accident on the Line Road in Leeds. The accident had occurred within approximately 

20 minutes after she had traveled that road to reach her home. Within 5 minutes of 

the telephone call she went to the scene where she observed the defendant sitting 

alone behind the wheel in a pick-up truck. The motor was not running. When assured 

by the defendant that he was all right, she returned to her home to report this to the 

sheriff’s office and was advised that a Maine State Police officer was on the way to 

the scene. Shortly after this telephone call the defendant came into the Curtis home. 

On arrival at the scene, the trooper found the truck a few feet from the Line 

Road lodged too close to a tree to permit the left door to open. The trooper observed 

tracks on the right side of the truck near the door. There was no one in the truck 

when the trooper arrived, and the trooper was unable to determine how many people 

had been in the truck when the accident occurred. In the trooper’s opinion someone 

could have left the truck by the passenger door, reached the road and left the scene 

of the accident. The only evidence as to the direction of the footprints was the 

trooper’s testimony “there weren’t any leading off into the woods.” The trooper also 

observed a star-shaped crack high on the windshield to the left of the driver’s seat 

and fragments of glass from the shattered sunroof on both the driver’s and 

passenger’s seats. From the registration in the vehicle, the trooper determined that 

Andrew Pratt was the owner. 

At the Curtis home the trooper observed that the defendant had a cut under his 

chin and scratches on his face. His breath smelled of alcohol, and his eyes were red 

and glassy with the eyelids drooping. The defendant insisted he had not been driving 

the truck. A breath test was administered that gave a blood-alcohol level of 0.212 

percent of weight. 

In response to the question—“You didn’t contact Andrew Pratt, to see whether 

he had been using the [truck] that night, did you?”—the trooper testified that when 

Pratt came to “pick up” the defendant, he stated he had not been using the truck, but 

had gone to bed and left the keys on the table in the apartment that he and the 

defendant shared. 

At trial in the District Court the defendant freely admitted his intoxication and 

the suspension of his license, but denied driving the truck. The defendant testified 

that he and Pratt had been drinking together at a bar in Lewiston. They left together 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=505+A.2d+774&appflag=67.12
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and got into Pratt’s truck. Pratt was driving, and the defendant had gone to sleep 

and did not awaken until after the accident. At that time he was alone in the truck. 

Neither party called Pratt as a witness. In his closing argument the prosecutor 

asked the court to draw an inference adverse to the defendant based on the 

defendant’s failure to call Pratt. In making findings of fact the court stated: 

[T]he defendant, while on the stand, admitted that he was under the 

influence of alcohol or intoxicating liquor. . . . But the question . . . revolves 

around the issue of operation. . . . The Court does have the right to infer, 

that if someone else was operating this car, as the defendant contends, then 

that someone, Mr. Pratt, is the party who would be his—Brewer’s best alibi 

witness. He’s not here today, . . . obviously he’s the witness who might clear 

him of this charge. 

The court found the defendant guilty as charged, and the defendant appeals. The 

defendant contends on appeal, inter alia, that the evidence is insufficient to support 

the conviction and that the inference drawn by the trial court is improper. 

II 

When, as here, a defendant challenges the sufficiency of the evidence, we will 

set the conviction aside only if no trier of fact rationally could have found the 

elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt. . . . A conviction based on 

circumstantial evidence is not for that reason any less conclusive. . . . While the 

element of operation is a close question in this case, we cannot say on the facts 

presented that no trier of fact rationally could have found the elements of the crime 

beyond a reasonable doubt. 

III 

The defendant contends that it was improper for the trial court to draw any 

inference of the defendant’s guilt by reason of the defendant’s failure to call Pratt as 

a witness. We agree . . . 

Any inference as to the content of testimony not given presents grave dangers 

of speculation and conjecture. See McCormick, Law of Evidence § 272 at 657 (E. 

Cleary ed. 1972). Accordingly, even when we have permitted the inference, we 

cautioned that it can involve serious risks of unfairness to the accused. . . . We have 

held the drawing of an inference improper when neither party can be said to have 

greater power to produce the witness. . . . 

The promulgation of the Maine Rules of Evidence removed any logical basis for 

the missing-witness inference by abolishing the practice of vouching. Rule 607 

provides: “The credibility of a witness may be attacked by any party, including the 

party calling him.” Under Rule 607 a party may call a witness, elicit the witness’s 

testimony, and then freely attack the witness’s credibility if the testimony proves to 

be adverse. See M.R.Evid. 607 Advisers’ Note, reprinted in R. Field & P. Murray, 

supra, at 136; State v. Price, 275 N.W.2d 82, 90 (Neb.1979) (the identical Nebraska 

Rule 607 represents a repudiation “of the ancient and universally criticized rule that 

a party ‘vouches’ for the credibility of his own witnesses and may not impeach them”). 

Since neither party vouches for any witness’s credibility, the failure of a party to call 

a witness cannot be treated as an evidentiary fact that permits any inference as to 

the content of the testimony of that witness. 



SECTION 5 SUFFICIENCY AND CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 69 

 

  

Also, the availability of modern discovery procedures sharply undercuts 

whatever utility the inference might once have possessed in compelling a reluctant 

party to identify witnesses who might be expected to testify to relevant evidence. If 

a party violates his discovery obligation, the trial court has available to it a variety 

of sanctions. 

To allow the missing-witness inference in a criminal case is particularly 

inappropriate since it distorts the allocation of the burden of proving the defendant’s 

guilt. The defendant is not obligated to present evidence on his own behalf. The 

inference may have the effect of requiring the defendant to produce evidence to rebut 

the inference. If he fails to do so, the missing-witness inference allows the state to 

create “evidence” from the defendant’s failure to produce evidence. Such a result is 

impermissible. . . . See also State v. Cavness, 381 P.2d 685, 686–87 (Haw.1963) 

(inference improper, when the missing witness is an accomplice or codefendant); 

accord Christensen v. State, 333 A.2d 45, 49 (Md.1975); Schrameck v. State, 595 P.2d 

799 (Okla.Crim.App.1979) (per curiam). 

The facts of the instant case amply illustrate the impropriety of the missing-

witness inference in a criminal case. The defendant testified that Pratt had been 

drinking for a couple hours and then drove the truck. If Pratt had testified to 

corroborate the defendant’s story, Pratt might have subjected himself to criminal 

liability on charges of operating under the influence of intoxicating liquor, 29 

M.R.S.A. § 1312–B (Supp.1984–1985) and leaving the scene of an accident, id. 

§§ 893–894 (1978). Thus the defendant’s failure to call Pratt might as strongly 

suggest that Pratt’s testimony would have been favorable to the defendant as it 

would suggest unfavorable testimony, but either inference would be speculative. 

We hold, therefore, that in a criminal case the failure of a party to call a witness 

does not permit the opposing party to argue, or the factfinder to draw, any inference 

as to whether the witness’s testimony would be favorable or unfavorable to either 

party. We overrule any prior decisions to the extent that they permitted such an 

inference. 

Accordingly, we hold that the trial court erred in drawing an inference of the 

defendant’s guilt from the defendant’s failure to call Pratt as a witness. [Remanded 

for a new trial.] 

NOTES 

1. Regulating fact-finder inferences: “missing witness” (inference disallowed) 

in Brewer. 

The Brewer case is discussed in detail in John H. Mansfield, Evidential Use of 

Litigation Activity of the Parties, 43 Syracuse L. Rev. 695, 730 ff. (1992) (effect of not 

introducing evidence). 

2. Regulating fact-finder inferences: “lack of evidence.” 

A usual charge includes the sentence: “Reasonable doubt may be based upon the 

evidence or the lack of evidence.” After Brewer could a defendant argue: “Where is the 

key witness? Might she not have raised a doubt?” or, “Why was no picture taken?” or 

“Why did not the police investigate by ______?” Should the same rule apply to both 

defense and prosecution? If the government does not call a key witness, should the judge? 

See also the discussion of grants of immunity by the prosecutor and refusal to do so on 

demand of defendant, infra. 
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3. Regulating fact-finder inferences: “missing test.” 

In State v. Cloutier, 628 A.2d 1047, 1049 (Me. 1993), the court found objectionable 

the state’s informing the jury that after its chemist tested blood samples, it gave samples 

to defendant’s chemist for testing. The latter’s tests were never submitted to the jury. 

The court feared “creat[ing] a missing-test-result inference similar to the missing-witness 

inference created in Brewer.” Can and should the defendant always have the opportunity 

to test DNA? What might be the effect of a rigid rule? See District Attorney’s Office for 

the Third Judicial District v. Osborne, 557 U.S. 52 (2009) (§ 1983 plaintiff has no right 

under Due Process Clause to obtain postconviction access to State’s evidence for DNA 

testing). 

4. Regulating fact-finder inferences: “missing witness” (inference allowed). 

In Lewis v. State, 862 P.2d 181, 191 (Ala. App. 1993), the court refused to reverse a 

conviction after the state argued to the jurors that defendant had failed to call key defense 

witnesses. After describing variants of the rule, of which Brewer was the strictest, the 

court apparently applied a soft version, refusing to reverse since the jury knew the state 

had the burden of proof and the trial court “had broad discretion to determine the need 

for a mistrial.” 

5. Notes on spoliation regulating fact-finder inferences: “Spoliation” of 

evidence. 

In its most general sense, spoliation covers a broad category of situations where a 

litigant destroys evidence, induces witnesses not to testify, relies upon a variety of 

privileges to prevent evidence from being adduced, or fails to answer questions or call 

witnesses who might be expected to give favorable testimony or is otherwise not 

forthcoming with the tribunal. Some of the ethical obligations of the attorney, which raise 

related but quite distinct sets of problems, are discussed in Chapter 4, infra, under 

Preparation of Witnesses and in Chapter 10 on Privileges under The Attorney-Client 

Privilege. 

In McQueeney v. Wilmington Trust Co., 779 F.2d 916 (3d Cir. 1985), the court held 

that the trial judge improperly excluded evidence suggesting that the plaintiff had 

suborned perjury. The court explained that: 

[t]he intuitive appeal of defendants’ proffer is immediate. One who believes his 

own case to be weak is more likely to suborn perjury than one who thinks he 

has a strong case, and a party knows better than anyone else the truth about 

his own case. Thus, subornation of perjury by a party is strong evidence that 

the party’s case is weak. Admittedly the conclusion is not inescapable: parties 

may be mistaken about the merits or force of their own cases. But evidence need 

not lead inescapably towards a single conclusion to be relevant, it need only 

make certain facts more probable than not. The evidence of subornation here 

does cast into doubt the merits of McQueeney’s claims, even if it does not 

extinguish them. 

779 F.2d at 921. As to tampering with witnesses, see United States v. Bongard, 713 F.2d 

419 (8th Cir. 1983) (per curiam) (government may offer evidence of defendant’s attempts 

to influence testimony to show defendant’s consciousness of guilt); United States v. 

Qamar, 671 F.2d 732 (2d Cir. 1982) (trial judge properly admitted evidence that the 

defendant issued death threats against a witness and his family). 

In United States v. Obayagbona, 627 F.Supp. 329 (E.D.N.Y. 1985), the court refused 

to charge the jury that the prosecution’s failure to call a confidential informant as a 
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witness gave rise to an inference that the testimony would be unfavorable since the 

witness had been available to the defense throughout the trial. The court explained that: 

[t]he missing witness rule charges should almost never be given unless a party 

has procured the witness’ unavailability. Where this occurs, the missing 

witness argument is insignificant as compared to the much more powerful 

inference of guilty mind through spoliation. Counsel are quite capable of 

dealing with the probative force of such lines of proof without having the court 

single them out for special emphasis. 

627 F.Supp. at 344–45. 

Along this same line, one commentator has argued that the attempt to sort and 

balance the relative disadvantages of particular testimony to each side for the sole 

purpose of identifying an inference of weakness through absence of a witness is largely a 

waste of judicial resources. Stier, Revisiting the Missing Witness Inference—Quieting the 

Loud Voice from the Empty Chair, 44 Md. L. Rev. 137 (1985). 

The spoliation doctrine only applies to the conduct of the parties to a lawsuit. Thus, 

the spoliation inference is inapplicable where a witness, independently of a party, 

destroys evidence. United States v. Esposito, 771 F.2d 283 (7th Cir. 1985), cert. denied, 

475 U.S. 1011 (1986). But cf. Penfield v. Venuti, 589 F.Supp. 250 (D.Conn. 1984) (reliance 

on vehicle owner’s son’s refusal to answer at deposition on Fifth Amendment grounds 

usable against father). 

On the issue of the use of false testimony, see United States v. Agurs, 427 U.S. 97, 

103 (1976). The Federal Sentencing Guidelines provide for an increased sentence for 

perjury by the defendant at his trial. United States v. Shonubi, 998 F.2d 84 (2d Cir. 1993), 

criticized on remand, 895 F.Supp. 460, 524–28 (E.D.N.Y. 1995). See also on the 

government’s withholding of exculpatory evidence, Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 

(1963); United States v. Bagley, 473 U.S. 667 (1985). 

Some courts recognize a civil cause of action for spoliation of evidence. See Smith v. 

Superior Court, 198 Cal.Rptr. 829 (Cal. App. 1984) (recognizing a cause of action for 

intentional spoliation of evidence); Bondu v. Gurvich, 473 So.2d 1307 (Fla. App. 1984) 

(recognizing a cause of action for negligent spoliation of evidence). For a general 

discussion of this issue, see Note, Spoliation: Civil Liability for Destruction of Evidence, 

20 U. Rich. L. Rev. 191 (1985). Sanctions may be imposed for intentional destruction of 

evidence; what are the permissible forms? See United States v. Sommer, 815 F.2d 15 (2d 

Cir. 1987), and cases cited. 

In National Life & Accident Insurance Co. v. Eddings, 221 S.W.2d 695 (Tenn. 1949), 

the plaintiff, suing to recover benefits on account of illness on an industrial insurance 

policy, effectively blocked the insurance company from proving he had lied on his 

application when he said he had no prior serious illnesses. Plaintiff refused to waive his 

physician-patient privilege to permit examination of certain hospital records. The court 

concluded that this exercise of the privilege was not affirmative proof of the defense. It 

declared: 

The inference to be drawn from such conduct may well be a persuasive factor 

in the process of weighing and interpreting the testimony offered by the party 

who can produce evidence and fails to do so, but it cannot be treated as 

affirmative evidence of a fact otherwise unproved. Logic and precedent combine 

to establish this conclusion. 
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221 S.W.2d at 698. Do you agree with the “logic” of this conclusion? Is it consistent with 

the Onufrejczyk case? See comment in Chapter 10 (section 2), dealing with the privilege 

against self-incrimination and inferences to be drawn. 

Contrast with the Eddings opinion, cases such as United States v. Monahan, 633 

F.2d 984 (1st Cir. 1980), where defendant’s conviction for threats to witnesses in the case 

being tried were admitted on a theory of consciousness of guilt. The court impliedly 

recognized the strong probative force of such evidence, suggesting that only if the threat 

is “inflammatory or macabre in content,” would it be “excluded under Rule 403.” Id. at 

985. 

Suppose each side has made out a prima facie case and thus the court must instruct 

the jury on the nature of the inference arising from failure to call a witness, or, in a non-

jury case, must draw the inference itself. Pacific-Atlantic S.S. Co. v. United States, 175 

F.2d 632, 636 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 338 U.S. 868 (1949), involved a collision at sea. The 

respondent produced a number of eye-witnesses but failed to produce three others who 

saw the event. Libellant vigorously attacked the credibility of respondent’s witnesses and 

asked the court to assume that if the three missing witnesses had been called their 

testimony would have been damaging to respondent and would have contradicted the 

testimony of respondent’s witnesses. The court ruled that a trier of fact can draw the 

inference that the testimony of uncalled witnesses would be unfavorable. But, said the 

court, there is no principle that when there are twelve witnesses to an event and two are 

not called the trier must discredit the testimony of the other ten. What should the court 

do if the witnesses are equally available to both sides? 

Pennewell v. United States, 353 F.2d 870 (D.C. App. 1965): Error for prosecutor to 

refer to defendant’s failure to call a witness who under the prosecution theory was 

defendant’s front man and under defendant’s theory committed the crime himself; it could 

not reasonably be supposed that the missing witness would support the defendant’s story. 

See also Morrison v. United States, 365 F.2d 521 (D.C. App. 1966): When a witness’ claim 

of privilege against self-incrimination is sustained and the prosecution refuses to grant 

immunity, the defendant should not be allowed to make a “missing witness” argument, 

emphasizing the peculiar availability of the witness to the prosecution. “The large 

number of considerations which enter into the relatively rare use of immunity grants 

indicates that government reluctance to use this power cannot reasonably be equated to 

the failure of a litigant to produce an otherwise available witness.” See Comment, 

Judicial Response to Governmental Loss or Destruction of Evidence, 39 U. Chi. L. Rev. 

542 (1972); Orena v. United States, 956 F.Supp. 1071 (E.D.N.Y. 1997) (effect of claiming 

privilege by witness in a habeas corpus case who is later granted immunity and testifies). 

Many of the cases in this area raise interrelated questions of ambiguity of inference 

and privilege: The prosecution in a narcotics case fails to put on the stand an informer. 

Defendant contends an inference results that the informer’s testimony would be 

unfavorable to the prosecution, and therefore there was not sufficient evidence to find 

defendant guilty beyond reasonable doubt. People v. Lewis, 198 N.E.2d 812 (Ill. 1964). 

May not the prosecution have preferred to hide the identity of the informer so that he 

might be used again, or to protect him from criminal vengeance? 

In a felony murder case, there were repeated references to defendant’s refusal to 

take a lie detector test, evidence of the conclusions drawn from which would have been 

inadmissible. State v. Driver, 183 A.2d 655, 657–61 (N.J. 1962), overruled on other 

grounds, State v. McDavitt, 297 A.2d 849 (N.J. 1972). Assuming the test to be unreliable 

as a demonstrator of guilt or innocence, why did defendant refuse? Because he was 

conscious of guilt and erroneously believed the test infallible; or because he believed the 

test unreliable; or for some other reason? Contrast refusal to submit to ultra-violet ray 
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test for presence of fluorescent powder on hands or clothing, People v. Gallagher, 336 

P.2d 259, 265–66 (Cal. App. 1959), and refusal to speak for purposes of voice 

identification, State v. Cary, 230 A.2d 384, 389 (N.J. 1967). 

In a murder prosecution, part of the prosecution’s theory of defendant’s motive for 

killing her husband related to the financial situation of the family. Was it objectionable 

for the prosecutor to introduce the testimony of an accountant, employed by defendant 

and her husband, that he was contacted by defendant’s attorneys the day after the 

husband died and asked to hand over records relating to the family’s affairs? People v. 

Miller, 53 Cal.Rptr. 720, 736 (1966), cert. dismissed, 392 U.S. 616 (1968). 

There is a tendency in some jurisdictions to punish a party who destroyed or hid 

evidence by shifting the burden of proof on that issue to that party. See, e.g., Public 

Health Trust of Dade County v. Valcin, 507 So.2d 596 (Fla. 1987); Thor v. Boska, 113 

Cal.Rptr. 296 (1974); See Telectron, Inc. v. Overhead Door Corp., 116 F.R.D. 107 (S.D. 

Fla. 1987). 

If a lawyer working for a corporation refuses to destroy documents needed in a 

litigation, can he or she block discharge for disobedience of orders? Suggesting that the 

answer is no are Herbster v. North American Co., 501 N.E.2d 343 (Ill. App. 1986); Willy 

v. The Coastal Corporation, 647 F.Supp. 116 (S.D. Tex. 1986). What if the lawyer were 

working for outside counsel? What remedies apart from an action for reinstatement might 

exist? What if the lawyer were working for the government and there was a whistle 

blowing statute? See generally, Closen & Wojck, Lawyers Out in the Cold, ABAJ Nov. 1, 

1987, p. 94. 

On the ethics of counsel or client suppressing documents see, e.g., Jack B. Weinstein, 

Individual Justice in Mass Tort Litigation, 66 ff. (1995). Consider also the possibility of 

utilizing Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, various tort law damage theories 

and disciplinary proceedings. 

6. PROBABILITY AND STATISTICAL EVIDENCE IN 

DECISIONMAKING 

Smith v. Rapid Transit, Inc. 
Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts, 1945. 

58 N.E.2d 754. 

Action by Betty Smith against Rapid Transit, Inc., for personal injuries 

sustained by plaintiff as the result of negligent operation of a bus claimed to belong 

to defendant. 

■ SPALDING, JUSTICE. 

The decisive question in this case is whether there was evidence for the jury 

that the plaintiff was injured by a bus of the defendant that was operated by one of 

its employees in the course of his employment. If there was, the defendant concedes 

that the evidence warranted the submission to the jury of the question of the 

operator’s negligence in the management of the bus. The case is here on the plaintiff’s 

exception to the direction of a verdict for the defendant. 

These facts could have been found: While the plaintiff at about 1:00 A.M. on 

February 6, 1941, was driving an automobile on Main Street, Winthrop, in an 

easterly direction toward Winthrop Highlands, she observed a bus coming toward 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=58+N.E.2d+754&appflag=67.12
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her which she described as a “great big, long, wide affair.” The bus, which was 

proceeding at about forty miles an hour, “forced her to turn to the right,” and her 

automobile collided with a “parked car.” The plaintiff was coming from Dorchester. 

The department of public utilities had issued a certificate of public convenience or 

necessity to the defendant for three routes in Winthrop, one of which included Main 

Street [at the point where the accident occurred], and this was in effect in February, 

1941. “There was another bus line in operation in Winthrop at that time but not on 

Main Street.” According to the defendant’s time-table, buses were scheduled to leave 

Winthrop Highlands for Maverick Square via Main Street at 12:10 A.M., 12:45 A.M., 

1:15 A.M., and 2:15 A.M. The running time for this trip at that time of night was 

thirty minutes. 

The direction of a verdict for the defendant was right. The ownership of the bus 

was a matter of conjecture. While the defendant had the sole franchise for operating 

a bus line on Main Street, Winthrop, this did not preclude private or chartered buses 

from using this street; the bus in question could very well have been one operated by 

someone other than the defendant. It was said in Sargent v. Massachusetts Accident 

Co., 307 Mass. 246, at page 250, 29 N.E.2d 825, at page 827, that it is “not enough 

that mathematically the chances somewhat favor a proposition to be proved; for 

example, the fact that colored automobiles made in the current year outnumber black 

ones would not warrant a finding that an undescribed automobile of the current year 

is colored and not black, nor would the fact that only a minority of men die of cancer 

warrant a finding that a particular man did not die of cancer.” The most that can be 

said of the evidence in the instant case is that perhaps the mathematical chances 

somewhat favor the proposition that a bus of the defendant caused the accident. This 

was not enough. A “proposition is proved by a preponderance of the evidence if it is 

made to appear more likely or probable in the sense that actual belief in its truth, 

derived from the evidence, exists in the mind or minds of the tribunal 

notwithstanding any doubts that may still linger there.” Sargent v. Massachusetts 

Accident Co., 307 Mass. 246, at page 250, 29 N.E.2d 825, at page 827. 

In cases where it has been held that a vehicle was sufficiently identified so as to 

warrant a finding that it was owned by the defendant, the evidence was considerably 

stronger than that in the case at bar. 

The evidence in the instant case is no stronger for the plaintiff than that in Atlas 

v. Silsbury-Gamble Motors Co., 278 Mass. 279, 180 N.E. 127, or in Cochrane v. Great 

Atlantic & Pacific Tea Co., 281 Mass. 386, 183 N.E. 757, where it was held that a 

finding that the vehicle in question was owned by the defendant was not warranted. 

Exceptions overruled. 

NOTES 

1. Application of Kaufman, 143 N.Y.S.2d 853 (1955). Plaintiff was struck by a taxicab, 

but did not know the identity of its owner and driver. An agent of a liability insurance 

company “investigated the accident and made some effort to adjust it.” This company did 

not deny that it had pertinent information. Plaintiff sought to take the deposition of the 

claims manager of the company under New York Civ.Prac.Act § 295, which permits the 

taking of a deposition before action is commenced for the purpose of ascertaining the 

identity of prospective defendants. The court ordered the examination “as to the identity 

of the taxicab striking the plaintiff or coming upon the sidewalk at the time when and 
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the place mentioned where the applicant was injured including its license number, and 

as to name and residence and P.O. addresses of owner and driver thereof.” 

What other information could the jury have expected the plaintiff to produce in 

Smith? Was it proper to consider the possible availability of other evidence in 

determining whether plaintiff had made out a prima facie case? 

2. If understood as insisting on a numerically higher showing—an “extra margin” of 

probability above, say, .55—then the decision in Smith would make no sense, at least if 

the court’s objective were the significant limitation of the total number of judicial errors 

in situations of this kind, an objective essentially implicit in the adoption of a 

“preponderance of the evidence” standard. See Ball, The Moment of Truth: Probability 

Theory and Standards of Proof, 14 Vand. L. Rev. 807 (1961). But cases like Smith are 

entirely sensible if understood instead as insisting on the presentation of some 

nonstatistical and individualized proof of identity before compelling a party to pay 

damages, and even before compelling him to come forward with defensive evidence, 

absent an adequate explanation of the failure to present such individualized proof. Tribe, 

Trial by Mathematics: Precision and Ritual in the Legal Process, 84 Harv. L. Rev. 1329, 

1341 n. 37 (1971). This article is one of a series of thrusts and parries encouraged by 

People v. Collins, 68 Cal.2d 319, 66 Cal.Rptr. 497, 438 P.2d 33, 36 A.L.R.3d 1176 (1968), 

noted following State v. Rolls, infra. See also in the series Finkelstein and Fairley, A 

Bayesian Approach to Identification Evidence, 83 Harv. L. Rev. 489 (1970); Finkelstein 

and Fairley, A Comment on “Trial by Mathematics,” 84 Harv. L. Rev. 1801 (1971); and 

Tribe, a Further Critique of Mathematical Proof, 84 Harv. L. Rev. 1810 (1971). 

M.O. Finkelstein does not object to applying a “spoliation” view to naked statistical 

evidence as a policy matter to encourage the production of more particular evidence. In 

his book, Quantitative Methods in Law, 76–78 (1978), he suggests that pure statistical 

evidence is regarded as inadequate in most situations (except where overwhelming) 

because decisions based solely on statistics would tilt the balance of errors too much one 

way (in the examples he gives, toward plaintiffs). Professor Kaye believes a .50 + 

subjective probability should be used to minimize total errors. Kaye, Naked Statistical 

Evidence, 89 Yale L.J. 601 (1980) (in most cases the naked aspect of the statistical 

evidence “spoils” the numerical showing, making the subjective probability drop below 

one-half). 

3. See United States v. Shonubi, 895 F.Supp. 460, 512–518 (E.D.N.Y. 1995), rev’d. on 

other grounds, 103 F.3d 1085 (2d Cir.1997), grounds for reversal criticized on remand, 

962 F.Supp. 370 (E.D.N.Y.1997) (omissions not indicated): 

Law Applicable to Statistical and Other Information 

Admissibility of probabilistic evidence 

As Jeremy Bentham observed: 

Certainty, absolute certainty, is a satisfaction which on every ground of 

inquiry we are continually grasping at, but which the inexorable nature of 

things has placed forever out of reach. Practical certainty, a degree of assurance 

sufficient for practice, is a blessing, the attainment of which, as often as it lies 

in our way to attain it, may be sufficient to console us under the want of any 

such superfluous and unattainable acquisitions. 

5 Jeremy Bentham, Rationale of Judicial Evidence 351 (J.S. Mill ed. 1827). 

As already noted, Rules 401 and 402 of the Federal Rules of Evidence 

provide for the admissibility of any evidence which can logically influence the 

trier’s assessment of the probability of a material fact. From these rules “one 
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might infer that the court wishes and expects to have its judgments about facts 

at issue . . . expressed in terms of probabilities.” The Evolving Role of Statistical 

Assessments as Evidence in the Courts 193 (Report of the Panel on Statistical 

Assessments as Evidence in the Courts) (Stephen E. Fienberg ed., 1989) 

[hereinafter Evolving Role]. 

The value of statistical evidence has been recognized, at least in theory, 

for several hundred years. See Peter Tillers, Intellectual History, Probability, 

and the Law of Evidence, 91 Mich.L.Rev. 1465, 1473–74 (1991) (reviewing 

Barbara J. Shapiro, “Beyond Reasonable Doubt” and “Probable Cause”: 

Historical Perspective on the Anglo-American Law of Evidence (1991)) 

(describing 17th–19th century mathematical approaches to problems of proof). 

Today, complex statistical evidence is being introduced in American courts 

in a wide variety of both civil and criminal matters. Evolving Role, supra, at 7–

9; see also Cimino v. Raymark Indus., 751 F.Supp. 649, 661 (E.D.Tex.1990) 

(“Acceptance of statistical evidence is now commonplace in the courts.”); id. 

(listing wide variety of cases in which statistical evidence has been accepted); 

David W. Barnes & John M. Conley, Statistical Evidence in Litigation 13 (1986) 

(“There is at present virtually no area of the law in which properly conceived 

and executed statistical proof cannot be admitted.”). As one measure of the rise 

of statistical proof in litigation, a LEXIS search of district court opinions using 

the words “statistic,” “statistics,” or “statistical” turned up 608 examples in the 

years 1960 to 1969; 2,786 cases from 1970 to 1979; 4,364 cases from 1980 to 

1989; and 3,015 from 1990 thru July 31, 1995.12 A similar search on Westlaw 

turned up nearly identical numbers. In fact, with the rise of “public law” 

litigation involving discrimination and mass torts, statistical and 

epidemiological evidence have become essential to legal fact-finding. At the 

same time, the adoption of the Federal Rules of Evidence permits judges to 

exercise broad discretion in admitting useful statistical evidence. See, e.g., 

Fed.R.Evid. 102, 401, 402, 403, 702–706, 803(18). 

