BUILD UP YOUR CASE


THE ACCUSED _________________________________________________________________________________________
Identity: an 18-year-old boy of Hispanic origins. Lives with his father in the slums of NYC
Motive: The boy was regularly beaten up by his father. He threatened to kill him/ was heard threatening “I’m going to kill you” before stabbing him. Some of the jurors argue that the accused’s social background account for his action, others refute this argument as discriminatory or prove it wrong. The father and his son had an argument in the evening and not at the time of the murder, the son probably did not mean what he told him. 
Alibi: he claimed he was at the movies. The prosecuting attorney accuses him of lying based on the fact that he can’t remember what he saw, and no one saw him at the theatre. Juror 8 demonstrates that you may well forget about films seen at the theatre. 

THE CRIME _____________________________________________________________________________________________
The victim: the accused’s father 
The crime: The young boy is accused of stabbing his father to death in his apartment (living-room) around midnight. The jurors finally establish that the evidence held against the accused are not valid and reach a non-guilty verdict. 

EXHIBITS IN EVIDENCE _________________________________________________________________________________
The murder weapon: a switchblade knife. The accused explains that he had bought a switchblade knife but lost it on the night of the murder (hole in his pocket). The prosecuting attorney pointed out that the murder weapon was one of its kind. Juror 8 produces the exact same knife as the murder weapon proving that the boy could be telling the truth. Juror 5 shows that the angle of the stab wound exonerates the accused (smaller than his father). 
The diagram of the victim’s appartement: used during the trial to show that the old man lived in the apartment below that of the victim’s. Used by the jurors to demonstrate that the old man couldn’t have seen the boy running down the stairs. 

WITNESS 1 
Identity: an old man with a bad leg. 
What he saw: Testified hearing the boy kill his father and seeing him running down the stairs. 
The jurors establish that he probably could not hear the boy threaten his father because of the noise made by the El train + that he could not have seen the boy run down the stairs because of his bad leg + Juror 8 points out that the threat could have been made at some other time in the day + Juror 9 points out that the old man was craving for attention, which probably explains that he distorted the truth during the trial.

WITNESS 2
Identity: a middle-aged woman taking great care of her looks and living in an appartement opposite the victim’s place. She tries to seem younger by not wearing her eyeglasses. She said she saw the murder from across the street. She saw the kid stick a knife into his father. She couldn’t have seen the murder through the windows of the passing El train without her eyeglasses on. 

