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Lockhart v. US (2016)     The Majority Opinion:  narrow scope
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Recruited via Lucid to match the US population 

 Tool: Online survey
● 12 test sentences
● 12 distractor sentences 
● a multiple-choice question followed each sentence
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What must have a permit?
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◯ Trucks

◯ Cars and trucks

◯ None of the above

Experiment 1 
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  involving a minor or ward.”

wide 
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In other words:  

         Hearing “each element” prevents holistic interpretations, 

                         so that jurors do not reach guilty verdicts unjustly.  

Conclusions

         Removing “each element” increases the rate of guilty verdicts
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➔ are their results representative?

Our Subject pool:   highly educated friends, family, & co-workers  

● 3 follow-up studies
● different scenarios
● larger subject pools
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How do people interpret ambiguous PP modifiers?
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Ambiguity Experiments



Hypothesis 1:  Wide scope is preferred.
Hypothesis 2:  Semantic bias can weaken scope preferences
Hypothesis 3:  Syntax will override semantic bias
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[without trailers][without trailers]

Ambiguity Experiments
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Overview: Three Experiments



Getting To Meaning: Experiments from the LingLawLab
      Janet Randall

Quantifier Experiments

Participants received the following 4 questions after reading the scenario:

[1] Your Verdict

[2] Explain how you reached your finding (optional):

[3] Check the box beside each element that you think the defendant proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt

[4] If the instructions had said [current version instruction]
 Instead of: [opposite version instruction]

My verdict would have been:

Participants received the following 4 questions after reading the scenario:
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Quantifier Experiments

Open Questions 

➔ Our “Kidnapping-2” subjects match U.S. census demographics.

Content: Our scenario tests “each” using an emotionally charged 3-element crime.  
What if we use a crime that is not emotionally charged?
Or a non-crime?

➔ Our “Vanilla” scenario tests “each” in an unspecified 3-element crime.
➔ Our “Gymnastics” scenario tests “each” in a 3-part gymnastics competition.

Our Pilot Kidnapping Study

Subject pool:  Our subjects were highly educated “friends & family.”  are their results representative?



 KIDNAPPING-2
Each Element

N=38
Control

N=32

Guilty 24% 25%

Not Guilty 76% 75%



VANILLA
Each Element

N = 71
Control
N = 69

Guilty 11.27% 21.74%

Not Guilty 88.73% 78.26%

Rajvi, Great so far.  A couple of comments:
1. the graph on the right has the n’s from the kidnapping study in the last slide. not 71 & 69.
2. The background in the two top cells should be grey as in kidnapping, not blue  
3. I would prefer a layout with the left chart moved up and the right chart under it.  Then I could have an 

animation showing the top one and adding the bottom one.
4. The numbers inside the bars are a little large.  the 11% doesn’t fit very well. When you move the bar chart 

down, can you make it wider so that the numbers fit inside their areas?
5. Can you make these charts editable by me?  I click and they seem to be photos.



GYMNASTICS
Control
N = 37

Each Element
N = 36

Yes 22% 0%

No 78% 100%
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Dialect Experiments

Actually said… Transcript said…

He come tell (me) bout I’m gonna take the TV ??? I’m gonna take the TV

They done got it They got it

They done tore that room up They just tore that room up

I’m fitna be admitted I’m fit to be admitted

AAVE speaking suspect

- Police transcript of a conversation
- Rickford and King examined this transcript
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Dialect Experiments

Testifying while Black:
An experimental study of court reporter accuracy
in transcription of African American English

Jones, T. et al. (2019). 

Language, Volume 95(2), 216-252.
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Dialect Experiments Required accuracy (95%)Accuracy on AAE (58%)

Even the best fall short (91%)
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Dialect Experiments


