LIABILITY FORMULA:
ACT + MR + STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS (SL)  R W/ NO AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES = GUILT

Act:
I. Burden of proof – burden of production and persuasion by prosecution BRD
II. Voluntary Act
a. Rule statement: Bodily movement that is a product of the effort of determination of actor, either conscious or habitual and uncoerced.
b. Unconscious and coercion would make it involuntary.
c. Cases: 
i. Martin
1. Was it a voluntary action? Since the police forced his appearance in the public place, so his appearance was not voluntary.
2. Presumption that the act was voluntary in the statute.
ii. Decina
1. Epilepsy – no control over actions during fit
a. If someone is unconscious, doesn’t have control over actions.
2. Decina knew he was epileptic, but he drove.
3. When he got behind the wheel, he is voluntarily choosing to and is conscious of his action.
iii. Newton
1. Newton loses consciousness prior to fatal shooting then no voluntary act
III. Omission to Act:
a. Rule statement: Not acting when there is a legal duty to act.
b. Basic duties to act:
i. Statutory
ii. Immediate family status
iii. Contractual
iv. Assumption of care
v. Responsible for causing original harm
c. Case:
i. Jones
1. Mother leaves child with Jones, who doesn’t take care of child and dies.
2. Convicted of manslaughter for omission to act based on duty to act

Mens Rea:
I. Burden of proof – burden of production and persuasion by prosecution BRD
II. Purpose
a. Rule statement: Conscious object to achieve result
III. Knowledge
a. Rule statement: Awareness that certain result is substantially certain to occur.
IV. Reckless
a. Rule statement: Conscious disregard of substantial and unjustifiable risk.
b. Notice of risk goes to awareness.
V. Negligence
a. Rule statement: Should have been aware of substantial and unjustifiable risk.
VI. Cases:
a. Cunningham
i. Maliciously can be purpose, knowledge, or reckless.
ii. Mens rea for asphyxiation
iii. Did Cunningham have foresight of consequence?
iv. Key is that you need to know what our mens rea term means and what partner of mens rea term is – mens rea terms are adverbs.
b. Faulkner
i. Foresight of consequence  destruction of ship by fire
VII. Translating common law MR terms into MPC.
a. Identify common law MR term (i.e. maliciously).
b. Establish the meaning of term in statutory context.
c. Translate into MPC terms of purpose/knowledge/reckless/negligence or strict liability.
VIII. Analyze MR in statutory context.
a. Identify MR term(s).
b. Define MR term.
c. Determine what element(s) it applies to.
d. Determine whether evidence shows that defendant acted with required MR.

IX. Mistake of Fact
a. Rule statement: Mistake of fact can negate purpose, knowledge, reckless MR if mistake is honest. Mistake of fact can negate negligence MR if mistake is honest and reasonable. No mistake of fact can negate SL MR. 
b. 
	Purpose, knowledge, reckless
	Excuse for any honest mistake

	Negligence
	Excuse for any honest and reasonable mistake

	Strict liability
	No excuse


c. Cases:
i. Prince
1. Unlawfully take any unmarried girl under 16. Under 16 is strict liability. So mistake of “under 16” isn’t excused.
ii. Olsen
1. Underage sex offense, SL.
2. Key is look at legislature’s intent when creating statute.
iii. Garnett
1. Intellectually disables, but another underage sex offense so SL.
X. Mistake of Law
a. Rule statement: Mistake concerning a rule of law unknown to most people will negate MR required for offense.
b. Need to balance individual fairness with certainty of criminal prohibitions
c. Cases:
i. Marrero
1. Federal corrections officer who works in Connecticut but was in a NY social club with concealed gun. Doesn’t have license, but the law says exemption for peace officers and peace officers include federal corrections officer.
2. Appellate Court rules 3-2 saying he doesn’t fall under this exemption. 
ii. International Minerals 
1. Crime to “knowingly violate” a regulation of the Interstate Commerce Commission regarding transportation of corrosive liquids.
2. Driver had to know he was carrying corrosive liquids but don’t need to prove driver knew of the actual regulation.
iii. Liparota
1. Had to know you were buying beer and regulation doesn’t allow buying beer with food stamps
iv. Different outcomes because public harm consequences much greater for transportation of corrosive liquids than buying beer with food stamps. Also notice of wrongdoing – indiv using food stamps may not have high level of education, but with ICC much more sophisticated people so should have knowledge and education regarding chemicals.
v. Overholt
1. Willfully violating the Safe Drinking Water Act
2. Def must have known he was doing something unlawful but not the specifics of the law

