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SUMMARY

Larone Williams appealed his aggravated battery conviction arising from an altercation on a Chicago
Transit Authority train. He argued that the State failed to disprove his self-defense and defense-of-
others claims beyond a reasonable doubt, that the jury was improperly instructed, and that the trial
court improperly polled only 11 of 12 jurors. The Illinois Appellate Court affirmed the conviction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the State disproved defendant's affirmative defenses of self-defense and defense of others
beyond a reasonable doubt

2. Whether the trial court improperly instructed the jury with a provocation instruction

3. Whether the trial court's response to the jury's question about instructions was misleading

4. Whether polling only 11 of 12 jurors constituted plain error requiring a new trial

HOLDINGS

1. A rational jury could have found the State disproved defendant's self-defense and defense of others
claims beyond a reasonable doubt.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in giving the provocation instruction because there was some
evidence defendant was the initial aggressor.

3. The provocation instruction accurately stated the law and applied to both self-defense and defense of
others claims.

4. The trial court's response adequately clarified that both defense instructions applied to both defendants.

5. The error in polling only 11 jurors did not rise to the level of plain error under the first prong of the
plain-error analysis.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim of self-defense is not available to a person who 'initially provokes the use of force against himself'
unless such force is so great that he reasonably believes that he is in imminent danger of death or great bodily
harm and he has exhausted every reasonable means to escape such danger other than the use of force that is
likely to cause death or great bodily harm to the assailant.” (¶ 49)

“Defendant chose to involve himself in the ongoing altercation on the train, despite having no connection
with it other than being a fellow train passenger. Defendant sought out Beam and then, upon finding him,
worked with Holman and Thomas to pursue him until Beam was effectively trapped on the train car, with
defendant in the doorway and Holman and Thomas blocking the aisle.” (¶ 50)

“Defendant chose to involve himself in a situation in which he did not have all the facts, proceeding under the
assumption that Beam was a wrongdoer based on secondhand information.” (¶ 53)

“By its own terms, section 7-4(c) would apply to bar the application of section 7-1(a), regardless of whether
the claimed justification was defense of self or defense of others.” (¶ 63)

“A criminal defendant's right to request a polling of the jury is a safeguard that is designed to help ensure
that the defendant is afforded an important constitutional right, i.e., juror unanimity.” (¶ 72)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendant was a passenger on a CTA Red Line train. After an attempted robbery, the victim (Beam) stabbed one
of the attackers. Defendant, learning of the stabbing from the group, pursued Beam with a bottle. After a chase,



Beam lunged at defendant with a knife, and defendant struck Beam with the bottle, resulting in aggravated
battery charges. Defendant claimed self-defense and defense of others.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendant Larone Williams was convicted of aggravated battery after a jury trial and sentenced to two years and
six months in IDOC. He appealed, claiming insufficient evidence to disprove self-defense/defense of others,
improper jury instructions, and improper jury polling.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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