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A Non-Biased Jury: Do they really exist?
The purpose of this assignment is to look at whether a non-biased jury really does exist today. With the constant increase of social media and internet usage changing the way we look and perceive information, allowing beliefs and opinions to change, it is important in this day and age that there can be a jury of peers able to remain non-biased. 
The purpose of a jury is to sit within a courtroom and listen to all evidence related to a case and decide on whether the defendant is guilty or not guilty. During a trial the judge will direct the jury to all the relevant pieces of evidence and law, the jury’s job is to conclude beyond all reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty or not, which will then allow the judge to make their decision on which punishment would be sufficient. Juries in civil matters are very rare meaning that juries are used prominently within criminal cases (Wilson, S et al. 2020 a)
Usually a jury consists of 12 people chosen at random and a trial typically lasts 10 days depending on the type of crime and what evidence has been submitted (Gov, nd a). The reason a jury must remain non-biased is so that they look at the evidence provided and not what is posted online. 
In S.1 of the Juries Act 1974 it outlines the eligibility one must have to be able to serve on a jury. Every person is qualified to serve as a juror in Crown Court, High Court and County Court as long as the person is on the Electoral role and aged eighteen to seventy-six, has been a resident within the United Kingdom, Channel Islands and Isle of Man for any period of five years from the age of thirteen, and they must not be disqualified for any reason (Legislation, 2013 a). 
Before April 2004 when s.321 of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 came into effect, s.1 of the Juries Act 1974 listed various different groups as ineligible for Jury Service. There were four main groups that were unable to participate, ‘The Judiciary’ meaning judges and magistrates both working currently and retired were not allowed, ‘Persons concerned with administration of Justice’ this group included a plethora of different professionals such as police, solicitors, and barristers. ‘The Clergy’ group which consisted of ministers, monks, and nuns. The last group ‘Mentally Disordered Persons’ included people who were liable to be detained under the Mental Health Act 1983. S.321 of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 abolished the first three groups meaning now that judges, lawyers and police officers and religious professionals were all eligible for jury duty (Wilson, S et al 2020 b). 
Under s.1 of the Juries Act 1974 certain individuals who hold a criminal record were disqualified from participating in jury duty, the disqualification could last a lifetime, ten years or five years depending on what sentence they received for their crime. The rules have been reserved by the Criminal Justice Act 2003, the rules have since been simplified and are as follows, those sentenced to five years, or more are disqualified for life, those sentenced up to five years including suspended sentences are disqualified for 10 years (Wilson, S et al 2020 c) 
In accordance to article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998, everyone has the right to a fair trial (Citizens Advice, ND) By using the internet or social media to ‘look up’ details of a case can infringe on a person’s rights. Media platforms such as Daily Mail and Wales Online have began using the social media platforms such as  Facebook and Snapchat to relay information to a wider audience. By doing a search of the defendants name online can bring up any past discretions they may have causing a person to form an opinion on them and essentially judge the person before going to court. 
By having an increase in social media and internet usage it can be detrimental in administration of justice and can effect the way the criminal justice system works. By succumbing to temptation to research or discuss a case, whether it be on a social media platform or with friends or family, it creates a breach in the obligation they must fulfil (Wilson, S et al, 2020 d). By having such cases of Jury misconducted it has prompted Parliament to create a number of new criminal offences under the s.69 of the Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015, this also allows judges to obtain jurors electronic devices, a judge may only do this when the best interest of a case is needed (Legislation, 2022 b) 
By having so many media outlets report on a case it can cause a lot of defendants to be deemed guilty before the case has gone to court. This is termed as ‘trial by media’ meaning that the newspaper, television companies and even radio stations perceive someone to be guilty before they’ve had a fair trial. High profile cases can cause hardship when it comes to social media. As it is widely accessed on a tablet, mobile phone or computing device if a celebrity were to stand trial for any reason it would be on every social media outlet and news station across the UK, thus allowing the public to make their own opinions on whether or not the person is guilty. RPC conducted a study in 2010 and found that 12% of jurors during high profile cases had in fact used the internet search engines to look up the case (RPC, 2017).
Although the constant use of social media and the internet is on the increase, it is important to have juries that can remain unbiased and impartial. With the temptation to look and read online about a case, it is vital that the potential jurors know that if discussing a case outside the courtroom or on social media is now a crime.
Section 20A-20D of the Juries Act 1974 came into force in April 2013 and thus came four statutory indictable offences, these were written and created to reduce ‘Contempt of Court’ within the jury system. The four main indictable offences listed are ‘Research’ under s.20A of the Juries Act 1974 it is deemed an offence to research a case during the trial period. The trial period begins once a juror is sworn in. ‘Sharing Research’ under s.20B state that it is an offence to disclose any information found online about the case. S.20C of the Juries Act 1974 deems both restrictions in s.20A and 20B as ‘Prohibited Conduct’ meaning a juror would like to try the case on the basis of information found online rather than the evidence provided by the court. ‘Disclosing jury deliberations’ is the final indictable offence meaning that under s.20D that disclosing any information that was provided within the jury room such as statements, arguments, opinions and votes made during deliberation (CPS, 2022).
James Smith under s.20A and s.20B of the Juries Act 1974 was sentenced to nine months imprisonment suspended for twelve months and ordered to pay a fine of nine hundred pounds after directly disobeying the judge presiding over a case by looking up articles on the defendant and discussing the case with his peers. Deborah Dean, a juror presiding over a case in 2013 involving rape, sexual activity, trafficking and involving a child had been sentenced to three months imprisonment, suspended for twelve months after she had written letters to two of the defendants after the trial had ended and proceeded to disclose jury deliberations that took place (GOV, nd b). 
In conclusion although the increase of social media and internet usage are on the rise, it can be hard to keep an unbiased jury. Depending on the type of case and what type of media coverage it has, it can produce a non biased jury as long as the case isn’t publicly broadcasted. By having laws in place to reduce the amount of ‘contempt of court’ that takes place it gives a precedent to jurors to not disobey direct orders given by the judge, thus creating a jury that will look at all evidence presented rather than what’s posted online.
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