XI. Homicide MR
a. MR: Purpose to kill
i. With premeditation – 1st degree (without premeditation or provocation – 2nd degree)
1. Rule statement: Calculation or weighing of consequences
2. Carroll jurisdiction
a. No time is too short for premeditation.
b. Case: Carroll
i. Husband gets into argument with wife. Long history of fighting and tension. When she goes to sleep, he takes the gun from above their bed and kills her. Bad cover up and is caught.
ii. Carroll is saying guilty of unpremeditated murder without provocation. Prosecution says premeditated.
3. Guthrie jurisdiction
a. Time requirement
b. Case: Guthrie
i. Coworker joking and hits Guthrie with dishtowel. Gets angry and then takes out knife and stabs coworker in the neck and kills him.
ii. Court says jury should have been instructed on timing requirement – in that time the person would have considered the consequences.
4. Anderson factors
a. Timing/planning
i. If you plan something, usually would have weighed consequences.
b. Relationship/motive
i. Looking for relationship – the kind of motive that shows premeditation
c. Manner/coolness
i. Manner of killing to decide if contemplation
ii. Manner can also show if purpose to kill, but focusing on contemplation.
ii. With provocation – Voluntary Manslaughter
1. Rule statement: Extreme passion overcoming a person and would cause a reasonable person to be sorely tempted to kill.
a. Common law: Actually and reasonably provoked
2. Categorical jurisdiction
a. Must fit within set categories:
i. Mutual combat
ii. Extreme assault/battery
iii. Injury/abuse of close relative
iv. Sudden discovery of adultery
b. Words are not enough.
c. Preliminary determination by judge that facts as presented fit a recognized category of provocation
d. If true, jury makes final determination of provocation, including reasonableness assessment
e. Case: Girourad 
i. Husband and wife get into argument. She verbally attacks him. He gets knife from behind his pillow and stabs her to death. Very remorseful, tires to kill himself then calls police to turn himself in.
ii. But provocation was by words. For words to be adequate provocation – must be accompanied with threat to bodily harm.
f. Categorical will be more rigorous on cooling off period than discretionary. 
3. Discretionary jurisdiction
a. Most determinations of reasonableness made by jury (only minimal initial gatekeeping by trial court)
b. Case: Maher
i. Maher has suspicions of his wife and another man having affair. Friend tells Maher they are having affair. Maher shoots guy in ear. Charged with assault with intent to kill.
4. MPC: EED / Extreme emotional disturbance
a. Rule statement: EED for which there was a reasonable explanation or excuse. Reasonableness will be determined from def’s situation under the circumstances as he believed them to be.
b. Case: Cassassa
i. Casassa briefly dated victim. She rejects him. He kills her. He claimes EED.
b. MR: Reckless – Depraved Heart Murder
i. Rule statement: Conscious disregard of an unjustified and substantial risk and extreme indifference to the value of human life.
ii. For extreme indifference, think about particular lack of justification, particular dangerousness, and how many people put at risk.
iii. Case:
1. Fleming
a. Driving very dangerously. Eventually head on collision and kills someone. Was speeding, swerving, very drunk. Fleming is a longtime alcoholic. Yes, DHM.
2. Protoppapas
a. Giving anesthesia to lot of patients, too much, they die. Had notice. So yes, DHM.
c. MR: Negligence – Involuntary manslaughter
i. Rule statement: Gross deviation from the standard of care that creates a substantial and unjustifiable risk of which a reasonable person would have been aware.
ii. Case: 
1. Williams
a. Baby died. Parents knew child was sick. But didn’t take to hospital. Parents claim they thought child would be taken away, didn’t actually know of risk of child’s sickness.

