Can a judge ever direct a jury to convict the defendant?
There are no circumstances in which a judge is entitled to direct a jury to return a verdict of guilty: see R v Wang [2005] UKHL 9], [2005] 1 WLR 661.

McAuley, R. v [2009] EWCA Crim 2130 (08 October 2009) On arraignment the appellant initially pleaded not guilty to an offence contrary to section 139(1) of the Criminal Justice Act 1988 on the basis he had a ‘good reason’ to have with him a knife in a public place. The judge drew counsel's attention to the court's decision in the case of Bown R v [2003] EWCA Crim. 1989, [2004] 1 Cr.App.R 151, where it was held that it is for the judge to decide whether as a matter of law the evidence is capable of amounting to the defence of having a "good reason" for having a bladed article in a public place. The court in Bown had drawn a distinction between whether the evidence is capable of being seen by the jury as a good reason and whether, if it is so capable, it in fact amounts to a good reason, the latter being a question for the jury to determine - see paragraph 16 of that case. The judge made his ruling without hearing evidence and relied on the appellant's defence statement. 

Held: “…it would normally be wise in such cases for a judge not to rule before hearing the evidence, because that evidence may turn out to be to some extent different from and certainly more detailed than that suggested in the documents. The evidence may turn out to be more in a defendant's favour or possibly in the prosecution's favour, but it will usually be better to hear the evidence and then to rule (if appropriate) whether the evidence is capable at law of being held by a jury to amount to a "good reason. In the circumstances we have set out it follows that the judge's ruling here in our view was wrong and that the appellant is entitled to have his conviction quashed as being unsafe. It follows that this appeal is allowed."

Wang, R v [2005] UKHL 9 (10 February 2005)The question of law of general public importance certified by the Court of Appeal to be involved in its decision in this case is: 

"In what circumstances, if any, is a judge entitled to direct a jury to return a verdict of guilty?" 

Held: We would accordingly allow the appeal, quash the appellant's conviction and answer the certified question by saying that there are no circumstances in which a judge is entitled to direct a jury to return a verdict of guilty. 

Wang, R. v [2003] EWCA Crim 3228 (10 December 2003) The appellant was indicted on two counts of having a bladed or pointed article in a public place - a martial arts sword and a Gurkha-style knife. Relying on sections 139(4)(5)(b) of the Criminal Justice Act 1988, his defence was that he had good reason (including religious reasons) for having these articles with him because he was a Buddhist and practised Shaolin - a traditional martial arts. The judge ruled that this did not amount to good reason as a matter of law and directed the jury to convict. Held: After careful consideration we have come to the conclusion that on this material the judge was justified in directing the jury to convict.

Caley-Knowles, R v [2006] EWCA Crim 1611 (20 June 2006) These two References by the Criminal Cases Review Commission raise the question whether it is ever open to the Court of Criminal Appeal to conclude that a conviction is safe in a case where the judge has directed a jury to convict following the recent decision of the House of Lords in R v Wang [2005] UKHL 9, which held that such a direction should never be given. Caley-Knowles, was convicted on the judge's direction of assault occasioning actual bodily harm contrary to section 47 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. The other appellant, Mr Iorwerth Jones, was convicted on the judge's direction of damaging property contrary to section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971. 

Held: “…in these two cases we are driven to conclude that the convictions were unsafe and must be quashed, despite the fact, as we conclude, that neither of them had any defence as a matter of law to the offences with which they were charged.”
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