A few commentators have argued that triers need to curtail evidentiary 

uses of statistics. See Laurence Tribe, Trial By Mathematics: Precision and 

Ritual in the Legal Process, 84 Harv.L.Rev. 1329 (1971); Charles Nesson, The 

Evidence or the Event? On Judicial Proof and the Accessibility of Verdicts, 98 

Harv.L.Rev. 1357 (1985). This thesis has been rejected both by judges and 

academicians. As Professor Rosenberg has pointed out, the exclusion of 

probabilistic evidence is impossible, because all evidence is probabilistic: 

The entire notion that “particularistic” evidence differs in some significant 

qualitative way from statistical evidence must be questioned. The concept 

of “particularistic” evidence suggests that there exists a form of proof that 

can provide direct and actual knowledge of [the parties’ conduct]. 

“Particularistic” evidence, however, is in fact no less probabilistic than is 

the statistical evidence that courts purport to sun. . . . “Particularistic” 

evidence offers nothing more than a basis for conclusions about a perceived 

balance of probabilities. 

David Rosenberg, The Causal Connection in Mass Exposure Cases: A “Public 

Law” Vision of the Tort System, 97 Harv.L.Rev. 849, 870 (1984) (footnotes 

omitted), quoted in In re “Agent Orange” Prod. Liab. Litig., 597 F.Supp. 740, 

                                                           
12 [A Lexis search turned up 5,866 cases for 1990 thru 1999, 14,242 cases for 2000 thru2009, and 

18,715 cases for 2010 thru June 15, 2015.] 
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835–36 (E.D.N.Y.1984); id., 597 F. Supp. at 836 (even with seemingly non-

probabilistic evidence, “issues of credibility and varying inferences drawn by 

the trier based upon varying assessment of probative force may cause 

reasonable people to assess these percentages in a range”). See also, e.g., 

Michael J. Saks & Robert F. Kidd, Human Information Processing and 

Adjudication: Trial by Heuristics, 15 Law & Soc’y Rev. 123, 151 (1980–1981) 

(“Much of the testimony that is commonly thought of as particularistic only 

seems so. It is far more probabilistic than we normally allow jurors (or judges) 

to realize.”) (citations omitted); cf. Evolving Role 78–79 (noting the 

contradiction between the court’s insistence on evidence that seems certain, 

and such “probabilistic” institutions as plea bargaining, in which decisions are 

made on the basis of “probable” outcome). 

Nevertheless, some scholars fear that the seeming precision of numerical 

evidence tends to overshadow evidence not expressed in quantitative form. See, 

e.g., Laurence Tribe, Trial by Mathematics, 84 Harv. L. Rev. 1329, 1330 n. 2 

(1971) (arguing for exclusion of statistics despite acknowledgement that “all 

factual evidence is ultimately statistical, and all legal proof ultimately 

probabilistic”) (emphasis in original). These scholars argue that 

[t]he apparent precision of statistical evidence often stands in marked 

contrast to the uncertainties of other testimony. . . . The danger is that 

such evidence will overshadow equally probative but admittedly 

unscientific and anecdotal nonstatistical evidence. 

Evolving Role, supra, at 150 (citations omitted). 

This limited view of the intellectual powers of judges and jurors when 

properly advised by experts and counsel has been rebutted. In one of the leading 

analyses of how decision-makers process information, Professors Saks and Kidd 

noted that triers are more likely to underestimate than overestimate the 

probative force of statistical analysis and quantitative proof. They wrote: 

Research demonstrates . . . that people . . . cannot integrate . . . statistical 

and anecdotal evidence and consequently tend to ignore that statistical 

information. Intuitive, heuristic, human decision makers must dispense 

with certain information, and that tends strongly to be the quantitative 

information. While commentators’ arguments have been that the 

[statistical] data are inordinately persuasive, the evidence says that the 

reverse is true. 

Saks & Kidd, supra, at 149 (emphasis omitted). The Committee on Statistical 

Assessments as Evidence in the Courts, in a report written at the request of 

the National Science Foundation, reached a similar conclusion: 

When statistical evidence conflicts with anecdotal evidence that bears on 

the same issue, highly probative statistical data may be rejected in favor 

of a less probative but more striking anecdotal instance. . . . [A]necdotal 

evidence is vivid and reaches us in a way that . . . statistical information 

cannot. 

Evolving Role, supra, at 153–54. 

As Professors Kaye and Koehler suggest, research is not decisive on this 

point. See generally D.H. Kaye & Jonathan J. Koehler, Can Jurors Understand 

Probabilistic Evidence?, supra; see also Edward J. Imwinkelried, The Next Step 

After Daubert: Developing a Similarly Epistemological Approach to Ensuring 
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the Reliability of Nonscientific Expert Testimony, 15 Cardozo L. Rev. 2271, 

2286 (1994) (“[G]iven the research data currently available, it would be 

dishonest to make any purportedly scientific claim about the impact of scientific 

or nonscientific testimony on lay jurors”). But cf. Evolving Role, supra, at 154 

(citing R. Nisbett & L. Ross, Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of 

Social Judgment (1980)); R.M. Reyes et al., Judgmental Biases Resulting from 

Different Availabilities of Arguments, 2 J. Personality & Soc. Psych. 39 (1980); 

see also United States v. Starzecpyzel, 880 F.Supp. 1027, 1048–49 

(S.D.N.Y.1995) (urging triers “not to overreact” to supposed dangers of scientific 

proof); Edward J. Imwinkelried, The Standard for Admitting Scientific 

Evidence: A Critique from the Perspective of Juror Psychology, 28 Vill. L. Rev. 

554, 566–68 (1982) (reviewing studies showing that jurors are not overly 

influenced by scientific proof); Michael S. Jacobs, Testing the Assumptions 

Underlying the Debate About Scientific Evidence: A Closer Look at Juror 

“Incompetence” and Scientific “Objectivity”, 25 Conn. L. Rev. 1083 (1993) 

(reviewing recent studies that show jurors capable of decided [sic] complex 

cases involving scientific and technical matters); Joe S. Cecil et al., Citizen 

Comprehension of Difficult Issues: Lessons from Civil Jury Trials, 50 Am. U. 

L. Rev. 727, 764 (1991) (same); Elizabeth Loftus, Psychological Aspects of 

Courtroom Testimony, 347 Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 27, 34 

(1980) (jurors more willing to convict on the basis of lay testimony than on high-

caliber scientific proof); see also United States v. Jakobetz, 955 F.2d 786, 797 

(2d Cir.) (“[A]lthough scientific and statistical evidence may seem complicated, 

we do not think that a jury will be so dazzled or swayed as to ignore evidence 

suggesting that an experiment was improperly conducted or that testing 

procedures have not been established.”), cert. denied, 506 U.S. 834 (1992). 

Studies of juror behavior, while not decisive as to judges, are probably 

representative of professional as well as lay decision-making. 

Statistical evidence must be presented with care. See Margaret A. Berger, 

“Evidentiary Framework,” in Federal Judicial Center, Reference Manual on 

Scientific Evidence 95, 97 (1994) (“ ‘[P]rosecutor’s fallacy’ occurs when a 

prosecutor presents statistical evidence to suggest that the evidence indicates 

the likelihood of the defendant’s guilt rather than the odds of the evidence 

having been found in a randomly selected sample.”); William C. Thompson & 

Edward L. Schumann, Interpretation of Statistical Evidence in Criminal 

Trials: The Prosecutor’s Fallacy and the Defense Attorney’s Fallacy, 11 Law & 

Hum. Behv. 167, 181–82 (1987). Powerful tools such as DNA evidence require 

particular care. But to reject them is to shackle the courts in their search for 

the truth. See, e.g., United States v. Jakobetz, 955 F.2d 786 (2d Cir.) (approving 

use of DNA evidence in kidnapping trial), cert. denied, 506 U.S. 834 (1992); Eric 

S. Lander, DNA Fingerprinting on Trial, 339 Nature 501 (1989); National 

Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences, DNA Technology in 

Forensic Science (1992); cf. Ronald J. Allen et al., An Internet Exchange, supra 

(discussing error requiring reversal in State v. Skipper, 637 A.2d 1101 

(Conn.1994), but finding fault with broad negative dicta in decision). Courts 

which deny themselves the help of statistical tools increase the risks of 

incorrect conclusions. See Mirjan Damaska, “Approaches to the Evaluation of 

Evidence: A Comparative View,” in John Henry Merryman: A Festschrift 

(Berlin 1988) (critiquing “atomistic” approach to admissibility in American 

system). 
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Effective techniques for developing and presenting scientific evidence to 

juries do exist. They will be further developed and refined in the wake of the 

Supreme Court’s decision in Daubert [v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 

509 U.S. 579 (1993)]. See, e.g., Jack B. Weinstein, The Effect of Daubert on the 

Work of Federal Trial Judges, Shepard’s Expert & Sci. Evidence Q., Summer 

1994, at 1. Putting aside questions of cost and availability to both sides, there 

is no reason to deny factfinders reliable information or analytic techniques.13 

Use of bare statistics 

Generally 

Once introduced, how much can statistics prove? “[T]he interrelationship 

between an opinion couched in probabilistic terms and the applicable burden of 

proof” has proved to be a “perplexing problem for the courts.” Margaret A. 

Berger, “Evidentiary Framework,” in Federal Judicial Center, Reference 

Manual on Scientific Evidence 95 (1994). 

Law professors properly dote on hypotheticals in which triers must decide 

cases on the basis of statistical evidence alone. Popular examples include the 

“blue bus case” (percentage of blue and white buses passing a point is only 

evidence of which company’s bus hit plaintiff) (see, e.g., Jack B. Weinstein, John 

H. Mansfield, Norman Abrams & Margaret A. Berger, et al., Cases and 

Materials on Evidence, 45–73 (8th ed. 1988) (discussing Smith v. Rapid Transit, 

Inc., 317 Mass. 469, 58 N.E.2d 754 (1945)); Charles Nesson, Agent Orange 

Meets the Blue Bus: Factfinding at the Frontiers of Knowledge, 66 B.U. L. Rev. 

521 (1986)); the gatecrasher hypothetical (percentage of gatecrashers at rodeo 

is over 50 percent; can all be found liable?) (see, e.g., L. Cohen, The Probable 

and the Provable 77–81 (1977); Richard Lempert, Symposium, Probability and 

Inference in the Law of Evidence: I. Theories of Inference and Adjudication: 

The New Evidence Scholarship: Analyzing the Process of Proof, 66 B.U.L.Rev. 

439, 454 (1986)); and the prison yard hypothetical (999 prisoners out of one 

thousand have rioted; can each be found guilty?) (see, e.g., Terence Anderson & 

William Twining, Analysis of Evidence 39–40 (1991); Daniel Shaviro, 

Statistical-Probability Evidence and the Appearance of Justice, 103 Harv. L. 

Rev. 530, 533–36 (1989)). As Prof. Green has noted, “[i]n the ensuing debate [on 

‘naked’ statistical evidence], numerous blue buses have run untold numbers of 

near-sighted elderly ladies off the road; hundreds of alleged gatecrashers have 

been collared; dozens of murderous prisoners have been brought to justice, and 

countless articles, books, and opinions have been written on the subject.” Eric 

D. Green, Symposium: Probability and Inference in the Law of Evidence: 

Foreword, 66 B.U. L. Rev. 377, 378 (1986) (footnotes omitted). 

In at least two classes of cases, “naked”—or nearly naked—statistical 

evidence has proven essential. In mass torts, proof of causation often requires 

                                                           
13 [Since the decision in the 1995 Shonubi case that is extensively quoted in the text to this note, 

Daubert has been extensively applied by courts, and followed up by the Supreme Court in Kumho Tire 
Co., Ltd. v. Carmichael, 526 U.S. 137, 119 S. Ct. 1167 (U.S. 1999). Also, Fed.R.Evid. 702 was amended in 
2000 to reflect holdings in these cases.  Despite the confidence expressed in the note that “[e]ffective 
techniques for developing and presenting scientific evidence to juries do exist,” a great deal of scholarly 
commentary has questioned the capacity of the Daubert procedures for admission of scientific expert 
testimony to enable accurate fact-finding by non-expert juries. Some have argued that there is 
considerable reason to doubt the rationality of non-expert factfinders’ findings when the two litigating 
parties proffer competing complex expert scientific (and mathematical) evidence that the non-experts can 
understand only to a very limited extent by virtue of the fact that they are non-experts. See Brewer, 
Scientific Expert Testimony and Intellectual Due Process, 107 Yale L.J. 1535 (1998).] 
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the use of statistically based epidemiological proof. See, e.g., Steve Gold, 

Causation in Toxic Torts: Burdens of Proof, Standards of Persuasion, and 

Statistical Evidence, 96 Yale L.J. 376 (1986). Given that determining the 

causation of many diseases—particularly those with latent effects and no 

“signature” relationship—is extremely difficult, plaintiffs in many mass tort 

cases would be unable to prove that a defendant caused an illness were it not 

for statistical epidemiological data. See Joseph Sanders, From Science to 

Evidence: The Testimony on Causation in the Bendectin Cases, 46 Stanford L. 

Rev. 1, 14–18 (1993) (discussing use of statistics to prove causation in mass 

torts). In the Agent Orange litigation, the court noted two possible responses to 

this problem: 

Under the “strong” version of the preponderance rule, statistical 

correlations alone indicating that the probability of causation exceeds fifty 

percent are insufficient; some “particularistic” or anecdotal evidence, that 

is, “proof that can provide direct and actual knowledge of the causal 

relationship between the defendant’s tortious conduct and the plaintiff’s 

injury is required.” . . . The “weak” version of the preponderance rule 

would allow a verdict solely on statistical evidence. . . . 

In re “Agent Orange” Prod. Liability Litig., 597 F.Supp. 740, 835 

(E.D.N.Y.1984) (citations omitted).14 The court went on to explain its decision 

to reject the strong version of the preponderance rule in mass exposure cases: 

[W]here the chance that there would be particularistic evidence would be 

quite small, the consequence of retaining the requirement might be to 

allow defendants who, it is virtually certain, have injured thousands of 

people and caused billions of dollars in damages, to escape liability. 

Id. at 836. The court concluded: “Except where it appears that the absence of 

anecdotal evidence may be due to spoliation, probabilities based upon 

quantitative analysis should support a recovery.” Id. Thus, in mass tort cases 

the decision to rely on “naked” statistical proof if that is all that can be 

presented is consistent with the goal of providing the most justice for the most 

people. See, e.g., Deborah Hensler, Resolving Mass Toxic Torts: Myths and 

Realities, 1989 U. Ill. L. Rev. 89, 90 (concluding that aggregative procedures 

provide the best possible match between victims’ losses and compensation). 

“Naked” statistical evidence has also been decisive in discrimination cases. 

For example, under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, a plaintiff can 

prove employment discrimination by introducing statistical data showing that 

the defendant’s hiring practices had a racially disparate impact. See Griggs v. 

Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424, 429–30 (1971). But see Wards Cove Packing Co. 

v. Atonio, 490 U.S. 642, 660 (1989) (restricting use of disparate-impact studies 

in Title VII cases); see also, e.g., Castaneda v. Partida, 430 U.S. 482 (1977) 

(statistical evidence drawn from census data and grand jury records can 

establish a prima facie case of discrimination in grand jury selection); Machetti 

v. Linahan, 679 F.2d 236 (11th Cir.1982) (statistical evidence of disparity 

between percentage of females in adult population and percentage of females 

on jury lists sufficient to prove discrimination), cert. denied, 459 U.S. 1127 

(1983); Ramona L. Paetzold, The Statistics of Discrimination: Using Statistical 

Evidence in Discrimination Cases (1994). 

                                                           
14 [How should one make sense of the “strong” version of the preponderance in light of Professor 

Rosenberg’s argument, noted above, that all “particularistic” evidence is also probabilistic?] 
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In other types of litigation, “pure” statistical cases rarely arise. Statistical 

evidence is almost always evaluated in the light of non-statistical proof. See In 

re “Agent Orange” Prod. Liability Litig., 597 F.Supp. 740, 836 (E.D.N.Y.1984) 

(in cases other than those involving mass torts, anecdotal “evidence is almost 

always available”). Courts expect parties to proffer anecdotal as well as 

statistical evidence. As Professor Berger has pointed out, “failure by experts to 

consider [individual case histories] could lead a court to conclude that the 

proffered opinion failed to satisfy Rule 703 [requiring a proper basis for expert 

testimony].” Berger, “Evidentiary Framework,” supra, at 96; cf. Richard 

Lempert, The New Evidence Scholarship: Analyzing the Process of Proof, 66 

B.U.L. Rev. 439, 450–62 (1986) (discussing spoliation inference in litigation). 

Thus, the issue of “naked” statistical evidence is more hypothetical than real. 

Criminal Cases 

Several commentators have expressed particular concern about the use of 

explicitly probabilistic evidence in criminal cases. See, e.g., Ronald Dworkin, 

Taking Rights Seriously 13 (1977); Andrew von Hirsch, Prediction of Criminal 

Conduct and Preventive Confinement of Convicted Persons, 21 Buff. L. Rev. 

717, 744–50 (1972), cited in Barbara D. Underwood, Law and the Crystal Ball: 

Predicting Behavior with Statistical Inference and Individualized Judgement, 

88 Yale L. J. 1309, 1312 (1979); Saks & Kidd, supra, at 152; Tribe, supra; 

Nesson, supra; L. Jonathan Cohen, Subjective Probability and the Paradox of 

the Gatecrasher, 1918 Ariz. St. L.J. 627, 632 (rejecting use of statistics in 

criminal cases); Alex Stein, On the Unbearable Lightness of “Weight” and the 

Refoundation of Evidence Law 48–49 (forthcoming 1995, on file in the instant 

case) (arguing that the problem with “naked” statistical evidence in criminal 

cases is not that it is unreliable, but that its “weight” is insufficient to support 

conviction). 

The better view is that no special rule of exclusion is required in criminal 

cases. In criminal as in civil cases, factfinders need all available information. 

Significantly, the Federal Rules of Evidence do not distinguish between civil 

and criminal cases in their pertinent provisions. See, e.g., Rules 401 to 403, 

Rule 1101, and Article VII. 

Protection of defendants in criminal cases warrants special concern, but 

burdens of proof and existing rules of evidence, as well as constitutional and 

statutory protections, rather than exclusions of highly probative evidence that 

happens to be in statistical form, are the best means of avoiding injustice. See, 

e.g., Daniel Shaviro, Statistical-Probability Evidence and the Appearance of 

Justice, 103 Harv. L. Rev. 530, 538 (1989) (possibility of unwarranted 

conviction “suggests raising the burden of proof for all cases. It does not support 

a special rule for statistical probability cases.”). Rather than excluding 

statistics, courts should provide for defense and court-appointed experts to 

ensure that statistics, when available, are properly used. These devices were 

utilized in this case. 

Even were attempts to impose blanket exclusion of statistical evidence in 

criminal cases not contrary to Rules 401, 402, 403, and 1101, which encourage 

use of all available probative evidence, the law could not afford to exclude 

highly probative statistical evidence and useful quantitative methods. Courts 

ignore whole categories of evidence only at their peril. Thus the court of appeals 

for this circuit has held that “doubts about whether an expert’s testimony will 

be useful should generally be resolved in favor of admissibility unless there are 
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strong factors such as time or surprise favoring exclusion.” United States v. 

Jakobetz, 955 F.2d 786, 797 (2d Cir.) (citation omitted), cert. denied 506 U.S. 

834 (1992). 

4. Some commentators argue that so-called “naked” statistical evidence may be 

sufficient only in certain contexts. See Brook, The Use of Statistical Evidence of 

Identification in Civil Litigation: Well-Worn Hypotheticals, Real Cases, and Controversy, 

29 St. Louis U. L.J. 293 (1985); Black & Lilienfield, Epidemiologic Proof in Toxic Tort 

Litigation, 52 Fordham L. Rev. 732 (1984); Gold, Causation in Toxic Torts: Burdens of 

Proof, Standards of Persuasion, and Statistical Evidence, 96 Yale L.J. 376 (1986); 

Rosenberg, The Causal Connection in Mass Exposure Cases: A “Public Law” Vision of the 

Tort System, 97 Harv. L. Rev. 851 (1984); Note, Proving Causation in Toxic Torts 

Litigation, 11 Hofstra L.J. 1299 (1983). See also Final Report of the Royal Commission 

on the Use and Effects of Chemical Agents on Australian Personnel in Vietnam (July 

1985). As one evidence jurist has noted: 

We can expect more situations in which there appears to be an increased 

incidence of a fairly widespread disease, but it is not clear which, if any, persons 

suffer from it as a result of exposure to a particular toxic substance, and it is 

also not clear which of many producers is responsible for any particular injury. 

This is the situation that may exist in the DES cases, in many hazardous waste 

injury cases and in cases where workers have moved from job to job and have 

been exposed to toxic substances over many years. 

Weinstein, Preliminary Reflections of the Law’s Reaction to Disasters, 11 Colum. J. 

Envtl. L. 1, 11 (1986). See also, e.g., Bethlehem Mines Corp. v. Massey, 736 F.2d 120 (4th 

Cir. 1984); Rutledge v. Tultex Corp., 301 S.E.2d 359 (N.C. 1983); Brawn v. St. Regis 

Paper, 430 A.2d 843 (Me. 1981); Swink v. Cone Mills, Inc., 309 S.E.2d 271 (N.C. App. 

1983). But see Bazemore v. Friday, 478 U.S. 385 (1986) (regression analysis should not 

have been rejected even though not all factors were considered and nonstatistical 

information should have been admitted in employment discrimination suit). 

5. Related substantive developments, put increasing pressure on experts, making the 

rules on the use of such witnesses more important. See Weinstein, Improving Expert 

Testimony, 20 U. Rich. L. Rev. 473 (1986); Weinstein, Litigation and Statistics: Obtaining 

Assistance Without Abuse, 1 Toxics L.Rep. (BNA) 813 (Dec. 24, 1986). Whether the 

substantive law needs revision in the light of evidentiary and procedural problems raised 

by these developments as well as social, political and technological changes remains a 

critical question. See generally, Jack B. Weinstein, Individual Justice in Mass Tort 

Litigations (1995); Kenneth R. Feinberg and Jack B. Weinstein, Mass Torts, Cases and 

Materials (1995). 

6. For the combination of the colored bus and credibility issue, see P. Gardnerfors et 

al., Evidentiary Value, Philosophical, Judicial and Psychological Aspects of a Theory, 44–

45 (1983) (footnotes omitted): 

(At the beginning of this dialogue on evidentiary value the conversation 

involves two persons: The first is Basie, a statistician, very much interested in 

subjective probabilities. Then working on a problem involving assessments of 

probabilities, he always thinks to himself: What would Bayes say in a situation 

like this? The second person is Lazy, an ordinary man, neither a statistician, 

nor a lawyer, but a representative of what the lay say.) 

Lazy: Look, Basie. I’ve just come from the Psychology Department where 

I participated as a subject in an experiment on probabilistic reasoning. One of 

the problems given to me was the following: 
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“Two cab companies operate in a given city, the Blue and the Green 

(according to the color of cab they run). Eighty-five per cent of the cabs in 

the city are Blue, and the remaining 15% are Green. 

A cab was involved in a hit-and-run accident at night. 

A witness later identified the cab as a Green cab. 

The court tested the witness’s ability to distinguish between Blue and 

Green cabs under nighttime visibility conditions. It found that the witness 

was able to identify each color correctly about 80% of the time, but 

confused it with the other color about 20% of the time. What do you think 

are the chances that the errant cab was indeed Green, as the witness 

claimed?” 

Well, I answered that the chance was 80%, because that is the probability 

that the witness was correct. But I smell a rat here. I am not so certain that my 

reasoning is valid. What do you say? 

Basie: It seems to me that you are the victim of a very common cognitive 

illusion. You fail to consider that there are many more Blue cabs than Green. 

In fact, it is more probable that the cab was Blue and the witness incorrectly 

identified it as Green than that it was Green and the witness made a correct 

identification. Since 85% of the cabs are Blue and the witness is wrong in 20% 

of the cases, the first situation should occur in 85% × 20% = 17% of the cases in 

the long run. The other situation occurs in only 15% × 80% = 12% of the cases. 

So, the probability that the cab is Green, given that the witness says it is Green, 

is only 0.12/(0.12 + 0.17) = 0.41. 

Lazy: I see how you count, Basie, but where did I go wrong? 

Basie: The problem is a standard case of Bayesian inference. There are 

two pieces of information. One is in the form of background data, often called 

base-rate information. The second, the witness report, may be called indicator 

information. In your reasoning, when you fail to consider the first piece of 

information, you commit what has been called the base-rate fallacy. 

Lazy: After the experiment at the Psychology Department I was informed 

by the experimenter that most of the subjects gave the same answer as I did. 

Even lawyers seem to be reasoning in the same way. 

Basie: It does not surprise me. The base-rate fallacy is a persistent illusion. 

It is the duty of statisticians to show people where their intuitions go wrong. 

One way of doing this is to point out that the probability that the cab is Green 

(let us denote this by G) given that the witness says green (denoted WG), i.e. 

P(G/WG), is not the same as the probability that the witness says green given 

that the cab is Green, i.e. P(WG/G). The latter is 0.80 (P(WG/G)), as was given 

in the problem, but the former (P(G/WG)), as I showed earlier, is only 0.41. . . . 

Assuming Basie is correct, will the jury make the same “mistake” as Lazy if the 

attorneys, their experts and the court fill their roles properly? What are those roles and 

the techniques available? 
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Butcher v. Kentucky 
Supreme Court of Kentucky, 2002. 

96 S.W.3d 3. 

■ Opinion of the Court by JUSTICE GRAVES. 

In or around 1979, Appellant, Larry Butcher, moved in with the mother of then 

seven-year-old H.B. In 1982, the three moved to Johnson County, Kentucky, where 

H.B.’s mother gave birth to twin girls fathered by Butcher. Around the time the twins 

were born, Butcher began a pattern of sexual abuse with H.B., who was then ten 

years old. From December 1982 through April 1987 this abuse continued, as 

Appellant repeatedly fondled, sodomized, and had sexual intercourse with H.B. The 

sexual intercourse between Appellant and H.B. eventually resulted in conception, 

and H.B. became pregnant in April 1987, at age fourteen. H.B. gave birth to a baby 

girl on January 19, 1988. 

Appellant was convicted by a jury in the Johnson Circuit Court of eleven counts 

of first-degree rape, two counts of first-degree sodomy, and two counts of first-degree 

sexual abuse. He was acquitted of two counts of incest. Appellant was sentenced to 

forty years imprisonment for each count of rape, thirty years imprisonment for each 

count of sodomy, and five years imprisonment for each count of sexual abuse, all to 

run concurrently for a total sentence of 40 years imprisonment. Appellant appeals to 

this Court as a matter of right. 

The issues raised on appeal are the following: (1) whether the trial judge was 

required to recuse himself; (2) whether introduction of a paternity test violated the 

requirement that the Commonwealth prove all elements of an offense beyond a 

reasonable doubt; and (3) whether the prosecutor’s closing argument improperly 

injected the civil paternity standard into the case and misled the jury as to the real 

effect of DNA evidence. 

. . . 

II. ADMISSION OF PATERNITY TEST 

Appellant next claims that the trial court erred in admitting into evidence the 

results of a DNA paternity test indicating a 99.74 percent likelihood that Appellant 

was the father of H.B.’s child. Appellant contends that admission of the test violates 

the 14th Amendment of the United States Constitution, and the Kentucky 

Constitution §§ 2 and 11, which require that the Commonwealth prove all elements 

of a charged offense beyond a reasonable doubt. Although Appellant concedes that 

this issue was not properly preserved, he argues that the error was palpable under 

RCr 10.26 and seeks reversal as such. 

A brief explanation of the paternity test employed is necessary for our analysis. 

The test at issue, like similar paternity tests used throughout the nation, involves 

three separate tiers or determinations: probability of exclusion, paternity index, and 

probability of paternity. Griffith v. State, 976 S.W.2d 241, 243 (Tex.Ct.App.1998); see 

generally D.H. Kaye, “The Probability of an Ultimate Issue: The Strange Cases of 

Paternity Testing,” 75 Iowa L.Rev. 75 (1989). The first tier, probability of exclusion, 

seeks to “exclude” Appellant as a possible father of H.B.’s child. As explained by the 

expert who conducted the testing in this case, Mr. DeGuglielmo, exclusionary testing 

looks for inconsistencies between the genetic make-up of the child and the alleged 

father that would necessarily indicate a lack of relation. 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=96+S.W.3d+3&appflag=67.12
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An exclusion analysis is premised on the basic notion that half of the child’s 

DNA comes from each parent. It requires a comparison of the DNA of the mother 

with that of the child, excluding the DNA that matches between them. Since the 

remaining DNA of the child necessarily comes from the biological father, it can then 

be isolated and compared with the DNA of the alleged father. Griffith v. Texas, supra. 

If the alleged father’s DNA does not “match” the child’s DNA at all, he can be 

excluded as a possible parent. 

With respect to Appellant’s DNA testing, Mr. DeGuglielmo testified that his 

team analyzed “a panel of eight different genetic markers . . . eight different tests 

that we use to try to find something that would say that Appellant could not be the 

father of [the child].” He concluded, however, “Each test showed that Mr. Butcher 

was included in the group of people who could potentially be the father of the child.” 

