· Answer the question(s) in substantially-studied, well-considered, neatly-organized and grammatically flawless sentences that constitute a couple of, or a few, paragraphs, depending on the scope and structure of the question and requirements that the syllabus specifies. Write clearly and coherently: treat it as a mini-essay. As it is a take-home exam, compositional fineness and citational precision are required. 
· Cite relevant passages clearly from the designated primary text, i.e., any and all of the reading materials listed in the corresponding unit of the class schedule. The more specific, the better. You cannot obtain more than 50% of the full score, if you do not show the evidence of studied reflection, i.e., precisely and insightfully placed citations. A few will suffice. 
· Do not ramble. Try and be as concise as possible, while being informative. Trim all the unnecessary fat, as much as possible; fill the page only with essential and necessary words that are carefully chosen and edited. 

· Do not copy or repeat the question verbatim, partly or wholly: they are not your words, and they are not part of the word count. 
· Do not "pad" the text, with redundant or superficial notes. Page fillers will not be simply ignored but noted negatively.   

Idiomatic Secrets, Behaviors & Complicity of the Three Key Legal Concepts:

“Presumed Innocent,” “Pleading Guilty” and “Beyond the Reasonable Doubt”

Each and every legal case is an idiom in itself: singularly complex. Each and every legal case, however, can only be simplified by and reduced to the two opposing narratives or adversarial systems of representation, i.e., the storyline of the prosecutor on the one hand, and that of the defendant, on the other hand, which are, in other words, structurally and perspectivally incompatible. How is it possible at all, and why is it necessary after all, for justice or legal rationality to be or remain neutrally insightful, that is to say, not blind to its own blindness? How and where should or can we find the ethics of legal judgment that will protect the laws from themselves, from harming themselves? 
Follow all the steps, below (1-3), in addressing the questions: 
1. Take any controversial, tricky or complicated legal case you’re familiar with, or even a hypothetically plausible case, where a systematic or choreographed abuse and deployment of legal idioms and power on the part of the litigator(s) in question reveals the loopholes and blind spots of contemporary American legal system, especially criminal justice system; the Duke Lacrosse rape case, for instance, which we learned and discussed in class. 

2. Explain the case, concisely and precisely: try and learn all the basic and relevant details about the case you’re introducing/studying. (Online research is a great too for this.) 
3. Analyze, as incisively/closely as possible, how any or some of those three concepts have been deployed in the making or production of the case itself: try and articulate as exactly as possible where things have gone wrong.  
a. Make sure you use at least two of the three concepts. 

b. Make sure you use/cite from at least two of the reading materials (class web). 

