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Aol AR $UHD fAHE @ vz 9100 £45 BRY 5+ Ao =
A ol B4 WEd WA A5 oln, WA B AgHE mE FE F
dlastn Agd d3ksde e A ol M we 2Ed FPEE aTE AF
AMola, 1 EAE e ABS Folo] A O] THNewman, 1993; United States v. Fatico,
A& A (ground truth)Q1 7}, F o HAEsHAlE,  1979).

Polo]l WA AUWIE Yohle AN BAARANE FERO BReRs 42
Wk TEd Bt 348 Bestm Al F gtk AAE $ad@ A dee §
RE AR APE A Jlxst] 29 ABRL e AIE oFm AL WAR

T s W SHEHA GeThBook, 1982 91 FuQe el FHAGE S A2
S /5 A%E Aol # eFTh Al b
FA s AT 7] daelth. 9 Heet A
BEE T S EASA & o] v ARle 7}+J+ Ak@M 6334
& AN ol ARl A o] 7AE S gl 7137 ey, :?7}7}

¢

=
o ohd PRAE 4 EATE Zold 39D A ¥3E 25 zeae =
(Hammond, 1996). A @A o] fofxle ZE  HH Fd¥oz Hdegsia, Fofrt &5¥n
gl o o4 panA g BRAY  Adel AASKGE A3 B emske
(irreducible uncertainty)’ ©] 3} WA SRR, 1 Al A JA AR AEA R

PolE B7ET ARe] RS QA B sh] FopaA A%l BolE At @
Holejof e, BT W, A2E LRI AAN el

Ada wldde] gEshe F0 712 WEHT 7] B WHE Asy] e 4|
FEe] wAwt, A5HQ bedE WFE A d AR Aol dHlE I AR AR
fhele BE dddle AdesRe] shedel AN =FEh
w7l ESIER ATLRE HasD RN fHAtE & ¢ e S
T e 52 AEeRFE Qlste]l dAste 9 VlEGtandard of proof)E FElA 249 o
dlers Hagtd = de FHAA Ve 2 AV sl AR HaR wA ddeke ©f
HHEAAE 2R I Newman, 1993). © T fr= @A AW vheh 2o 27psH 44
Ao ze, Fd7|Fo]l T H(rmtional)0]7] dhe BHOFE A3 =3 2 A S HAa
Adde 2 7IEs LaEA ARste] At sl etk AlE eiel st AT
& WEHoR e A%, 27 dAst  efe] sjete diEekA] 7] wiiel, ow

T AU FE QI & R oA HagE  efE O R e5iRlvke] Ale d=A
ofob tHNewman, 1993). FARANAAN AR oA £F #AEE Hacle) dol H 8

gr @A Aze <qA9 el gt Wik Teiael Aol § Fawviel 944
% Z="(Proof Beyond Reasonable Doubt)©]tHEAF =42 tj/do] ollth ddle] FrAAPES F
AW ABTE A2, o] VEE A Edhe F8% od F shve AlE Lf/E
b FgeRe el RA ool BT W Weks A%e] WASRE Aol A2E 0B
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Helq EAste et Ade Aot
(Addington v. Texas, 1979; In re Winship, 1970;
Kramer, 1982). “d ] MHAAE ¥
2ol 9T ARe BEA o}

Santosky .
ek
oF BYCWIt is better that ten guilty persons escape than

William Blackstone
)

that one innocent suffer)” =

(1765-17699] g8 7477t 2 ol'd<
gt o] fFEE AFlA 101 olEe
I§ B, 2] FuAom HgYele
el F88 BATh el <
AR A A2F 27 el 218
1= 2 &gl

7154 A

Al AHA2Hdue process)
ek je AP Jhde] Al o|tkin
1979;
e, Azt 3

1=
=4

)