Once it is established that an alleged father cannot be excluded as a possible 

parent, as in Appellant’s case, the second part of the paternity test takes effect. As 

Mr. DeGuglielmo explained at trial, “When we don’t find any exclusion, we then have 

to make some relevance to the information that we have there. . . . So we do a 

statistical evaluation to say how likely that match that we see is.” Applying a formula 

that factors the frequency of “matches” between the alleged father and the child 

results in an assessment expressed numerically as a paternity index. As explained 

in Griffith, supra: 

The paternity index is a value reflecting the likelihood that a tested man is 

the father of the child as opposed to an untested man of the same race. It is 

expressed as a number. If a paternity *7 index can be assigned to a man, it 

means that he is that many more times likely to be the father than any 

other randomly selected male of his race. 

976 S.W.2d at 243. Mr. DeGuglielmo testified that tests performed on the eight 

genetic markers previously discussed yielded a paternity index of 388/1, meaning 

Appellant was 388 times more likely to be the father of the child than a randomly 

selected male of the same race. 

The third and final part of the paternity test translates the paternity index into 

a percentage that is more understandable. This percentage constitutes the end test 

result—the probability of paternity. It is calculated using Bayes’ Theorem, a formula 

that takes into account actual events and circumstances, as opposed to random 

sequences of events. Id.; see also Davis v. State, 476 N.E.2d 127, 137–138 

(Ind.Ct.App.1985). In paternity tests generally, this formula combines the paternity 

index and another value representing the prior probability that an event occurred, 

including such factors as access to the mother, fertility, and date of conception. The 

result is a percentage that can be used to assess the overall probability of paternity. 

The formula is as follows: 

  Paternity Index Prior Probability 

Probability of Paternity =  

  Paternity Index Prior Probability + 

(1–Prior Probability) 

In the context of criminal cases, however, those using this formula to determine 

paternity typically insert a standard prior probability of .5 regardless of any other 
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factors, which indicates a fifty percent chance that the alleged father actually had 

sexual intercourse with the mother. Using .5 as the prior probability value, the 

probability of paternity is simplified as follows1: 

The resulting quotient indicates the percentage of random men that would be 

excluded as possible fathers of a child because they lack the necessary genetic 

material. In other words, as the percentage reflecting the probability of paternity 

increases, the alleged father becomes increasingly outnumbered by men who could 

not be the child’s father. Because this concept is not easily conveyed or understood, 

the probability of paternity is accepted as simply representing the percent likelihood 

that the tested male is actually the father of the child. Griffith, 976 S.W.2d at 243. 

Appellant’s paternity test resulted in a probability of paternity of 99.74 percent. 

That is, there was a 99.74 percent likelihood that Appellant was the father of H.B.’s 

child. Although Mr. DeGuglielmo did not testify that he had used a prior probability 

value of .5 in reaching his expert conclusions, the mathematical results of the test 

suggest that he did. Appellant centers his appeal on this issue of prior probability. 

Appellant’s argument is essentially that the results of the paternity test were 

improperly based on the assumption that Appellant had sexual intercourse with H.B. 

It is evident that Mr. DeGuglielmo assumed a fifty percent prior probability that 

Appellant had sexual intercourse with H.B. in order to arrive at his conclusive 

testimony that “there was a 99.74% likelihood that Larry Butcher was [the baby’s] 

father”. The impropriety of this assumption, Appellant argues, is that it assumes 

intercourse to prove intercourse. As the Commonwealth was required to prove every 

element of the offense of rape, Appellant reasons it should not have been permitted 

to introduce evidence that assumed the very activity that constituted the unproven 

offense. Appellant asserts error based on the general idea that the Commonwealth 

was required to presume innocence, then establish guilt by proving each element of 

the charged offenses beyond a reasonable doubt. For purposes of our discussion, we 

condense this notion into the more succinct requirement of “presumption of 

innocence.” 

Quoting McCormick on Evidence § 342 at 579–80 (4th ed.1992), the Griffith 

court found that the presumption of innocence “merely describes the fact that the 

burden of persuasion and production in a criminal matter are on the prosecution.” 

976 S.W.2d at 246–247. We consider this to be an accurate statement of the law, and 

reject Appellant’s argument that the .5 prior probability figure offends the principle 

of presumption of innocence. 

Appellant contends that the use of any prior probability whatsoever in 

calculating probability of paternity in a criminal trial offends due process because it 

lessens the Commonwealth’s burden of proof and presumption of innocence. While 

this Court has determined that genetic paternity tests are admissible as evidence in 

rape cases, we have yet to address the effects of such testing on the presumption of 

                                                           
1 Inserting the .5 value into the formula, we would come up with a somewhat unwieldy equation. 

Thus, the equation is doubled for ease of calculation. Because probability of paternity is expressed as a 
percentage, the doubled equation yields the exact same result; but, it is important to note that this only 
works with the .5 value. 

  Paternity Index 

Probability of Paternity =  

  Paternity Index + 1 
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innocence. See v. Commonwealth, Ky., 746 S.W.2d 401 (1988) (holding that paternity 

test “was a reliable indicator, and certainly compelling evidence of rape”). Because 

this is a case of first impression in Kentucky, we look to other jurisdictions for 

guidance on the issue of prior probability. 

Though various courts have entertained virtually the same question we have 

before us, we are most persuaded by the reasoning employed by the Court of Appeals 

of Texas facing similar facts in Griffith v. State, supra. There, the appellant had been 

convicted of sexual assault against a mentally retarded female. The assault had 

resulted in pregnancy and the birth of a child, and the trial court admitted evidence 

in the form of paternity test results showing a 99.99 percent probability that the 

appellant was the father of the child. Id. Like Appellant here, the appellant in 

Griffith alleged error as to the admission of test results, which were calculated using 

a .5 prior probability, on the grounds that it violated the requisite presumption of 

innocence in a criminal trial. 

Concluding that the use of a probability statistic based on Bayes’ Theorem in a 

criminal case did not violate the presumption of innocence, the court held: 

The use of a prior probability of .5 is a neutral assumption. The statistic 

merely reflects the application of a scientifically accepted mathematical 

theorem which in turn is an expression of the expert’s opinion 

testimony. . . . The jury is free to disregard it. It can be weakened on cross 

and in argument. 

Id. at 247. In this case, Appellant had ample opportunity to question the use of the 

prior probability and call it to the attention of the jury. Appellant made no effort to 

have Bayes’ Theorem or prior probability explained, nor did he attempt to weaken 

the effect of the seemingly reliable evidence at issue. We believe the jury was aware 

that Mr. DeGuglielmo was expressing his opinion, and the jury was free to accept or 

disregard it. 

As to the neutrality of the .5 prior probability, the Griffith court noted, 

“Logically, the prior probability assumes intercourse could have occurred and thus 

the putative father could be the actual father, but the statistic does not necessarily 

assume intercourse did occur.” 976 S.W.2d at 248. In fact, use of a .5 prior probability 

merely acknowledges that intercourse preceded the birth of the child, and there is 

an equal chance that another individual engaged in that intercourse with the mother 

as there is a chance that the alleged father did. 

This principle was aptly explained by the New Jersey Supreme Court in State 

v. Spann, 130 N.J. 484, 617 A.2d 247 (1993). Although that court held that expert 

testimony based on prior probability figures was inadmissable in New Jersey, it 

recognized the value of paternity testing and opted to allow juries to determine prior 

probability figures based on evidence offered at trial. Explaining that the .5 prior 

probability was not inherently violative of due process, the court stated, 

The .5 prior-probability assumption (odds of 1) says only that the chance 

that defendant is the father is fifty-fifty, that it is just as likely that he is 

not the father as that he is, or that it is just as likely he is as that any man 

chosen at random is. . . . The fifty-fifty odds calculated into the probability 

of paternity percentage do not at all assume that defendant had intercourse 

with the victim. . . . 
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Id. at 253. In the criminal arena, such an assumption assigns no more culpability to 

the alleged father than it does to any other random individual. 

Appellant contends that the only fair way to assess prior probability would be 

to insert a zero into the Bayes’ formula. Addressing this very point, the Griffith court 

refuted such an argument both mathematically and theoretically: 

A zero prior probability does not simply presume a defendant is innocent. 

Rather, a zero probability, in fact presumes that it was impossible for the 

defendant to be the father. When a zero prior probability is plugged into 

Bayes’ Theorem (the formula), naturally the probability of paternity results 

becomes 0%. The presumption of innocence does not require a jury to 

assume it was impossible for a defendant to commit the crime charged. 

Rather, it requires the jury to assume as a starting proposition that the 

defendant did not commit the crime, until proven otherwise. 

976 S.W.2d at 249. 

We realize that Appellant does not actually seek to have experts insert zeroes 

in calculating paternity. Instead, he would have us hold that prior probability has no 

place in the criminal law. We stand, however, with the Griffith court in our belief 

that justice is served by a neutral assessment of paternity in criminal cases like the 

one before us; we further agree that a .5 prior probability is neutral, neither 

assuming nor denying that intercourse has taken place between the mother of the 

child and the alleged father. 

Appellant in the case before us, as the appellant in Griffith likewise did, looks 

to several cases from other jurisdictions for support of his arguments. The courts in 

State v. Hartman, 145 Wis.2d 1, 426 N.W.2d 320 (1988), and State v. Skipper, 228 

Conn. 610, 637 A.2d 1101 (1994), held that paternity test results predicated on a 

prior probability statistic were inadmissable because such evidence violates the 

presumption of innocence requirement of criminal proceedings. The Griffith court 

found that these holdings were flawed, principally because they were based in large 

part upon a single law review article, Peterson, “A Few Things You Should Know 

About Paternity Tests (But Were Afraid To Ask),” 22 Santa Clara L.Rev. 667 (1982). 

Among other criticisms of the article, the Griffith court found that “the author does 

not cite direct authority (either legal or scientific) to support his statement.” Thus, 

both Skipper and Hartman were based on a weak foundation and cannot support 

Appellant’s contentions here. 

Like the Griffith court, we agree with the dissenting opinion of Justice 

Steinmartz in Hartman, explaining that the probability of paternity statistic is truly 

neutral, as it “equally assumes the defendant is not the putative father, no matter 

how damning the evidence in the case.” Hartman, supra, at 328. Like Justice 

Steinmartz, we find no violation of presumption of innocence principles in the use of 

a prior probability to deduce the likelihood of paternity based on DNA testing. We 

would therefore follow Griffith, supra, in concluding that such evidence is admissible, 

subject, of course, to other applicable evidentiary constraints. 

We next address the Commonwealth’s burden of proving every element of a 

charged offense. As the presumption of innocence mandates that the burden of proof 

and production fall on the Commonwealth, any burden shifting to a defendant in a 

criminal trial would be unjust. Here, Appellant argues that since the conclusive test 

results bypassed the issue of intercourse by assuming it occurred, the 
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Commonwealth was relieved of its duty to prove each and every element beyond a 

reasonable doubt. However, the Griffith court explained, and we agree, that 

probability of paternity is “merely a way of expressing and interpreting the actual 

DNA test results. Thus, the statistic itself does nothing to shift the burden of going 

ahead to the defendant.” 976 S.W.2d at 249. Mr. DeGuglielmo merely offered 

evidence of paternity, not proof of intercourse. The jury heard repeated testimony 

that a genetic paternity test could never be 100 percent conclusive of fatherhood. It 

is possible that the jury could have believed Appellant was not the father of H.B.’s 

child, but that Appellant had nonetheless raped, sodomized, and sexually abused 

H.B. 

Furthermore, Appellant fails to consider, or neglects to mention, that the 

intercourse that resulted in pregnancy related to the indictment charges of incest. 

All eleven rape charges were based on intercourse with a child under twelve, which 

H.B. was until 1984. Only the incest charges alleged intercourse after 1984; as H.B. 

became pregnant in 1987, paternity would have been evidence of incestuous 

intercourse, not rape. Appellant was acquitted, however, of the incest charges. Thus, 

even if the Commonwealth had somehow eluded its burden of proving intercourse, 

an element of the incest charges, no conviction arose therefrom. The Commonwealth 

satisfied its requirement to prove intercourse for all eleven rape charges. 

From Appellant’s viewpoint, it stands to reason that if the jury believed 

Appellant had intercourse with H.B. when she was fourteen, the jury may have been 

more easily convinced that Appellant had raped H.B. as a young girl. This prejudicial 

effect does not make the evidence inadmissible. Under KRE 403, the trial court must 

weigh the prejudicial effect against the probative value of the evidence sought to be 

admitted. See Commonwealth v. English, Ky., 993 S.W.2d 941 (1999). Here, the 

paternity test was ostensibly significant for an incest determination, and therefore 

valuable as a probative vehicle. Any prejudice that occurred as a byproduct was 

minimal, especially in light of other compelling evidence. It was therefore not error 

to admit the results of the paternity test as evidence. 

Appellant relies on a palpable error standard of review for this unpreserved 

issue. RCr 10.26 provides that an alleged error improperly preserved for appellate 

review may be revisited upon a demonstration that it resulted in manifest injustice. 

Palpable error affects the substantial rights of a party and, under Partin v. 

Commonwealth, Ky., 918 S.W.2d 219, 224 (1996), relief will only be granted if the 

reviewing court concludes “that a substantial possibility exists that the result would 

have been different” absent the error. 

In light of the abundant evidence against Appellant, even if we were to find that 

the DNA paternity test evidence was potentially prejudicial, we do not believe the 

outcome of Appellant’s trial would have been any different with a lower prior 

probability. We are also confident that even if the paternity test had not been 

admitted into evidence, Appellant would still have been convicted of all eleven counts 

of rape. At trial, H.B. testified that Appellant began sexually abusing her on 

December 4, 1982, while H.B.’s mother was in the hospital giving birth to H.B.’s 

younger twin sisters. According to her testimony, the first instance occurred when 

Appellant woke H.B. from her sleep and gave her a soft drink with alcohol in it. He 

then fondled H.B. and engaged in sexual intercourse and oral sex with her. The 

sexual abuse and sexual intercourse occurred several times over the ensuing three 

days that H.B.’s mother was in the hospital. 
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H.B. testified that between December 1982 and April 1983 there were at least 

five more instances of sexual intercourse. She also testified that during the spring 

and summer of 1984, there were at least three additional instances of sexual 

intercourse. H.B. further described specific places where intercourse took place, 

referred to dates, and even told of a certain dress that she had discarded because 

Appellant often sexually abused her when she wore it. She indicated that Appellant 

subjected her to sexual contact many times throughout her childhood, and that from 

September 1986 through the spring of 1987, sexual intercourse continued. H.B. 

became pregnant in April 1987, and testified that Appellant was the father of the 

child. Though supported by corroborating testimony from social worker Linda 

Duncan and H.B.’s mother, H.B.’s testimony standing alone was sufficient to sustain 

Appellant’s conviction. Dyer v. Commonwealth, Ky., 816 S.W.2d 647 (1991), overruled 

on other grounds in Baker v. Commonwealth, Ky., 973 S.W.2d 54 (1998); Robinson v. 

Commonwealth, Ky., 459 S.W.2d 147 (1970). 

Having determined that admission of the paternity test results did not offend 

Appellant’s due process guarantee of presumption of innocence, and that there was 

sufficient evidence even without the test results to support Appellant’s numerous 

rape convictions, we conclude that no error, palpable or other, occurred at trial. 

III. CLOSING ARGUMENT 

[11] Appellant’s third and final argument is that the Commonwealth, during 

closing argument, improperly injected the civil paternity standard into this case and 

misled the jury on the real effect of the DNA evidence. Appellant readily concedes 

this issue was not preserved. 

The prosecutor stated in his closing argument, 

It’s only in recent years that we have the benefit of DNA. There were 

paternity and blood tests but nothing as specific as DNA in 1988. This is 

the same process . . . DNA process as used today, as he told you, Dr. 

DeGuglielmo told you, it’s used for freeing people and putting people on 

death row and to establish paternity. And in those cases paternity is 

established by a ratio of just one hundred to one. If they come up with that, 

one hundred to one match, then they say “X” is the father of so-and-so. Or 

anything that works out to a ninety percent probability then that’s 

conclusive for a DNA process. This is well beyond that. This is almost four 

times that; three hundred and eighty-eight. And I think the probability was 

98.74, I believe. 

To warrant reversal, misconduct of the prosecutor must be so serious as to render 

the entire trial fundamentally unfair. Stopher v. Commonwealth, Ky., 57 S.W.3d 787, 

805 (2001), cert. denied, 535 U.S. 1059, 122 S.Ct. 1921, 152 L.Ed.2d 829 (2002). 

Moreover, counsel is allowed great latitude in closing argument. Slaughter v. 

Commonwealth, Ky., 744 S.W.2d 407 (1987), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1113, 109 S.Ct. 

3174, 104 L.Ed.2d 1036 (1989). Opening and closing statements are not evidence and 

prosecutors have wide latitude during both. Stopher, supra, at 805–806. Here, the 

prosecutor did not “improperly inject the civil paternity standard into this case.” 

Rather, he referred to the testimony of Mr. DeGuglielmo, who did, in fact, state, “In 

most jurisdictions paternity tests look for what we call a paternity index of a hundred 

or greater.” The prosecutor made no mention of Kentucky statutory law in his closing 
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argument, and we attribute his misstatement of numerical data to mistake, not 

misconduct. We find no merit in Appellant’s argument as to the closing argument. 

The judgment and sentence of the Johnson Circuit Court are affirmed. 

■ LAMBERT, C.J., GRAVES, JOHNSTONE, KELLER and WINTERSHEIMER, J.J. concur. 

■ COOPER, J., concurs in a separate opinion. 

■ STUMBO, J., dissents from the majority opinion in regard to the failure of the Circuit 

Judge to recuse and joins the concurring opinion filed by JUSTICE COOPER as to the 

statistical analysis. 

■ COOPER, JUSTICE, Concurring. 

I do not agree that a person can be convicted of an offense involving sexual 

intercourse on the basis of statistics that assume a 50% probability of guilt solely 

because he has been accused. There might be justification for factoring in the 50% 

probability when the paternity test is used to identify a child’s father in a civil action 

for the purpose of establishing a child support obligation. KRS 406.011; KRS 406.111. 

In most such cases, the alleged father admits having had sexual intercourse with the 

child’s mother but denies that the act resulted in conception. But there is no 

justification for factoring in a 50% probability of guilt in a criminal case when the 

alleged father denies having had sexual intercourse with the child’s mother and the 

act of sexual intercourse is the crime of which he is accused. Use of a statistic that 

assigns a 50% probability of guilt based solely on the existence of an accusation 

denigrates the presumption of innocence by shifting the burden of proof from the 

prosecution to the defense. 

However, I agree that the error was rendered harmless when the jury acquitted 

Appellant of the only charge that was premised upon the victim’s pregnancy, i.e., 

incest. If the jurors believed Appellant was the father of H.B.’s child, they would have 

necessarily found him guilty of incest. For whatever reason, they believed H.B.’s 

accusations that Appellant subjected her to sexual intercourse, deviate sexual 

intercourse, and sexual abuse prior to her twelfth birthday, but disbelieved her 

accusation that he subjected her to sexual intercourse again at age fourteen—despite 

evidence of a 99.74% probability that he was the father of her child. Perhaps the 

jurors, too, had misgivings about converting an accusation into a 50% probability of 

guilt. 

■ STUMBO, J., joins this concurring opinion. 

NOTES 

1. In some cases blood tests were an important source of forensic evidence. See, e.g., 

State v. Rolls 389 A.2d 824. (Me. 1978). Sophisticated genetic testing has come to be 

accepted as considerably more useful than blood tests. Their use does not, however, 

eliminate the need for reliable statistical bases of relative frequency in the subject 

populations. (See the discussion of Daubert and its progeny in Chapter 7). A particularly 

dramatic use of genetic tracing occurred in Argentina, where genetic tracing was used to 

locate children of murdered parents and to prove they were closely related to their still 

living grandparents. See Film by WGBH Boston, Nova, The Search for the Disappeared 

(1986). Cf. United States v. Massey, 594 F.2d 676 (8th Cir. 1979) (hair on ski mask used 

to identify defendant; error in reference to mathematical probabilities of guilt). 
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2. In People v. Collins, 438 P.2d 33, 36 A.L.R.3rd 1176 (Cal. 1968), eyewitnesses 

testified that a Caucasian woman with blond hair and a ponytail ran from the scene of 

the assault and entered a yellow automobile driven by a male Negro with a mustache and 

beard. At the trial of a couple fitting this description, a college mathematics instructor 

testified to the “product rule” of elementary probability theory: the probability of the joint 

occurrence of a number of mutually independent events equals the product of their 

individual probabilities. The witness was asked to assume the following individual 

probabilities: 

Yellow automobile 1/10 

Man with mustache 1/4 

Girl with ponytail 1/10 

Girl with blond hair 1/3 

Negro man with beard 1/10 

Interracial couple in car 1/1000 

Applying the product rule to the assumed values, the prosecutor concluded that the 

chance that a couple chosen at random would possess all the incriminating characteristics 

was one in twelve million. The jury convicted; but the Supreme Court of California 

reversed, holding that the evidence concerning probability theory had been improperly 

admitted. 

The court voiced several objections: on its own terms the theory had been misapplied; 

the assumed probabilities lacked any evidential foundation; the six characteristics were 

not shown to be independent; and the whole procedure tended to embarrass jurors and 

opposing counsel unused to thinking in mathematical terms. See M.O. Finkelstein, 

Quantitative Methods in Law, 78 ff. (1978), approving the appellate result but not its 

entire reasoning and indicating how quantitative analysis combined with intuitive 

assessment of probabilities may be useful if a Bayesian technique is utilized. See also 

Fairley and Mosteller, A Conversation About Collins, 41 U. Chi. L. Rev. 242 (1974) 

(includes a discussion on whether dependent or independent probabilities were the basis 

for the prosecutor’s arguments in Collins and offers an interpretation more favorable to 

the prosecution than usually given); Charrow and Smith, A Conversation About “A 

Conversation About Collins”, 64 Geo.L.J. 669 (1976); Brown & Kelly, Playing the 

Percentages and the Law of Evidence, 1970 Law Forum 23, 41–46 (a balanced analysis 

concluding that probability statements in litigation will be infrequent but should not be 

foreclosed). But see Braun, Quantitative Analysis and the Law: Probability Theory as a 

Tool of Evidence in Criminal Trials, 1982 Utah L.Rev. 41 (rejecting use of Bayesian 

technique but advocating increased use of frequency and classical probability theory in 

criminal trials); Eggleston, The Probability Debate, 1980 Crim.L.Rev. 678 (defending use 

of classical probability theory). 

3. Compare with Collins, Rowan v. Owens, 752 F.2d 1186 (7th Cir. 1984), (Posner, J.), 

on claim that no reasonable jury could have found voluntary manslaughter: 

True, there is less than complete certainty that Rowan was the assailant. He 

points out that each piece of evidence—the fingerprint, the comb, the hair, the 

car keys—that placed him in Miss Ayer’s home is inconclusive, but he ignores 

the fact that the probability that all four pieces of evidence falsely point to him 

as the assailant is very small. Suppose that the probability that the fingerprint 

was not his (or, as he argues, was put on the can months earlier when he was 
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shopping in the store where it was bought) is .01 (a generous estimate); the 

probability the comb was not his is .50; the probability that the hair was not 

his is .30; and the probability that someone else discarded Miss Ayer’s car keys 

near his mother’s house is .05. Then, assuming these probabilities are 

independent of each other, the probability that Rowan was not in Miss Ayer’s 

house at a time near when she died is only .000075 (.01 × .50 × .30 × .05), which 

is less than one-hundredth of one percent. (This is the “product rule,” lucidly 

discussed in McCormick’s Handbook of the Law of Evidence 492–99 (2d ed., 

Cleary, 1972).) True, it would not follow that he had killed her; someone else 

might have entered the house before or after him, and done the deed. But that 

is exceedingly unlikely (especially in light of a statement he made to the police) 

. . . and does not cast substantial doubt on his guilt. And true, the numbers in 

our example are arbitrary; but they bring out the point that it is wrong to view 

items of evidence in isolation when they point in the same direction. The jury 

was not irrational. . . . 

Id. at 1188. Are Rowan v. Owens and People v. Collins distinguishable? How? Does 

judicial notice, stereotyping or other bases for evidential hypotheses or the roles of 

attorney, jury, judge or appellate court affect your answer? Is there a different standard 

before or after trial? See Backes v. Valspar Corp., 783 F.2d 77 (7th Cir. 1986). 

4. Compare with People v. Collins and Rowan v. Owens, Branion v. Gramly, 855 F.2d 

1256, 1263–66 (7th Cir. 1988), (Easterbrook, J.) (footnotes omitted), on murder 

defendant’s argument in habeas corpus action using multiplication rule of probability 

(the same rule mentioned in Collins and Rowan) to show that defendant’s commission of 

crime was so mathematically miniscule as to fall very far short of the proof beyond a 

reasonable doubt: 

Even if this were so, Branion insists, it would still be exceedingly 

improbable that he could have killed his spouse-so unlikely that no sane person 

could find guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. Branion starts from the ranges of 

time offered for driving (6 to 12 minutes) and forming bruises (15 to 30 minutes) 

and submits that the likely times were in the middle of those ranges. A time at 

the low end of each range-which Branion thinks necessary to make the crime 

possible-was correspondingly unlikely: a probability of “less than 0.01” in each 

case, Branion says. The probability that the low end of each range would occur 

back-to-back is 0.01 × 0.01 = 0.0001. Proof beyond a reasonable doubt means a 

probability much greater than the 0.51 more-likely-than-not standard;5 a 

probability of 0.0001 that the accused did it is so far away from “beyond a 

reasonable doubt” that the federal court must issue the writ. We attach, as an 

appendix, Branion’s full argument (omitting footnotes). 

We shall not become mired in the debate, set off by People v. Collins, 68 

Cal.2d 319, 68 Cal.Rptr. 497, 438 P.2d 33 (1968), about the proper use of 

statistical inference in criminal litigation. Statistical methods, properly 

employed, have substantial value. Much of the evidence we think of as most 

reliable is just a compendium of statistical inferences. Take fingerprints. The 

first serious analysis of fingerprints was conducted by Sir Francis Galton, one 

of the pioneering statisticians, and his demonstration that fingerprints are 

unique depends entirely on statistical methods. See Galton, Finger Prints 

(1892). See also Stephen M. Stigler, The History of Statistics: The 

Measurement of Uncertainty before 1900 297–98 (1986). Proof based on 

genetic markers (critical in rape and paternity litigation) is useful though 

altogether statistical, United States v. Green, 680 F.2d 520, 523 (7th Cir.1982). 
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So too evidence that, for example, the defendant’s hair matched hair found at 

the scene of the crime. United States ex rel. DiGiacomo v. Franzen, 680 F.2d 

515, 517–19 (7th Cir.1982). None of these techniques leads to inaccurate 

verdicts or calls into question the ability of the jury to make an independent 

decision. Nothing about the nature of litigation in general, or the criminal 

process in particular, makes anathema of additional information, whether or 

not that knowledge has numbers attached. After all, even eyewitnesses are 

testifying only to probabilities (though they obscure the methods by which they 

generate those probabilities)-often rather lower probabilities than statistical 

work insists on. 

The lesson of Collins is not that statistical methods are suspect but that 

people must be sure of what they are looking for, and how they can prove it, 

before they start fooling with algebra. The crime had been committed by a 

blonde woman with a ponytail and a bearded black man with a mustache, 

driving a yellow car. The defendants had these characteristics. An “expert” 

determined the probability that any particular person is black, blonde, bearded, 

etc., and multiplied these, coming up with the probability of one in 12 million 

that any randomly selected persons would have matched the characteristics of 

the perpetrators. That, the prosecution maintained, showed that the 

defendants were the culprits: how improbable that there should be two such 

couples. But all these figures showed is that the defendants had not been 

randomly selected! The state scrounged up two persons who matched the 

description of the offenders; the expert “proved” that if the police had arrested 

people at random they would not have nabbed two such persons, but not that 

the persons actually arrested had anything to do with the offense. The figures 

did not even show that such couples are scarce; every person has some 

distinguishing, uncommon characteristics, and the likelihood of their 

occurrence can be multiplied to yield some very small number. Any two 

numbers less than one, when multiplied, give a still smaller number. So it is 

easy to provide the kind of “proof” in Collins for every person and crime, without 

doing anything to help figure out whether the state caught the offender. This 

error should put us in mind of an example suggested by Condorcet: a lottery 

may have a million possible number combinations, so when the proprietor of 

the lottery announces that the winning combination is such-and-such, the 

probability that this is indeed the winning combination is one in a million. 

Conclusion: the proprietor is lying. See Isaac Todhunter, A History of the 

Mathematical Theory of Probability from the Time of Pascal to That of 

Laplace 400 (1865). 

Every event, if specified in detail, is extremely improbable; indeed, with 

enough detail it is unique in the history of the universe. It is always possible to 

take some probabilities, small to start with, and multiply them for effect. In 

order to avoid the errors produced by mindless multiplication, the statistician 

must specify with care what we should expect to find if the event in which we 

are interested has occurred, and what we should expect to find if it has not. 

Next we must develop criteria that might differentiate the one from the other. 

Only then can we begin to assess probabilities. This can be a daunting task. 

See Mister v. Illinois Central Gulf R.R., 832 F.2d 1427 (7th Cir.1987). It is not, 

however, an impossible task. 