d. MR: Purpose to commit felony – Enumerated Felony Murder 
i. Rule statement: Murder occurring during the commission or attempt of a felony, based on statutory requirements of what kinds of felony apply for felony-murder.
ii. Cases:
1. Stamp
a. Vic has heart attack and dies. Heart attack wouldn’t have occurred without the stress of being held at gunpoint even though he had heart problem before. This is felony murder because robbery  heart attack  death.
e. MR: Purpose to do great bodily harm – Inherently Dangerous Felony Murder
i. Rule statement: Murder occurring during the commission or attempt of an inherently dangerous felony, based on the statute of the felony.
ii. Do analysis in the abstract, not based on the facts of the cases for statutory.
iii. Cases:
1. Philips
a. Parents don’t want their daughter with eye cancer to get surgery. Meet someone who says this chiro/doctor cured her son of cancer with no surgery. Daughter treated by him but doesn’t improve and dies.
b. Not inherently dangerous because charging with grand theft.
2. Burroughs
a. Massaging a terminally ill patient and causing death

XII. Attempt MR
a. Purpose MR + MR for underlying offense
b. Result offense:
i. Rule statement: For result offense, purpose attaches to result. 
ii. Rule statement: A result offense is an offense that caused physical harm to person or property based on the statute.
iii. Case: Smallwood v. State (charged with attempted murder for raping with HIV positive status, had notice but didn’t practice safe sex, not purpose to kill, so no attempted murder)
iv. Case: Hinkhouse (more purpose to kill, said if he were HIV positive he would spread to kill people, also lied about his HIV positive status)
v. Case: Kane (stabbing people with syringe saying I’ll give you AIDS, more purpose to kill)
vi. Case: Raines case (def shot into car driver’s side, more dangerous to life by shooting than unprotected sex and transmitting disease)
vii. Default to say no purpose to kill for attempted murder  purpose to scare
c. Conduct offense:
i. Rule statement: For conduct offense, purpose attaches to the act.
i. Examples: Possession of Marijuana
1. Knowing possession of controlled substance (MR) + proof that substance is marijuana (SL)
2. Attempt of this offense
a. Need to attach purpose to act, act is possessing
b. Did the def in reaching for suitcase have purpose to possess + know had controlled substance + SL of substance being marijuana?
d. Common law: Dangerous proximity to success
i. Rule statement: Looks at what is left to do to complete the crime.
ii. No abandonment because too late on timeline.
iii. Case: People v. Rizzo (attempt to rob payroll, no attempt because haven’t gotten close enough to success, haven’t found person with payroll)
e. MPC: Substantial step strongly corroborative of actor’s purpose
i. Rule statement: Looks what the def has done so far.
ii. Emphasis is on the MR
iii. Voluntary abandonment – because early enough on timeline
1. Must manifest complete and voluntary renunciation
f. Last step
i. Rule statement: Only last possible act prior to completing crime is sufficient.
ii. No jurisdiction uses this, but if it is last act, definitely sufficient for attempt.
g. Equivocality
i. Rule statement: Only nonverbal conduct may satisfy act requirement.
ii. Silent movie test
iii. Remember – unequivocal means unambiguous, equivocal means ambiguous.
h. Cases: United States v. Jackson (team to rob bank, but keep not going in, not last step, unequivocal by looking at guns and conduct, substantial step – yes done a lot toward robbing bank, dangerous proximity – all they had to do was get out of car but also they have gotten close to bank OR can say just wannabes)

i. Impossibility
i. MPC
1. ID missing element
2. A + MR for attempt?
3. Does hypothetical reasoning satisfy?
4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Case: Dlugash (shoots an already dead guy but thinks alive so yes attempt)

