 	Mock Jury is a psycho-legal methodological technique “in which elements of the trial process are simulated and experimental factors of interest are manipulated” (Lieberman, 2016, p.1). This technique is necessary because actual trial juries have to deliberate in secrecy under the 1974 Juries Act and its 2015 revision. “It is an offence for a person intentionally to disclose information about statements made, opinions expressed, arguments advanced or votes cast [during deliberation]” (Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015, Chapter 2) and thus social psychologists that study jury decision-making have to rely on mock jury experiments, where mock jurors reach verdicts in a simulated trial without the legal implication (MacCoun, 1989). True experiment would be ideal, however manipulation of variables in the actual trial setting would not be legally or even ethically feasible (Saks, Weighner, & Marti, 1997). Nevertheless, even though fewer than 1% of trials in Wales and England have jury present (Thomas, 2010), the stakes for the defendants are too high to let anecdotical evidence and assertion guide judicial system’s decision-making (Wissler, Hart, & Saks (1999).
The justice system is an integral and vital part of our institutional structure (Bornstein & Greene, 2017), and it should be fair and equal, so even differently structured juries should reach the same verdict as others, if that is not the case, the whole judicial system is undermined and implied trust breached. The study of issues and causal factors underlying bias allows policymakers create curative changes to the judicial system if such a need is perceived as necessary (Devine, 2001 ; Ellsworth, 1999). However, as Borstein noted in 1999, "courts have not welcomed psycholegal research findings with open arms, especially when derived from methods that are neither very realistic nor representative of actual legal processes" (Borstein, 1999, p. 88). 
Mock jury is a technique popular with experimental social psychologists, according to the data from Devine (2001) 66% of jury studies between 1955 and 1999 involved mock jurors. The whole jury system has its limitations that lead to debate about pros and cons of use of them over the years (e.g. Lieberman, 2016). Diamond (1997) first called for more realistic jury research in 1979 to improve the theoretical, empirical and policy value of the research. He suggested using videotaped trials instead of written vignettes, using community members over students and use of ecologically valid dependent measures. Diamond suggests use of student samples only in the preliminary part of the research, with more representative samples used for direct comparison, until the difference between samples is fully understood. However, analysis done by Bornstein (1999) suggest that there are significant differences between students and more representative samples only 5 times out of the 26 included studies. The student sample has a tendency to be less punitive in general. Nonetheless, the analysis is not true meta-analysis which should be taken into account when considering its results. After the call by Diamond (1979) for two-stage research; Lassiter, Geers, Handley and Weiland (2002) focused their research on perception bias based on angle of the camera used in videotaped confessions. In the first stage of their study they used college students as mock jurors due to convenience. They used judgment scale for sensitivity. In stage 2, jury-eligible adults were invited to participate in the research, and a more ecologically valid and life-like trial simulation that lasted for 4 hours, was used and results compared. The camera perspective bias has been present in both stages regardless of ecological validity. Which further supports the idea that mock jury, even with student sample used, is a useful tool in evaluation of jury decision-making.
Mock jury experiments allow for alternative trial condition testing regarding causative effects between variables, and development of conceptual frameworks about the process of jury deliberation and the process of group consensus achievement. Trial simulation allows for the invaluable experimental control, letting researcher test any theories by manipulating variables, so it provides contribution both to the theoretical and practical field. Nevertheless, researchers acknowledge that the academic simulation of a jury may lead to behaviour that differs from the behaviour of the genuine jurors, however this is an issue that manifests in every laboratory setting. While emulation of the real-world incentives is challenging, it is not impossible, and there are techniques developed specifically to limit this hypothetical bias. Nevertheless, the internal and external validity must be carefully balanced in the process of simulating a trial. This balancing is one of the main points of criticism of mock jury research, because they may be perceived as lacking verisimilitude (Lieberman, 2016), and it is argued that a more standardised trial element framework is required for more general acceptance of results from this type of research (Lieberman, 2016). Landsman and Rakos (1994) completed an experiment with 88 legitimate judges and 104 jurors and compared their ability to ignore inadmissible evidence. Both judges and jurors appear to be likewise influenced in the study. A similar study done by Rachlinski, Johnson, Wistrich and Guthrie (2009) found subconscious bias in judges. It may mean that judges are prone to stereotyping and bias despite the training, however other explanation is that the experiments lack the verisimilitude and the bias found may be artificially inflated by the study and the actual effect of implicit bias negligible in genuine trial (Vidmar, 2011). Ex-jurors interviews may be a luxuriant data source but cognitive bias and limitations of the respondents make accurate analysis of the deliberation challenging. Studies of the archival data from the actual juries are limited only to the documented records and plagued with the confounding variables but allow for statistical analysis and description of longitudinal trends, however significant relevant information may be emitted and only results without the deliberation process included. MacCoun (1989) considers the mock jury worthwhile because it enables examination of the process underlying decision-making, but believes that the magnitude of relations between variables should be examined through the archival method.
