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About this submission

This submission presents findings from a nationally representative survey examining experiences of jury service and its emotional and psychological impact.

The survey was conducted by YouGov, who were commissioned by the authors of this paper. A total of 2,015 adults in Great Britain participated in the survey. The data were weighted by YouGov to be representative of the adult population of Great Britain. Of the full sample, 311 respondents had previously served as a juror in a criminal trial and were asked a series of questions about their experiences of jury service. 

That means we have a survey of 311 people who have served as jurors. Our survey questions then focused on the health and wellbeing of those jurors and the impacts of their service. We were particularly interested in whether personal experience of violence or sexual harm was correlated with poorer self-reported mental health or wellbeing impacts when serving on those types of cases.

The findings are particularly relevant to the Committee's question:

What health and/or mental health impact does the experience of being a juror have on people?

They also have implications for the nature and availability of support for jurors before, during and following jury service.

Summary of key findings

The survey indicates that, while most former jurors do not report experiencing severe distress as a result of jury service, a substantial minority do.

Among respondents who had served on a criminal jury:

· 10.5% reported being severely upset or distressed during their most recent trial;
· 10.9% reported severe upset or distress immediately after the trial;
· 5.4% reported severe distress continuing for around a week after the trial;
· 3.8% reported severe distress lasting several weeks;
· 2.7% reported severe distress lasting several months; and
· 1.3% reported severe distress continuing for more than a year.

In contrast, 67.3% reported that their jury service had not made them severely upset or distressed at any point.

Respondents could select more than one response to this question and these figures should therefore not be aggregated.

The findings suggest an important distinction between short-term distress associated with jury service, which is experienced by a significant minority, and persistent severe distress, which is less common but nevertheless experienced by some former jurors.

Wider psychological and behavioural effects

Respondents who had served on a criminal jury were also asked whether they agreed or disagreed with a series of statements about the consequences of jury service.

The findings demonstrate a consistent minority reporting a range of adverse psychological and behavioural experiences:




Our findings are significant because the effects of jury service cannot adequately be captured by asking only whether jurors experience severe or long-term distress. Across a range of indicators, approximately one in ten former jurors reported symptoms or behaviours associated with emotional distress following jury service.

At the same time, the findings should not be interpreted as suggesting that jury service generally causes long-term psychological harm, as we did not find this in our study. A majority disagreed with each of the individual statements above. Moreover, 25.5% of former jurors agreed with the statement that they had found their jury service distressing but did not believe that it had negatively affected them in the longer term.

The evidence therefore suggests that it is important to distinguish between distress, which appears to be a relatively common response to jury service for a minority of jurors, and enduring adverse impact. It is also important to bear in mind that experiencing stress – or even distress – is not always necessarily in and of itself something to be avoided, or fixed. 

Nature of the cases on which jurors served

The nature of the material to which jurors are exposed is also relevant. Among respondents who had undertaken jury service:

· 31.5% reported serving on a violent crime case;
· 20.7% on a sexual crime case;
· 14.7% on a fraud or extortion case;
· 13.8% on a property crime case; and
· 1.9% on a terrorism case.

It should be noted however that respondents could have served on more than one type of case.

Sexual offence cases
There are indications within the descriptive data that jurors who had served on sexual offence cases were more likely to report some forms of distress.

Among respondents who had served on a sexual crime case, 14.0% reported having been severely upset or distressed during their most recent jury service and 18.7% reported severe distress immediately following the trial. The equivalent figures among former jurors overall were 10.5% and 10.9% respectively – in other words, it appears that jurors serving on sexual offence cases are more likely to find these cases distressing when compared with all case types. 

Further, 17.4% of those who had served on a sexual crime case agreed that distressing memories of their jury service sometimes came into their mind, compared with 11.9% of former jurors overall.

These figures should be interpreted cautiously. The unweighted number of respondents who reported serving on a sexual crime case was 64, and the descriptive differences reported here do not in themselves demonstrate a statistically significant or causal relationship between trial type and subsequent distress.

Nevertheless, they support the case for examining whether jurors' support needs may differ according to the nature and content of the evidence to which they have been exposed.

Duration and recall
A further important consideration is that jury service was not recent for many respondents.

Among those who had served as a juror:

· 7.7% had done so within the preceding year;
· 11.1% within the preceding three years;
· 11.7% within the preceding five years;
· 16.2% between five and ten years previously; and
· 49.4% more than ten years previously.

This has two implications. First, retrospective survey data are necessarily subject to limitations associated with recall, particularly where jury service occurred many years previously. Second, however, the fact that some former jurors continue to identify effects of jury service despite the passage of time warrants attention. Almost one in ten former jurors agreed that jury service had caused them long-term distress and discomfort, and 11.9% reported that distressing memories of their time as a juror sometimes came into their mind.