7

FE2x9 A1E 0FE

T =
Folm, FAARAA o

QLN
Aol Tt

doi oo do fF ot r\r
ro o r
_L4 i

re Winship, 1970; Jackson v. Virginia,
Newman, 1993).1) T}A]

Ao FHE AAE geA oy A1
Fr e @WA ST el dde

AR A2E /e M AL dels

A e dilE 29shA Rk S 7l
Zotel dalel fHE AU Fd=
she A2 vk w7hee] A 8319 A
HWAAE F7P) vl Ay A spr)shs Holth
=7tel AYA 7S FAAMT e AL AT
SHE A Weke A 94 42 4
A 2en]

=r93kE drhAtsle] Aol WA

D SEREA o BB ARG AR 5
ohgaE AW - BAR Bl gAwd S B
A RIRhE RS @ AE A1,
FeE 3 gel AR e ohfetat
A, A% EE AL BEYRA ohlduhr
015 A As)

2) In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358(1970).

el AYE ol G Ay AFe ol

NEQR G gdeld ofd SAlelk

B4 NE s WL od Jeg

JelE weke Ak Aeste AZH

Aetel o] JBEA tistel ARAY B
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R EER
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EE e R
| = A (Cage v.
Ludiiana, 1990, DAAL] F72 B A
A FAle wALEAdA FelA g Ve
= AHEE A XA FeEd ol
“Altf gl 534 A (grave uncertainty) S
g4 3 “AMafstar A A2 Qlactual substantial)
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g B34S dodle oAy HAEn
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v. Louisiana(1993) 7] o] A]
o sYd Adol AMEESlE ﬂ o] A3t
daAe A el o 7Ed
gt dAlFALe]l Ae] FAEH A5 ZEH
Azh oF AlezxiAldoll o&k A
HE 9ukaicty AAEATE BHA Vigor v.
Nebraska,(1994) A ¥hel| A &te]2] AL «AA)
ata AAAQ o4 oz At Zo tisiA
Aol gl ARS s, “AAl

d (substantial)”

r. tﬂ-.%:ﬂ

ook FEAt A vehhe
o1, ¥& UehllE Dol7t of7] wiiol
, Cage(1990) oA e}= 2] Vicror(1994)0 A1

AAstn AAAA il deThed,
b 3ol ogk oAlF) vlmEo] Ay
QoM Vicor(19940] = a2 o] Ald] o
& ® e B9 s9Ee FAMI vee
2] Al (doubt that causes one to hesitate to act)”©]
A Aol A7 wiEolth. Sandoval v.
California(1994) A Bl A= A} &2)4 o4
& “@erbsAdd B8 9ol ohdmor a
mere possible doubt)” 2JAl o & % oJgt Ao| T
F FS 93 Fa3t oAl HEE 233
1:].__ _;,] o],] Zz]-.g oﬂuh—,ﬁm oJo] ]71_.5_]_
o, 1 olfre v
et oA"S APdal] Himaginary) A &
FAA O (fanciful) &4 £9] oJu|& olad A
A, oA (reason)ol] 71%3F A 07 o] 3}A|
E %S Hol7] wielth

Victor(1994) A ol A Ginsburg thE ¥
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w2 443 94 EalN AUl )
A o4 Ao B A1ed Aol AAAC
= Pl geodde Belsde,

42 Ao ALE “PES ZAs] ghmir
I} «okA A M (moral certainty)” 59 A
A FdE st BAE AVt 19
WA Ginsburg THHES  AHPAPH A E] (Federal
Judicial Center: FJO7} 1987:d<] A|¢kst Aw S
god o Az BE FF BEeke 99
@ Aoz ANIGEH, HOF AL A
%9 e “qlA SHE 2Yske 2ol
@ Audle #2318 Gushl WEA e 2
& WolCKProof beyond a reasonable doubt is

o= 2%

i)

proof that leaves you firmly convinced of the
defendant's guil)”&= Z o]t} FJC7} A|eksk o]

