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[bookmark: _GoBack]Trial by jury for criminal and civil cases are thought to have originated over a thousand years ago in England and Wales with lawyers becoming a regular feature on the turn of the 19th Century (gov.uk, 2013). Although existing in various formats throughout the world they are primarily based on the Anglo-Saxon legal system of the right to be judged by one’s peers. Jurors between the age of eighteen and seventy-five are randomly chosen.  Jury service is considered to be a civic duty with few exemptions for not complying once a juror has been summonsed. Prospective Jurors are briefed by the judge and in a process known as ‘voir dire’ (to speak the truth) are asked a series of questions by the legal profession to test the capacity and competence of a juror in the hope of selecting an impartial jury. Between 12 and 15 chosen jurors will  serve on the jury (cps.gov.uk, 2018) and make a decision of a defendant’s guilt or innocence based on the evidence presented. 
Social scientists have been interested in how juries reach their decisions individually and collectively as a group since the sixties.  Legislation involving the confidentiality deliberation proceedings of the trial (legisliation.gov.uk, 2018) make it  impossible for researchers to  systematically examine the potential  variables that may influence a jury’s decision making. To compensate for the lack of a real trial researchers resort to the use of ‘mock trials’ simulation of real trials and ‘mock juries’ that allow them to examine the variables outside of a real court setting, although the use of these methods have been criticised for their lack of realism.   Whilst simulations cannot examine all the variables that may occur in a real court room setting, they can give researchers an insight. A plethora of scientific research has shown that many factors can influence a jury’s decision, including eyewitness testimony, attributes of the defendant, media influence, juror attitudes, media influence, and the group dynamics in deliberation, some of which will be discussed.  
A classic study undertaken by  Loftus and Palmer (1974) demonstrated the phrasing of the questions asked after the event can influence an individual’s perception of the event. Participants were shown a video of  a car accident and were asked how fast the car was going when they, hit/smashed/collided/bumped into each other. Participants who were asked the smashed question perceived the car to be going faster, and when questioned a week later the same participants reported seeing broken glass even though there was no glass in the original video. The research demonstrates how memory recall in eyewitness testimony can influence or bias a person’s response, changing the perception of the accident, indicating that memory recall  is easily distorted by  the questioning technique used after the event. 
Research have also demonstrated the inaccuracy of recalling human faces are influenced by many factors. Loftus, Loftus & Messo (1987) discovered in violent crime the ability to recall human faces can be affected by ‘weapon focus’ , however Pickel (1999) argues that this depends on the context, participants provided less accurate identifications if the gun is in a setting where it is unexpected,  high stress (Morgan et al., 2007), difficulty recognising racial outgroups (Jackiw, Arbuthnott, Pfeifer, Marcon, & Meissner, 2008; Malpass & Kravitz, 1969) whilst Malpass, (1981) found that 78% made a false identity of  a suspect when they were told that the suspect was present. Whilst none of the aforementioned research involved mock juries or trials, they do demonstrate that eyewitness testimony heavily relied on in court is not infallible. 
Wells and Quinlivan (2009)  criticise the science of research into eyewitness testimony, they suggest, because events are created by the researchers there is no ambiguity about the actual events witnessed. Researchers regularly use college students, witnesses in research do not experience the stress and fear that accompany a real crime, and participants know that there is no real consequences whereas eyewitnesses in real situations may be more cautious to avoid making that mistake. 
In 2007 research in diversity and fairness in the jury system in the UK  (Ministry of Justice, 2007) using a combination of information from real trials and mock trials with real jurors explored the impact of ethnicity on both jury verdicts and the votes of individual jurors. It was  discovered all white juries do not discriminate against defendants from black and minority ethnic backgrounds,  however, Pardo & Ferrari, (2020) study in America  using a mock jury design and a diverse sample  discovered where both defendants had no previous criminal record and committed the same crime, the probability of the defendant re-offending was based on the defendants name Jamal Washington who they perceived as black as opposed to Greg Sullivan. Similarly, Sommers and Ellsworth (2000) discovered white mock jurors rated black defendants more guilty aggressive and violent when race was not salient, however decisions were not influenced when the defendant race was known. Pardo & Ferrari (2007) and Sommers & Ellsworth (2000) research demonstrating the extent of racial profiling and racial bias within the justice system. 
