Running head: SYNTHESIS PAPER ON DISPARITIES IN JURY SELECTION                       1

SYNTHESIS PAPER ON DISPARITIES IN JURY SELECTION                                                2





Synthesis Paper on Disparities in Jury Selection
Student’s Name 
Instructor’s Name
Date 
[bookmark: _GoBack]



Synthesis Paper on Disparities in Jury Selection
Introduction 
In the recent past, the US Supreme Court has distinguished racial settings of proficient jurors as integral during the evaluation of jury participation. Recently, the rulings of the Supreme Court, however, have been thought to downplay the criticality of numerous achieved status considerations (Fukurai, 1996). These considerations include occupational standings and income which have impacted the court not to recognize the social class when analyzing the equity of the system for selecting the juries. The societal class setting of the jurors is crucial elements of the jury involvement even more critical than ethnic and racial considerateness of unrepresented juries. The analytic thinking of jury mixes on the principle of single criterion like the race doesn’t delimit nature of widespread segregation in the jury appointment process. Literature will focus on different themes in highlighting if the jurors societal class status is given same recognition as juror’s ethnicity and racial characteristics in elaborating disproportionate representation in the juror panels. 
Theme of Unfair Representation
According to Fukurai (1996), in his article “Race, social class, and jury participation: New dimensions for evaluating discrimination in jury service and jury selection” hints that since the beginning of the US republic about 200 years ago, the jury trial has been perceived as the most crucial section of the criminal justice system in the United States. Regarding the Sixth Amendment, the right to an impartial and fair jury is among the sacred and vital statutes upheld by the US constitution. In the past decades, numerous people have inquired about the presence or the absence of impartiality in juries. Additionally, questions have also been posed about the relevancy of the sexuality, race, and other important demographic discrete needed to the equal composition of the juries. The law dictates that the board of the jury should be chosen randomly from the community so that to meet a fair and just representation of different samples of citizens. Such representation is the most significant as it replaces the belief of the best blue-ribbon group that is made of the jury panel that is handpicked according to exemplary wisdom and moderation. 
The basic requirement for diversity representation of the jury panel in accordance with the fair representation of the community sample can be equated to the idea of a fair-judgment and unprejudiced system. Consequently, a jury is prone to having a justified satisfaction of notions of neutrality if all the segments of the panel have a fair representation of the cross-sectional community. This can be linked to efforts put in providing bibliographic instructions in addition to other forms used in informational literacy have enabled students to identify these differences (Hall, 2002). Compelling studies have shown that students hardly make the right choices when they are developing bibliographies. Likewise, students rarely focus on getting the best bibliographies while compiling their term projects. Hence the mantra, not all sources are developed equally. The mantra implies that research pedagogues and the librarians must put inherent efforts if great progress is desired in improving the research IQs of students. 
Another study by Brown (2003) posits that the evolution of the Supreme Court’s major rulings about racial segregation against proficient jurors demonstrates the failure of the Court’s endeavors in this fight. Through the analysis of the Batson decisions that were nailed down in early 2000 and 2001, were seen to support the conclusion that Batson alone cannot address the discriminatory application of peremptory difficulties. It cannot be argued that criminal suspects have the legitimacy to be tried by a jury of their equals. The United States Supreme Court refused the idea that the jury board should be composed of a specific type of people. The law court has dictated that the choosing procedures used in the construction of the venire and jurors, should reflect the neutrality of the race. In the fight to promote a fair community representation, the court has invalidated the state laws limiting the services of the Jury to the whites (Brown, 2003). Similarly, the court has also declined the laws that have prosecutable attempts to eject blacks from panels when the suspects are of the black race. The constitution requires that defendants’ right to fair adjudication be upheld according to Sixth Amendment, which implies that the defendants must be adjudicated by panels composed from fair communal representation. However, the court fails to guarantee the defendants that the jury will foresee that cross-section dimension of communities. Likewise, the court lacks a mechanism to ensure that the panel will comprise of a single juryman or jurywoman having demographic similarities with the defendant. 
The Theme of Court Interventions
The Sixth Amendment right of the composition of the jury chosen using an equity method is an obligation that the state should not remove individuals from the panel service due to racism. This right is also echoed by the Fourteenth Amendment that contains an equal protection clause. A study by Gau (2016), argues that the rule was designed to safeguard the rights of the minorities capability to serve on the juries’ benches. The rule similarly applies to both the prospective jurors and defendants. The rule also works to protect the minority defendants’ right to fair race-neutral processes. The US Supreme Court maintains that the nondiscriminatory composition procedure will lead to the realization of impartial juries. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, racial discrimination during the section of the jury portrays adverse professional misconduct. The long-term perception that the intentional, use of peremptory discriminatory challenges somehow shows legitimate advocacy is untenable. This trait in the criminal justice systems should be viewed with greater disdain than comingling funds and destroying evidence. Similarly, the trait leads to suborning of the perjury all of which are not only regarded as wrong but also can invite a serious punishment if detected. The rules of professional conduct and system of justice are both constructed to protect and serve the public interest. If the objective is to promote credibility in the criminal justice system, then it implies that the rights of the civilians to take part in the processes cannon be disregarded as such. The citizens have the right to know their rights and as well as to know when those rights are infringed. 
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