AW S 53] “3 13 FE(firmly convinced)” A
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(substantial certainty) X.T}

5 ouie 49e dag
7Fe7dol =th @ afE =
B ¥ = on|ulgto] ZE3]
Arelle deld oA ois)
FHo] AHEE Aoldl thelM= 3
; 3 LS gelF o4l 7l oig ¥
Abe] AnE e AL i A E o]
3 Eolgol=7tel A=
eg, HAEEC] “TrtsAdd &3
A7 e Wimaginary) 94 e
Ufanciful) ©]4 Fol 2wz olsfd
¢ gk

SEEIERIPIES IR D

41 fo
Hﬂﬂ?‘isﬂm
o S R e
r,:éérlo

JNotOOHEEm
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Lo e
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ot
JW&
o o (Tl df R O O oo o ox ox fo o &
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Y, of

Bt Aol H= Qudpddel BRehe vl
9 o] 2712 ofderrl o] 434 A
T Z35t7] 935k, Horowitz & Kirkpatrick
(1996 HALS S77F A9 AR Alue] 2.9t
aRe] okt AR AlgeleE o] gsto] e
2 o)Al Wk Z47] g Aelel el dwt
AEol oAf9A HEA WEsteA gophy]
g dde st O ARdAe dEA
JHS W2 P g ANTINE E
Fotel T A At ASEk (1)
“& 713 GE(firmly convinced)”; (2) “FAA O
A (morally certain)”; (3) “Z17}, obd 7} &}
A| & E(not wavering or vacillating)”; (4) “o]A 3}
A2, aga 3 oA HEE AdLdA
941’0 glE(having no real doubt based upon

reason, common sense and impartial consideration)”;

6) #4) AANE FAA e zgel
L Ars MA9e WEAAC dthehe
prosecution must convince jurors beyond a

reasonable doubt)”. WFeF &g]& oAl 7)o &
Q8 ARG, AAE FA% 29 A9
HIg| Al 27310] okgt 7 f-of I3l it

o] Algof|A] 7—1/\],‘ ?:1‘:47(4
o4] 7150] oj@ | X—]/]E] 2B ek A]
Aol 7k 714 ekskeh. ey 7445_ =77}
oksl 7 Qo= 1 zfol7} ‘/}F/]-‘/L‘:—H]
GE» duoz Holx 9L = ez wto)
Ad ¢A10%), YA A=z A o
A 73] e ASde B 7% PEe
A Vo] depsteh 59, geld o
71 A HEe st AETHA Ze
mRol A3 Feld oile 29
Ao el Wik A7} ohdrlebAl g <
G Aolgt 2AdME AR E

“sng

E
R

e o

Loz
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me §RE BE Aol vehiA s
W, geld ode 2498 g wE
FC7F AL Fehow el 2% B
% oale] glenem gelgd ZAdNE 5
A wE §7H B Folsk A eky
thoo] 4gAN WAES B FABRES
& 5 e Hage FHASES 0%9F 100%
Atelofl 4«3l 3Qle] fHY BEE B
o}« g5 AdS 52 WHES &
HAAdE 93 Hie] FFAAMSS HA
81% = BAer vk, o v7A] Ao 21
o hes adg 84 w2 SEEd
50%-64%)=. Y% 3FA T}

Koch & Devine(1999)< Horowitz & Kirkpatrick
(1996)91 4 Hehd FIC g ol(& gt d5)9 ¢
o FAAC R gefelr] 95, 1
ezt FAeldl HlalA, 7hed el &
Ae A= ded oA Tiee daHA
AHgshEE Z]oskEAE Loty ffg AE
= Stk dgA oAl el BC How
Avgd 2ddAM e fFH7F 2 EH 9 3cle]
2% AQl(murden & AERS Flolgta
A Gl Ao 194 A =
< I A AKmanslaughten 2 A LA Hrka
FeiF Al AR HTH B
Aol VIR esteh. ey geld o4l
Aol dig WEel Hek 4YE) ge 7
Qe zAAE Fngle] A9 F& A
Az Awwetn o 0%4 M
Hl & (64%)0] dRlom Addts
4ol AT vEenEy 7o SHH
Uelstth o] Adte A oAl