Branion’s lawyers did not attempt it. They simply multiplied two small 

numbers to get a smaller one, without describing why these were plausible 
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numbers or why we ought to multiply them. Imagine a defendant seeking a writ 

of habeas corpus with this argument: “Twenty witnesses testified for me, and 

although the probability that any one of them was lying may have been 0.9, the 

probability that every one of them was lying was (0.9)20, or 0.12, so I must be 

innocent.” Such a maneuver, like the one in Collins, assumes that the events 

are independent, when they are not. This is not precisely the error committed 

here, but it is close. The first task is to specify the minimum time Branion 

needed, not the minimum possible time. The jury could have found that 30 

minutes lapsed between Branion’s leaving the Hospital and his call to the 

police. We therefore should like to know the probability that the combination 

of travel and murder times came to 30 minutes or less; Branion has offered only 

his view of the probability that the time came to 21 minutes or less. He 

produced even this figure by a method that is proper only if the probability of 

the 6-minute drive and the 15-minute bruise are independent events. Yet on 

the state’s hypothesis of a planned murder, they are anything but independent. 

That’s not all. Branion assumed that the distribution of driving and 

bruise-forming times is Gaussian (that is, characterized by a normal bell-

shaped curve centered on the mean of the distribution). He derived the 

probability of a six-minute drive beginning with the calculation of a mean of 9 

minutes, from the average of the extreme times (6 and 12). He then added the 

assumption that the standard deviation is one minute, leading to the conclusion 

that a travel time of six minutes, three standard deviations from the mean, will 

happen less than one time in a hundred. Where did this mean and standard 

deviation come from? The range of 6 to 12 minutes is from a series of six trials 

in 1968. We know that a driving time of 6 minutes was achieved at least once 

in six runs, not (as Branion’s calculation implies) once in a hundred. For all this 

record reveals, the six trials came out with times of 6, 6, 7, 7, 8, and 12 minutes. 

A calculation based on a mean driving time of nine minutes, with a standard 

deviation of one minute, would produce a bizarre conclusion. Nothing suggests 

a Gaussian distribution or the absence of skewness. As for the pathologist’s 

range of 15 to 30 minutes for bruise formation: this was a number from the air, 

and we have no idea what the mean time or standard deviation might be. 

That’s still not all. Even if the time sequences are independent, even if we 

are interested in the probability that the driving plus choking time is 21 

minutes or less, even if the distributions are Gaussian, the probability is very 

sensitive to the assumed standard deviation. On Branion’s assumptions, the 

probability is 0.1% rather than 0.01% as Branion believes; on more plausible 

assumptions, the probability is 10%. The proof appears in the margin.7 Since 

this probability reflects a series of assumptions generally favorable to Branion 

(though implausible individually and collectively), the statistical argument 

that the jury was compelled to find him innocent collapses. 

5. In their 1996 paper, United States v. Shonubi, and the Use of Statistics in Court, 

Johan Bring of Uppsala University, Sweden and Colin Aitken of the University of 

Edinburgh, write: 

Statistical theory can also be helpful in the determination of the combined 

value of several pieces of evidence. The value of several pieces of evidence is 

combined by use of the odds version of Bayes theorem. The basic form in the 

context of our discussion is 
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P(Hge) 
= 

P(eHg) 
* 

P(Hg) 

P(Hie) P(eHi) P(Hi) 

The probabilities of guilt (g) and innocence (i) prior to the presentation of 

evidence e are denoted P(Hg) and P(Hi) and known as prior probabilities. Their 

ratio is known as the prior odds in favour of guilt. The left hand side of the 

equation is the posterior odds for guilt, i.e. odds in favour of guilt after, or 

posterior to the presentation of the evidence e. When new evidence, f say, is 

presented this posterior odds serves as the prior odds for the new piece of 

evidence. . . . Generalisation to more than two pieces of evidence follows in an 

intuitively straightforward manner. Schum [Evidential Foundations of 

Probabilistic Reasoning] (1994) gives a thorough analysis of how to apply Bayes 

theorem in different situations and for different kinds of evidence. Thus, Bayes 

theorem can be seen as a formal method for continuously updating our beliefs 

about a person’s guilt. Note here the use of probability as a measure of the 

strength of personal belief in a hypothesis. The use of the Bayesian framework 

in the law has been advocated for a long time (Lempert, [Modelling Relevance, 

89 Mich. L. Rev. 1021] 1977). However, it has not yet gained general acceptance 

in the courtrooms. It remains to be seen if this is because of practical problems 

which are currently insurmountable or perhaps because of a lack of education. 

A good introductory discussion of the application of Bayes theorem in a court 

case can be found in the interesting discussion in Allen et al. [Probability and 

Proof in State v. Skipper, 35 Jurimetrics J. 277] (1995). Another useful source 

for the uses and limitations of Bayesian ideas is Tillers and Green, [Probability 

and Inferences in the Law of Evidence: The Use and Limits of Bayesianism] 

(1988). 

Id. at 5–6. The authors conclude that the technique used in Shonubi was essentially 

intuitive rather than statistical, though statistics and a “semi-Bayesian approach” were 

relied upon. See generally S.E. Fienberg and M.O. Finkelstein, Bayesian Statistics and 

the Law, 130–146, in J.M. Bernardo, J.O. Berger, A.P. David & A.F.M. Smith, Bayesian 

Statistics (1996), for another formulae for application of Bayesian analysis. 

6. Students who are interested in the mathematical analysis will find extensive 

bibliographical references to the use of the Bayes and other formulae to aid triers in 

assessing statistical evidence in Kaye, The Laws of Probability and the Law of the Land, 

47 U. Chi. L. Rev. 34 (1979). The Table of Posterior Probability, below, is from M.O. 

Finkelstein, Quantitative Methods in Law, 90 (1978); the table does not, of course, take 

account of such attenuation of posterior probabilities that will be assigned subjectively 

by the trier because of belief in such factors as poor statistical bases, mistakes of testing 

or other credibility problems with experts, or of police misconduct. 

Finkelstein and Fairley, A Bayesian Approach to Identification Evidence, 83 Harv. 

L. Rev. 489 (1970), suggest the use of Bayes’s formula to convey to the jurors the probative 

force of the quantitative evidence. They illustrate their proposal by a graphic example. 

Suppose a woman’s body is found in a ditch. There is evidence that the deceased had a 

violent quarrel with her boyfriend the night before. He is known to have struck her on 

other occasions. Investigators find the murder weapon, a knife, whose handle bears a 

latent palm print similar to the defendant’s. The information on the print is limited so 

that an expert can say only that such prints appear in no more than one case in a 

thousand. Finkelstein and Fairley believe that the jurors will be aided in accurately 

assessing the total probative value of the evidence if they are first shown a chart 

depicting, in numerical terms, how much the probability that the defendant wielded the 
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murder weapon is enhanced by the discovery of the prints. The chart they use is set forth 

below. The mathematical tool for devising such a chart is the Bayes formula. Finkelstein 

and Fairley suggest using the Bayesian chart as a pedagogical device, which would give 

the jurors some guidance in assessing the significance of the statistical evidence. 

Table of Posterior Probabilities 

Frequency of 

Characteristic in Suspect 

Population 

Prior Probability 

.01 .1 .25 .50 .75 

.50 .019 .181 .400 .666 .857 

.25 .038 .307 .571 .800 .923 

.1 .091 .526 .769 .909 .967 

.01 .502 .917 .970 .990 .996 

.001 .909 .991 .997 .999 .999 

Among those critical of the above approach relying on mathematical analysis to 

assist in evaluating probabilities are Tribe, Trial by Mathematics: Precision and Ritual 

in Legal Process, 84 Harv. L. Rev. 1329 (1971); Brilmayer & Kornhauser, Review: 

Quantitative Methods and Legal Decisions, 46 U. Chi. L. Rev. 116 (1978). Many are 

merely dubious. See, e.g., Kaplan, Decision Theory and the Fact Finding Process, 20 Stan. 

L. Rev. 1065, 1083 ff. (1968). 

Even such a strong proponent of proper use of statistics and mathematical analysis 

as Professor Kaye warns of dangers in the Admissibility of “Probability Evidence” in 

Criminal Trials—Part I, 26 Jurimetrics J. 343 (1986), describing instances where dubious 

probability evidence was used. In Part II of this article, 27 Id. 160 (1987), he maintains: 

(1) that reasonable estimates of pertinent population proportions should be 

admissible, (2) that argument on the part of counsel as to corresponding 

estimates of the probability of a coincidental misidentification should be 

permitted, and (3) that neither expert opinions as to whether the defendant left 

the trace evidence nor displays of the posterior probability that defendant did 

so should be admissible. 

Minnesota, following Professor Tribe’s warning against reliance on statistical proof, 

in Minnesota v. Boyd, 331 N.W.2d 480 (Minn. 1983), held blood test results to show the 

defendant fathered the child were allowed, but the expert was only permitted to say that 

“the test results [are] consistent with” the view that defendant is the father of the baby. 

This was a rather pallid statement compared to the expert’s opinion (expressed outside 

the jury’s presence) that “1121 unrelated men would have to be randomly selected from 

the general population of men before another man would be found with all the 

appropriate genes to have fathered the child in question.” 

7. The “Paradox of the Gatecrasher”, originally posed by Jonathan Cohen, an English 

philosopher of science, presents interesting problems in applying probability theory to 

the process of legal proof: 

Consider a case in which it is common ground that 499 people paid for 

admission to a rodeo, and that 1,000 are counted on the seats, of whom A is one. 

Suppose no tickets were issued and there can be no testimony as to whether A 

paid for admission or climbed over the fence. So there is a .501 probability, on 

the admitted facts, that he did not pay. The conventionally accepted theory of 
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probability would apparently imply that in such circumstances the rodeo 

organizers are entitled to judgment against A for the admission money, since 

the balance of the probability would lie in their favor. But it seems manifestly 

unjust that A should lose when there is an agreed probability of as high as .499 

that he in fact paid for admission. 

Indeed, if the organizers were really entitled to judgment against A, they 

would be entitled to judgment against each person in the same position as A. 

So they might conceivably be entitled to recover 1,000 admission prices when 

it was admitted that 499 had actually been paid. The absurd injustice of this 

suffices to show that there is something wrong somewhere. But where? 

Kaye, The Paradox of the Gatecrasher and Other Stories, 1979 Ariz. St. L.J. 101, quoting 

the paradox almost verbatim from L. Cohen: The Probable and the Provable 75 (1977). 

For the two authors’ particular resolutions of the paradox, see Kaye, supra, at 104–108, 

Cohen, supra, at 270. See also the response of Cohen, Subjective Probability and the 

Paradox of the Gatecrasher, 1981 Ariz. L.J. 627, and Professor Kaye’s surrebuttal, 

Paradoxes, Gedanken Experiments and the Burden of Proof: A Response to Dr. Cohen’s 

Reply. Id. at 635. See generally, Eggleston, The Probability Debate, 1980 Crim. L. Rev. 

678, 681 (“[I]f one accepts that the figures postulated make it more probable then not that 

a person chosen at random from the group of spectators did not pay, I do not see why that 

evidence would not be admissible, and being admitted make a prima facie case.”); 

Williams, The Mathematics of Proof—I, 1979 Crim. L. Rev. 297, 304 (Even if only fifty 

spectators paid for their seats, “[i]t would still be wrong to give judgment against A.”). To 

what extent does an unimaginably high a priori probability deflect inquiry from the 

special facts of the case at hand? Compare the effect of statutory presumptions; if 98% of 

all heroin in the United States is illegally imported, should the factfinder be allowed to 

infer importation from the single fact of possession? See discussion of constitutionality of 

presumptions, in Chapter 8, infra. 

8. A great deal of basic research on how people think, remember, reason and come to 

conclusions has been followed with fascination by lawyers, students, and judges, who 

have tended to ignore intradisciplinary debates such as those of the cognitive and 

behaviorist psychologists. See Introduction: The Nature of Testimonial Proof, Chapter 4, 

infra. Some of that research has been applied to such matters as Jury Instructions. See, 

e.g., M.F. Kaplan, The Impact of Social Psychology on Procedural Justice 44 (1986). Other 

data have been used in such matters as determining the proper scope of expert testimony 

in assisting the trier to assess eyewitness testimony, id. at 109, or in jury selection. Id. at 

167. Some of this material finds its way into practical guides for lawyers. See, e.g., D.E. 

Vinson, Jury Trials: The Psychology of Winning Strategy, xiii (1986): 

It has been said that there are key moments in every trial. These are the voir 

dire, the opening statement, the presentation of certain critical visual 

communications, and the testimony of key witnesses. Critical issues for jurors 

in any trial are relatively small numbers of anchoring ideas which they use to 

form their own understanding of a case. These ideas can be legal points, but 

they are often psychological or emotional issues which may not be immediately 

evident from a legal standpoint. An important part of psychological strategy in 

any trial is aimed at uncovering these key issues. 

In the courtroom, the emotional and stereotypical feelings of triers, witnesses and 

lawyers need to be recognized. See, e.g., Goleman, “Useful” Modes of Thinking Contribute 

to the Power of Prejudice; Studies of strong stereotypes also point to the primacy of 

feelings over rational thought, N.Y. Times, p. c. 1 (May 12, 1987) (cognitive role of 

categorizing and stereotyping essential to living). They also affect judgments in setting 
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policy and risk analysis in regulation and product development. See, e.g., Slovic, 

Perception of Risk, 236 Science 280 (April 1987): 

The elusive and hard to manage qualities of today’s hazards have forced the 

creation of a new intellectual discipline called risk assessment, designed to aid 

in identifying, characterizing and quantifying risk. . . . Whereas technologically 

sophisticated analysts employ side assessment to evaluate hazards, the 

majority of citizens rely on intuitive risk judgments, typically called ‘risk 

perceptions’. For these people experience with hazards tends to come from the 

news media, which rather thoroughly document mishaps and threats occurring 

throughout the world. The dominant perception for most Americans (and one 

that contrasts sharply with the views of professional risk assessors) is that they 

face more risk today than in the past and that future risks will be even greater 

than today’s. 

See also specific perceptions on toxic substances and cancer under judicial notice, Chapter 

9, infra. 

To the same effect is work by Professor Dan Kahan (et. al—Kahan has been a 

collaborator of Paul Slovic). See, e.g., Kahan, Hoffman, Braman, Whose Eyes are You 

Going to Believe? Scott v. Harris and the Perils of Cognitive Illiberalism, 122 Harv. L. 

Rev. 837, 838 (2009): 

This Article accepts the unusual invitation to “see for yourself” issued by the 

Supreme Court in Scott v. Harris, 127 S. Ct. 1769 (2007). Scott held that a 

police officer did not violate the Fourth Amendment when he deliberately 

rammed his car into that of a fleeing motorist who refused to pull over for 

speeding and instead sought to evade the police in a high-speed chase. The 

majority did not attempt to rebut the arguments of the single Justice who 

disagreed with its conclusion that “no reasonable juror” could find that the 

fleeing driver did not pose a deadly risk to the public. Instead, the Court 

uploaded to its website a video of the chase, filmed from inside the pursuing 

police cruisers, and invited members of the public to make up their own minds 

after viewing it. We showed the video to a diverse sample of 1350 Americans. 

Overall, a majority agreed with the Court’s resolution of the key issues, but 

within the sample there were sharp differences of opinion along cultural, 

ideological, and other lines. We attribute these divisions to the psychological 

disposition of individuals to resolve disputed facts in a manner supportive of 

their group identities. The Article also addresses the normative significance of 

these findings. The result in the case, we argue, might be defensible, but the 

Court’s reasoning was not. Its insistence that there was only one “reasonable” 

view of the facts itself reflected a form of bias—cognitive illiberalism—that 

consists in the failure to recognize the connection between perceptions of 

societal risk and contested visions of the ideal society. When courts fail to take 

steps to counteract that bias, they needlessly invest the law with culturally 

partisan overtones that detract from the law’s legitimacy. 

Also deeply pertinent here is exciting research on the way in which the confirmation bias, 

a tendency apparently deeply imbued in human cognition, selectively to screen out 

evidence that is inconsistent with previously held beliefs and credit instead to evidence 

that confirms those beliefs. See Daniel Kahneman, Thinking, Fast and Slow 81 (2011) 

(“The operations of associative memory contribute to a general confirmation bias. When 

asked, ‘Is Sam friendly?’ different instances of Sam’s behavior will come to mind than 

would if you had been asked ‘Is Sam unfriendly?’ A deliberate search for confirming 

evidence, known as positive test strategy, is also how System 2 tests a hypothesis. 
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Contrary to the rules of philosophers of science, who advise testing hypotheses by trying 

to refute them, people (and scientists, quite often) seek data that are likely to be 

compatible with the beliefs they currently hold. The confirmatory bias of System 1 favors 

uncritical acceptance of suggestions and exaggeration of the likelihood of extreme and 

improbable events.” (emphases in original)); H. Mercier and D. Sperber, Why do humans 

reason? Arguments for an argumentative theory, 34 Behavioral and Brain Sciences 57 

(2011). 

How will such perceptions, stereotypes, prejudices and psychological and social 

psychological information be obtained by the lawyer? How will it affect what happens in 

the courtroom? How can or should the rules of court procedure and evidence be affected 

by this information? See, e.g., Frederick Schauer, Profiles, Probabilities, and Stereotypes 

(2003); Gold, Causation in Toxic Torts: Burdens of Proof, Standards of Persuasion, and 

Statistical Evidence, 96 Yale L.J. 376 (1986); National Research Council, Proceedings of 

Conference on Valuing Health Risks, Costs, and Benefits for Environmental Policy 

Making (June 23–24, 1987) and particularly M.J. Machine, The Economic Theory of 

Choice under Uncertainty at 30 (“alternative means of representing or ‘framing’ 

probabilistically equivalent choice problems will lead to systematic differences in choice”). 

The problems of risk analysis for substantive purposes are analogous. See, e.g., Stephen 

Breyer, Breaking the Vicious Circle: Toward Effective Risk Management (1993). See also 

introduction to witnesses, Chapter 4, infra. Systematic errors in assessing probabilistic 

information and in misleading heuristics throw serious doubt on the ability of triers to 

formulate probabilities correctly. Id. Are these conclusions, reached largely on the basis 

of laboratory studies, valid in the courtroom? 

Does “jury science” utilized to advise litigants on how jurors of certain backgrounds 

may react to a case and how the evidence and arguments can deal with specific jurors 

offer help in rationalizing trials? See, e.g., Jeremy W. Barber, The Jury is Still Out: The 

Role of Jury Science in the Modern American Courtroom, 31 Am. Crim. L. Rev. 1225 

(1994) (suggesting, among other devices for dealing with this matter, equal access to data, 

state funding for indigent defendants, abolishing peremptory challenges, and conducting 

the voir dire only by the court). See, e.g., the kinds of research available from commercial 

firms, Donald E. Vinson (of Decision Quest, Inc.), The O.J. Simpson Trial: A Lesson in 

Persuasion (1996) (referring not only to selection of jurors and persuasion in court, but to 

a calculated pretrial effort to deal with the media and, through it, potential jurors). 

Ethnic and gender backgrounds had an impact on reaction to the O.J. Simpson verdict. 

Post-verdict surveys showed 42% of “blacks” thought Simpson not guilty, compared to 

16% of whites. Surprisingly, 23% of “black” males thought him guilty, but only 7% of 

“black” females were of this opinion. In view of this analysis is this a case fairly 

characterized as demonstrating jury nullification? See Jack B. Weinstein, Considering 

Jury “Nullification”: When May and Should a Jury Reject The Law to Do Justice, 30 Am. 

Crim. L. Rev. 239 (1993). 

Should behavioral research be conducted to identify conditions that might cause a 

trier of fact to misinterpret such evidence as DNA profiling and how well various ways of 

presenting expert evidence on DNA can reduce such misunderstandings? How might such 

research affect jury selection as well as methods of presenting evidence? 

To what extent can these problems be dealt with by the voir dire in jury selection or 

by instruction by the court. See Mansfield, Jury Notice, 74 Georgetown L.J. 395 (1985). 

To what extent are all of the lawyer’s tactical decisions at the trial affected by such 

considerations. See D.E. Vinson, Jury Trials: The Psychology of Winning Strategy, xiii 

(1986). Critical of the Vinson approach is Gold, Psychological Manipulation in the 

Courtroom, 66 Neb. L. Rev. 562 (1987); 65 N.C. L. Rev. 481 (1987). 
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9. Whether or not various mathematical models and statistical tools are explicitly 

brought to the attention of jurors through experts, arguments of counsel or judicial notice, 

an attempt to understand them has an important bearing on the practitioner’s approach 

to preparation for trial and trial itself. Moreover, since the lawyer is often a factfinder 

himself in nonlitigation settings such as advising a client whether there is sufficient risk 

of harm to consumer or environment to warrant production of a product or whether to 

report a matter to the S.E.C. or police or change employment techniques to avoid 

discrimination litigation, he or she must attempt to understand how people arrive at 

decisions and how the process may be improved. 

A particularly useful article is Saks & Kidd’s, Human Information Processing and 

Adjudication: Trial by Heuristics, 15 L. & Soc’y Rev. 123 (1980) (relying on behavioral 

decision theory and research particularly of Professor Tversky, and extensive 

bibliography in the article, with emphasis on the problem of squaring individual triers’ 

intuitive assumptions of base rates and empirical observation of such rates when they 

must integrate this information with case-specific information). Illustrative of how people 

use simplifying mental operations, called “heuristics” to reduce the complexity of 

information and to integrate it with other knowledge in making decisions, is the following 

example from Saks and Kidd at 127–29: 

The following description is of a man selected at random from a group 

composed of 70 lawyers and 30 engineers. “John is a 39-year-old man. He is 

married and has two children. He is active in local politics. The hobby that he 

most enjoys is rare book collecting. He is competitive, argumentative, and 

articulate.” A large group of respondents was asked to estimate the probability 

that John is a lawyer rather than an engineer. Their median probability 

estimate was .95. Another group of respondents was asked the same question, 

except that they were first told that the group from which John was selected 

consisted of 30 lawyers and 70 engineers. The second group’s median estimate 

of the likelihood that John is a lawyer was also .95. Information about the 

composition of the group from which John was selected logically should have 

affected the estimated probability, but it had no effect at all on the decision 

makers’ judgment. (This problem is taken from Kahneman and Tversky, 1973 

[“On the Psychology of Predictions,” 80 Psychological Review 237].) Only at the 

extremes of the distributions, where the group approaches 100 lawyers and 0 

engineers (or the converse) do the decision makers become sensitive to the 

information about group composition. . . . 

The . . . example illustrates how human decision making tends to be 

insensitive to base rates when case-specific information is available. Given only 

the group base rates—30 lawyers: 70 engineers—people rely heavily on this 

information to make their judgments. They correctly say the probability is .30 

that the person selected is a lawyer. When descriptive case-specific information 

is added, they tend to ignore the numerical base rate and rely instead on the 

degree to which the description of John is representative of their stereotype of 

lawyers. Subjects base their estimate of the probability that John is a lawyer 

on the degree of correspondence between his description and their stereotype 

of lawyers as argumentative, competitive, and politically aware. Given the 

base-rate data in this example, it is 5.44 times as likely that John is a lawyer 

when the group is composed of 70 lawyers and 30 engineers than when the 

opposite membership distribution holds. 

See also, e.g., Lempert, Modeling Relevance, 75 Mich. L. Rev. 1021 (1977); R. Nisbett & 

L. Ross, Human Inference (1980), reviewed by Spitzer, 9 Hofstra L. Rev. 1621 (1981); 
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Loftus and Beach, Human Inference and Judgment, Is the Glass Half Empty or Half 

Full?, 34 Stan. L. Rev. 939 (1982), reviewing R. Nisbett and R. Beach, Human Inference: 

Strategies and Shortcomings of Social Judgment (1980). Cullison, Probability Analysis of 

Judicial Fact Finding: A Preliminary Outline of the Subjective Approach, 1969 Toledo L. 

Rev. 538; Jackson, Probability and Mathematics in Court Fact-Finding, 31 N. Ireland 

Legal Q. 239 (1980) (referring to both Commonwealth and American literature). 

It may well be that newer information on trier’s reasoning can be utilized most 

effectively at this stage in our development in fact finding situations outside the 

courtroom. Often, however, the “factual” and “normative” decisions in such situations are 

mingled, making it difficult sometimes to distinguish between a scientific or managerial 

fact consensus and a negotiated agreement where policy such as corporate or 

governmental image and risks are at stake. See, e.g., Center for Public Resources, 

Dispute Management, A Manual of Innovative Corporate Strategies for the Avoidance 

and Resolution of Legal Disputes (1980); M.R. Wessel, Science and Conscience, xii-xiv 

(1980) (“Socioscientific disputes have a number of important special characteristics which 

distinguish them from older, more traditional disputes;” adversarialism leads to 

increased public acrimony; a “scientific consensus finding conference” might avoid such 

difficulties; a “rule of reason” requiring much more candor is recommended). The process 

may even be designed to avoid fact finding that pins the parties down to an outcome based 

upon assessment of real world events. See, e.g., R. Fisher & W. Ury, Getting to Yes, 

Negotiating Agreement Without Giving In (1980) (fact finding, except in a reference to 

use of “phony facts” among “tricky tactics,” p. 138, is not mentioned). Compare the “give” 

in court fact finding permitted by the rules of burdens of proof and degree of probability 

required. 

10. Research and writing on the theory of decision making in courts, other adjudicative 

bodies and rule making fora was reflected in the rich symposium published in 66 Boston 

University Law Review 377 (1986). The primary issue as stated by Professor Twining 

was “what constitutes valid cogent, and appropriate modes of reasoning about disputed 

questions of fact in adjudication.” Id. at 391. See also the symposium contributions by 

Professors Green, Tillers, Allen, Lempert, Zuckerman, Friedman, Nesson, Cohn, 

Edwards, Shafer, Feinberg, Kaye, Brilmayer, Martin, Schervish, Shafer, Schum, 

Edwards, Ashford, and Nance. Gardenfas et al., Evidential Value: Philosophical Judicial 

and Psychological Aspects of a Theory (1983); Cohen, Confidence in Probability: Burdens 

of Persuasion in a World of Imperfect Knowledge, 60 N.Y.U. L. Rev. 385 (1985); 

Pennington and Hastie, Evidence Evaluation in Complex Decision-making, 51 J. of 

Personality and Social Psychology 242 (1986); Pennington and Hastie, Juror Decision-

Making models: Use Generalization Gap, 89 Psychological Bulletin 246 (1981) (in their 

later unpublished writings the authors have developed a “story model” for juror decision 

making). See generally, Richard D. Friedman, Assessing Evidence, 94 Mich. L. Rev. 1810, 

reviewing C.G.G. Aitken, Statistics and the Evaluation of Evidence for Forensic 

Scientists (1995); Bernard Robertson and G.A. Vignaux, Interpreting Evidence: 

Evaluating Forensic Science in the Courtroom (1995); David A. Schum, Evidential 

Foundations of Probablistic Reasoning (1994). 

In a sense, the burgeoning of theoretical discussion of the theory of proof and of 

inference and decisionmaking is a response to a whole host of new economic, scientific, 

social, philosophical and political problems placing our regulatory and judicial system 

under increasing strain. We expect more precision and certainty from our scientists and 

our courts than they can often deliver. See e.g., Jack B. Weinstein Individual Justice in 

Mass Tort Litigation, 115 (1995) (“We tend to exaggerate the purity of scientists and their 

ability to provide precise answers when needed.”). Should a judicial system in a 
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democracy such as ours try to find the best answers to issues of fact and face up to the 

unreliability and lack of precision of much of our fact finding? What values favor 

disguising lack of certainty in fact finding, treating our triers as infallible and their 

judgments as if they were in fact, indubitably accurate? How can lawyers, judges and 

juries use new forms of evidence and more sophisticated reasoning effectively? For a 

detailed philosophical examination of the problem of juror competence with mathematical 

and empirical scientific expert evidence, see Brewer, Scientific Expert Testimony and 

Intellectual Due Process, 107 Yale L.J. 1535 (1998). 

11. Should there be any difference in the reasoning techniques used depending on the 

degrees of risk involved? See Chapter 7, infra, on burdens of proof. Kaplan, Decision 

Theory and the Factfinding Process, 20 Stan. L. Rev. 1065, 1073–74 (1968): 

Probably the most important reason why we do not attempt to express 

reasonable doubt in terms of quantitative odds, however, is that in any rational 

system the utilities (or disutilities) that determine the necessary probability of 

guilt will vary with the crime for which the defendant is being tried, and indeed 

with the particular defendant. In a criminal trial, as in any decision process, 

we must consider the utilities associated with differing decisions of the 

particular case at issue—not just the average utilities over many disparate 

types of criminal cases. Thus the rational factfinder should consider the 

disadvantages of convicting this defendant of this crime if he is innocent as 

compared with those of acquitting him if he is guilty. It is obviously far less 

serious to society, for instance, to acquit an embezzler, who, in any event, may 

find it very difficult to be placed again in a position of trust, than it would be to 

acquit a child molester, since the latter crime is one that tends to be repeated. 

The utilities . . . will vary then, not only with the seriousness of the offense, but 

with the danger of its repetition. 

Speaking of the problem of the officer in the street making the decision to stop and frisk 

a passerby, the Supreme Court noted, United States v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 411 (1981): 

The process does not deal with hard certainties, but with probabilities. Long 

before the law of probabilities was articulated as such, practical people 

formulated certain common sense conclusions about human behavior; jurors as 

factfinders are permitted to do the same—and so are law enforcement officers. 

