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Introduction

Every generation inherits institutions which it did not
create.

Some are administrative.
Some are political.
Some are legal.

Few, however, are as important to the preservation of
liberty as trial by jury.

For centuries, the jury has stood as a constitutional buffer
between the individual and the power of the State. It exists
for a simple reason: no system of government, no matter
how well designed, can guarantee that those exercising
authority will always be correct.

Judges are human.

Politicians are human.



Police officers are human.
Prosecutors are human.
Regulators are human.
All are capable of error.

The jury exists because liberty should never depend
entirely upon the judgment of officials.

The recent case of Rv Vincent provides an important
reminder of this constitutional reality.

Regardless of one's views concerning Covid-19,
vaccination, policing, public policy, citizen's arrest, or the
conduct of any individual involved in the proceedings, the
case demonstrates something far larger than the dispute
which gave rise to it.

It demonstrates why juries matter.

The State's Position

The case concerned an allegation that Dale Vincent
assaulted a police officer who was acting as an
emergency worker.

The prosecution sought a conviction.

The matter was brought before the Crown Court.



During the proceedings, significant areas of evidence
which the defence sought to rely upon were ruled
inadmissible.

Witnesses the defence wished to call were not permitted
to give evidence.

The legal framework within which the jury was permitted
to consider the case became increasingly narrow.

The court ultimately ruled that the defence advanced by
Mr Vincent was not available to him in law.

In practical terms, this meant that the jury did not hear
substantial portions of the wider case which Mr Vincent
wished to place before them.

No criticism is intended by this observation. It is simply a
statement of procedural fact.

The trial proceeded on the basis determined by the court.

However, and this is the key point, the Jury Refused to
Convict.

This is the feature of the case which deserves careful
reflection.

e Despite the prosecution case being presented to the
jury;

e Despite the restrictions placed upon the defence case;

e Despite the legal rulings which shaped the trial;

The jury declined to convict.



Dale Vincent was acquitted.

This outcome does not necessarily prove that the court
was wrong. Nor does it necessarily prove that the
prosecution acted improperly.

It does not even prove that the jury agreed with Dale's
views.

What it does demonstrate, is something very much more
fundamental - The jury reached its own conclusion.

The Constitutional Purpose of a Jury

A jury is not a decorative feature of the justice system and
itis not a procedural inconvenience.

It performs a constitutional function.

The jury introduces the judgment of ordinary citizens into
the administration of criminal justice.

It ensures that questions of guilt are not determined solely
by officials of the State.

This principle is ancient and the reason for its existence is
equally ancient.

Throughout history, governments have been mistaken.

Institutions have often become captured by prevailing
assumptions.



Officials have become overly confident in their own
correctness.

When this occurs, juries provide the necessary
independent safeguard.

The jury asks a simple question:
"Having heard what we have heard, are we sure?"

If the answer is no, the verdict must be not guilty.

Why This Matters More Today Than Ever

Modern Britain possesses an unprecedented
concentration of institutional power.

e Government departments.
e National regulators.

e Police forces.

e Professional bodies.

e Courts.

e |arge corporations.

e Technology companies.

e Media organisations.

Each possesses influence.

Quite often, these institutions act entirely properly, but
sometimes they do not.



The greater the concentration of institutional authority, the
greater the need for independent constitutional
safeguards and trial by jury is one such safeguard.

Indeed, it may very well be the most important safeguard
of all.

A jury cannot be directed as to what conclusion to reach.
It cannot be disciplined for returning an unpopular verdict.

It cannot be removed because its decision causes State
discomfort.

Its independence is its strength.

The Danger of Replacing Juries

There are calls for jury trials to be reduced, restricted or
replaced.

The arguments usually presented as being practical.

e Efficiency.

e Cost.

e Speed.

e Case management.

e Administrative convenience.

However, history repeatedly demonstrates that liberty is
rarely lost through dramatic announcements. More often,



itis eroded through apparently sensible administrative
reforms.

Every reduction in jury participation transfers greater
authority to institutions.

Every reduction in jury participation removes one further
layer of public oversight.

Every reduction in jury participation increases the
distance between the citizen and the State.

That is not a direction in which a free society should travel.

The Lesson of Rv Vincent

The true significance of Rv Vincent is not whether one
agrees with Dale Vincent.

People may disagree about many aspects of the case.
That is entirely normal.
The significance lies elsewhere.

The significance lies in what occurred when the machinery
of the criminal justice system completed its work.

The prosecution sought a conviction, the court
determined the legal parameters of the trial and the jury
heard the case.

The jury then reached its own conclusion and whether one
agrees with that conclusion is beside the point.



The pointis that the jury was free to reach it.

That freedom is not a weakness of the justice system. Itis
one of its greatest strengths.

Conclusion
The lesson of Rv Vincent is remarkably simple.

A justice system must not merely be independent - It must
also contain internal safeguards against institutional
certainty and a trial by jury provides exactly such a
safeguard.

It introduces the conscience, judgment and common
sense of ordinary citizens into the criminal process.

For centuries it has acted as a constitutional
counterweight to concentrated power.

The case of Rv Vincent serves as a reminder that this
function remains as important today as it has ever has
been.

Whatever one's views of the underlying issues, one
conclusion emerges plainly.

Britain should retain trial by jury - Not because juries
are perfect, but because no institution is.