At Aolste] AsiA] ggew
AA 7hFedt Ade F= £ va
delel Azgdel wet 1 71 A

~2].0
TS

it
N

i‘

o[ RS ST R v
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Zv—A
o
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|
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mnaz“mrﬂ
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AN oot kR

N
tijo
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e
i
ol
>4

s

T3 Horowitz(1997)& Z7FAFE Al HEF4
Ql 73 S sk il Faule f=
A=E 1T 6H7 9] AR Aol
FES Stk o] AddA FelA o4l 7]
Fol B3 el AYERT HHE 2
AAsel HHYE A} e FRe 4
< B2 WHEY BAEG 7P A
(variability) & BATH , ¥4 o4l 7]
Fcel Fojz AH
a3 #Es P A olsista
Al 483t Aot

Horowitz & Kirkpatrick(1996) 179} Koch &
Devine(1999), 18]3 Horowitz(1997)2] A++=
oA o4 s1Fe] 47 ejold] hjate] 7}
A 83 Fdo 5 Agsieh AAe Feld
gyel 29’ shdel RER FAHololA 1
ofujo] tigk oo} A&o] AlgEvit), e
i ARdeig dAs] 2k § glemw O
N2e pAAm HEE] st Aol I
ssitte Aotk Exle delA 91*:‘.91 |
of thsted FJC7F AR Gl «gragt
570l 2 71l WA ondl 7 3@6‘}1,
I 7S ARgske Held@Wdzhe g
LdAHA 7L 7ol wr= Aotk

GAA R A FaRle] fiE oS At
st AR feld o4 7EE oY

A olalsheA] stotele T e WS AR
A2t 1 V1S tE WA adrlEES
g gz At E detete Aot
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ol
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RAA B AEHE BEEe A
H] 17 -$-9 (preponderance of evidence)’ 7|50t}
o] 712 WARRAME FAAHA o=
2] AdeRE Qg Hg/Edo] Aast
aoA BSsIE 7Pl 7] % 3ckSantosky
v. Kramer, 1982). WA B|1$-9] 7|12 41
(&2 )9 Fae] el F73dl skl
AL 7hsAe] 2Eelgte ¥ Eod dn
(& F9 saE dAdste 7R ol
HTHMcCauliff, 1982; Simon, 1969; United States
v. Fatin, 1978). THA] DA, A2 Ahdld F
e ot e FF FolM A
Fo] 50% ol FHE go FHow W
BCHMcCauliff, 1982; Simon, 1969; United States
v. Fatiw, 1978). TAMA| T A AMEEE &= &)
te] e HEdeta £
convincing)’ 7| &0t} o] 7]1EE AHHI}L HAS
FUHE AaE AIS=E R Aa)) WAL
A & FYAAF(quasi-criminal case)ol| A T
2o AR7E FEE F AW AalA AL
34 2o &2 d9lo] B2 & e W AL
S gEg £ Ve duE Ja)
of Fel tste] a9 ZEHTE
FeA g 29 lEuthe de
< 83k 712Ul dauEe 91
o] AMdY ZEo| HAg 70%-80% ©]
AEE A F40] Fte A= o
70| CHMcCauliff, 1982; United States v. Fatico,
1978).