Finally, the evidence thus collected must be seen and weighed not in terms of 

library analysis by scholars, but as understood by those versed in the field of 

law enforcement. 

12. On the importance of statistical proof see, e.g., Stephen E. Feinberg, Samuel H. 

Krislov, Miron L. Straf, Understanding and Evaluating Statistical Evidence in Litigation, 

36 Jurimetrics 1 (1995). Compare with Collins, supra, cases utilizing “trait evidence” for 

the purpose of identification in both civil and criminal cases. See, e.g., United States v. 

Massey, 594 F.2d 676 (8th Cir.1979) (a conviction for bank robbery was reversed where 

crucial evidence against defendant consisted of an analysis comparing hair samples found 

at the scene of the crime with those found in a ski mask resembling that used in 

commission of the crime; it was held that the prosecutors remarks suggesting the expert’s 

analysis of the hair samples was 99.4% foolproof “confused the probability of concurrence 

of identifying marks with probability of mistaken identification,” thus having the effect 

of making the uncertain seem all but proven; reversible error); State v. Carlson, 267 

N.W.2d 170 (Minn.1978) (expert testimony that there was only a 1-in-800 chance that 

foreign pubic hairs found on victim did not come from defendant and 1-in-400 chance that 

head hairs found in victim’s hand did not belong to defendant was improperly received 

since such statistical probability testimony could suggest by qualification, guilt beyond a 
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reasonable doubt). See also, Kaye, The Laws of Probability and the Law of the Land, 47 

U. Chi. L. Rev. 34 (1979); Charrow and Smith, Upper and Lower Bounds for Probability 

of Guilt Based on Circumstantial Evidence, 70 J. Am. Stat. Ass’n 555 (1975) (the authors 

develop a mathematical model for use in determining the probability that the suspect 

and the perpetrator are one and the same based solely on the circumstantial evidence, 

i.e., matching traits, with a key assumption that the underlying events were independent 

or any dependence is de minimis; they suggest such independence occurs in cases 

involving typewriter identification, fingerprint identification, or in a scenario where a 

perpetrator with facial scars and a blue overcoat is seen fleeing the scene in a Chevrolet 

pickup); Gaudette and Keeping, An Attempt at Determining Probabilities in Human 

Scalp Hair Comparison, 19 J. For. Sci. 599, 605 (1974). Cf. Lincoln, Blood Group Evidence 

for the Defense, 20 Med. Sci. Law 239 (1980). Note the method of offering blood evidence 

by affidavit in California Evidence Code § 712. 

See United States v. Shonubi, 103 F.3d 1085 (2d Cir. 1997), reversing 895 F.Supp. 

460 (E.D.N.Y. 1995), criticized in 962 F.Supp. 370 (E.D.N.Y. 1997) on the ground that 

statistical evidence was not “specific evidence” required in the context of sentencing 

guidelines. Is this a distortion of Rules 401 and 402? 

13. Many of the scientific proof avenues are limited by extrinsic policies. See the 

discussion in Chapter 7, infra. For example, a suspect may be ordered to give a blood 

sample if there is a clear indication of need and the method of intrusion into the suspect 

is safe and reliable. In re Abe A., 437 N.E.2d 265 (N.Y. 1982). What inference can be 

drawn from a suspect’s refusal to cooperate? What constitutional issues are implicated? 

See 437 N.E.2d at 268: 

[I]n Cupp v. Murphy, 412 U.S. 291 [removal of fingernail scrapings] and in 

Schmerber v. California, 384 U.S. 757 [testing for alcohol in blood], the 

Supreme Court, while in each case excusing the absence of a warrant because 

of “the ready destructibility of the evidence,” emphasized that the police had 

the requisite probable cause (Cupp v. Murphy, supra, at pp. 294–296; 

Schmerber v. California, supra, at pp. 770–771). . . . [W]hen the physical 

evidence whose possession is the raison d’etre for detaining a person cannot be 

altered or destroyed, as in the case of the type of blood integral to one’s body 

(Graves v. Beto, 301 F.Supp. 264, 265, affd. 424 F.2d 524), by definition there 

can be no exigency to justify exemption from the warrant standard of probable 

cause. . . . 

How would you treat an operation to obtain a bullet from defendant’s body to 

compare its rifling marks with the bullets fired from the victim’s gun in order to show 

that the defendant was the person the deceased fired at and therefore more probably the 

person who shot at the deceased? 

14. The use of statistics and explicit reference to probability theory and mathematics in 

the courtroom has increased enormously in recent years. A number of factors explain this 

increased use. First, the loosening of the rules of evidence governing experts has made it 

easier to use statistics. Second, the substantive law is increasingly based on social and 

economic changes which require statistics as proof—e.g., discrimination, antitrust or 

carcinogen-based environmental damages cases. Third, technological developments such 

as computers and large available data bases make statistical proof easier. Fourth, 

expanding government regulation has presented factual issues and administrative staff 

inviting the use of statistical argument. Fifth, the more positive attitude of the legal 

profession and education of young lawyers favors this kind of proof. 
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15. While courts are reluctant to replace traditional adjudicative methods with more 

complex forms of mathematical analysis, intuitive appraisals of statistics frequently 

underlie racial discrimination cases. See, e.g., Texas Department of Community Affairs 

v. Burdine, 450 U.S. 248 (1981); D.C. Baldus & J.W.L. Cole, Statistical Proof of 

Discrimination (1979); discussion of Burdens of Proof Chapter 8, infra. See also Keyes v. 

School District Number 1, 413 U.S. 189 (1973) (school desegregation); Swain v. Alabama, 

380 U.S. 202 (1965) (court viewed statistical evidence as showing that few African-

Americans have been selected to serve on juries); United States v. Jenkins, 496 F.2d 57 

(2d Cir.), cert. denied, 420 U.S. 925 (1975) (jury selection); Hawkins v. Town of Shaw, 437 

F.2d 1286 (5th Cir. 1971) (municipal improvements); See also, Note, 89 Harv. L. Rev. 387 

(1975). “Scientifically designed samples and polls, meeting the tests of necessity and 

trustworthiness, are useful adjuncts to conventional methods of proof and may contribute 

materially to shortening the trial of the complex case.” Federal Judicial Center, Manual 

for Complex and Multidistrict Litigation, 2.612. See Rosado v. Wyman, 322 F.Supp. 1173, 

1180–1181 (E.D.N.Y.), aff’d 437 F.2d 619 (2d Cir. 1970) (citing considerable authority): 

Such mathematical and statistical methods are well recognized by the 

courts as reliable and acceptable in determining adjudicative facts. [Extensive 

citations omitted.] It was a principal recommendation of the prestigious 

committee which wrote the Manual for Complex and Multidistrict Litigation 

that “[s]cientifically designed samples . . . meeting the tests of necessity and 

trustworthiness . . . [be used to] contribute materially to shortening the trial of 

the complex case.” Manual for Complex and Multidistrict Litigation, supra, at 

2.612. 

Statisticians can tell us with some assurance what the reliability factors 

and probabilities are. Only the law can decide, as a matter of procedural and 

substantive policy, what probabilities will be required before the courts will 

change the status quo by granting a remedy. 

See also United States v. Twitty, 72 F.3d 228 (1st Cir. 1995) (statistics about guns 

retrieved by the police to show unlawful sale); South Dakota Pub. Util. Comm’n v. FERC, 

643 F.2d 504 (8th Cir. 1981) (use of statistical models to determine propriety of 

accelerated depreciation of public utility’s gas pipeline); Contemporary Mission Inc. v. 

Famous Music Corp., 557 F.2d 918 (2d Cir.1977) (a statistical analysis of record industry 

sales figures offered by the plaintiff to prove how successful its record might have been if 

defendant had not breached his contract); American Brands, Inc. v. R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 

Co., 413 F.Supp. 1352 (S.D.N.Y. 1976) (poll used in a false advertising case to determine 

consumer’s reaction to the advertisement): United States v. Lopez, 328 F.Supp. 1077 

(S.D.N.Y.1971) (probable cause to search airline passengers based on statistical “profile” 

of recurring characteristics in hijackers); Boucher v. Bomhoff, 495 P.2d 77 (Ala. 1972) (at 

issue was whether prefatory language of the constitutional referendum ballot suggested 

that a constitutional convention had to be held; lower court admitting the results of a 

survey conducted to determine if the prefatory language had a bias towards an 

affirmative vote was proper, concurring opinion per J. Erwin); 

16. Sometimes the statistical analysis becomes the basis for what is in effect a 

substantive rule of law. See, for example, the two-or-three-standard deviation rule for 

assessing significance in a jury discrimination case. While the Court spoke of a prima 

facie case and shifting burdens, was it really creating a rule of substantive law that could 

be easily applied in Castaneda v. Partida, 430 U.S. 482, 497 n. 17 (1977) when it wrote: 

If the jurors were drawn randomly from the general population, then the 

number of Mexican-Americans in the sample could be modeled by a binomial 

distribution. See Finkelstein, The Application of Statistical Decision Theory to 
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the Jury Discrimination Cases, 80 Harv.L.Rev. 338, 353–356 (1966). See 

generally P. Hoel, Introduction to Mathematical Statistics 58–61, 79–86 (4th 

ed. 1971); F. Mosteller, R. Rourke, & G. Thomas, Probability with Statistical 

Applications 130–146, 270–291 (2d ed. 1970). Given that 79.1% of the 

population is Mexican-American, the expected number of Mexican-Americans 

among the 870 persons summoned to serve as grand jurors over the 11-year 

period is approximately 688. The observed number is 339. Of course, in any 

given drawing some fluctuation from the expected number is predicted. The 

important point however, is that the statistical model shows that the results of 

a random drawing are likely to fall in the vicinity of the expected value. See F. 

Mosteller, R. Rourke, & G. Thomas, supra, at 270–290. The measure of the 

predicted fluctuations from the expected value is the standard deviation, 

defined for the binomial distribution as the square root of the product of the 

total number in the sample (here 870) times the probability of selecting a 

Mexican-American (0.791) times the probability of selecting a non-Mexican-

American (0.209). Id., at 213. Thus, in this case the standard deviation is 

approximately 12. As a general rule for such large samples, if the difference 

between the expected value and the observed number is greater than two or three 

standard deviations, then the hypothesis that the jury drawing was random 

would be suspect to a social scientist. The 11-year data here reflect a difference 

between the expected and observed number of Mexican-Americans of 

approximately 29 standard deviations. A detailed calculation reveals that the 

likelihood that such a substantial departure from the expected value would 

occur by chance is less than 1 in 10. 

The data for the 2½-year period during which the State District Judge 

supervised the selection process similarly support the inference that the 

exclusion of Mexican-Americans did not occur by chance. Of 220 persons called 

to serve as grand jurors, only 100 were Mexican-Americans. The expected 

Mexican-American representation is approximately 174 and the standard 

deviation, as calculated from the binomial model, is approximately six. The 

discrepancy between the expected and observed values is more than 12 

standard deviations. Again, a detailed calculation shows that the likelihood of 

drawing not more than 100 Mexican-Americans by chance is negligible, being 

less than 1 in 10. (Emphasis supplied; footnotes omitted.) 

Compare Kaye, The Numbers Game: Statistical Inference in Discrimination Cases, 

80 Mich. L. Rev. 833, 840 (1984), criticizing two standard deviation rule as requiring 

higher than a more probable than not standard, with particular objection to the 

application in Hazelwood School District v. United States, 433 U.S. 299 (1977). See also 

Kaye, Is Proof of Statistical Significance Relevant, 61 Washington L. Rev. 1333 (1986). 

Proper use of statistical evidence requires extensive early planning, often with the 

assistance of the court to obtain data bases both sides can use and to narrow differences 

among the experts. See, e.g., Trout v. Hidalgo, 517 F.Supp. 873, 877 n. 4 (D.C. Cir. 1981): 

The data used by both parties’ experts for statistical analysis consisted of a 

computer tape and a computer printout furnished to plaintiffs by defendants in 

response to an interrogatory. The tape included eighteen recent job actions 

taken with respect to each employee from 1970 to 1979, as well as the 

employee’s age, sex, date of entry in federal service, date of hire by, and 

departure from, NARDAC, and the prior employing agency. The printout 

included age, sex, educational level, date of entry in federal service, date of hire 

by NAVCOSSACT, and all job actions between 1972 and 1977. These data, from 
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which all subsequent analyses were derived, were first requested by plaintiffs 

on May 9, 1980, five weeks before the trial began. Some of the deficiencies in 

the parties’ statistical analysis can be traced directly to certain gaps in these 

two sources of data. Had either party focused its attention earlier on the critical 

role statistical analysis would play in the proof of this case, it might have been 

possible to obtain and analyze the personnel records themselves as a basis for 

more accurate determinations. 

7. NEGATIVE INFERENCES BASED ON DISBELIEF OF 

TESTIMONY 

The trier of fact may disbelieve the testimony of a witness even though that 

testimony is uncontradicted. Does the rejection of the witness’s testimony warrant a 

negative inference, that the opposite of what he says is true? Thus, if the defendant 

testifies that he has paid a debt and he is not believed, should the jury—on this 

testimony alone—be permitted to conclude that he has not paid the debt? 

A philosopher might approach this question by asking whether a juror could 

believe some proposition to be true, but disbelieve a particular witness’s claim to 

know that it was true. For example, the jury might believe that the witness was 

drunk when standing at the intersection where the accident occurred, and thus 

disbelieve the witness’s testimony “I know that the light was green when the truck 

hit the car,” but they could still believe it true that the light was green. Such a juror, 

the philosopher might conclude from this example, is rationally coherent, and thus 

this is one illustration of how disbelieving a person’s testimony that a proposition is 

true does not always warrant the conclusion that the proposition is false. 

Appellate courts have generally announced the rule that disbelief of testimony 

is not the equivalent of proof of facts contrary to that testimony—and so they seem 

to endorse the same view that our exemplary philosopher reasoned her way to in the 

example above. E.g., Hudiburgh v. Palvic, 274 S.W.2d 94, 99 (Tex. Civ. App. 1954); 

Maniscalco v. Director, 97 N.E.2d 639, 642 (Mass. 1951) (review of an administrative 

decision). But see Duffy v. National Janitorial Services, Inc., 240 A.2d 527 (Pa. 1968). 

In Pariso v. Towse, 45 F.2d 962, 964 (2d Cir. 1930), Judge Hand also recognized the 

rule that disbelief of testimony is not the equivalent of proof of facts contrary to that 

testimony: “Upon such an issue as that at bar it might indeed be possible to argue 

that the owner’s denial could be used in positive support of his consent. He has 

personal acquaintance with the fact, and the jury is certainly free to find 

affirmatively that his denial is untrue. Moreover, to find the denial false of something 

necessarily known to the witness, ought to result in finding true the proposition 

denied. That, however, would, at least if generalized, carry matters too far. An 

executor could not, for example, prove a contract with his testator by calling the 

promisor, and demanding a verdict because his denial was patently untrue. The law 

does not ordinarily cut so fine; a party must produce affirmative proof.” See also 

Orena v. United States, 956 F.Supp. 1071 (E.D.N.Y. 1997). Similar reasoning was 

used in Kirby v. President, Etc., Delaware & H. Canal Co., 46 N.Y.S. 777, 780 

(N.Y.A.D. 3d Dept. 1897): The proponent of a fact “cannot call his adversary as a 

witness as to that fact, elicit testimony from him to the effect that such alleged fact 

has no existence, and then call upon the jury to discredit the evidence of such 

adversary simply because he is interested as a party, and to base upon the assumed 

falsity of his evidence an affirmative finding of the existence of such alleged fact, 
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without any other evidence of its existence, or from which it may be inferred.” Is this 

reasoning implicitly based on a sporting theory of justice—i.e., each side ought to 

obtain its proof without the aid of the other? Is there more reason to apply the rule 

in criminal than in civil cases? Would it tend to discourage a defendant from taking 

the witness stand whenever his attorney had a serious doubt about whether the 

plaintiff had proved a prima facie case? If no such rule existed would the power of 

the courts to control juries be reduced? 

Consider the following situations: 

1. Defendant moves for summary judgment and plaintiff’s affidavit presents no 

evidence but merely urges the possibility of cross-examining the defendant or his 

witnesses. In Dyer v. MacDougall, 201 F.2d 265 (2d Cir. 1952), plaintiff’s complaint 

alleged that defendant slandered him in plaintiff’s absence, but in the presence of 

two witnesses. Defendant’s motion for summary judgment was supported by his own 

affidavit and those of the alleged witnesses, all denying that the slander had been 

committed. The trial judge summarily dismissed the complaint and the second circuit 

affirmed. Judge Hand recognized that the jury might rationally be convinced by the 

demeanor of the defendant on the witness stand that the truth was the opposite of 

what he said it was. Nevertheless, he voted to affirm: “This is owing to the fact that 

otherwise in such cases there could not be an effective appeal from the judge’s 

disposition of a motion for a directed verdict. He, who has seen and heard the 

‘demeanor’ evidence, may have been right or wrong in thinking that it gave rational 

support to a verdict; yet, since that evidence has disappeared, it will be impossible 

for an appellate court to say which he was.” (footnote omitted). 

Judge Frank disagreed with Judge Hand’s reasoning, although voting to affirm 

on other grounds. First he pointed out that the problem bothering Judge Hand is 

equally pressing in any case in which oral testimony plays a significant role; then 

Judge Frank disposed of the issue by noting that on a motion for a directed verdict 

the trial judge does not weigh the evidence, including the credibility of witnesses, but 

assumes that the jury will believe all the evidence, including demeanor evidence, 

favorable to the adverse party. “The rule that a trial judge . . . may not legitimately 

consider demeanor in considering directed verdict motions means that his orders on 

such motions are readily reviewable.” See N.L.R.B. v. Walton Manufacturing Co., 

369 U.S. 404, 408, 417–21 (1962), for a sharp difference among the members of the 

Court as to practical significance and application of the principles put forward in 

Dyer v. MacDougall. Does one find better support for Judge Hand’s position from the 

possibility that a litigant could always get to a jury in a case in which there was 

important testimonial evidence against that litigant, because the litigant could 

always claim that the jury’s disbelief by virtue of their demeanor assessment of the 

adverse witnesses might actually support the litigant’s claim? 

Subin v. Goldsmith, 224 F.2d 753, 757 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 350 U.S. 883 

(1955), saw Judge Frank prevail. This was a stockholders’ derivative action in which 

the court reversed a summary judgment for the defendant. Judge Frank, writing for 

the majority, said: “We shall assume, arguendo, that Feinberg’s affidavit, if taken as 

true, completely controverted the allegations of Count V. But we have held that, in 

such derivative stockholder’s suit—especially as to facts peculiarly within the 

knowledge of the defendants—plaintiff is entitled to a trial at which he may cross-

examine the defendants and at which the trial judge can observe their demeanor in 
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order, thereby, to evaluate their credibility.” In his dissenting opinion Judge Medina 

said: 

Perhaps the most significant feature of the papers submitted in support of 

and in opposition to the motion for summary judgment is the complete 

failure of plaintiff to present any proofs whatever to establish his charges. 

The affidavit of counsel is no more than an argumentative memorandum. 

And so the proofs submitted in support of the motion remain unanswered. 

Id. at 776 (Medina, J., dissenting.). It is now generally conceded that Judge Medina 

was right, the opponent cannot simply sit back and depend upon a possible negative 

evaluation of adverse witnesses with knowledge to supply gaps in the proponent’s 

proof. See, e.g., Celotex v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317 (1986); Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, 

Inc., 477 U.S. 242 (1986); Charles Alan Wright, Law of Federal Courts, § 99 (1994). 

Does the result in the Subin case depend on the fact that it is a shareholders’ 

derivative action? If so, what characteristics does such an action have that are 

lacking in the slander action involved in Dyer? Cf. Paul E. Hawkinson Co. v. Dennis, 

166 F.2d 61 (5th Cir. 1948) (patent infringement). 

2. Are courts permitting negative inferences when they hold that false or 

contradictory extra-judicial statements are indicative of consciousness of guilt 

sufficient to satisfy the requirement that the testimony of an accomplice be 

corroborated by independent evidence? See People v. Coakley, 238 P.2d 633, 636 (Cal. 

App. 1951) (“Such contradictions by one accused or his silence or his lies are 

independent corroborative evidence.”); see also People v. Sandelin, 233 P.2d 147 (Cal. 

App. 1951); People v. Willmurth, 176 P.2d 102 (Cal. App. 1947). Contra: State v. 

Elsberg, 295 N.W. 913 (Minn. 1941). In each of these cases there appears to have 

been sufficient corroborative evidence apart from the false or contradictory 

statements. Might the presence of independent corroborative evidence be the real 

factor operating in these cases, and not the disbelieved testimony? 

What is the bearing on this problem of the rule that an accusation and reply are 

admissible as proof of guilt if the defendant does not remain silent in the face of a 

charge but equivocally denies or makes false, evasive, or contradictory statements? 

The theory is that such an equivocal response gives rise to an inference of 

acquiescence in the truth of the accusation or that such a response is evidence of a 

consciousness of guilt. E.g., People v. Carmelo, 210 P.2d 538 (Cal.App.1949); People 

v. McKnight, 196 P.2d 104 (Cal.App.1948); People v. Popilsky, 8 N.E.2d 640 

(Ill.1937); Commonwealth v. Hebert, 163 N.E. 189 (Mass.1928); Commonwealth v. 

Spiropoulos, 94 N.E. 451 (Mass.1911). Does it make any difference that these cases 

are not based on the principle that disbelief of a statement raises the inference that 

the opposite of that statement is true, but rather on the principle that a man’s 

conduct may be affirmative evidence of his guilt? In this connection, note that where 

there is an unequivocal denial of guilt, testimony as to the accusatory statement or 

the defendant’s response is excluded. 4 Wigmore, Evidence § 1072(5) (3d ed. 1940). 

3. In an action for fraudulently inducing plaintiff to enter into a bilateral contract, 

plaintiff must prove, among other things, that the defendant promised to do 

something and that at the time he made his promise he had no intention of keeping 

it. Plaintiff offers testimony which, if believed, proves that the promise was made 

and never carried out. Defendant testifies that he never made the promise. If the 

jury believes that the promise was made, may it conclude that at the time it was 
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made defendant did not intend to keep it? See, e.g., McCreight v. Davey Tree Expert 

Co., 254 N.W. 623, 625 (Minn. 1934); cf. Kley v. Healy, 44 N.E. 150, 152 (N.Y.C.A. 

1896). 

4. Would it help the opponent if the judge charged: “If you do not believe a witness’ 

testimony, you may not assume that the opposite of what the witness said is true?” 

Apart from the logical difficulties with this task, is this charge—and many charges 

directing a jury to ignore something, counterproductive? See, e.g., Wegner, 

Schneider, Carter and White, Paradoxical Effects of Thought Suppression, 53 J. of 

Personality and Social Psychology 5 (1987) (asking a subject not to think of 

something increases the likelihood that the thought will not be suppressed). 

8. PRESERVATION OF ISSUES FOR APPEAL 

United States v. Wilson 
Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit, 1992. 

966 F.2d 243. 

. . . 

II. Discussion 

A. Admission of the Gun 

In his appeal, Wilson invokes Fed. R. Evid. 403 which provides that “although 

releant, evidence may be excluded if its probative value is substantially outweighed 

by the danger of unfair prejudice. . . .” Wilson concedes on appeal that guns are 

relevant to show that a defendant knowingly and intentionally possessed drugs. 

However, Wilson points out that he had already been convicted of possession with 

intent to distribute in November 1989 and could not contest that issue at his May 

1990 conspiracy trial. Since knowledge and intent to possess were not at issue, 

Wilson argues that the gun had little probative value with respect to the issue of his 

conspiracy while it had substantial prejudicial effect. Wilson maintains that after 

determining that the gun was relevant, the district court should have engaged in 

Rule 403 balancing. 

Although Wilson objected to the admission of the gun both before and at trial, 

he did not raise Rule 403 or even mention the prejudicial effect of the gun before the 

district court. When the government proffered testimony about the gun, Wilson 

stated that the gun had “no relevance to today’s charge [conspiracy]” without 

mentioning the gun’s prejudicial effect. (Tr. at 86). Later, at a side bar conference, 

the district court justified its ruling on the record by explaining that this court’s 

decisions in United States v. Alvarez, 860 F.2d 801 (7th Cir.1988), cert. denied, 490 

U.S. 1051 (1989) and United States v. Rush, 890 F.2d 45 (7th Cir.1989) held that 

guns are “tools of the [drug] trade” and are relevant when found in close proximity 

with the drugs. (Tr. at 135). Once again, Wilson did not raise the gun’s prejudicial 

effect. 

The government argues that by not raising the prejudicial effect of the gun or 

Rule 403 before the district court, Wilson waived the issue on appeal. We agree. An 

objection based on “relevance” does not preserve an error based on Rule 403. . . . 

Under Fed. R. Evid. 103 (a) (1) error may not be predicated upon a ruling that admits 

evidence unless a timely objection appears on the record “stating the specific ground 

http://lawschool.westlaw.com/shared/westlawRedirect.aspx?task=find&cite=966+F.2d+243&appflag=67.12
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of objection, if the specific ground was not apparent from the context.” Fed. R. Evid. 

103 (a) (1). Providing specific grounds for an objection alerts the district judge to the 

asserted nature of the error and enables opposing counsel to take proper corrective 

action. Fed. R. Evid. 103 Advisory Committee Notes. Wilson’s objection based on 

“relevance” alerted the court to consider two rules of evidence: Rule 401, which 

defines relevant evidence, and Rule 402, which provides that relevant evidence is 

generally admissible, but irrelevant evidence is not. Wilson implicitly asked the court 

to exclude the gun under Rule 402 because it did not fit the definition in Rule 401. 

Rule 403, on which Wilson now relies, however, constitutes one of the exceptions to 

Rule 402. It provides that even if the evidence is “relevant” the court may exclude it 

because of its extensive prejudicial effect. Wilson’s objection was not specific enough 

to alert the district court to Wilson’s concerns about the prejudicial effect of the gun, 

and therefore Wilson did not properly preserve for appeal any error based on Rule 

403. See Mejia, 909 F. 2d at 247 (defendant cannot complain about Rule 403 

balancing on appeal since he never gave the district court the opportunity to balance 

probative value against prejudice); United States v. Chaidez, 919 F.2d 1193, 1202–

1203 (7th Cir.1990), cert. denied sub nom. Chavira v. United States, 501 U.S. 1234 

(1991) (defendant’s assertion that drug records were irrelevant was insufficient to 

preserve on appeal his argument based on Rule 403); also see C. McCormick, 

McCormick on Evidence § 52 at 130 (E. Cleary, 3d ed. 1984) (in principle, a relevance 

objection does not raise Rule 403 considerations). 

Wilson argues that once a court embarks on a relevance inquiry it must also 

consider the evidence’s probative value compared to its prejudicial effect. However, 

to reach his conclusion, Wilson reads too much into this court’s decision in Alvarez. 

In Alvarez, the defendants, who had been convicted of narcotics distribution 

conspiracy and operation of racketeering enterprise, argued that the district court 

should have excluded a pistol from evidence either because the pistol was irrelevant 

or because its prejudicial effect outweighed its probative value. Alvarez, 860 F. 2d at 

829. The court joined the “overwhelming majority of courts of appeal” and held that 

the pistol was relevant as a “tool of the trade.” Id. at 829–30. The opinion continued: 

However, our analysis does not stop here. We must determine if the pistol 

should not have been admitted because it unduly prejudiced the appellant. 

See Fed. R. Evid. 403 [footnote omitted]. 

Id. at 830. Wilson argues that under Alvarez a court must consider not only relevance 

but “must determine whether to exclude the evidence because the danger of unfair 

prejudice outweighs its probative value.” (Appellant’s Brief at 17) (emphasis added). 

Wilson is wrong. Nothing in Alvarez indicates that a court must apply Rule 403 even 

if the defendant did not raise the issue of unfair prejudice at trial. Alvarez simply 

does not address the issue of waiver. . . . 

NOTES 

The rules of evidence manifest themselves in a trial through offers of, and objections 

to, evidence. Many aspects of making such offers and objections have to do with tactics, 

trial technique and advocacy, matters treated in depth in other courses. There are certain 

basic issues relating to this subject that merit brief treatment here. The issues will be 

brought up over and over again in connection with almost every appellate case in the 

text. 
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1. Rules governing offers of and objections to evidence have three dimensions. They are 

directed to the parties, placing a responsibility on each side to make clear what is being 

offered and what is being objected to and the grounds of objection so that errors can be 

corrected, if possible, at the trial level. They are aimed at the trial court. The making of 

specific objections and adequate offers of proof supported by specific grounds for 

admitting or excluding are designed to enable the trial judge to rule intelligently and 

quickly. They are also designed to provide an adequate basis for appeal with enough 

material in the record so that the appellate court can intelligently decide whether the 

error, if any, merits reversal. Overall, they should serve the goal of reducing the necessity 

for retrials which, of course, involve costs for the parties and the administration of justice. 

Rule 103 of the Federal Rules captures the essential thrust of these policies. It places 

the initiative on the party for raising and preserving the issue in connection with a ruling 

on the admission or exclusion of evidence. Although the court has a role, it is the party’s 

primary responsibility. It also makes clear that an evidentiary ruling will not be a basis 

for reversal unless it affects the substantial rights of the parties. 

