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Discuss whether jury trials in England and Wales should be abolished?


Jury definition, a group of individuals who have been selected to listen to all of the facts in a trial that is taking place in a law court and to judge whether or not a person is guilty of a crime, or whether or not a claim has been proven (Dictionary, Cambridge).
A juror must be 18–75 and have lived in the UK since age 13 for at least five years. A juror will also be disqualified if he or she is detained under the Mental Health Act 1983 or has lost mental capacity, has served a prison sentence of five years or more, or has been imprisoned (for any length of time), served a suspended prison sentence (a form of community punishment), or received a community punishment in the past 10 years(Juries Act 1974).
Jury duty is a civic obligation, but it can be postponed once for a legitimate reason (e.g. a hospital operation or an important work commitment). Jurors are not paid but get expenses, including lost wages. Before a trial, jurors are selected. Computers randomly choose eligible voters from the electoral roll.
Jurors are usually divided into 15-person groups and assigned a case. The court clerk will randomly select 12 of 15 jurors. Jurors must tell the court whether they know or recognise the parties. The judge determines whether to dismiss or keep this juror. If the court orders the juror to leave, one of the other three will fill the spot. The idea of reducing the number of jurors, maybe to seven, has been met with scepticism in the past. Studies shows that smaller juries produce harsher verdicts (Buckhout, Weg, Reilly & Frohboese, 1977) and “although no evidence explains why 12 was the number first chosen, centuries of experience show that it works,”( Chalmers, Leverick and Shaw,2014). The prosecution and defence can challenge jurors for cause before they are sworn in. This jury has been disqualified or is biased in this case. The prosecution can also ask a juror to stand by, bringing them back to the panel. Prosecution or defence can challenge a full jury panel if they suspect court official bias. A judge can remove a jury who is physically or mentally incapacitated.
In the High Court and the Sheriff Court, as well as in the Court of Session and the All Scotland Sheriff Personal Injury Court, juries can be cited in criminal trials. In the Court of Session, juries can be cited in civil proceedings.
After the Vicky Pryce trial (Spencer, 2013), the jury's questions to the judge before he discharged them ignited another jury trial discussion. Some questions were relevant, while others suggested that jurors misunderstood their positions. Even though juries have many enthusiastic advocates, including many lawyers and judges, their current structure has severe flaws. A six-day trial of Vicky Pryce(Spencer, 2013), an easy case, took six days because it was held in the crown court, an expensive tribunal. It's expensive because it takes so long and is held in the crown court, and it's accident-prone.
The elimination of the jury is a top priority for every government looking to streamline the legal system. Jury trials can be more expensive than what we think and take up more of the court's time. On occasion, juries have been questioned as to their ability to carry out their responsibilities as impartial arbiters. When the jury was sequestered in a hotel room in R v Young [1995], a Ouija board was used; when the judge was asked questions that showed an understanding that the judge was not there to make decisions; when jurors were allegedly bullied and racially abused in the jury room; or even when jurors changed their vote in order to speed up the trial. Anomalies, despite the fact that jury deliberations are kept private, are vital to keep in mind. To replace the jury trial, a single judge (similar to the Diplock courts once employed in Northern Ireland) or a bench comprising of a single judge and two magistrates is being considered.
Yes, one can advance. Many options exist. Instead of being randomly selected from the electoral roll, anyone might sign up to serve on juries. We may also have non-lawyer jurors sitting opposite a judge, as is the practise in many European countries like France, Germany, and Italy.
Without juror explanations, it is impossible to know if a jury found a person guilty on acceptable or unexpected grounds. The jury does not explain its verdict. After that, no questioning can compromise the retiring chamber's privacy. It is also illegal to make inquiries. There is no way to know if acquittals and convictions are based on nonsense. 
Others argue that this would completely undermine the integrity of the jury system. As a moral statement on a law that they disapprove of or in response to an oppressive prosecution, a jury in 1985 found Clive Ponting, who had leaked information to an MP about the sinking of the General Belgrano during the Falklands War, not guilty of Official Secrets Act offences. Ponting had leaked the information to an MP. If jurors were required to give reasons when convicting a defendant, but were allowed to acquit if they considered it important, then we might be able to maintain jury equity.
"Anyone who runs a hospital, school, railway, or army on such a foundation would be crazy," says journalist Simon Jenkins. Our jury trial system [Traditional] should be improved. People react to the prospect of meddling with jury processes since it affects an institution that is existed since 1215.
The current legal process did not originate with the Magna Carta; rather, it has developed in the time following 1215. The elimination of the property requirement in 1972 was the catalyst for all of the changes. In the beginning stages of jury selection in the UK, only registered voters and people who owned property were eligible to serve. Lord Devlin, a British judge, famously observed in 1955 that this resulted in "male, middle-aged, middle-minded, middle-class jurors," despite the fact that this ruling has since been overturned. In a rudimentary manner, it insured that the jurors were mature and assured in their decisions. It's unacceptable. To my knowledge, this is the first occasion in modern history that defence lawyers have utilised peremptory challenges to get rid of intelligent jurors. In a short time, the only way to escape jury duty was to dress formally and carry either the Financial Times or the Daily Telegraph. In the 1980s, the Roskill Committee report put an end to the practise of peremptory challenge. Shaw once stated that "every profession is a plot against the people." [Citation needed] Because of all of these factors, having public participation in the legal system is absolutely necessary. It ought to be handled by specialists. In the past, justices of the peace and magistrates' court justices were both effective forms of lay participation in the legal system. In spite of the fact that the issue of juries stirs up a lot of passion, successive governments have quietly done away with the lay magistracy. They have done this by abolishing magistrates courts and replacing them with district judges, who are professional judges. In addition, they have given the business that was previously handled by magistrates courts to the police so that they can issue fixed penalty notices rather than prosecute criminals.
As a result, by abandoning trial by jury, this matter becomes a political one. Whenever a government is looking for ways to cut costs, it will inevitably turn to the justice system, as it does with every other source of revenue loss. The Justice and Security (Northern Ireland) Act 2007 reinstated jury trials in Northern Ireland, which had been abolished during the Troubles. This was an important step toward the restoration of peace in the province, even though it came at a high cost. A jury trial's future rests only on the government's decision not to eliminate it. This is going to be a financial decision. This right to "trial by one's peers" will be compared to state education, policing, social security, and the NHS, as well as all other aspects of civilised society that we rely on for our well-being.
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