Dorothy K. Kagehiro= 49 APATE
(Kagehiro & Rosen, 1986; Kagehiro & Stanton,
1985; Kagehiro, 19900 EsjA AlHEo] <&
A AES MR £ A1EE B
Wep Rathe AS HoiRdt o 4
dre A AT 7=

E(clear and

o
lo ol

— AN oF Hf

Jo

o

i
M 2 ol B R

(o3
ol

oot

=
elde &84 g4 71ed vudl Ve
Rolol= Fol7b vrehbA ekgich e,
Kagehiro & Stanton(1985)> A A A A Al
7B BlE A4E Balle] e Wl
= Adga Foled, #qelA 9il 71
e FC AYEud 452, 93 F
71 dalAe WA DA A 3] (Kansas
District Judges' Association)7} THE A A
BA99Ng, vl ZlEd dade O
SHAA] A" (Devitt & Blackmar, 1977)2 A&
@ A%E BIES Aol Helnld
Ajo]7} e,
 EEIERIPESIEEERREE
nEgtgae] PEA wels 2 )
AABEAS QAAANN T nde
Aot Az AgHE Po] B
A ATLES £33}, Stoffelmayr & Diamond
o000y E2lA oA 7] thEk Awo]
FHOR zhFojol & U7EA] 211& WAIS
A, o] v7kA edEe FeEA 94 7]
o A7 on|E stk W&ol7I® st

n)

ol &= |

e
e

e)

P}

B A

o N

o,

L GAAEelA wadle] S
at7] AsliM SA7F BE o4& 293t
Bal &4 X(absolute  certainty)S 7} ©oF

AL oY thGilbert, 1756; Morano,

ofr

"
e

2 FABTL ] AAE A =
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=dEstelA] s gl

E A Q4 (“each and every essential
dement™)ol] gk SA7F £ FE A
& S 29EE Al 9tk
Winship, 1970; Sullivan v. Louisiana, 1993).

5. @24 a1l any Be 7]
59 A9 vy

71E, ‘8E

9 (preponderance of
3t FF(clear and

YA LR, e

evidence)’
convincing)’ 7|5, S
TEEofo} gk

4. A oJile onrt Abdseatel
EEgdt iA Aol whet 2l ey
AEE e ke, <FHA A
(moral certainty)’ 52 EFOZ F ol oA

= ]k doh.

Stoffelmayr & Diamond(2000)& 3t&]%] 2]4]
7159 U7 9neas 2E dgoz v
A HFAPH A ] (Federal Judicial Center: FJC)7}
1987'de] Akt S AAlsith ey
Stoffelmayr & Diamond(2000)& FJjC2] Ao ¢}
AR eds F71E e Adsisled, 2

So] 222 =g @ 4 Ui WS B

(room for flexible tailoring of the standard to the
oF @ Aol
Stoffelmayr & Diamond(2000)+= &2]2] 2]4l 7]
Zo] mE wvmow FUe onlz e

costs of error)7F )

He AL g, olfrE Fadlo]
T3 Ang ve 4¢ uh old| A A =
Aol Azpge] Apdnidt @b 3 A

—

.
7 9R9 Age] WS M EEDE A
vhh thes] wiEeldh M A w2
o] YAARAN FHBAL T 9

rr
o|\
ot

ol
N
B
L
PO K
i,
K
ro
°
ofy
'Y
HU
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A
=4 il ST
A1 7l aRlo] Trﬁ*di-‘é— fias 73%’—01] 7%—
g Aol FolIAE
7

R

A vle) el

xu# Fl1A] Fﬁﬂé%}ﬂ oiui, o
ARt whebd], E]la Aol ygd
upeba 19wyt 2] siA/A8d shedel
7] Wi, 2 715 AR mdHe §
gMdez Folste Fo| ugdsitte 94
1985)0] LFEFATY.