2. In considering the following materials, keep in mind the following: 

It must be remembered in reading evidence cases that the evidence point is 

often but a peg to hang a reversal on where the court, for some articulated or 

unexpressed reason, feels an injustice has been done. Predicting reversals or 

affirmances on errors in evidence rulings is therefore difficult and the 

precedential value of most such decisions is weak. Since almost no trial is 

completely error free, the process increases appellate discretion to prevent what 

the bench may conceive to be a miscarriage of justice though it may lack such 

undifferentiated power. 

J.B. Weinstein and M.A. Berger, Weinstein’s Evidence ¶ 103(02) at 103–24. 

3. Generally, the approach taken today is to pay less attention to strictly technical 

requirements. It is less common nowadays, for instance, to require the formal taking of 

an “exception”, as well as the making of an objection, to save rights regarding an adverse 

evidential ruling. Where a full trial record is kept stenographically or otherwise there is 

far less need for use of a magic technical vocabulary. See 1 Wigmore, Evidence § 20 (Rev. 

P. Tillers, 1983). Statutes and court rules exert a large force here; it is essential to know 

them well. Id. 

4. An objection to the introduction of evidence must be timely. 1 Wigmore, Evidence 

§ 18 (Rev. by P. Tillers, 1983) (as soon as it is known or reasonably could be known unless 

there are special circumstances). See also Isaacs v. United States, 301 F.2d 706 (8th Cir.), 

cert. denied, 371 U.S. 818 (1962). 

Failure to object promptly to an item of evidence will normally result in waiver. As 

Wigmore said, “A rule of Evidence not invoked is waived.” 1 Wigmore, Evidence § 18 at 

790 (Rev. by P. Tillers, 1983) (emphasis on waived in original in 1940 edition, but not 

1983 edition). The reasons for requiring prompt objection on pain of loss of the 

opportunity to raise the issue are multiple: It promotes finality and economy in litigation. 

It makes possible clarification of the facts relating to an issue at the time it is raised. It 

speeds up the tempo of the trial by permitting it to forge ahead without backtracking. It 

avoids the often futile direction to the jury to ignore what it has already heard. It permits 

correction by the party and a ruling by the trial court. 

“If testimony, even though improper, is introduced into evidence without objection 

it becomes part of the record and is available to be considered for its probative value by 

the trier of fact.” United States v. Jamerson, 549 F.2d 1263, 1267 (9th Cir. 1977) 

(unobjected-to hearsay may be considered by the trier of fact). A limitation on the notion 
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of waiver is the obvious logical one that a court may not rely on irrelevant evidence even 

if received without objection. Waiver may be implied even where objection has been made 

to the evidence, if the objecting party refers to or relies upon the erroneously admitted 

evidence or introduces like evidence that tends to prove the same facts. 

5. Rules of evidence may be explicitly waived. Caranta v. Pioneer Home Improvements, 

Inc., 467 P.2d 719 (N.M. 1970) (“Where documentary evidence is admitted by stipulation, 

hearsay statements contained therein become competent evidence.”). But the stipulation 

cannot violate some rule of “public policy.” DeCarbo v. Borough of Ellwood City, 284 A.2d 

342 (Pa. 1971) (stipulation cannot enlarge or limit jurisdiction); State v. Chavez, 461 P.2d 

919 (N.M. App. 1969) (whether or not stipulating to the admittance of results of a 

polygraph test is against state policy). 

The rules can also be bypassed by stipulating facts which could only be proved by 

inadmissible evidence. Normally, these stipulations concern facts about which there can 

be little doubt. They are binding on the court and parties. For a general discussion of 

stipulations see Note, Judicial Admissions, 64 Colum. L. Rev. 1121 (1964). See also notes 

7 and 8 following State v. Poe, supra. Compare Old Chief v. United States, 519 U.S. 172 

(1997), supra. 

Attorneys have broad power to bind their clients. Once made, the parties are bound 

by the stipulation, unless they mutually ignore it as by trying the issue. Stipulations are 

judicial admissions which cannot be contradicted by evidence and are to be distinguished 

from extra-judicial admissions, i.e., hearsay. 

With the present state of overcrowded calendars, many courts have added their own 

pressures to sound professional practice of stipulating where there is no real dispute. 

Where requests to stipulate are made in open court, there is also a natural reluctance to 

appear obstructive. On the other hand, clients emotionally involved in a litigation may 

insist that it be made as expensive as possible for the other side. There is, too, the loss of 

color and ability of the trier to evaluate credibility where parties stipulate that witnesses 

would say so and so, were they called, or that an expert is “qualified” without specifying 

his background. Courts and attorneys, therefore, sometimes discourage this practice. 

May stipulations be bargained for? State v. Ruud, 491 P.2d 1351, 1355 n. 5 

(Wash.App.1971) (record suggests that defendant’s counsel gave a stipulation in 

exchange for a stipulation that the question of the death penalty not be submitted to the 

jury). Should evidence be offered when the attorney knows that it is inadmissible? 

6. Normally the ground for an objection to the admission of evidence must be specified. 

See F.R.Evid. 103(a)(1). Generally, stating the grounds as “incompetent, irrelevant and 

immaterial” is not sufficiently specific although it has been suggested that if the basis for 

the objection is relevancy, then that wording may be sufficient. J.B. Weinstein and M.A. 

Berger, Weinstein’s Evidence ¶ 103(02) at n. 30, citing Ladd, Objections, Motions and 

Foundation Testimony, 43 Cornell L.Q. 543, 546 (1958). 

Suppose an objection is made in general terms without specifying the grounds and 

the trial judge sustains it. On appeal what should the appellate court do, assuming that 

there are valid grounds for the objection? See id. at 548–549. 

Suppose an objection is made in general terms without specifying the grounds, and 

the objection is overruled. On appeal, should the court consider the proper specific 

objection? In Een v. Consolidated Freightways, 220 F.2d 82, 88 (8th Cir.1955) the court 

declined to do so. See also United States v. Long, 574 F.2d 761 (3d Cir.1978) where a non-

specific objection was made to other crime evidence which the appellate court 

characterized as “[c]haritably” adding up to a relevancy objection under Fed.R.Evid. 

404(b) and which the court proceeded to consider. Since the concurring judge on appeal 
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also addressed the Federal Rule 403 issue not explicitly raised below, the majority did 

too, indicating that the balancing required under that provision was “subsumed” in the 

trial judge’s ruling. 

Suppose a specific objection is made, but on the wrong grounds and it is overruled. 

May the correct grounds be specified on appeal? See Huff v. White Motor Corp., 609 F.2d 

286, 290, n. 2 (7th Cir. 1979). 

United States v. Holland, 880 F.2d 1091, 1094–95 (9th Cir. 1989): 

The tape records a casual, rambling conversation more than 90 minutes 

in length. Although portions of the conversation were admissible under Fed. R. 

Evid. 804(b)(3), much of the tape was irrelevant. . . . 

Although Holland objected to the admission of the tape as a whole, the 

record reflects no objection sufficient to inform the district court that Holland 

also objected to failure to redact the tape. 

Holland’s blanket objection to the admission of the tape does not preserve 

an objection to failure to redact the tape. See Fed. R. Evid. 103(a)(1). . . . 

Reversal for plain error would not be appropriate. “Reversal of a criminal 

conviction on the basis of plain error is an exceptional remedy, which we invoke 

only when it appears necessary to prevent a miscarriage of justice or to preserve 

the integrity and reputation of the judicial process.” United States v. Bordallo, 

857 F.2d 519, 527 (9th Cir.1988) (internal quotation omitted). In light of the 

copious evidence of Holland’s guilt, and the relatively small part of the 

statement Holland identifies as improperly admitted, we conclude there was no 

“miscarriage of justice” which alone would justify relief. 

See also United States v. Brewer, 1 F.3d 1430 (4th Cir. 1993) (convoluted line of 

questioning made basis of objection unclear, such that objection was not preserved for 

appeal under FRE 103(a); failure to request limiting instruction at trial, so error as to 

jury instruction reviewed under deferential “plain error” standard) (dissent says basis of 

objection was clear and that the prosecution was manipulating its witnesses to bend the 

rules). 

Suppose a specific objection is made to evidence and it is excluded but the ground 

relied upon was incorrect although a correct reason for exclusion could have been offered. 

Should the appellate court reverse? Wigmore concluded no. 1 Wigmore, Evidence § 18 (P. 

Tillers Rev.1983). Morgan argued, however, that if the defect in the evidence was curable, 

the proponent is prejudiced by the giving of the wrong reason for exclusion. “It would be 

improper for him to reframe his question or to lay a foundation in order to make other 

objections inapplicable so long as the judge’s ruling on the specified matter stands.” 

Morgan, Basic Problems of Evidence 47–49 (5th ed. by J.B. Weinstein). For a case 

applying the Morgan approach, see Bloodgood v. Lynch, 56 N.E.2d 718 (N.Y. 1944). 

A judge should inform the parties of the grounds he or she is relying on to sustain a 

general objection—if he is willing to entertain one—or on which of several urged specific 

grounds he is sustaining a specific objection, so that the proponent of the evidence can 

reframe his proffer to meet the ruling. If the judge does not do so, the burden is on the 

proponent to request a ruling. 

A motion to strike out testimony will of course be appropriate when a witness makes 

an unresponsive and inadmissible answer to a proper question as well as when evidence 

is admitted conditionally and the proponent ultimately fails to satisfy the condition. Such 

a motion should be made with all possible dispatch. An instruction to the jury to disregard 



SECTION 8 PRESERVATION OF ISSUES FOR APPEAL 115 

 

  

the expunged evidence should be requested in supplementation, even though the efficacy 

of such instructions is questionable. 

7. Counsel examining on direct and encountering objection must be prepared to make 

an “offer of proof,” a statement for the record of what he intends to prove. See Fed.R.Evid. 

103(a)(2). In the absence of a record the reviewing court will be unable to ascertain 

whether an error occurred. Counsel may, however, be spared actual explanation and offer 

of proof when the purpose is obvious. 

What attitude should be taken with respect to requiring offers of proof on cross-

examination? Assuming that the examiner is not pursuing the dangerous practice of 

fishing blindly, should he be required to disclose in advance his line of attack? See Note, 

Excluded Evidence on Cross-Examination—Preservation for Appeal, 33 N.C. L. Rev. 476 

(1955). 

8. Some objections must be raised before trial—e.g., a motion to suppress evidence 

obtained by illegal search and seizure. See Rule 12(b)(3), Fed.R.Cr.Pr. Regarding 

government appeals from pretrial evidentiary rulings, see note 9 below. 

General policies relevant to the question of whether advance rulings should be 

issued have been described as follows: 

The general rule permitting the district judge to delay evidentiary rulings is 

designed to prevent unnecessary and unwarranted advisory opinions. It is 

sometimes unwise to decide whether to admit evidence before it is actually 

presented. If no advance ruling is made, the parties may decide to abandon 

their positions for reasons unrelated to the anticipated ruling of the court. A 

refusal to rule may thus promote judicial economy. In other situations, a 

delayed ruling is advisable because the facts as they develop during the course 

of the proceeding may affect the determination of admissibility. 

United States v. Burkhead, 646 F.2d 1283, 1286 (8th Cir. 1981). 

Some courts have indicated a favorable attitude toward advance rulings on the 

admissibility of prior convictions for impeachment. In United States v. Oakes, 565 F.2d 

170, 171 (1st Cir. 1977), for example, the court stated: 

[W]hile we emphasize that the timing is discretionary, we think a court 

should, when feasible, make reasonable efforts to accommodate a defendant by 

ruling in advance on the admissibility of a criminal record so that he can make 

an informed decision whether or not to testify. 

The balancing problems faced by the court can be minimized by 

attempting to ascertain in advance what it needs to know about defendant’s 

likely testimony and other relevant information. Defendant could be asked to 

state the substance of his testimony in advance. Indeed a court’s advance ruling 

might . . . still be helpful even if made expressly provisional, allowing the court 

greater leeway to change it in light of later events and testimony. 

Later, in its opinion, however, the court referred to the fact that “many judges may feel 

[i]t is impossible to accomplish [the balancing required under Rule 609(a)] conscientiously 

without hearing defendant’s actual testimony.” Id. at 173. As to the need of the defendant 

to take the stand after an in limine adverse ruling on a Rule 607(a) issue, see Luce v. 

United States, 469 U.S. 38 (1984), infra. 

9. Intertwined with the subject of advance rulings is the question whether appellate 

review of an evidentiary ruling can be obtained immediately or must await final judgment 

in the matter. The subject is complex; only a few highlights will be mentioned here. 18 

U.S.C. § 3731 provides for appeals by the government in criminal cases from a district 
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court decision “suppressing or excluding evidence . . . not made after the defendant has 

been put in jeopardy and before the verdict or finding . . . if the United States Attorney 

certifies . . . that the appeal is not taken for purpose of delay and that the evidence is a 

substantial proof of a fact material in the proceeding.” 

United States v. Barletta, 644 F.2d 50 (1st Cir. 1981) after tracing the intricate 

relationship between § 3731, supra and Rule 12(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 

Procedure, concluded that the government may appeal from a pretrial evidentiary ruling 

(whether resulting from the granting of defendant’s motion to suppress or exclude 

evidence or from the denial of the government’s motion to admit evidence). The court also 

concluded that absent “good cause” to defer a ruling, the government could compel the 

trial court to rule in advance on the admissibility of evidence only in one “limited class of 

cases,” namely where the issue is “entirely segregable from the evidence to be presented 

at trial,” i.e. not involving “the presentation of any significant quantity of evidence 

relevant to the question of guilt or innocence.” As illustrative of such issues, the court 

mentioned, “the existence of an attorney-client privilege or the satisfaction of a hearsay 

exception.” See also United States v. Horwitz, 622 F.2d 1101 (2d Cir. 1980). 

Collins v. Wayne Corp., 621 F.2d 777, 784 (5th Cir. 1980) stands for the proposition 

that in a civil case the overruling of a motion in limine does not preserve error for appeal; 

that such motions are frequently made in the abstract and in anticipation of some 

hypothetical situations that may not develop at trial; that when a motion in limine is 

overruled, the party must renew his objection when the evidence is offered at trial. 

10. There are three categories of error well-recognized in statutory law and judicial 

opinion. “Harmless error” is that raised at trial but found not to affect substantial rights. 

Rule 103(a) of the Federal Rules of Evidence has the effect of establishing a harmless 

error rule for reviewing evidentiary rulings. “Reversible error” is that raised at trial 

which is found to affect substantial rights. “Plain error” is that not raised at trial but 

nevertheless considered by a reviewing court because it is found to affect substantial 

rights. The plain error doctrine thus acts as a general limitation on the notion of waiver. 

The distinction between harmless and plain error turns on whether the particular error 

in the case excuses the party’s failure to bring it properly to the trial court’s attention. In 

United States v. Dixon, 562 F.2d 1138, 1143 (9th Cir. 1977), the court compared the 

standard to be applied for determining plain error with that for harmless error. As to 

plain error “we would reverse only if it were highly probable that the error materially 

affected the jury’s verdict.” As to harmless error, “we will . . . affirm only if it is more 

probable than not that the error did not materially affect the verdict.” See also United 

States v. Valle-Valdez, 554 F.2d 911, 915 (9th Cir. 1977). Compare, however, Government 

of the Virgin Islands v. Toto, 529 F.2d 278 (3d Cir. 1976) where applying a harmless error 

approach the court reversed the conviction because it could not say that it was highly 

probable that the improperly admitted evidence did not prejudice the defendant. If the 

error would have been easily correctable at trial, it will not be deemed plain error on 

appeal. See United States v. Richardson, 562 F.2d 476, 478 (7th Cir. 1977), cert. denied, 

434 U.S. 1072 (1978). 

11. Is error which adversely affects a party’s constitutional rights always reversible or 

plain error? See Chapman v. California, 386 U.S. 18, 21–24 (1967) (error affecting some 

constitutional rights may sometimes be harmless). The problem of “harmless error” in 

cases involving collateral attacks on a criminal judgment for government’s failing to 

reveal information helpful to defendant in violation of the constitution and on the basis 

of newly discovered evidence is discussed in Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419 (1995). See 

also Orena v. United States, 956 F.Supp. 1071 (E.D.N.Y. 1997). 
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12. Should the lawyer’s strategy at trial affect an appellate court’s assessment of errors 

in the admission of evidence when there was no objection? See Marshall v. United States, 

409 F.2d 925, 927 (9th Cir. 1969) (defendant asserted for the first time on appeal that the 

testimony of a government agent should have been excluded as a product of an unlawful 

search and seizure; the record suggested that the defendant’s counsel deliberately chose 

not to object in order to attempt to use the agent’s testimony to the advantage of the 

defendant). 

13. In utilizing the harmless error rule, to what extent should appellate courts consider 

the personalities and setting at trial? Judge Traynor in his discussion of the harmless 

error rule recognized such factors but rejects the possibility of an appellate court taking 

them into account. “The appellate court is limited to the mute record made below. Many 

factors may affect the probative value of testimony, such as age, sex, intelligence, 

experience, occupation, demeanor, or temperament of the witnesses. A trial court or jury 

before whom witnesses appear is at least in a position to take note of such factors. An 

appellate court has no way of doing so. It cannot know whether a witness answered some 

questions forthrightly but evaded others. . . . A clumsy sentence in the record may not 

convey the ring of truth that attended it when the witness groped his way to its 

articulation. . . . an appellate court can never conjure up the impact of live confrontation.” 

Traynor, The Riddle of Harmless Error 20–21 (1970). Most appellate lawyers, however, 

assume that the appellate court’s knowledge of the personality of the judge and trial 

attorney has some impact. 

A possible technique would be for the trial judge to state on the record why he 

thought some errors were or were not prejudicial. Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of 

Criminal Procedure, Rule 59 of the Rules of Civil Procedure, and the post-trial motion 

practice provide an opportunity for the trial court to evaluate claimed error, permitting 

him to make his or her views known to the appellate tribunal. 

14. Many determinations of the trial judge are practically unreviewable because of wide 

discretion. For example, see scope of cross-examination and order of witnesses, discussed 

in Chapter 4, infra. 
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CHAPTER 2 

ADVANCED ANALYSIS OF 

REASONING ABOUT EVIDENCE 
The casebook to which this casebook traces its origin begins with this statement: 

I have spoken of evidence and reasoning as belonging to the region which 

has to do with methods of arriving at the law and fact that are involved in 

an issue. In expressing this I have said, with what may seem a certain 

violence of phrase, that they belonged, in a way, with procedure. It will be 

useful to indicate here, a little more plainly, just what is meant by this. 

Reasoning, the rational method of settling disputed questions, is the 

modern substitute for certain formal and mechanical “trials” (i.e. tests) 

which flourished among our ancestors for centuries, and in the midst of 

which the trial by jury emerged. When two men to-day settle which is the 

“best man” by a prizefight, we get an accurate notion of the old Germanic 

“trial.” Who is it that “tries” the question? The men themselves. There are 

referees and rules of the game, but no determination of the dispute on 

grounds of reason,—by the rational method. So it was with “trial by battle” 

in our old law; the issue of right, in a writ of right, including all elements 

of law and fact, was “tried” by this physical struggle, and the judges of the 

Common Pleas sat, like the referee at a prize-fight, simply to administer 

the procedure, the rules of the game. So of the King’s Bench in criminal 

appeals; and so sat Richard II. at the “trial” of the appeal of treason between 

Bolingbroke and Norfolk, as Shakespeare represents it in the play. So of 

the various ordeals; the accused party “tried” his own case by undergoing 

the given requirement as to hot iron, or water, or the crumb. So of the oath; 

the question, both law and fact, was “tried” merely by the oath, with or 

without fellow-swearers. The old “trial by witnesses” was a testing of the 

question in like manner by their mere oath. So a record was said to “try” 

itself. And so when out of the midst of these methods first came the trial by 

jury, it was the jury’s oath, or rather their verdict, that “tried” the case. 

How this mode of trial came to swallow up the others, and then to lose some 

of its chief features, and become shaped into an instrument of our modern 

purely rational procedure, is a long story, and is not for this place. But as 

we use the phrase “trial” and “trial by jury” now, we mean a rational 

ascertainment of facts, and a rational ascertainment and application of 

rules. What was formerly “tried” by the method of force or the mechanical 

conformity to form, is now “tried” by the method of reason. 

SELECT CASES ON EVIDENCE AT THE COMMON LAW, 

JAMES BRADLEY THAYER 1 (1892). 

More recently, the principal author of this casebook has argued that a 

sophisticated understanding of the processes of reasoning with evidence, by both 

judges and jurors as fact-finders and law-appliers, is essential to an understanding 

and mastery of evidence rules, principles, and institutions: 
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The horn-book requirement for admitting evidence is based on the premise 

that jurors will evaluate evidence rationally, by applying it logically to one 

material proposition after another, in determining whether the elements of 

the cause of action have been proved to the requisite degree of 

probability. . . . Traditional theory assumes that a jury will decide the 

relationship between the law and the facts of the case as if solving a puzzle 

in logic—viewing evidence in pieces and discretely evaluating their 

connection through formal principles. . . . More recently philosophical, 

psychological, and trial advocacy literature, as well as studies of juries, 

suggest that jurors reason and process information not merely as 

Aristotelian logicians, but somewhat more holistically, in terms of stories 

they can relate to. The present tendency is to recognize that advocates 

place—and juries expect them to put—more flesh on the bare bones of 

traditional evidence-in-chief, which provide only a factual skeleton 

supporting a legal concept. . . . Yet, there are dangers in this more relaxed 

view. There is . . . the increased possibility that jurors fixed on story-telling 

will be less willing to responsibly address the precise substantive-legal-

factual issues for which they were empaneled. A jury deliberation is not a 

coffee klatch. 

Blue Cross and Blue Shield of New Jersey v. Philip Morris, Inc., 138 F.Supp. 2d 357 

(E.D.N.Y 2001) (Weinstein, J.) (extensive citation and quotation omitted). 

These two quotations, from a text that evolved very considerably over the span 

of more than a century, reveal a consistent commitment to presenting evidence 

doctrines and institutions in a way that reveals, honors, respects, and interrogates 

the mix of reason and emotion that inevitably affect all of those actors who are 

entrusted with the solemn duty of applying law to facts in circumstances that can 

result in the deprivation of life, liberty, or property. In the latest, current evolution 

of this casebook, we reflect our commitment to the sophisticated understanding of 

these matters by starting with the detailed presentation of a method of analysis of 

evidence rules and arguments that students, lawyers, and judges from legal systems 

around the world have found valuable. We offer the material in this chapter in the 

belief that a true mastery of law—including the law of evidence—must include a firm 

grasp of the reasoning methods by which evidence analysts make decisions under 

the guidance of rules of evidence, what makes those reasoning methods strong, and 

what makes them weak. We also offer it in the belief that only a brief glance at these 

methods does not give the reader a fair opportunity to take advantage of powerful, 

sophisticated tools that can aid the analysis of evidence arguments, both one’s own 

and others’. 

Accordingly, the material in this chapter offers to those who are interested the 

opportunity to understand and master the method of analysis introduced in Chapter 

1, the Logocratic Method. Because this chapter supplements, but does not duplicate 

the material introducing the method in the previous chapter, it is intended to be read 

after and in light of the first chapter. Where appropriate, this chapter provides 

references to material in the other chapter, and vice versa. 
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1. FROM ENTHYMEME TO ARGUMENT: LOGOCRATIC METHOD 
AND THE VIRTUES AND VICES OF ARGUMENTS 

A. ARGUING VIRTUE AND VICE 

We have said that evidence itself has the character of argument, and that very 

often in informal reasoning about evidence (whether in evidence litigation or some 

other domain), reasoners use evidentiary enthymemes, which are arguments whose 

logical form is not explicit. We have also spoken of the Logocratic Method of argufying 

argument-enthymemes and, similarly, rulifying rule-enthymemes, which is to use 

interpretive judgment to give a fair formal representation of the argument-

enthymeme or rule-enthymeme that makes explicit the logical form of the argument 

or rule. We offered examples from Knapp of argufication of an argument-enthymeme 

and rulification of a rule-enthymeme. 

In the Logocratic Method, once the argument-enthymeme has been argufied, the 

analyst moves to the next step, which is to assess the virtues and vices of the 

arguments, including strength and weakness as one type of virtue and vice 

(respectively). There is a counterpart analysis of the virtues and vices of rules as 

well: the virtue is discernible clarity of logical structure, the vice, a lack thereof. 

We may introduce the idea of the virtue of an argument by considering, once 

again, an example from Knapp. Recall that the issue in Knapp was whether the trial 

judge erred, as defendant-appellant Knapp claimed, by admitting testimony of the 

prosecution’s witness that was not logically relevant. In his opinion in Knapp, Justice 

Gillett presented an argument-enthymeme to reach the conclusion that the trial 

judge had ruled correctly, because the evidence was logically relevant. (We have 

identified the argument-enthymeme and argufied it previously, see Chapter 1, 

section 2 (D)(2), pages 18–19). 

Once we have fairly formally represented an argument-enthymeme, we are in a 

position to ask a vital question about the argument thus represented. How good is 

it? We can be more precise about what we mean in characterizing an argument as 

“good” or “bad” by speaking of an argument’s virtues or vices. When we have offered 

simple and clear definitions of those terms, we can ask of Justice Gillett’s argument, 

in what ways does it exhibit virtue, or fail to do so? We now offer the basic concepts 

of virtue and vice that operate in the Logocratic Method, and then use them to assess 

Justice Gillett’s argument in Knapp. 

B. WHAT IS VIRTUE, AND WHAT KINDS OF THINGS CAN BE 

VIRTUOUS? 

As we shall use the term, ‘virtue’ means functional excellence. The basic 

framework we use is found in Aristotle’s conception of arete (Greek: ἀρετή), 

translated as ‘virtue’ or ‘excellence’.1 If some object x is an F, then the virtue of x as 

an F is that characteristic of x that makes x a good F. Put concisely: an object x’s 

virtue reflects its good performance of the function of Fs.2 For example, consider an 

object (x) that is a knife (F). The virtues of a knife are those features that make it a 

                                                           
1 See Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics (Terence Irwin trans., 1999) (c. 350 B.C.E). 
2 Id. 
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good knife, such as having an appropriately sharp blade—we say “appropriately,” 

because as we can see on quick reflection, the virtue of a butter knife differs from 

that of a steak knife in the degree of sharpness required for functional excellence. 

Many and varied kinds of things can be “bearers” of virtue, that is, can properly 

be said to be virtuous (or not). Among this vast array of possibly virtuous (or vicious3) 

items are implements such as knives, hammers, and spoons; institutions, such as 

schools, universities, and the legal institutions that comprise the “rule of law”4; 

professionals, such as lawyers, doctors, and professors; and arguments, which is the 

central focus of the Logocratic Method. As we will see, there are various kinds of 

purpose one might have for arguments, and those purposes guide our judgments 

about what is virtuous, that is, what is functionally excellent in arguments. 

C. THE (SYNONYMOUS) CONCEPTS MODE OF LOGICAL INFERENCE 

AND LOGICAL FORM 

We identify two types of Logocratic virtue, “mode-independent” and “mode-

dependent.” The reference in these phrases to “mode” is to the “mode of logical 

inference” of an argument. Understanding the concept of a mode of logical inference 

can be a powerfully illuminating and enabling tool for the student of argument, 

including legal evidentiary arguments. We therefore take some time carefully and 

clearly to present the concept of a mode of logical inference, with examples from 

doctrinal evidentiary arguments, before returning to the concept of Logocratic Virtue 

that we define in using these two concepts of mode-dependent and mode-independent 

virtues of arguments. 

So pervasive is the appearance in our daily and intellectual lives of inferences 

with evidence, that even the discipline of logic itself can usefully be understood with 

an evidentiary conception.5 According to this conception, logic is the study of the 

different modes of logical inference that different kinds of arguments display. An 

argument’s mode of logical inference (or, synonymously, its logical form) is the 

evidential relation between the argument’s premises and its conclusion. 

                                                           
3 From here on, unless otherwise noted, an ascription to an item of virtue should be understood to 

mean virtue or vice. Thus, our discussion of the criteria for virtuous evidentiary argument is also perforce 
a discussion of the vices of evidentiary arguments. Virtue and vice are best understood as on a spectrum 
rather than a bivalent, yes-no, state, more virtuous and less vicious, or more vicious and less virtuous. 

4 Philosopher Joseph Raz provides a trenchant example of a conception of the rule of law as an 
instrument that has a specific virtue: 

Regarding the rule of law as the inherent or specific virtue of law is a result of an instrumental 
conception of law. The law is not just a fact of life. It is a form of social organization which should 
be used properly and for the proper ends. It is a tool in the hands of men differing from 
many others in being versatile and capable of being used for a large variety of proper 
purposes. As with some other tools, machines, and instruments a thing is not of the 
kind unless it has a least some ability to perform its function. A knife is not a knife 
unless it has some ability to cut. The law to be law must be capable of guiding 
behaviour, however inefficiently. Like other instruments, the law has a specific virtue which 
is being morally neutral as to the end to which the instrument is put. It is the virtue of 
efficiency; the virtue of an instrument as an instrument. For the law this virtue is the 
rule of law. Thus the rule of law is an inherent virtue of the law, but not a moral virtue 
as such. 

Joseph Raz, The Rule of Law and Its Virtue, in The Authority of Law: Essays on Law and Morality 210, 
226 (2d ed. 2009) (emphases added). 