XIII. Accomplice Liability MR – Purpose MR
a. MPC Rule: Def acts to promote or encourage the primary actor’s offense (act of promotion or encouragement), with purpose to encourage the primary actor’s offense
i. Can be satisfied with prior agreement or encouragement/promotion at the crime
ii. Cases:
1. Hicks
a. Take your hat off and die like man. But court says no evidence of prior agreement. Unsure if verbal encouragement.
2. Gladstone
a. Buying marijuana, but police informant. Is it accomplice to sale of marijuana from other seller? Court says no. 
3. Tally
a. Yes, accomplice because stopped warning telegram from reaching vic who died.
b. Accomplice Liability for Crime B when Crime A is expected
i. MPC: Strict MR approach
1. If Accomplice for Crime A and Crime B happens, under MPC no accomplice liability for Crime B because strict MR. 
ii. Common law: Natural and probable consequences accomplice liability question tree
1. (1) If D had Act & MR to be an accomplice to crime A (encouraged and had purpose to encourage primary actor’s crime A)
2. (2) AND primary actor commits crime B
3. (3) AND crime B was a reasonably foreseeable consequence of encouraging crime A,
4. Then D may be held as an accomplice to crime B.
5. Case:
a. Luparello
i. Wants to locate someone, says at any cost. His friends kill the vic. Court says yes accomplice.
c. Accomplice liability for reckless/negligent offenses
i. Act (1) Secondary act does act that promotes/encourages primary actor’s offense, and
ii. Mens Rea 
(2)(a) secondary actor also demonstrates purpose to promote the primary actor’s criminal conduct, and
iii. (b) secondary actor demonstrate any necessary recklessness or negligence required for the charged offense.
iv. Must purposely promote the act but must share the required recklessness/negligence toward the other aspects of wrongdoing required for offense
d. Accomplice liability for strict liability offense
i. Purpose to promote act but awareness of those facts that make the conduct criminal
ii. Case:
1. Wilcox
a. Yes, accomplice to Hawkin’s illegal performance because applauded and wrote review, bought ticket, was aware it was illegal.

Addt’l Statutory Requirements:
I. Burden of proof – burden of production and persuasion by prosecution BRD
II. Mistake of Fact
a. See above. Cases were also all SL.
III. Strict Liability
a. Factors
i. Statutory language
ii. Type of offense
iii. Inherent notice of wrongdoing or risk in prohibited conduct
iv. Cost benefit analysis of required MR
b. Cases:
i. Morisette
1. Morissette is aware of change in possession or ownership status, admits because he went onto the Air Force base
2. Defense is saying that there is more than “knowingly converts,” has to be aware of wrongful change in ownership / status
3. Proper instruction should have been – knowingly wrongful conversion. If Morissette knows it was still government property and takes it, then it’s wrongful. Done so knowing that it was wrongful. If he thought I was abandoned, then it isn’t wrongful.
4. Because not a public welfare offense. Not harming society as a whole.
ii. Staples
1. Staples said he didn’t know the gun could fire automatically. Staples is saying needs mens rea – he has to be aware that it was fully automatic to be convicted.
2. Court says needs knowledge that gun was automatic.
iii. X-Citement Video
1. Defense says didn’t know she was underage. 
2. Court says knowingly doesn’t modify the producing of underage, but just knowingly transporting/shipping of the videos/
iv. Baker
1. Convicted of speeding, cruise control stuck in accelerate positon
2. Strict liability, no MR needed
3. Baker says he wasn’t driving It was the cruise control. You need to drive to be speeding.
4. Supreme Court – Baker voluntarily put on the cruise control so he’s responsible for the malfunction. Cruise control isn’t a necessary function of car.

IV. Rape
a. Extrinsic jurisdiction
ii. 1. Sexual act
iii. 2. Victim non-consent (against the will of the victim) OR victim incapable of consent and def has notice of incapacity (unconscious or mentally incapable)
iv. 3. If victim capable of consent, sexual act by force or threat of force
1. Direct physical force OR
2. Threat sufficient to cause reasonable fear in victim
b. Non-extrinsic jurisdiction
i. 1. Sexual act
ii. 2. Non-consent
iii. 3. Victim is incapable of consent and def has notice, OR
iv. By force or threat of force
1. Direct physical force (sufficient to preclude or overcome resistance) OR
2. Threat sufficient to cause reasonable fear (that precludes or overcomes resistance) OR
3. Sexual act where def reasonably should have been aware of victim non-consent
c. Case: Rusk
i. Factual contest between the two. Under Maryland / extrinsic force, there was reasonable fear. 

Causation: 
I. Burden of proof – burden of production and persuasion by prosecution BRD
II. Factual Cause
a. “But for”
b. There can be many “but for’s,” but the only one that matters is the def’s.
III. Proximate Cause
a. Trends are:
i. Predictability – statistical likelihood of result occurring 
1. Common law: foreseeable
2. MPC: Not too accidental or remote
ii. Normative assessment – social judgment, who seems more at fault
b. Prosecution argument: state simply, more like but for
c. Defense argument: add lots to detail to try to cut off proximate cause chain
d. Cases:
i. Acosta
1. Stolen car. Police chase but also helicopter. Heli cops die. Yes proximate cause. 
ii. Arzon
1. Set fire, but another fire on different floor. Firefighters trapped and die. Yes, proximate cause.
iii. Warner-Lambert
1. Gum manufacturer. Warned of 1 way of explosion. Explosion but 2 possibilities, don’t know how. No, proximate cause likely because normative assessment.
iv. Root
1. Root + vic drag racing. Vic dies. No proximate cause.
v. McFadden
1. Drag race but 3rd party dies. Yes, proximate cause.
vi. Atencio
1. Russian roulette. Yes proximate cause.
IV. Transferred Intent
a. Rule statement: Def’s MR transferred to unintended victim.
b. But not for mistaken identity.