SIR- Jq./\],EvQ‘ ?51—,3/]7(4 4/\10 ZY38

E(e.g., Kagehiro & Stanton,

rr
ng
o

4) o] Ak 19949 B EFHAHQ AT A
&ol #g ofl T tiHd 93] Ha
Aol Aetd v} A ThHArizona Supreme Court
Committee on the More Effective Use of Juries(1994)
Jurors: The Power of 12).
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dakE - oF
& AR BEol 90%-95% 9 WEToR 3
A7 = 35 THMcCauliff, 1982; Simon, 1969;

United States v. Fatico, 1978). 22 ]3] 2
A 71%e 2% 2ol PR Fejahs A
Hhste Adlz 3 JelEd, McCullough
v. State(1983) APAeA| A dHlcs diide A
Aol FAE ujaglelAl 0%E 107149
odAlA A9 Blae-9] 7IE2 sl alget

=

==
a2 FEA oA 71Ee 754 et A
Bk Zlo] AREYUE o]9w dARAS

gr)skgth 2813 Ano] ARE o)f= 7+
SApe] 27] wige] ohjel,

w40 gle] AA9 A

T

=
e

=

o 30 o0
o o X ki

ol

(postetior probability)’ & A}-&-8}=
2005. 1 AMFESHES BE
o Faele] FHY FHES
ole] We WellM stz FelHe PGIBE
718 5 Avkp=25, G=A3, E=F7)).

AFEHE PGIBE F8H Eold, HAA
T/ 22 THE A AAR F3ele
FF ) gt V29 % Z(the degree of belief) %
AT A5
o7 Aolzl o] wlo]= FE](Bayes’s theorem)
th wlo]z= FeEldl| o8 PG|BE FHsH] A
e vt 2 AEJE destk ()

=

[}

2 sy

Ay

2 so

[e) 5
g Te ATULE FIA

7|=0]

e

Bt

il

N
[= .

=l

PE|G). Fulle] AAZ AL o HAL A
Al st SAZF UErd FETA TeiA, AA
2 f31 el HAE 7128 &8). 4
A st HAAE FAY IS
SE
() PE|N). 3]
SA7F e
AAE 7180
o] ¥ E

o] W7 (sensitivity)’ ©|
e FHY
| = JJ
A7) 4
o] ﬂg
k3 PG).
LeEAS

Al %
=

2]
19l0]
SHE(

G
=]

A1A

). 4
ol
(non-specificity)’©| 2} 1L H-&
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A= WPE Al s Ade AA(cerrainty) o] 0% 100%2] Atelol A olH
AA st fHEE Avs Usd @ W, o dgeheAE ARSI o Al tist
Ak —tr*i‘é ool £ gE A o 19599 ;Abse] Hie

Aa

—l {
il
=
o
o,
ol
ol
2
o
|
i
=,

o = 2 R, 1g 1719
@S WA s MFAR {73 dde s 9o e §9HE FEMHISHE AT
o stk MFA fF5E A WA & v, HW A (mode)t ¥ H(mean)©] F3] 90%%]
BHS, FASEd U o4F Ak flo]
fFrE ARE MFHes ddd APdde Simon(1969) HAFECAl Thdt WMz
WA ES 20%7F FEAES st widd  (2Ql, I, AR FAE, AR, APDE 7
59 s197F fHAdS sigleh W, fH9 2" JalES AeES a76ka, <7 9
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£ (decision theory)s 83l 7 o| TH(Tribe,
1971).

ofg] itofe] Aps|HEteAl QIzte] wekn

A9 e o B Fed 2
Bolwe AgoleE] zelake /hsd A%
5o £e/MIE BAN olelo] Ao} Hlw
g9l A2k Sl A AEcKe
NIk PR 9 ke o
o Ao 2 vk ) F A
FH &7 B @ /29 e —‘%
g1 A% A ) Fud AlEE fE
A% A @ FHA A =g S
#ek ol 7R AREL A7) ol HlES
Fed o 71 dlgete
PG|E) dX & Zollle 4 g 7t
A #At AHE 4o 87| (uidlity)E -
qAE0] ANES & F O FHES
Aol &l tidalA AAE Lohll= WHol
THFried, Kaplan, & Klein, 1975).5 3tg]&] 24l

)