The  presence and involvement of the media in high profile cases have been also been shown to influence jury decision making. Kramer et al, (1990) explored the effects of how factual and emotional publicity has on the jurors deliberation process. They discovered although jurors were informed to ignore articles in the media they were  frequently mentioned, suggesting the deliberation process strengthened publicity bias. Similarly, Oglof & Vidmar (1994) found the influence of the media produced more guilty verdicts. Later research conducted by  Mannes & Foster (2016) found the presence and involvement of the media in high profile cases  can play a part in influencing jurors decisions, they suggest   exposure to pretrial publicity has a prejudicial impact on people and can increase perceptions of guilt.
Mancini (2011) discovered forensic television programmes can influence perceptions of scientific evidence and juror decision making. He discovered a link between heavy viewing of TV programmes about investigations have been shown to have a bias attitude toward the prosecution,  and more likely to acquit a defendant in a murder trial.  (Mancini, 2013). In Contrast  Ewanation, Yamamoto, Monnink, & Maeder, (2017) found viewers that perceived such programmes to reflect real life practice (high in perceived realism) were more likely to vote guilty if presented with DNA or fingerprint evidence compared to just eyewitness testimony a desirable trait for prosecutors. 
Research into the deliberation process of a jury has shown that the use of  Need for Cognition scale demonstrated those who score high were more active and persuasive in deliberations and their  beliefs and judgements are based on empirical information and rational considerations, whilst those who scored lower were more easily persuaded to change positions when subjected to strong arguments (Shestowsky & Horowitz, 2004). 
Jurors high in perceived realism and high scores in the need for cognition scale both demonstrate their decisions based on empirical evidence although Ewanation et al (2017) is based on what they refer to as the ‘CSI effect’ both studies therefore demonstrate different variables produce the same results. 
Whilst the use of mock trial and juries in research have provided an insight into how jurors  may come to a decision individually and collectively, the methodology of research itself has come under much criticism for not being realistic enough and lacking in  validity (Bornstein & McCabe, 2005). 
Much of the research has been criticised for its use of students in mock juries suggesting that results cannot be generalised to the population, therefore lacking in ecological validity.  Bornsteins (1999) explored early research over a 20 year period  (1976-1996), and questions the ecological validity of jury simulation and the use of  undergraduates.  Over 20 years later Murray, Rugeley, Mitchell & Mondak (2013) agree that whilst students are a convenient low-cost sample, they do not provide the homogeneity that subjects derived from jury pools do. They suggest a more diverse sample promises greater external validity particularly if they are representative of the place in which they live. Similarly, Highhouse and Zhang (2015) suggest the use of students in research only have a narrow age range are more likely to comply with authority and describes them as the new ‘fruit fly’ for applied psychology research when there are other methods that would provide a more representative sample.
McCabe (2011) examined mock jurors feelings on affective and cognitive bias discovered there are differences in decisions made between students and a more ecological sample. The research revealed when the defence acknowledged jurors emotional reactions and motivated them to thoughtfully weigh the evidence objectively resulted in students being more lenient toward a sex offender whereas a more ecological sample were more difficult to persuade. Similarly, Keller & Weiner, (2011) using explicit attitude measures from a number of scales (Juror Bias Scale, Attitudes towards Rape Scale, Attitudes toward sexual abuse scale and Attitudes toward homicide Adjudication Scale) found students were more lenient assigning guilt in homicide cases, however unlike McCabe (2011) regardless of community or student status, attitudes toward sexual assault cases were associated with guilt ratings in all samples, they further discovered guilt ratings for rape were more prominent in women jurors across all samples.  . 
However later research Bornstein (2017) review of research in his meta-analysis of 53 studies which included both criminal and civil cases found there were no differences in guilty verdicts, although conflicting with his own earlier research of lacking ecological validity for its use of students Bornstein (1999). However the later research maybe more reflective of how jury research has become more scientifically robust over time as new discoveries are made, improved methodologies and more comparative studies with a more diverse sample.  