5 See Skyrms, Choice & Chance, supra Chapter 1, note 3, at 4, 15. 
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D. MODE-DEPENDENT LOGOCRATIC VIRTUES: THE FOUR MODES 

OF LOGICAL INFERENCE AND THEIR CHARACTERISTIC VIRTUES 

There are four fundamental, irreducible modes of logical inference. They are 

distinguished from one another by the relation that obtains between the premises of 

the argument and its conclusion when the argument yields the most warranted 

inference (that is, when the argument is most  “internally strong,” as defined below, 

see section 1(E)(1), page 138) from premises to conclusion that it is logically capable 

of yielding.6 All four modes of logical inference are found in legal argument in 

general, in evidentiary legal arguments in particular, and indeed in arguments in 

every domain of argument. 

(1) DEDUCTION AND ITS MODE-DEPENDENT VIRTUE 

In a valid deductive argument, it is logically impossible that the premises should 

all be true while the conclusion is false. That is, the truth of the premises of a valid 

deductive argument provides incorrigible evidence for the truth of its conclusion. 

Validity is what we will call the characteristic virtue of a deductive argument. The 

characteristic virtue of a type of argument is that property or set of properties of 

that type of argument the possession of which make it the best exemplar of that type. 

The characteristic virtue of a deductive argument is validity. Some arguments are 

deductive but lack this virtue—they are invalid—and in that way, they are vicious. 

Here is an argument-enthymeme, in its argumental context,7 from Old Chief v. 

United States (printed and discussed in Chapter 1, pages 45–54) that, we suggest, 

can be argufied—fairly formally represented—as a valid deductive argument. 

a. Argument-Enthymeme in Old Chief v. United States 

In 1993, petitioner, Old Chief, was arrested after a fracas involving at 

least one gunshot. The ensuing federal charges included not only assault 

with a dangerous weapon and using a firearm in relation to a crime of 

violence but violation of 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1). This statute makes it 

unlawful for anyone “who has been convicted in any court of, a crime 

punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding one year” to “possess in 

or affecting commerce, any firearm. . . .” “[A] crime punishable by 

imprisonment for a term exceeding one year” is defined to exclude “any 

Federal or State offenses pertaining to antitrust violations, unfair trade 

practices, restraints of trade, or other similar offenses relating to the 

regulation of business practices” and “any State offense classified by the 

laws of the State as a misdemeanor and punishable by a term of 

imprisonment of two years or less.” § 921(a)(20). 

. . . 

                                                           
6 We might say that the criteria of identity of each logical form is an ideal—something like a Platonic 

“Form”. What distinguishes deductive, inductive, analogical, and inference to the best explanation 
arguments from each other are the ideal forms of those arguments. 

7 Note that there is no sharp distinction between the argument-enthymeme itself and its context, 
that is, the set of sentences in which the argument-enthymeme occurs in, such as a judicial opinion or 
lawyer’s brief. All argufication, like interpretation itself, must be sensitive to the context in which the 
interpreted text occurs. 
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As a threshold matter, there is Old Chief’s erroneous argument that 

the name of his prior offense as contained in the record of conviction is 

irrelevant to the prior-conviction element, and for that reason inadmissible 

under Rule 402 of the Federal Rules of Evidence. Rule 401 defines relevant 

evidence as having “any tendency to make the existence of any fact that is 

of consequence to the determination of the action more probable or less 

probable than it would be without the evidence.” Fed. Rule Evid. 401. To be 

sure, the fact that Old Chief’s prior conviction was for assault resulting in 

serious bodily injury rather than, say, for theft was not itself an ultimate 

fact, as if the statute had specifically required proof of injurious assault. 

But its demonstration was a step on one evidentiary route to the ultimate 

fact, since it served to place Old Chief within a particular sub-class of 

offenders for whom firearms possession is outlawed by § 922(g)(1). A 

documentary record of the conviction for that named offense was thus 

relevant evidence in making Old Chief’s § 922(g)(1) status more probable 

than it would have been without the evidence. 

Justice Souter here offers an argument, namely, a relation between two sets of 

propositions, a set of premises and a set of conclusions, in which the former is offered 

to, or can be taken to, provide support for the latter. In order to assess whether this 

is a strong argument or not, we must first discern what the argument is. This means, 

specifically, that me must move from the natural language presentation of his 

argument (the way it appears in the report of the judicial opinion) to a fair formal 

representation of the argument in a way that makes explicit the argument’s 

premises, its conclusion, and its logical form. This is a matter of interpretation—an 

essential lawyerly skill. Using interpretation to discern its premises and conclusion, 

we can fairly represent Justice Souter’s arguments as follows: 

b. Old Chief Argument: Valid Deductive Argument 

proposition 

(type and #) 
Proposition 

Premise 1 

 

Relevant evidence is evidence having “any tendency to make 

the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the 

determination of the action more probable or less probable 

than it would be without the evidence.”  

Premise 2 Being a person “who has been convicted in any court of, a 

crime punishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding one 

year” is a “fact that is of consequence to the determination of 

the action.” 

Premise 3 The evidence of a documentary record of the prior conviction 

of defendant Old Chief for assault resulting in serious bodily 

injury makes it more probable than it would be without the 

evidence that he was a person “who has been convicted in 

any court of a crime punishable by imprisonment for a term 

exceeding on year.”  
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Conclusion h1 The evidence of a documentary record of the prior conviction 

of defendant Old Chief for assault resulting in serious bodily 

injury is relevant. 

In this argument table we have “argufied” Justice Souter’s argument-

enthymeme. This means that we have identified its premises and conclusion and 

represented it as a deductive argument. This argument possesses the characteristic 

virtue we have identified for deductive arguments: it is valid. If premises 1, 2, and 

3 are all true, it is not possible (or conceivable—try it!) for the conclusion to be false. 

Note, too, that the premises of a valid deductive argument may in fact (that is, 

in our actual world) be false, as in the argument 

1 All whales are fish 

2 Fido is a whale 

therefore 

h Fido is a fish 

—in which premise 1 is false. This deductive argument is valid, but it is not sound. 

A sound deductive argument is a valid argument whose premises are in fact true. 

(Truth in some possible world is also a virtue of arguments, but this type of virtue 

pertains not to deductive arguments alone, but to any argument in any of the four 

modes of logical inference. We will return to this point when we consider the virtue 

of dialectical strength of an argument, below.) 

Judges very often, perhaps even always, use deductive arguments to apply legal 

rules to the facts of cases, whether those are rules of substantive law or “adjective 

law” (rules of evidence and procedure). This is true even when they also use other 

modes of logical inference among interlocking arguments (for example, using 

argument by analogy to interpret a term in an applicable legal rule that is vague). 

Do you believe that Justice Souter’s argument above is both valid and sound? What 

is it that can make the premises of a legal argument true? (This is an important 

jurisprudential question, but regardless of your knowledge of jurisprudence you 

likely have at least a solid educated intuition about that question.) 

(2) THE BASIC PATTERNS OF INDUCTIVE INFERENCE AND ITS MODE-

DEPENDENT VIRTUE 

In an inductive argument, the truth of the premises cannot guarantee the truth 

of the conclusion, but when they are well chosen, their truth can warrant belief in 

the truth of the conclusion to some degree of probability. There are two main 

varieties of inductive inference: inductive generalization and inductive specification. 

The Knapp case exemplifies both. 

a. Inductive Generalization 

Inductive generalization involves generalizing from particular instances. The 

premises of this type of argument report features of the particulars, and its 

conclusion states a probabilistic generalization that is inferred from those 

particulars. In the notes below we’ll use two examples to illustrate the form of 

inductive generalization. One is the Knapp judge’s analysis of logical relevance in 
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the case he was deciding, the other is a simplified example from empirical science 

(induction is one of the foundations of all empirical scientific reasoning). 

Where ‘1 . . . n’ stands for a set of individual instances 

 ‘‘ stands for one property that the individuals 1 . . . n 

have been noted to possess 

 ‘‘ stands for another property the individuals 1 . . . n 

have been noted to possess 

the pattern of inductive generalization is: 

(1) 1 is both  and  (i.e., has both characteristics,  and ) 

[e.g., Person A made a factual assertion and Person A spoke 

truly.] 

[e.g., Bird A was a swan and Bird A was white.] 

(2) 2 is both  and  

[e.g., Person B made a factual assertion and Person B spoke 

truly.] 

[e.g., Bird B was a swan and Bird B was white.] 

(3) 3 is both  and  

[e.g., Person C made a factual assertion and Person C spoke 

truly.] 

[e.g., Bird C was a swan and Bird C was white.] 

. . . 

(n) n is both  and  

[e.g., Person N made a factual assertion and Person N spoke 

truly.] 

[e.g., Bird N was a swan and Bird N was white.] 

(n+1) There were [few or no] observed instances of an  that was  and was 

not  

[e.g., There were few persons who made a factual assertion and 

did not speak truly—Knapp: “even in the greatest liars . . . where 

they lie once they speak truth 100 times.”] 

[e.g., No swans were observed to be non-white.] 

——————— 

Therefore h: [Probably] [All or Most] ‘s are  

[e.g., Knapp: Probably, most persons who make factual assertions are 

persons who speak truly.] 

[e.g., Probably, all swans are white.] 

Note that, like all arguments, inductive arguments are arguments consisting of 

evidence (premises of the argument) and hypotheses (the conclusion of the argument) 

that the evidence is said to support. Thus, the premises of an inductive argument are 
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evidentiary propositions (the “i” in our Logocratic –h schema) and the conclusion is 

a hypothesis that the evidence is offered to support (the “hi” in our –h schema). 

b. Inductive Specification 

The other type of inductive inference is inductive specification. Instead of 

reaching a conclusion about a class of individuals, an inductive specification offers a 

conclusion about one individual, based on a generalization about the classes to which 

that individual belongs. Again, we illustrate the form of this argument by reference 

to the two examples offered above. 

In the Knapp example, the inductive specification is the argument that in the 

set of all persons—even including that set “the greatest liars”—who made factual 

assertions, a great many persons spoke truly the vast majority of the time (Knapp 

endorses the claim that the ratio is 100 to 1!); therefore, some individual person D 

who made a factual assertion (or perhaps the next individual person who will make 

a factual assertion) is also likely to have spoken truly (or likely will speak truly). 

In the swan example, the inductive specification is the argument that a great 

many (actually, in this example, all) swans were white; therefore, some individual 

swan was white (or perhaps the next observed individual swan will be white). 

Note that inductive specifications are a basic form of argument for making 

predictions based on empirical evidence—predictions, for example, about the next 

person we encounter who will make a factual assertion, or the color of the next swan 

we will see. It is in part for this reason that inductive arguments are so 

fundamentally a part of arguments in empirical science. 

The abstract form of an inductive specification argument is this: 

(1 through n) 1 through n have all been both  and  (i.e., has both 

characteristics,  and ) 

[e.g., Person A through Person N all made a factual assertion and 

spoke truly.] 

[e.g., Bird A through Bird N all were swans and white.] 

(n+1) There were [few or no] observed instances of an  that was  and was 

not  

[e.g., There were few persons who made a factual assertion and 

did not speak truly.] 

[e.g., No swans were observed to be non-white.] 

——————— 

Therefore h: Some individual n+1 [probably] has both  and . 

[e.g., Some person (perhaps some person we encounter in the future) 

who makes a factual assertion probably spoke (or probably will speak) 

truly.] 

[e.g., Some bird (perhaps some bird we encounter in the future) who is 

a swan probably is white.] 
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c. The Mode-Dependent Virtues of Inductive Generalizations and Inductive 

Specifications 

Note that the premises of inductive arguments (both generalizations and 

specifications) cannot provide support for the conclusion that is as strong as the 

support that the premises of a valid deductive argument provide for its conclusion. 

Even when all the premises of an inductive generalization are true, and even if the 

number of such premises is vast, the premises cannot guarantee the truth of the 

conclusion. Put another way, unlike in a valid deductive argument, it is conceivable 

that all the premises are true and that the conclusion is false. (In fact, it used to be 

believed that all swans were white until black swans were discovered in Australia. 

See Frederick Schauer, Profiles, Probabilities, and Stereotypes 8 (2006).) 

To assess the virtues or vices of inductive inference, that is, in order to assess 

the strength of the inferential or epistemic warrant that the premises of an inductive 

inference provide for the conclusion, one must assess the premises or conclusion 

according to several criteria. Note that the criteria for virtuous inductive 

specifications are logically dependent on those for virtuous inductive generalizations, 

since the specification is an application of the generalization to a specific instance. 

One useful articulation of the criteria for a virtues inductive generalization is as 

follows: 

Guidelines for Evaluating Inductive Generalizations 

1. Try to determine what the sample is and what the population is. If it 

is not stated what the population is, make an inference as to what 

population is intended, relying on the context for cues. 

2. Note the size of the sample. If the sample is lower than 50, then, unless 

the population is extremely uniform or itself very small, the argument 

is weak. 

3. Reflect on the variability of the population with regard to the trait or 

property, x, that the argument is about. If the population is not known 

to be reasonably uniform with regard to x, the sample should be large 

enough to reflect the variety in the population. 

4. Reflect on how the sample has been selected. Is there any likely source 

of bias in the selection process? If so, the argument is inductively weak. 

5. For most purposes, samples based on volunteers, college students, or 

persons of a single gender, race, or social class are not representative. 

6. Taking the previous considerations into account, try to evaluate the 

representativeness of the sample. If you can give good reasons to 

believe that it is representative of the population, the argument is 

inductively strong. Otherwise, the argument is weak. 

Trudy Govier, A Practical Study of Argument 265 (7th ed. 2014). 

In his similar list, philosopher Stephen Barker makes one crucially important 

addition: 

[T]here must be an adequate explanatory relation among the identified 

characteristics in the premises. 
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See Steven Barker, The Elements of Logic 187 (5th ed. 1994).8 

This is not an exhaustive list of the criteria of inductive vice and virtue. Unlike 

the theory of other modes of inference (especially, indeed perhaps only, deduction), 

logicians and epistemologists do not agree on an exclusive and exhaustive set of 

criteria. (Can you think of other important criteria not listed above?) 

(3) INFERENCE TO THE BEST EXPLANATION (‘IBE’—ALSO REFERRED TO AS 

‘ABDUCTION’ IN THE LITERATURE ON THE THEORY OF ARGUMENT): ITS 

STRUCTURE AND MODE-DEPENDENT VIRTUE 

a. The Terminology and Idea of Inference to an Explanation 

The term ‘abduction’ was introduced into the theory of argument by the 

American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce. Philosopher Gilbert Harman 

rebranded the reasoning process Peirce called ‘abduction’ to ‘inference to the best 

explanation’, and since that time, philosophers, logicians, and other students of the 

theory of argument have used both terms. In this presentation we shall use the terms 

interchangeably, and define below precisely what we refer to with these two labels. 

A successful meta-abduction—inference to the best explanation of inference to the 

best explanation—must have or rely on some cogent conception of the speech-act of 

explanation. Reasoners offer explanations that take different forms. They sometimes 

explain why something is what it is, sometimes explain how something is what it is, 

by virtue of what, what genealogy it has, and sometimes explain what something is. 

According to the Logocratic account of abduction, explanations are always 

offered from and according to the criteria of a point of view. One might be said 

literally to have a point of view, that is, to occupy some position in space that gives 

one a particular visual vantage. On the forest floor, one might see only trees; from a 

point atop a mountain, one might see the forest and not only the trees; from a bird’s-

eye view (say, from an airplane), one might see the shape of a lake; from an 

astronaut’s-eye view, the shape of the earth. 

Expertise provides another type of point of view. An expert witness might tell a 

jury or judge what the facts are from the point of view of a biologist, a chemist, a 

ballistician, a psychiatrist, and so on. One might also identify an institutional or 

social point of view, the point of view of a particular type of actor in an institutional 

                                                           
8 Barker’s whole list of criteria for a strong induction is: 

• a sufficient number of observed instances in the premises 

• a proper degree of shared characteristics among the identified characteristics in the premises 

• a proper degree of unshared characteristics among the identified characteristics 

• the logical strength of the conclusion (“all,” “some,” “probably,” “very likely” etc.) 

• the explanatory relations among the identified characteristics in the premises 

The final criterion is important because of what philosopher Nelson Goodman called the “grue” problem, 
which we can explain concisely as follows (but using an example different from Goodman’s more complex 
one). In the inductive generalization above to the conclusion ‘all swans are white’, the premises are 
observations based on experience. Experientially, each premise is of an item that is OBSERVED AND 
SWAN AND WHITE. When we make the inductive generalization, we generalize over the properties of 
swans and whiteness, to get ‘all swans are white’, but we do not, and should not, generalize over observed 
and swan, to get ‘all swans are observed’. Why not? A deep part of the reason, to which Goodman and 
Barker both point, is that we believe that there is an explanatory relation between bird species and bird 
color, but not between bird species and being observed. 
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or other social setting—the points of view, for example, of a legislator, a judge, a 

lawyer, a citizen, a president, a “bad man,” a parent, a child, a professor, a student. 

One might also identify an “enterprise” conception of point of view, and indeed 

the enterprise conception is, we suggest, the common thread that runs through all 

the notions of point of view mentioned above, both the more ordinary and the more 

reflectively philosophical. This point of view might even be understood as the point 

of view of an enterprise, an enterprise in which particular methods of analysis are 

chosen both to produce factual judgments and to serve specified cognitive goals. 

Examples of such enterprises include: systems of legal reasoning (the “legal point of 

view”); systems of moral reasoning (on a cognitivist account of morality, at least, this 

yields the “moral point of view”); philosophical reasoning (the “philosophical point of 

view”); systems of reasoning in support of business objectives (the “business point of 

view”); the “military point of view”; the “economic point of view”; “the religious point 

of view”. . . and so on for many other enterprises. 

In each use of point of view noted above, the concept of point of view is invoked 

to justify some claim, either a claim about what we ought to believe (a theoretical 

claim) or how we ought to act (a practical claim). Note that simply identifying the 

general point of view of an enterprise does not by itself answer the following question: 

What are the specific aims of the enterprise for abductive reasoners who recognize 

themselves as pursuing the same generic enterprise, but who often disagree about 

what are the proper specific aims of the enterprise? Such disagreements are a 

principal source (but not the only source) of the difference among theories within an 

enterprise. It is, for example, a source of disagreement among legal theorists who 

march under such banners as “Legal Positivism,” “Natural Law,” “Legal Realism,” 

and “Critical Legal Studies.” 

The enterprise conception of point of view, properly supplemented by Laudan’s 

axiological model, can serve to explicate the concept of the “point of view” in its 

different philosophical uses.9 Generalized from the particular intellectual domain of 

science, Larry Laudan’s axiological model of scientific explanation greatly helps us 

to explicate the role of viewpoint on the enterprise conception, both in explanation 

generally and in abduction specifically. The enterprise conception of a point of view 

posits that an intellectual enterprise that produces distinctive justificatory claims 

may be dissected into three separate components: factual judgments, the distinctive 

methods that the enterprise uses to generate those factual judgments, and the 

distinctive cognitive aims that the methods are chosen to advance and serve. One 

invokes a point of view to justify some claim. To serve this justificatory function, the 

point of view is assumed to be a reliable method of achieving the (explicit or implicit) 

aims of some rational enterprise. 

The enterprise conception of point of view, supplemented with Laudan’s 

axiological model, allows us to offer an identity criterion for an individual point of 

view: 

The point of view of enterprise E consists of the factual judgments, 

produced by the methodological rules adopted to serve the axiological goals 

of E. 

                                                           
9 See generally, L. Laudan, Science and Values (1984). 

 



SECTION 1 

FROM ENTHYMEME TO ARGUMENT: LOGOCRATIC METHOD 

AND THE VIRTUES AND VICES OF ARGUMENTS 131 

 

  

According to this criterion, there are a great many logical species of abduction. The 

list of these types is long, likely, in principle, unending. We here identify some of the 

domains of abduction that are of particular interest for Logocratic analysis of law—

legal abduction, moral abduction, logical abduction, interpretive abduction, and 

philosophical abduction (including metaphysical). 

b. The Characteristic Virtues of IBE-Abduction 

An account of the characteristic virtues of abduction closely tracks the 

enterprise conception of point of view as elaborated with the help of Laudan’s 

axiological model. A virtuous abduction accurately deploys methods to issue the 

judgments that are characteristic of that point of view, in turn choosing methods that 

do a good job of serving the axiological aims. Because the contexts and domains of 

abductive argument vary so widely, it is not possible to say much that is specific 

about the virtues of an abductive argument apart from this. However, a deep 

research project is involved by practitioners of abduction in their respective fields 

concerning the elements of their respective points of view. They perforce consider 

and argue about (albeit not usually in these terms) what are, and what should be the 

axiological goals, methods chosen to serve those goals, and what are the judgments 

that issue from application of those methods. As Laudan’s model makes clear, 

disagreement among abductive reasoners is possible regarding any of the three-part 

judgment-method-goal triads that comprise a point of view. 

What is the legal point of view? What should be the legal point of view? What 

are or should be its judgments, methods, and aims? These are questions that occupy 

much of jurisprudence. However, even among jurisprudential theories as opposed as 

Legal Positivism and Natural Law, it is clear that legal abduction consists to a very 

large extent in explanation of whether the criteria of rules are satisfied—even if rules 

do not (as they cannot) provide a complete explanation of legal outcomes, whether in 

evidence or in other legal domains. 

c. The Formal Structure of IBE-Abduction 

Inference to the best explanation involves, as its name suggests, inference to an 

explanation of some fact or set of facts. In this argument, a statement of the 

phenomenon (or phenomena) to be explained and the putative explanation both 

appear as premises of the argument and the explanation itself is the argument’s 

conclusion. The fundamental pattern of inference to the best explanation consists in 

four basic steps, three premises (represented as ‘1’, ‘2’, ‘3’) and a conclusion 

(represented as ‘h’). The generic pattern of inference to the best explanation has this 

structure: 

Premise 1: The statement of the phenomenon to be explained, called the 

explanandum. 

Premise 2: The statement of one or more sets of propositions that could 

plausibly explain the phenomenon to be explained. (One or more 

“plausible explanation” conditionals Φn, of the form, “If Φi were 

true or otherwise warranted in this case, that would explain the 

explanandum.”) 

Premise 3: The statement asserting, of those propositions or sets of 

propositions that could plausibly explain the phenomenon 
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(identified and stated in premise 2), that proposition or set of 

propositions is the best explanation—as measured by the 

interests and purposes of the arguer.10 It is perhaps intuitively 

clear that, in inference to the best legal explanation, the 

interests and purposes of the plaintiff or prosecutor compete 

with the interests and purposes of the defendant, and thus, in 

an adversary system, they offer competing legal explanations of 

events and transactions; one, for example, that the transactions 

amounted to breach of contract, the other, that they did not. The 

same dynamic pertains to inferences to the best explanation that 

are made under the aegis of rules of evidence, the proponent 

arguing that the proffered evidence is best explained, from a 

legal point of view, as admissible, the opponent arguing that the 

proffered evidence is best explained, from a legal point of view, 

as (for example) hearsay and not admissible. The question of the 

point of view a judge has, or should have, when offering her own 

inference to the best legal explanation, is a deep jurisprudential 

question. 

Conclusion h: The statement that this best-among-the-plausible explanations 

is the explanation the arguer endorses. 

IBE is extremely common, nay, ubiquitous in legal analysis, including analysis 

under rules of evidence. Every time a legal analyst explains a set of facts from a legal 

point of view—e.g., are the facts of this transaction best explained as contract, or as 

tort, or as the crime of murder; or is the proffered evidence logically relevant, or 

conditionally relevant, or hearsay, or character evidence—that analyst uses the 

argument pattern of inference to the best legal explanation. And when the factfinder 

(judge alone, or judge plus jury) finds those facts that are material to a substantive 

law claim, the factfinder uses inference to the best legal-factual explanation.11 

                                                           
10 A good deal more can be said with precision about the nature of the point of view and its role in 

IBE. See the discussion in Brewer, Scientific Expert Testimony and Intellectual Due Process, 107 YALE 

L.J. 1535, 1568–79 (1998). Here an intuitive example may suffice. Suppose one country, which is a 
signatory to several international treaties, contemplates invading another country. One can evaluate the 
advisability of that action from several distinct points of view, each point of view being comprised of 
distinctive kinds of judgments, methods for producing those judgments, and aims served by those 
methods. The distinct points of view that can be taken in this question of advisability of invasion may 
cohere and agree one with another, but also may well not. It might be advisable (or ill-advised) from a 
military point of view, or from a legal point of view, or from a moral point of view. See also R. Giere, 
Scientific Perspectivism 13–15 and passim (2006). A competition among points of view about the invasion 
of the Ancient Island of Melos by the Athenians is trenchantly explored by the ancient historian 
Thucydides. See Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War Book 5 § 89 (Benjamin Jowett trans., 
1883) (Athenian envoys to Melian representatives, “[I]nto the discussion of human affairs the question of 
justice only enters where the pressure of necessity is equal, and that the powerful exact what they can, 
and the weak grant what they must.”). 

11 Different domains have different methods for assessing facts more precisely. There are, among 
many others, legal facts, logical facts, physics facts, biological facts, and possibly moral facts (which can 
be explained whether one is a moral realist or a moral relativist). This understanding of facts is given 
sustained theoretical defense in N. Goodman, Ways of Worldmaking (1978) (see especially Chapter VI 
“The Fabrication of Facts”). By the phrase ‘legal facts’ we refer to what evidence jurists sometimes call a 
“material fact” or “operative fact.” It is especially important to distinguish domains of factual claims 
because the methods for establishing putative facts are distinctive in those distinctive domains. Our brief 
discussion of inference to the best explanation will help to explain this point. An example in one well-
known case reveals that what is “in fact” a “chicken” for the purposes of a contract may well differ from 
what a chicken is for the purposes of ornithology. See the well-known case of Frigaliment Importing Co. 
v. B.N.S. International Sales Corp., 190 F. Supp. 116 (Friendly, J.), a dispute about the meaning of 
“chicken” in a contract putatively for that commodity. Among the many definitions canvassed by one of 
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Virtually all the cases in this book offer inference to the best legal explanation, and 

a great many of them also offer inference to the best legal-factual explanation. 

As we will see again with analogical arguments, there are ways in which one 

mode of logical inference can play a role within another, and inference to the best 

legal explanation is one such instance. At some point in an inference to the best legal 

explanation, the Logocratic analyst seeks to explain the facts of a given case (or 

hypothetical) by determining what legal rules might apply to the fact pattern, and 

then determining the outcome of the application of the rule to the fact pattern. One 

of the most likely successful representations of the application of rules to potential 

facts is as a possible deductive argument.12 Another way we may understand the role 

of deduction within inference to the best legal explanation is that the analyst 

explains the fact pattern from a legal point of view.13 Thus, for example, when Justice 

Gillett in Knapp reasoned his way to the best legal explanation of the prosecutor’s 

proffer of the doctor’s testimony about how the old man in question died (see 

discussion in Chapter 1, section 2(D)), he used an application of the rule for logical 

relevance to offer a deductive argument to determine that this proffered evidence 

was logically relevant. In so doing he used his application of the deductively 

applicable rule for logical relevance to conclude that, because the requirements of 

the rule were in fact satisfied by the facts of the case before him (‘satisfied’ here 

means that there was sufficient evidence for the facts, under the appropriate burden 

of persuasion), the best explanation of the proffer of evidence by the prosecutor is 

that the proffer was, from a legal point of view, logically relevant. In effect, that is, 

the justice reasoned that, because the requirements of the rule of logical relevance 

(evidence is relevant if and only if evidence conduces to the proof of a pertinent 

hypothesis) were satisfied, that rule would be the best explanation of the prosecutor’s 

proffer of evidence. 

We can also present the role of deduction within legal abduction using Knapp 

as an illustration in a more formal way, using the formal IBE pattern we have just 

identified. In Knapp the proposition to be explained from a legal point of view was 

the prosecutor’s proffer of evidence 1 offered to support the hypothesis h1, and h1, in 

turn, which serves as an evidentiary proposition 2 offered to support h2 (the 

“ultimate issue” in the case—note that there is a chain of arguments, from 1 to h1 

which then in turn serves as premise 2 to h2). Note also that the explanandum, the 

item to be explained in Knapp, and as is typical of inferences to the best legal 

explanations in reasoning with evidence rules, is an evidentiary-enthymeme. In 

Knapp Justice Gillett’s task was to explain from a legal point of view the prosecutor’s 

proffer of 1 offered to prove h2. 

[Abstract form of IBE-Premise 1] 

Premise 1 Statement of proposition to be explained in IBE, the 

“explanandum,” abbreviated ““ 

                                                           
the parties’ witnesses, is “Chicken is everything except a goose, a duck, and a turkey. Everything is a 
chicken, but then you have to say, you have to specify which category you want or that you are talking 
about.” 

12 This is because the role of reasoning with rules in legal abduction is so often best represented as 
deductive reasoning, see the discussion in Brewer, Exemplary Reasoning, infra note 14, at 999–1003. 

13 For extensive analysis of the concept of “point of view” and its role in inference to the best 
explanation, see Brewer, Scientific Expert Testimony and Intellectual Due Process, 107 Yale L.J. 1535, 
156–81 (1998). 
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[IBE Premise 1 in example of Knapp] 

Premise 1 the prosecutor proffers an evidentiary enthymeme, seeking 

to have evidence 1 admitted, in order to prove h1 and then 

from there to prove h2. This proffer calls for the trial judge to 

explain the proffer from a legal point of view—is 1 offered for 

h1 (logically) relevant or not (or does it fit some other 

definition of admissibility/excludability, such as hearsay, 

character, privilege, etc.) 

evidentiary enthymeme proposition 1 

The prosecutor’s proffer of testimony by the doctor that the old man, 

whom defendant claimed to have heard died of a beating at the hands 

of the decedent, died of natural causes and not from a beating 

evidentiary enthymeme proposition h1/2 

Defendant did not act in self-defense fearing for his life 

evidentiary enthymeme proposition h2 

Defendant committed first-degree murder 

[Abstract form of IBE-Premise 2] 

Premise 2 Statement of a proposition Φ1 such that, if Φ1 were true, Φ1 

would be a plausible explanation of the explanandum  

[IBE Premise 2 in example of Knapp] 

Plausible-explanation proposition Φ1 

If the prosecutor’s evidence 1 proffered to support h1 was logically 

relevant (‘logically relevant’ is our contemporary term) to h1, that 

would plausibly explain this evidence from a legal point of view. 