5) A7) <JatH, PG|BolA FH BT dx)
£ Fetstr] -J?SHH‘C U7k de 2REe] &
471 uility)ol] #3 PRI} B ashtk (1) UAD.
-1 3kKinnocent) Aol F-H(acquitta)S A o
dale ZE7HA 1) @) UAG). 3 2l(guilty)
At BH(acquittal) S ZE FA3tE 88713
H]{); 3) UCD. ¥ 3Hinnocent) A}EHe] 3
(convictyS ZAE Fosl= T L7 HEL); @)
U(CG). 3% (guilty) A2l 3] (convic) &
Adshe B8/, ©f FEHEL
Ape] FA <l Mk Fried et al(1975)2 ¥
4ol W7kA] FHRAQ 71 E dedets Bt
Z(decision criterion: DO)E Th&-3} o] A 2]s}S]

r
rﬁrﬂ%ﬂo
12 ot L

U(AD) — U(CT)

bC=Tan =uch v u(ce) = uae)
dE E°l, “dWe WIAAE FAYE I
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S U/ QAIEE J|R0| DE ABLEE M
71%d dFts PGIPEAE AYo|gow
gtetabd AHH WHoR detele ZHT
@R8] e AR (50 ~.607F FFoHE ThNagel,

Lamm, & Neef, 1981; Nagel, 1979; MacCoun,
1984; Thomson, Cowan, Ellsworth, & Harrington,
1984; Dane, 1985; MacCoun & Kerr, 1988;
MacCoun & Tyler, 1988). 1 7}&3F o] =9
She 474 B zdde Ans@d
g3 Bl ZEIACIYT Hlgl
e 4ol WasA) 9w, 1 £871A150
Hol2o] 7Y st= deld Halo g _7|-43L5]
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PR FE BUe e A8
AAew HWIES FedEw, 1 0FE
A U AR BEAES] qHoE
T sele S 77 el 5 ok
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oz gt e AllE L/ A2 2
ol 18-S TR BT SRR
23t Q7 E X (demand characteristic) S 7}
| o ]

CE DERI

William Blackstone(1765)2] 43+ 777} UAD=
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e sl HelA 94 71Ed
ke dAke] 258 = Bkl o
woll A4 B 4A el Tl 9
nle] 2540l € sithe Aol ok 7 W
HEol Exshe 939 At oulE ol
71 13 AR 5ol e7En
Has e 7E
Kalven & Zeisel(1966)& 1950 Aol 1=

WSS tgo @At Ba it
DTS ST 2 244 555
BAtSe] 3576700 FAARE] B YRS
Az, 25de 72 Auel w2
A el Buenel A Bolo] §RE
ARE BASGHE old BAS FSA)o]
ETFALE o] ATl WY BE WA
o o] 78% AT Aoz Uehdth T

Aeko] BUAG AAS Fol sent W49
o] RHT HANT WA FHE DU A

Aol 1zt Aol f2, BATL 7S
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] e A4, aela AeHEe] e
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2 A5l tHHans & Vidmar, 1991).

F ol

o old ro

Eisenberg, Hannaford-Agor, Hans,

Waters, Munsterman, Schwab, & Wells(2005)-&
v = = H3FH YA E National Center for State
Courts: NCSO)9] Ho]E o] ~2Z o] &35}
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The present study analyzed the perspectives of empirical science toward the standard of proof for criminal
trials (“Beyond Reasonable Doubt”) as reflected on the studies that have been conducted to understand
the qualitative as well as quantitative meaning of the standard. From this analysis, two implications
emerged: (1) The theories and knowledge acquired through psychological studies of lay individuals can be
used to understand judicial decision-making; (2) laypeople’s standard of proof for criminal trials may be
higher than that of judges so that jurors may commit type-1 error less than would the judges in the
long run. Based on the two implications, how to approach to the judge-jury difference, albeit small, in

criminal fact-finding was discussed.
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