
SUMMARY OF LIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR CIVIL LITIGATION 
By Barry C. Edwards, J.D., Ph.D. | Fair Trial Analysis, Inc. | www.fairtrials.us | January 8, 2026 

CASE SUMMARY 

A minor child was playing at his same-age friend’s house. The 

friend’s parent is at home. The children find the parent’s 

handgun, which was hidden inside a bedroom closet, and play 

with it. The child accidentally shoots himself in the hand. The 

friend’s parent, who was watching television in the living 

room, immediately calls 911. The child’s hand is severely 

injured. He is treated at the hospital and is able to return home 

later the same day.  

KEY QUESTIONS 

Who is most likely to blame the parent for the child’s injury? 

How does the child’s age affect jurors’ assessment of liability 

and verdict probabilities? 

METHOD OF ANALYSIS  

Survey research is used to ascertain the opinions of American 

adults. Respondents are asked to carefully read a 

chronological narrative of the accidental shooting.1 The 

injured child’s age is a random number between 4 and 17.2 

After reading the case summary, respondents are asked who 

deserves more blame for the child’s injury: the child or the 

friend’s parent. The boy, his friend, and his friend’s parent are 

described in general terms without personal details. 

SAMPLE PROFILE 

121 research participants completed a brief online survey for 

compensation.3 Sample observations are weighted so that 

respondents approximate a nationally representative jury pool 

with respect to age, education, gender, and race.4 (The sample 

can be reweighted to represent any state or county.) 

Screening, attention checks, and quality controls are provided 

by the crowdsource platform and survey software.  

Mean age 

College graduates 

Female 

Non-white 

N 

42.8 

  28.5% 

  50.9% 

  38.4% 

  121 

 

WHO BLAMES THE PARENT? 

Respondents’ tendency to fault the parent does not appear to 

be related to respondents’ age, gender, or educational 

attainment. Non-white respondents are significantly more 

likely to blame the parent (84% vs. 63%), as are those with 

prior jury experience (88% vs. 65%). Parental status is also 

significant. Respondents with children living at home are 

most likely to blame the parent (84%), but respondents with 

children who do not live at home are less likely to blame the 

parent (49%) than respondents without children (65%).  

INFLUENCE OF CHILD’S AGE 

Respondents are less likely to find the parent at fault as the 

child’s age increases. The figure below displays a regression 

line fitted to the data. The margins of error reflect the survey’s 

modest sample size. 

 

JURY VERDICT PROBABILITIES 

The percentage of jurors who blame the parent translates to a 

probability of a jury verdict against the parent based on a 

logical model of civil jury deliberation.5 The figure below 

plots the probabilities with six-person juries. 

 



 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

This simple, low-cost analysis offers general insights for 

evaluating civil liability for an accidental shooting. A larger 

sample and additional details about the accident and 

individuals involved would improve estimates. It is also 

possible to compare respondents’ opinions by other personal 

characteristics (e.g., gun owners vs.  non-gun owners), and 

assess multiple predictors simultaneously, but more data are 

necessary.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Estimated verdict probabilities account for (a) preferences in 

the population, (b) jury selection, (c) jury size, (d) jury 

deliberation, and (e) uncertainty due to small sample size.6 

The analysis of verdict probabilities can be further refined to 

account for jurisdiction-specific procedures, such as the jury 

size and number of peremptory strikes available to parties, 

and/or hung jury probabilities. The case presents interesting 

questions. I am happy to discuss the findings further and 

answer any questions you have.  
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