Nuñez, N., McCrea, S., & Culhane, S. (2011) suggest researchers are focusing on the mouse and not the elephant in the room they believe the lack of focus on the deliberation process is a much greater threat to ecological validity and when it becomes part of their method  the student versus community debate may become more important.
Research into the use of students has shown mixed results and has been reflected in the type of case being presented at the time and individual attitudes as demonstrated in Keller and Weiners  (2011). A more diverse jury where many are older than the typical undergraduate student may have different values and expectations of what jury service is and have a more personal experience of cases they are dealing with,  therefore could affect their verdicts. Students are often given course credits for their participation in studies therefore are a convenient sample and are less likely to drop out whereas a more ecological sample may not always be easy to source, sometimes true ecological validity is sacrificed for the knowledge that is gained. 
Pezdek, (2010) focused on whether the trial presentation via video or transcript reduced the external validity of the research. Their findings show that although the transcript condition revealed higher  affective and cognitive ratings than the video condition, they were not significant. Whilst this is good for mock jury research  in a real court setting individuals may only see video in relation to see CCTV images or listen to evidence rather than read it  therefore it is not predictive of a real-life case. 
Weiner, Kraus, Lieberman, (2011) emphasis the need for studies with a stronger methodological foundation with strong theory, and too much confidence is placed on the findings of using students as mock jurors. Suggesting courts would place more confidence in psychological evidence if studies were conducted that compare samples and conducted studies that can easily be replicated with consistent findings. Similarly, Lieberman (2016) seeking to identify professional standards regarding acceptable and unacceptable research revealed that the most important factor to guide mock jury decision making studies was the role of theory. Although the research into jury decision making have been criticised for lack of realism and its methods Bornstein and Green (2011) suggest mock jury research by psychologists have a lot to offer and can contribute to a better understanding and of the cognitive and psychological processes involved in decision making.  
More recently due to the outbreak of Covid-19 all new trial were suspended saw a rise in a backlog of cases prompted  Justice (2020) to test whether fully remote virtual jury trials are possible and currently piloting the first ever worldwide mock virtual jury trial using technology that already exists in British Courtrooms. They aim is to explore whether it would be possible for a fair trial to take place when all participants are appearing from different locations.  To date three trials have been held three of which have been evaluated (Mulcahy, Rowden & Teeder, 2020), although in its early stages the trials have shown promise and can bring new and exciting challenges for researchers in exploring if virtual juries decision making may differ giving opportunities for researchers to develop new theories and methods.  
In Conclusion mock jury research, although criticised heavily for its use of students and lack of validity it enables researchers to explore how decisions are made in real time. However mock trials and juries lack the realism and sampling issues are a concern when predicting real outcomes. Trial presentations are usually videos that contain  actors or written transcripts and deliberation is often timed which may affect the outcome, whereas in real court cases some deliberations can go on for days or weeks before they reach a verdict. In a real trial jurors are presented with ambiguous and conflicting evidence and involve complex affective and cognitive processes influenced by many factors, some which can be measured whilst others are more nuanced.    
Some Research have used scales to measure variables, attitude, need for cognition, perceived realism, racial bias and many more however,  whilst they are useful for research purposes expanding the  voir dire process  to enhance the jury selection process and may be  beneficial to identify implicit biases in more high profile, complex cases., or countries who still  have the death sentence to prevent wrongful convictions but the practicality of  using them with real jurors may prove difficult. In deliberation the group dynamics outside of court settings may differ particularly as there are no actual consequences to mock jury decisions
With current research taking place into virtual jury trials, research with mock jurors will take on a new direction in which researchers will need to adapt their methodology 
Whilst mock jury research is not perfect it can give an indication and possibly the most accurate reflection of likely verdicts  and  can explore variables that are likely to affect the outcome, good quality research certainly has its place within the criminal justice system. Research findings can be useful for informing legal policy and procedures in the real world and informative to the legal profession when testing the strengths and weakness of a case, therefore should not be dismissed. 
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