[Comment: this is a statement of a proposition that Justice Gillett thinks 

could plausibly explain the explanandum (which, recall, is the prosecutor’s 

evidentiary enthymeme). In Knapp Justice Gillett discusses only one 

proposition that he thinks is a plausible explanation of the prosecutor’s 

proffer, namely, that the prosecutor’s evidence 1 proffered to support h1 

was logically relevant. In order to determine whether this explanation is 

the best explanation, Justice Gillett must see whether the criteria of the 

rule for logical relevance are satisfied on the facts before him. This is where 

deduction plays a role within inference to the best legal explanation.] 

[Abstract form of Premise 3 of inference to the best legal 

explanation] 

Premise 3 Statement of a proposition Φi such that, Φi is the best 

explanation of all the plausible explanations of explanandum 

 

[IBE Premise 3 in example of Knapp] 

That the prosecutor’s evidence 1 proffered to support h1 was logically relevant 

to h1 is the best explanation of all the plausible explanations of the explanandum (the 

prosecutor’s proffer of doctor’s testimony offered to address defendant’s self-defense 

claim), by virtue of this valid deductive argument: 
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Premise 1 evidence is relevant if and only if evidence conduces to the 

proof of a pertinent hypothesis 

Premise 2 the prosecutor’s evidence conduces to proof of a pertinent 

hypothesis 

Conclusion h the prosecutor’s evidence is relevant 

[IBE conclusion h in example of Knapp] 

[Justice Gillett did determine that the prosecutor’s proffer met  the requirement 

of the rule for logical relevance, as we’ve noticed earlier (we present a representation 

of the argufied argument in Knapp about logical relevance that is more concise than 

the more detailed representation in Chapter 1, pages 18–19). Justice Gillett offers 

this deductive argument as part of his resolution of the case by admitting the 

prosecutor’s proffered evidence. What we’ve now added to our understanding is that 

his deductive argument was in important step within his inference to the best legal 

explanation.] 

Note that some IBE inferences can fairly be represented as having as much force 

as valid deductive inferences. Consider, for example, how one can explain how it is 

that a pawn in chess can appear on the same column as a pawn on the same “team” 

(color). The answer, that one pawn on that team “captured” an opposing piece, or en 

passant, is an application of deductively applicable rules of chess. Other IBE 

explanations have only as much force as the inductive specifications on which they 

rely. Thus, in some IBEs the premises provide incorrigible evidence for the truth of 

their conclusions (as in the chess explanation, and when IBE is used, as it indeed is, 

in mathematical and logical reasoning), and sometimes only probabilistic warrant 

(probability less than 1). Whether inferences to the best legal explanation, in which 

legal rules play such an important role (as we just observed), also have the force of 

deductively applicable rules is a nice and important jurisprudential question.14 

(4) ANALOGY AND ITS MODE-DEPENDENT VIRTUES 

In an analogical argument, one reasons that because two or more items (call 

these the “source” of the analogy and the “target” of the analogy) share some 

characteristics (“shared characteristics”), one can infer that they share an additional 

characteristic that is of particular interest to the reasoner (the “inferred 

characteristic”). In order to have rational cogency, arguments by analogy operate by 

discovering, articulating, and then applying a rule that links the presence of the 

shared characteristics to the inferred characteristic (the “analogy-warranting 

rule.”)15 

Analogical argument is a centerpiece of reasoning from precedent, a dominant 

mode of reasoning in Anglo-American law. Very often judges and lawyers argue that 

a precedent case is (or is not) relevantly similar to a case under consideration in some 

particular ways that are of interest to the reasoner. Analogical arguments also 

appear in arguments made in the course of evidence litigation. Sometimes these are 

arguments from precedent, as in common law evidentiary reasoning, but sometimes 

analogical arguments are used for other purposes, including when a statute, such as 
                                                           

14 For a discussion of relevant considerations on this issue, see Brewer, On the Possibility of 
Necessity in Legal Argument: A Dilemma for Holmes and Dewey, 34 John Marshall L. Rev. 9 (2000). 

15 For an extended discussion of analogical argument, see Brewer, Exemplary Reasoning: Semantics, 
Pragmatics, and the Rational Force of Legal Argument By Analogy, 109 Harv. L. Rev. 923–1028 (1996). 
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the Fed.R.Evid., is the principal source of law. Here is an example of an analogical 

argument offered by Justice O’Connor in the Old Chief case (see Chpater 1, pages 

45–54): 

[I]n our system of justice, a person is not simply convicted of “a crime” 

or “a felony.” Rather, he is found guilty of a specified offense, almost always 

because he violated a specific statutory prohibition. . . . That a variety of 

crimes would have satisfied the prior conviction element of the § 922(g)(1) 

offense does not detract from the fact that petitioner committed a specific 

offense. The name and basic nature of petitioner’s crime are inseparable 

from the fact of his earlier conviction and were therefore admissible to 

prove petitioner’s guilt. 

The principle is illustrated by the evidence that was admitted at 

petitioner’s trial to prove the other element of the § 922(g)(1) offense—

possession of a “firearm.” The Government submitted evidence showing 

that petitioner possessed a 9-mm. semiautomatic pistol. Although 

petitioner’s possession of any number of weapons would have satisfied the 

requirements of § 922(g)(1), obviously the Government was entitled to 

prove with specific evidence that petitioner possessed the weapon he did. 

In the same vein, consider a murder case. Surely the Government can 

submit proof establishing the victim’s identity, even though, strictly 

speaking, the jury has no “need” to know the victim’s name, and even 

though the victim might be a particularly well loved public figure. The same 

logic should govern proof of the prior conviction element of the § 922(g)(1) 

offense. That is, the Government ought to be able to prove, with specific 

evidence, that petitioner committed a crime that came within § 922(g)(1)’s 

coverage. 

Old Chief v. United States, 519 U.S. 172, 195 (1997) (O’Connor, J., dissenting). Here 

are the elements of Justice O’Connor’s analogical argument: 

Sources for the analogical argument: 

source 1 [I]n our system of justice, a person is not simply convicted of 

“a crime” or “a felony.” Rather, he is found guilty of a specified 

offense, almost always because he violated a specific 

statutory prohibition. 

source 2 To prove the element of the § 922(g)(1) offense—possession of 

a “firearm”—the Government submitted evidence showing 

that petitioner possessed a 9-mm. semiautomatic pistol, even 

though possession of any number of weapons would have 

satisfied the requirements of § 922(g)(1). 

source 3 In a murder case, the Government submits proof establishing 

the victim’s identity, even though, strictly speaking, the jury 

has no “need” to know the victim’s name, and even though 

the victim might be a particularly well-loved public figure. 

Target for the analogical argument: 

The Government’s proffer of evidence that defendant Old Chief’s prior 

felony conviction which brought him within the scope of being a “felon 
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in possession of a firearm,” and thus within the scope of the offense 

specified by § 922(g)(1), was for assault causing serious bodily injury. 

Shared characteristic  There is a use of a specific name to prove 

the element of a legal rule 

Inferred characteristic  The use of a specific name to prove the 

element of a legal rule is legally permitted 

Analogy-warranting rule If  

  there is a use of a specific name to prove 

the element of a legal rule 

 then  

  the use of a specific name to prove the 

element of a legal rule is legally 

permitted16 

Analogy-warranting rationale: ? 

Note: A fully virtuous argument by analogy—one that has all of the 

characteristic virtues of an argument by analogy—also has either an 

explicit or fairly easily discernible analogy-warranting rationale, 

which offers a justification for the analogical arguer’s endorsement of 

the analogy-warranting rule. Specifically, this justification is an 

explanation of why one may infer the presence of the inferred 

characteristic of the analogy from the presence of the shared 

characteristic.17 Justice O’Connor offers no easily discernible analogy-

warranting rationale for her analogy-warranting rule—unless it is 

something like (and as vague as) “common sense.” 

a. Mode-Dependent Virtues of Analogical Arguments 

What are the characteristic virtues of an analogical argument, the features that 

make such an argument as strong as an analogical argument can be? The main 

criterion of virtue comes from powerful work done by philosopher Paul Grice, who 

showed that the communicative exchanges operate under a powerful presumption, 

namely, that speakers and authors behave in accord with a cooperative principle: 

“Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which 

it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are 

                                                           
16 I represent the analogy-warranting rule here as a rule that is capable of yielding a valid deductive 

inference, by means of modus ponens. In some reasoning by analogy, the analogy-warranting rule yields 
only “defeasible modus ponens,” meaning that the rule is only a probabilistic generalization (as in this 
very condensed analogical argument: ‘This dog is like other dogs in my experience in being a pit bull, and 
those pit bulls have been vicious, so this dog is also likely to be vicious.”). The question of the role of 
deduction in the adequate representation of legal arguments is a deep jurisprudential question. See 
Brewer, Traversing Holmes’ Path toward a Jurisprudence of Logical Form, in The Path of the Law and 
Its Influence: The Legacy of Oliver Wendell Holmes 94 (S. Burton ed., 2000). For discussion of deductive 
and inductive analogy-warranting rules, see the discussion in Brewer, Exemplary Reasoning, supra note 
14, at 983–1017. 

17 See Brewer, Exemplary Reasoning, supra note 14, at 966–68. 
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engaged.”18 Argument, including analogical argument, is a type of communicative 

exchange to which both authors-speakers and readers-listeners apply the 

interpretive presumption that the author-speaker is obeying the cooperative 

principle. Specifically for analogical argument this means that fully virtuous 

analogical (and disanalogical) arguments communicate sufficiently clearly what are 

the: sources, targets, shared characteristics (analogy), unshared characteristics 

(disanalogy), analogy-warranting rule, and disanalogy-warranting rule. No less 

important is a vital additional virtue for analogical and disanalogical arguments: 

that there is a cogent and compelling analogy- or disanalogy-warranting rationale, 

appropriate for either deductively warranting contexts or inductively warranting 

contexts.19 

E. MODE-INDEPENDENT LOGOCRATIC VIRTUES 

We have considered the first two types of Logocratic virtues, namely, the virtues 

of arguments that are dependent on their logical form. We have briefly summarized 

what are the mode-dependent, characteristic virtues of deduction, induction, 

analogy, and inference to the best explanation. There are also Logocratic virtues that 

are independent of the logical form, and it is to discussion of these that we now turn. 

These are virtues of arguments that apply to all arguments regardless of their logical 

form, including, of course, evidential arguments. These virtues of arguments are, 

more specifically, types of strength (virtue) or weakness (vice) understood as creative 

instrumental efficacy for achieving one or another (or some combination) of three goals 

or purpose. We refer to these three types of mode-independent strength (or weakness) 

as internal, dialectical, and rhetorical. 

(1) INTERNAL (ALSO REFERRED TO AS “INFERENTIAL” OR “EPISTEMIC”) 

STRENGTH OR WEAKNESS 

One logical, form-independent purpose for argument is to use argument to infer 

conclusions from premises in such a way that the argument is internally strong, in 

the sense that if the premises of the argument are true, then they provide strong 

support for the conclusion of the argument. Or, we could equally well say, if the 

premises are the argument are believed, they provide strong support for believing 

the conclusion of the argument; this is what we mean by the phrase ‘epistemic 

strength’. And we could also equally well say, if the premises are the argument are 

true, they provide strong support for inferring the conclusion of the argument; this 

is what we mean by the phrase ‘inferential strength’. 

For example, in the argument below, we can assess the “inferential strength” or 

the “epistemic strength” or the “internal strength” that the two premises 1 and 2 

provide for the conclusion h. 

1 All men are mortal. 

2 Socrates is a man. 

therefore 

                                                           
18 Grice, Logic and Conversation, in 3 Syntax and Semantics: Speech Acts 46 (P. Cole and J. L. 

Morgan eds., 1975). 
19 The distinction between deductively warranting contexts or inductively warranting contexts is 

discussed in Brewer, Exemplary Reasoning, supra note 14, at 983–1017. 
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h Socrates is mortal. 

This is a type of argument—which we have identified above as a valid deductive 

argument—in which the internal (inferential, epistemic) strength is as strong as 

possible. Put another way, in this argument, whenever all the premises (1 and 2) 

are true, it is not conceivable that the conclusion (h) is false. There cannot be any 

stronger warrant than the internal warrant that these premises of this argument, 

and this type of argument (valid deductive argument), provide for its conclusion. 

It is very useful to note that, in Logocratic theory, there is an important 

relationship between mode-dependent virtues of deduction, induction, analogy, and 

abduction, on the one hand, and this type of mode-independent virtue—internal 

strength, on the other. The mode-independent virtue of internal strength is a 

function of the degree to which an argument exemplifies the characteristic, mode-

dependent virtues associated with its type of argument. 

(2) DIALECTICAL (ALSO REFERRED TO AS “EXTERNAL”) STRENGTH OR 

WEAKNESS 

Internal (inferential, epistemic) strength is only one of three important 

measures of am argument’s strength or weakness. Another is dialectical strength (or 

weakness). A dialectic of arguments is a competition among arguments. Recognizing 

that dialectical strength (or weakness) is a type of strength (or weakness) distinct 

from internal (inferential, epistemic) strength allows us to make further distinctions 

among dialectical competitions of arguments. There can be: 

(i) External competition among arguers, as for example in litigation, 

when there is competition of prosecutor or plaintiff against a defendant, or 

when, on a multi-judge panel, there is competition of majority and 

dissenting judges. 

(ii) Internal competition within an arguer, as for example when a judge or 

lawyer debates the pros and cons of a legal argument (or when a 

philosopher does likewise with philosophical arguments—compare 

Socrates in Plato’s dialogue the Apology: “[T]he greatest good of man is daily 

to converse about virtue and all that concerning which you hear me 

examining myself and others . . . .” (38A) (emphasis added)). 

(iii) Formal competition of arguments (and arguers), guided by formal 

rules, as for example in litigation (rules of evidence and procedure may be 

very usefully understood as rules that guide the formal competition of 

litigants’ and judges’ arguments) or in various scholastic debate 

competitions. 

(iv) Informal competition of arguments (and arguers), guided by informal 

rules, as for example in philosopher Socrates’ debates with his interlocutors 

in the Socratic “elenchos” (Ancient Greek term for cross-examination). 

(3) RHETORICAL STRENGTH OR WEAKNESS 

The third measure of strength (or weakness) of an argument is its rhetorical 

strength (or weakness). In Part 2 of his treatise Rhetoric, the philosopher Aristotle 

defines ‘rhetoric’ as follows: 
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Rhetoric may be defined as the faculty of observing in any given case the 

available means of persuasion. This is not a function of any other art. Every 

other art can instruct or persuade about its own particular subject-matter; 

for instance, medicine about what is healthy and unhealthy, geometry 

about the properties of magnitudes, arithmetic about numbers, and the 

same is true of the other arts and sciences. But rhetoric we look upon as 

the power of observing the means of persuasion on almost any subject 

presented to us; and that is why we say that, in its technical character, it 

is not concerned with any special or definite class of subjects. 

Aristotle, Rhetoric 7 (W. Rhys Roberts trans., 2010) (c. 350 B.C.E). In accord with 

this definition, we may say that rhetoric is the attempt by a source rhetor to persuade 

a target audience to accept a proposition or set of propositions. Legal arguers, 

including judges, lawyers, and law students (as well as arguers in many other 

settings) seek not only to offer arguments that are internally strong and dialectically 

strong (strong in competition with other arguments), but also are persuasive to one 

or more target audiences. 

Some of the most famous decisions in the Supreme Court’s history have been 

arguments that were dialectically weaker (in that they were dissenting Justices’ 

opinions, which, by definition, lost the dialectical competition with the majority 

justices’ opinion) but were rhetorically strong for target audiences of subsequent 

generations of judges and lawyers. One may cite, for example, Justice Harlan’s 

dissent in Plessy v. Ferguson, 163 U.S. 537, 559 (1896) (“In my opinion, the judgment 

this day rendered will, in time, prove to be quite as pernicious as the decision made 

by this tribunal in the Dred Scott Case.”) (Harlan, J., dissenting) and Justice 

Holmes’s dissent in Lochner v. New York, 198 U.S. 45, 74 (1905) (Holmes, J., 

dissenting). 

In the specific area of evidence litigation, judicial opinions offer a good deal of 

evidence of their effort to offer arguments that are rhetorically strong (while also 

internally and dialectically strong). Some of this evidence is in the form of rhetorical 

devices like metaphors and other figures of speech, as for example in Justice 

Thurgood Marshall’s final opinion as a full sitting Justice in Payne v. Tennessee, 501 

U.S. 808, 844 (1991) (Marshall, J., dissenting). In that opinion, Justice Marshall used 

reasoning by analogy (see the discussion above, section 1(D)(4)) to challenge the 

majority’s argument attempting to justify overturning two Supreme Court 

precedents that were then only two and four years old. Although he lost the 

dialectical competition with the majority (by definition, since this was a dissenting 

opinion), his opinion had clear evidence of an effort to make a rhetorically strong 

appeal: 

Power, not reason, is the new currency of this Court’s decision-making. 

Four Terms ago, a five-Justice majority of this Court held that “victim 

impact” evidence of the type at issue in this case could not constitutionally 

be introduced during the penalty phase of a capital trial. . . . By another 5–

4 vote, a majority of this Court rebuffed an attack upon this ruling just two 

Terms ago. Nevertheless . . . today’s majority overrules Booth and Gathers 

and credits the dissenting views expressed in those cases. Neither the law 

nor the facts supporting Booth and Gathers underwent any change in the 

last four years. Only the personnel of this Court did. . . . In dispatching 

Booth and Gathers to their graves, today’s majority ominously suggests 
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that an even more extensive upheaval of this Court’s precedents may be in 

store. 

Id. at 844. A particularly colorful effort to offer an argument that is rhetorically 

strong comes from lawyer Daniel Webster, arguing to the Supreme Judicial Court in 

Massachusetts in Commonwealth v. Knapp, 9 Pick. 495 (Mass. 1830), that “suicide 

is confession.” Webster, the prosecutor, sought to persuade the factfactinder to 

believe that a man who had committed suicide had committed murder, in order to 

aid Webster’s cases against others who, Webster argued, aided and abetted the man 

who had committed suicide. Webster’s rhetorical appeal (in language reminiscent of 

the dramatic action in Edgar Allen Poe’s short story The Tell-Tale Heart), made in 

order to establish that the court should consider suicide to be confession (consider 

this argument when in Chapter 5 you consider the framework of confessions in 

Fed.R.Evid. 801(d)(2)), is as follows: 

The human heart was not made for the residence of such an inhabitant. It 

finds itself preyed on by a torment which it does not acknowledge to God 

nor man. A vulture is devouring it, and it can ask no sympathy or 

assistance, either from heaven or earth. The secret which the murderer 

possesses soon comes to possess him; and, like the evil spirits of which we 

read, it overcomes him, and leads him whithersoever it will. He feels it 

beating at his heart, rising to his throat, and demanding disclosure. He 

thinks the whole world sees it in his face, reads it in his eyes, and almost 

hears its workings in the very silence of his thoughts. It has become his 

master. It betrays his discretion, it breaks down his courage, it conquers 

his prudence. When suspicions, from without, begin to embarrass him, and 

the net of circumstance to entangle him, the fatal secret struggles with still 

greater violence to burst forth. It must be confessed, it will be confessed; 

there is no refuge from confession but suicide, and suicide is confession. 

VII American State Trials 395, 515–16. (John D. Lawson ed., 1917) 

2. SUMMARY OF THE ARGUING VIRTUES 

We have spoken about two kinds of virtues and vices of arguments. Those that 

are specific to an argument’s mode of logical inference (“mode-dependent virtues”) 

and those that pertain to an argument regardless of its mode of inference (“mode-

independent virtues”). For the mode-independent virtues, we have marked the idea 

of virtue as functional excellence by calling attention to three kinds of things arguers 

do with arguments as—pick the metaphor that best suits one’s interests in argument 

in a given context—tools, instruments, implements, and weapons. 

(1) An arguer sometimes seeks to construct an argument that is internally 

strong, and we identified three ways to describe this kind of strength: 

(a) if the premises are true or otherwise warranted (such as 

probabilistically warranted, less than 100% probability), then they 

provide some degree of support for the truth, or other warrant, of the 

conclusion 

(b) epistemic strength—belief in the truth or other type of warrant of 

the premises provides support for belief in the conclusion 



142 ADVANCED ANALYSIS OF REASONING ABOUT EVIDENCE CHAPTER 2 

 

  

(c) inferential strength—the truth or other warrant of the premises 

licenses the inference to the conclusion 

(2) Arguers sometimes seek to construct an argument that is dialectically 

strong, meaning that it is strong in competition with another argument. A 

paradigm for this kind of competition is the contest of inferences to the best 

legal explanation of prosecutor (or plaintiff) and defendant in virtually 

every case (including Knapp, illustrated in detail above), and of majority 

and dissenting judges on multi-member judicial panels (illustrated in the 

Sherrod case, above). 

(3) Arguers sometimes seek to construct an argument that is rhetorically 

strong, meaning that it is strong in its capacity to persuade a target 

audience, including multiple target audiences that might yield differing 

measures of rhetorical strength for same argument. For example, a 

dissenting judge’s argument has by definition lost the dialectical 

competition of arguments with those of the majority, but it might persuade 

segments of the public, or the bar, or indeed future majorities of judges. 

Compare, e.g., Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U.S. 558, 604 (2003) (Scalia, J., 

dissenting) (“At the end of its opinion—after having laid waste the 

foundations of our rational-basis jurisprudence—the Court says that the 

present case ‘does not involve whether the government must give formal 

recognition to any relationship that homosexual persons seek to enter.’ Do 

not believe it. . . . This case ‘does not involve’ the issue of homosexual 

marriage only if one entertains the belief that principle and logic have 

nothing to do with the decisions of this Court. Many will hope that, as the 

Court comfortingly assures us, this is so.”) with Obergefell v. Hodges, 135 

S. Ct. 2584 (2015) (majority holding same-sex couples may exercise the 

fundamental right to marry). 

3. DEFEASIBILITY AS A STRENGTH-VIRTUE AND WEAKNESS-
VICE IN AN ARGUMENT: VITAL FOR UNDERSTANDING 

EVIDENTIARY ARGUMENTS 

We will conclude this presentation of the Logocratic Method with an explanation 

of one additional feature of arguments that is vital for a complete understanding and 

mastery of arguments in evidence (and other domains): the property of defeasibility. 

And we shall suggest that this property is simultaneously a weakness-vice of 

arguments (since in a defeasible argument true or warranted premises cannot 

provide incorrigible evidence for the truth or warrant of the conclusion) and a virtue, 

the virtue of flexibility of adapting one’s judgments about the world to new 

information. We also in this section return to Justice Gillett’s argument in Knapp 

regarding logical relevance to illustrate the very typical operation of defeasible 

arguments in juristic reasoning about evidence. 

Recall that, on our evidential conception of the discipline of logic (see Chapter 

1, pages 13–16), logic studies the evidential relation between the argument’s 

premises and its conclusion. Consider this shorter representation of the argufied 

argument in Knapp about logical relevance (the more detailed representation is in 

Chapter 1, section 2(D)(2)): 
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Premise 1 evidence is relevant if and only if evidence conduces to the 

proof of a pertinent hypothesis 

Premise 2 the prosecutor’s evidence conduces to proof of a pertinent 

hypothesis 

Conclusion h the prosecutor’s evidence is relevant 

Represented thus, this is a valid deductive argument, and has the highest 

possible degree of what we have called internal strength (also, “epistemic” and 

“inferential” strength, see discussion in section 1(E)(1) above): whenever all the 

premises of this type of argument are true, the conclusion must be true as well. 

Now consider this hypothetical argument, which tracks a series of items of 

evidence that a prosecutor might offer to support the conclusion-hypothesis of guilt 

on a murder charge: 

Argument 1 

Premise/item of evidence 1 Jones confessed to shooting Smith. 

Premise/item of evidence 2 Each of five witnesses testified that he 

or she saw Jones shoot Smith. 

Premise/item of evidence 3 Jones’s fingerprints were found on the 

gun recovered at the scene of Smith’s 

shooting. 

Therefore,  

Conclusion/hypothesis h Jones shot Smith. 

If premises 1, 2, and 3 were all true, doesn’t it seem likely that you—and a 

factfinder—would consider them strong “evidence” for the conclusion h? But now 

suppose that these additional items of evidence/premises 4 through 7 are all also 

true (including, that is, 1, 2, and 3): 

Additional premises 

Premise/item of evidence 4 Jones was beaten by the police and 

ordered to confess. 

Premise/item of evidence 5 Each of the five witnesses was bribed by 

the prosecutor to testify that he or she 

saw Jones shoot Smith. 

Premise/item of evidence 6 Fingerprint evidence is reliable only 40% 

of the time. 

Premise/item of evidence 7 The technicians in laboratory to which 

the gun was sent for fingerprint analysis 

were both incompetent and corrupt. 

If we put all these premises together as one superset of premises, how strong is the 

support the whole set (all of the new “evidence,” premises 1 through 7) provides for 

the conclusion h? 
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Argument 2 (= Argument 1 + Additional premises) 

Premise/item of evidence 1 Jones confessed to shooting Smith. 

Premise/item of evidence 2 Each of five witnesses testified that he 

or she saw Jones shoot Smith. 

Premise/item of evidence 3 Jones’s fingerprints were found on the 

gun recovered at the scene of Smith’s 

shooting. 

Premise/item of evidence 4 Jones was beaten by the police and 

ordered to confess. 

Premise/item of evidence 5 Each of the five witnesses was bribed 

by the prosecutor to testify that he or 

she saw Jones shoot Smith. 

Premise/item of evidence 6 Fingerprint evidence is reliable only 

40% of the time. 

Premise/item of evidence 7 The technicians in laboratory to which 

the gun was sent for fingerprint 

analysis were both incompetent and 

corrupt. 

Therefore,  

Conclusion/hypothesis h Jones shot Smith. 

Compare Argument 1 and Argument 2. Whereas Argument 1 seems to provide 

strong evidence for the conclusion that Jones shot Smith (although not conclusive—

keep in mind that the burden of persuasion in a criminal case like this would be 

beyond a reasonable doubt, not beyond all doubt), Argument 2, which contains and 

adds premises to the premises in Argument 1, provides far less, if any, support for 

the conclusion that Jones shot Smith. We shall call the additional premises added to 

the premises of Argument 1 defeasiary evidence. Overall, this example illustrates the 

property of defeasibility. Argument 1 is defeasible, and it is defeasiary evidence 

that is added to Argument 1 resulting in Argument 2. 

Definition of ‘defeasible’: An argument from premises to a conclusion is 

defeasible if and only if the argument is one in which it is possible that the 

addition of some premises to the argument’s original premises can 

undermine the degree of evidential warrant that the original premises 

provide for the conclusion. 

Of the four modes of logical inference we have examined, valid deductive 

inferences are always indefeasible (they are never defeasible). Inductive arguments, 

whether generalizations or specifications, are always defeasible. Some analogical 

arguments are defeasible, others are indefeasible (some are offered in which the 

analogical-warranting rationales belong to deductive systems), and likewise some 

abductive arguments are defeasible, others are indefeasible (some offer explanations 

of deductive phenomena, in which the explanatory system belong to deductive 

systems). 

Reasoning about facts in evidence involves both inductive inference 

and inductively-informed inferences to the best explanation, and thus is 
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always defeasible. This fact can be deeply empowering for the evidence analyst 

who engages dialectical competitions over the facts of litigated (or mooted) cases, for 

it means that the opponent of evidence whose support is inductive (and therefore 

defeasible) might always be able to search for, and perhaps find, additional premises 

that undermine the support that the opponent’s original evidence-premises provided 

for a conclusion. To take one very prominent example in recent U.S. litigative history, 

when the prosecutor in the O.J. Simpson trial presented a good deal of evidence (that 

is, evidentiary arguments) about blood samples and the “bloody glove” that seemed 

deeply incriminating of the defendant, the defense was able to present potentially 

defeasiary evidence about the alleged mishandling of evidence in the chain of custody 

and the character of a vital prosecution witness, police officer Mark Fuhrman. And 

in the dialectical competition between prosecutor and defendant in that case, the 

defendant’s defeasiary challenges to the prosecution’s factual arguments for guilt 

seem to have won that famous-infamous dialectical competition.20 

Bottom line: whether one is a proponent or opponent of evidentiary arguments, 

one out to be on the lookout for potentially defeasiary evidence that might undermine 

the force of one’s own, or one’s opponent’s, evidential arguments. If used in 

competitive evidentiary arguments in this way, defeasibility in an argument may be 

thought of as a weakness of an argument’s internal strength (though not necessarily 

of its dialectical or rhetorical strength). But if we think of this same process of 

defeasible reasoning about the facts of the world, defeasibility has the virtue of 

allowing us flexibly to revise our beliefs in light of new information. 

 

 

                                                           
20 See G. Uelman, The O.J. Files: Evidentiary Issues in a Tactical Context (1998). 
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