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Because the trial judge’s provision of a binder to the jury did not violate the
Constitution, much less entitle petitioner to relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1), we
need not address respondent’s argument that petitioner’s claims are procedurally
barred. The judge did not pressure the jury to decide the case a particular way; he
merely provided procedural advice to help the jury deliberate. The Constitution
does not prohibit use of bold font in jury instructions to aid the jury’s
comprehension. Nor did the judge violate the Constitution when he instructed the
jury to deliberate and follow the law. “It is the duty of the court to instruct the jury
as to the law and it is the duty of the jury to follow the law as it is laid down by the

court.” Sparf v. United States, 156 U.S. 51, 74 (1895) (Harlan, J.) (quoting United

States v. Battiste, 24 F. Cas. 1042, 1043 (Story, Circuit Justice, C.C.D. Mass.

1835)).

AFFIRMED.