Field study using actual jurors would need significant cooperation from one or more courts, usually results in a limited sample, and has a copious amount of confounding variables in the results, however compared to the mock jury, results are more realistic and generalisable. Thomas (2010) used multi-method research to examine the jury, decision-making process and fairness of the system. She performed case simulation with genuine jurors, extensive analysis of entire two-year period of authentic jury verdicts, and completed a survey of jurors after verdict was given. The results suggest juries are unbiased regardless of a race of the defendant. While Black defendants are almost three and a half times more likely to appear before jury then their white counterparts, their chance of conviction (67%) is only slightly higher that White defendants' conviction rate (63%). “This indicates that one stage in the criminal justice system where BME groups do not face persistent disproportionality is when a jury reaches a verdict” (Thomas, 2010, p.13). This result seems to contradict some of the studies regarding the subconscious bias present in the previous studies. (e.g. Rachlinski et al., 2009) and further supports the theory that the results from the study may not be significant in unfeigned court setting. However, later meta-analysis done by Bomstein et al. (2017a), encompassing total of 53 studies, concluded again that verdicts generally did not vary between representative samples and student samples and these differences should not cause concern in the jury simulation research. This may be correct, however the quality of the whole study is in the most important variable in the if mock jury is a useful tool in the study of jury making. The quality of the jury simulation is important, paired with the quality of interpretation of results. 
“The Condorcet Jury Theorem” (McCannon, 2016) proposes the idea that with a limited amount of information the majority of the group (Jury) will choose the better alternative compared to only an individual (Judge). However, critics argue a judge, as a well-educated professional, would be less likely to be swayed by emotional, and thus more impartial evidence, than a jury composed of people who may lack the knowledge and education to perceive a deception or emotional manipulation. In his 1962–1963 report to the Harvard Law School, Dean Erwin Griswold said: “Why should anyone think that 12 persons brought in from the street, selected in various ways, for their lack of general ability, should have any special capacity for deciding controversies between persons?” (United States, Congress, 1967, p.18358). Jacob D. Fuchsberg, former president of the American Trial Lawyers Association, a member of the President's Commission on Civil Rights, defends the jury. “Judges have no monopoly on intelligence, insight, or fairness. […] I believe the opinions of 12 people are better than the opinions of one—and I don't care whether they are 12 lawyers, 12 judges, or 12 laymen.” (United States, Congress, 1967, p.18358). Research attempted to answer the implied question and resolve the debate. Guthrie (2001) assessed judges' susceptibility to cognitive bias and concluded judges were susceptible to flawed reasoning, the same as laypeople. Saks and Weighner (1997) conducted a meta-analysis comparing effects of 6 or 12 member jury size after the Supreme Court allowed for smaller than 12 member juries if their functionality is not impacted in a controversial decision (Devine, 2001). The authors included 17 studies and their differences compared. Nine studies used actual jurors and the rest of them students. The authors took the flaws of the included studies into account, assigning a weight to each one based upon the robustness of each study, the two authors rated studies independently and then compared the results. The results were similar regardless of the study sample, evidence suggest that jury size affects the decision process and the data does not support the decision of the court. (Saks & Weighner, 1997)  A mock jury is a valuable tool that helped shape our judicial system and with that our society. 
To answer the question whether mock juries are capable of informing us of the true nature of decision-making in a real-world trial setting, the answer is: ‘It depends on the manipulated variables, psychological processes studied and manipulated, legal standards used, setting and many other factors that interact with the sample.’ In other words, the quality of the simulation part of the study affects the interaction between variables. Also a mock jury allows for manipulation and control that would not be legal or ethical in an actual trial setting. In the years between 1955 and 1999, two-thirds of juror decision-making studies used the mock jury as their methodology. And even unsuccessful jury modelling in the laboratory setting may prove to have beneficial to the scholastic community and may lead to development of new theories that capture the nature of jury decision-making. Mock jury experiment is a useful tool in challenging common assumptions regarding jury behaviour. Furthermore, the jury, even a simulated one, allows the community express itself and participate in the judicial system, as opposed to a small class of educated professionals, and this on itself is beneficial to the society. Already in 1989 MacCoun considered mock juries useful in examination of the process underlying decision-making, but called for use of archival method to examine the magnitude of relations between variables (MacCoun, 1989). And when comparing the results from Thomas (2010) and Rachlinski et al. (2009) the call appears to be the sound one. 
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