
PO Box 10
Summer Lake, Oregon 97640
October 23, 2006

Oregon Judicial Department
Office of State Court Administrator
Nori J. McCann Cross
Special Counsel
Supreme court Building
1163 State St.
Salem, Oregon 97301-2563

Dear Ms Nori J. McCann Cross,
Thank you for your letter of October 12, 2006. 
With your letter you included the section of the Oregon constitution which states that “the jury shall 

have the right to determine the law”. You also quoted the Oregon Supreme Court opinion concerning a 
ballot title in which they write, “It is not the law in this state that a jury has the 'right' -- as opposed to  
the undoubted power-- to acquit a defendant whose guilt had been proved beyond a reasonable doubt.”

A jury either has the right to determine the law or it does not have the right to determine the law.  
Either the statement of the  Oregon Supreme Court is wrong or they are talking about a different type 
of state court or administration of justice or different kind of jury, one that can only decide the facts.

I am not seeking legal advice but an answer to a fundamental question concerning the nature of the 
jury, their rights and duties and/or the nature of the court. By your suggestion of doing a  search on the  
Internet one can easily see that for centuries the right and duty of a jury to decide fact and law has been 
proclaimed by presidents, Supreme Court justices, and the constitutions of states. 

But, now we have a compelled jury orientation program including the published opinion of “lawyers 
and judges of the Oregon Bar”, in the presence Judge Simpson, and now with the knowledge of the 
Special Counsel of the Oregon Judicial Department leading us to believe that this once fundamental  
right and duty of all  jurors is  now “legally incorrect and severely prejudices the administration of 
justice” and if we exercise that “right and duty” of every citizen to determine the law we are actually in 
violation of an oath, which would be both immoral and criminal.

In all fairness I cannot assume that lawyers and judges of the Oregon Bar,  Judge Simpson, and a 
Special Counsel do not know what the answer is to these inconsistencies. The moral dilemma that is 
established by these contradictions, must compel all men and women in good conscience and good will  
to provide both the questions and their answers:

Are the present courts calling for a different type of jury which has no right to determine the law? 
Are the courts themselves different than what the Oregon constitution mentions in Section 16?
Is one of the oaths asked of the jury evidence of an agreement to waive the “right” of the jury to 

determine the law? What are the oaths that jurors are asked to take? Can you send me a copy of them?
In good faith,
Gregory Williams

CC: Lane Simpson
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