Affirmative Defenses:
I. Burden of proof – burden of production by defense and persuasion decided by legislature, but usually by prosecution BRD
II. Self-defense
a. Rule statement: Def must honestly and reasonably believe that he faces a threat that is imminent and unlawful and that the force used in response was necessary / proportionate to the threat.
b. (1) Honest and reasonable belief
i. BWS, etc. can be used for reasonableness
ii. BUT it is not a reasonable person with BWS, etc.
iii. Cases:
1. Goetz
a. Subway mugging, kills 4. Wants to bring in previous experience of other muggings.
2. Kelly
a. BWS.
c. (2) Imminent
i. Immediate action must be taken.
ii. Imminent not inevitable trheat
d. (3) Unlawful
i. Must be unlawful, so a police officer shooting someone in process of arresting – no self-defense.
e. (4) Necessary / proportionate
i. Deadly force
1. Rule: Force that an individual uses with purpose to inflict death or serious bodily injury or with awareness that it is likely to cause death or serious bodily injury.
ii. Retreat rule
1. Rule: An innocent party facing deadly threat outside the home, and when the innocent party wishes to use deadly force in response, must retreat when knowing absolute safety to retreat.
2. Minority of jurisdictions
3. Stand your ground / true man doctrine
a. Majority of jurisdictions
iii. Multiple aggressors
1. Common law: once an aggressor, always an aggressor.
a. Unless the aggressor withdraws from the conflict, he has no right to use self defense even if the other party wrongfully escalates the fight form non deadly to deadly force.
2. MPC: last aggressor
a. Whether the def’s use of force was an honest and reasonable defensive response to victim’s wrongful escalation of the conflict to deadly force
f. Police use of deadly force
i. Law enforcement may use deadly force under 4th Amendment to arrest a fleeing felon when officer had:
1. Probable cause the suspect committed a felony,
2. Probable cause that deadly force was necessary to prevent the suspect’s escape, AND
3. Probable cause that the suspect posed a significant risk of death or serious injury
ii. But distinct from law enforcement’s authority to use deadly force in defense of self or others.
iii. Case: 
1. Tennessee v. Garner
a. Court says need probably cause to use deadly weapon.
g. Imperfect self defense
i. Mitigates to voluntary manslaughter like provocation

III. Intoxication
a. This is a MR argument.
b. 1. Is an intoxication argument legally available to the def in the case?
i. MPC: only works for purpose and knowledge
ii. Common law: only works for specific intent
1. Specific vs. general intent
2. Specific intent – additional MR, usually will say “with intent to”
3. Look at statute.
c. 2. If available, will the argument work, given the facts of the case?
i. Likely won’t work

IV. Insanity
a. Defense has both burden of production and persuasion preponderance of evidence.
b. Competence to stand trial
i. Dusky rule: To have a fair trial in accord with due process, def must be able to
ii. Understand the nature of the proceedings, and
iii. Assist counsel
iv. W/o competence, can’t have proceeding. Anyone can bring this up – def, prosec, judge.
c. Civil commitment
i. Can involuntarily commit someone even without crime if danger to self or others. But restriction on hold and must release when ok even if likely will relapse.
d. M’Naghten rule:
e. 1. Because of mental disease or defect.
i. McDonald Test
1. 1. Def suffers from abnormal mental condition
2. 2. Substantially affects mental or emotional processes, AND
3. 3. Substantially impairs behavioral controls
ii. APA Test
1. 1. Def suffers from severely abnormal mental condition, that
a. Not therapist, but hospitalization 
2. 2. Grossly and demonstrably affects reality testing and is not drug induced.
a. Probably not in same reality as us.
f. 2. Def does not know the nature or quality of action OR
g. 3. Does not know his act is wrong
h. Cases:
i. M’Naghten
1. Tories are out to get him. 
ii. Yates
1. Drowns her 5 children. No insanity defense at first. Then not guilty by insanity
iii. Joy Baker
1. Mental break, husband abusive, shoots aunt.

