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A response to Roy Meadow having been struck off the medical register

I am pleased that Roy Meadow, the man who was instrumental in sending numerous women to prison after he claimed they had murdered their children, when in reality the children died of natural causes, has been struck off the medical register. Personally I feel that the punishment for his actions, which could realistically have allowed a number of innocent women to die in prison, should be greater than simply losing his job and reputation. Whilst at least he will be unable to help cause other miscarriages of justice, the problems are not over. Roy Meadow is just one man. There are other experts causing similar problems by expressing their opinions, which convince juries of a counsel’s version of the truth rather than the truth itself.

However, the misleading testimony of so-called expert witnesses is only half of the issue. The justice system, as it currently is, is deeply flawed in that convictions are dependent upon the opinions of ordinary members of society. A verdict is only an expressed opinion by, at the most, twelve people. Often it falls short of the truth.

Trials can often be compared to stage shows, with a verdict merely being a vote at the end as to which counsel (the defence or prosecution) provided the best performance. The best, most convincing, argument is not necessarily the correct one but so frequently misleading or exaggerated claims by expert witnesses and barristers have resulted in the jury being overwhelmed and confused, resulting in their task being made more difficult.

Members of a jury need not have qualifications. The fact they are selected at random, from almost the entire adult population, inevitably results in some juries comprising of people whose intelligence levels leave a lot to be desired. 

In many criminal cases complex forensic evidence is a key element of the prosecution’s case. Television programmes such as CSI, where the police always get the perpetrator of the crime through forensics, has resulted in large sections of the population believing, erroneously, that science equals the truth and that if science suggests guilt then the defendant must be guilty. This is a worrying belief. Science is open to interpretation. There are no facts, but theories instead. In cases where forensic science is involved the prosecution will appoint an expert witness and so will the defence. Usually the experts will disagree. If the experts cannot agree how are the jury, who might not have a GCSE in Science between them, be able to determine which expert is right?

Striking off one ‘expert’ is good in that it will prevent him from sending other innocent women to prison but while ever opinionated, easily influenced individuals are sitting on juries innocent people will go to prison and guilty people will be acquitted. The British justice system used to be one that we could be proud of but the revelations of numerous high-profile miscarriages of justice has shown that monumental problems exist within it. No amount of reform will prevent innocent people going to prison and guilty people walking free from court, but by selecting only those members of society who are capable of understanding complex information to decide whether a defendant is guilty or not guilty, the justice system will become a fairer system and one that we can hopefully be more proud of. 
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