Previous experience of victimisation
The survey also collected data on respondents' own experiences of serious crime. Among respondents who answered these questions, 25.9% reported having experienced robbery or burglary, 10.0% a sexual offence, 8.8% domestic violence or partner abuse, 7.8% serious violence and 5.2% stalking or cyber abuse. On the one hand this is not surprising; jurors are taken from the public, and victimisation is experienced across society. Nevertheless, it was surprising that in the sample we found higher rates of sexual offences than domestic abuse. Moreover, it is notable that more than a quarter of jurors had experienced some form of robbery or burglary – this is much higher than the national prevalence statistics that estimate approximately 1-3% of people are victims of robbery or burglary each year[footnoteRef:5]. [5: See for example the annual figures from the Crime Survey for England and Wales in the year ending December 2025 – Available from:https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandandwales/yearendingdecember2025#robbery] 


This is potentially important when considering juror wellbeing. Members of the public are selected for jury service from the general population and will inevitably include individuals with their own histories of victimisation, bereavement and trauma. Exposure during a trial to evidence concerning offences resembling a juror's own previous experiences may therefore have particular implications for wellbeing.

Further research is required to establish the extent to which previous victimisation is associated with adverse responses to jury service, and whether particular combinations of previous experience and trial content create heightened risks. This evidence could then be used to develop – and test – whether particular types of support (preventative and/or responsive) are required and, if so, the benefits of such approaches. 

Implications for juror support
The findings do not suggest that all, or even most, jurors require psychological intervention. They do, however, demonstrate that it would be unsafe to proceed on the assumption that jury service has no meaningful psychological consequences for those undertaking it.

A support system should recognise that jurors' responses fall across a spectrum. Most jurors appear to experience no severe distress. Some experience distress that is significant but relatively short-lived. A smaller group reports effects lasting weeks, months or longer.

A proportionate system should therefore provide universal information and access to support, while enabling more intensive assistance to be provided to jurors who require it.

The survey findings support consideration of the following measures:

1. Preparation before trial - Jurors should receive clear information acknowledging that exposure to disturbing evidence may produce emotional reactions and explaining what assistance is available.
2. Accessible support during trials - Jurors experiencing distress should have an identifiable and confidential route through which they can raise wellbeing concerns. Currently they are advised to speak to court staff or their GP, but this may not be appropriate – or suitable – for many jurors, particularly those with lived experience.
3. Information and support at the conclusion of jury service - Jurors should receive written information explaining common reactions to distressing material, signs that further support may be appropriate, and how that support can be accessed.
4. Access to support after jury service has concluded - The finding that some respondents report effects extending weeks, months or longer means that support should not cease automatically when a verdict is returned or a juror leaves the court building.
5. Clear guidance about what jurors may discuss when seeking psychological or therapeutic support -  Any uncertainty about the interaction between jury secrecy rules and confidential therapeutic support risks discouraging jurors from seeking assistance.
6. Recognition that support needs may vary according to trial content and individual circumstances - Particular consideration should be given to trials involving sexual violence, serious interpersonal violence, homicide or other highly distressing evidence, without assuming that the offence category alone determines whether an individual juror will experience distress.

Responsibility for juror wellbeing
Jury service differs from most situations in which individuals encounter potentially distressing material. Jurors perform a public function and can be compelled by the state to attend and to engage with evidence that they would not otherwise have chosen to encounter.

This provides a strong basis for the state to take reasonable and proportionate steps to protect juror wellbeing.

The survey does not support an assumption that all jurors will be harmed by their service: most respondents did not report severe distress. However, nor should the relatively small proportion experiencing persistent effects obscure the substantially larger minority reporting distress during or shortly after trials and the approximately one in ten reporting a range of continuing psychological or behavioural effects.

Conclusions
This nationally representative survey provides evidence that jury service has a measurable emotional and psychological impact on a minority of those undertaking it.

The majority of former jurors did not report severe distress. However, around one in ten reported severe distress during or immediately following their most recent trial, and similar proportions reported anxiety, sleep disturbance, intrusive memories, increased fearfulness and other adverse effects associated with their experience. Higher rates of negative impacts were reported for those sitting on sexual or violent cases. For a smaller minority, severe distress persisted for months or longer.

The findings therefore support a graduated approach to juror wellbeing: acknowledging the possibility of distress for all jurors, providing accessible support during jury service, ensuring that jurors understand how to obtain help afterwards, and providing routes to more specialist assistance where adverse effects persist.

Research on a larger number of jurors would be beneficial, so some of these findings can be tested and a larger number of personal and situational variables analysed. It would also be useful to examine differences in self-reported wellbeing for those sitting on specific cases where they have lived experiences of the conduct that forms the basis of the case they are serving on. 
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