Punishment Theory
I. Teleological v. deontological
Consequentialist v. nonconsequentialist
Deterrence v. retribution
i. Consequences determine bad or good v. right or wrong in itself
II. Deterrence
a. Specific deterrence – deter specific person
b. General deterrence – deter others in community
c. But key is efficient deterrence. Are there more benefits than cost?
d. Potential unfairness – making an example of someone
III. Retribution
a. What is deserved, looks back to wrongdoing
b. Hard in practice to separate from revenge
IV. Cases:
a. Bernard Madoff
i. Ponzi scheme, issue is how long for prison
ii. Deterrence – send message to other in the finance community
iii. Retribution – such wrongdoing so needs strong punishment
iv. Symbolism in sentence, very long sentence past life expectancy
b. Great White nightclub fire
i. Manager for band set off fireworks and club caught fire
ii. Result of wrongdoing led to many fatalities, but the wrongdoing is not that great
iii. Retribution – blameworthiness should lead to getting what you deserve
iv. 4 years sentence w/ eligibility of parole
c. Jackson
i. Rule: Min of 15 years with no parole for career criminal
ii. Under deterrence, was sentence of life in prison with no parole justified?
1. Specific deterrence, increasing punishment each time crime is committed again
2. Efficient deterrence – tried the penalties but proven to be inadequate
3. Bank robbery is a “young” crime (age-crime curve), so 20 years later he won’t still be robbing banks.
V. Expressive theory of punishment
a. Version of retribution
b. Punishment fulfills the function of protecting society.
c. Ex: restorative justice

Legality / Vagueness
I. Legislature not judges create statutes/crime. Judges can interpret statutes not create them.
II. Vagueness – can’t criminalize in that way, not been sufficiently specific
III. Cases:
a. McBoyle
i. Transporting an airplane that he knows is stolen.
ii. National Motor Vehicle Theft  didn’t steal a vehicle, but a plane
1. Not a MR argument, just that the law doesn’t apply
iii. Court agrees. Congress knew about planes but didn’t include. Statute is about ground transportation, not air.
iv. Judges don’t change what Congress wrote because separation of powers. It’s not what the judges do. As soon as they start, where is the line drawn?
b. Morales – City of Chicago gang case
i. Need to give notice to citizens – can know what they’re doing is wrong
ii. Law enforcement needs to have line also – too much discretion to police, need to give guidance, where to draw line
iii. Court says unconstitutionally vague. Need to better define “loitering.”

Burden of Proof
	Act w/ MR (+Addt’l Stat. Req)  R
	W/o Affirm. Def’s = Guilt

	All essential elements must be proven by prosecution beyond reasonable doubt (burdens of production and persuasion) 
	Affirm. Defenses put burden of production on defense while burden of persuasion is up to legislature. (Legis. can decide what level of proof – usually just preponderance of evidence).


I. Burden of proof – Burden of production and persuasion
a. Burden of production – get the topic out on the table
b. Burden of persuasion – who has to carry it, harder
II. Presumption: proof of predicate fact  factual/legal conclusion
a. Most of these presumptions go to MR
b. But need to be careful because can change BOP
c. (1) Does the presumption deal with an element of the offense that the prosecution MUST prove beyond a reasonable doubt?
d. (2) If yes, does the presumption mandate or suggest that proof of the predicate facts shifts the burden of proof of the element to the defense? [if so, due process violation]
e. Or, does the presumption just permit the jury to reach a factual or legal conclusion based on the predicate facts and other proof? [if so, no due process problem]
f. Mandatory v. Permissive presumption
III. Cases:
a. Patterson v New York
i. Marriage doesn’t work out. Separation. Wife goes back to ex. Patterson get a gun and shoots and kills him. EED – murder or manslaughter?
ii. At trial, def has burden of proof for EED as an affirmative defense. SCOTUS says yes, if provocation is not an element of murder according to statute. Need a statute saying provocation can be a defense.
b. Duncan
i. Duncan convicted of simple battery. Racial issue. Denied right to jury trial. SCOTUS says yes should have gotten jury trial.
