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Abstract

Judicial councils are often presented as a panacea for many disorders of judicial systems,
including low public confidence in the judiciary. Nevertheless, the assessment of their
impact has so far been neglected. The article offers a unique view on the relationship
between judicial councils and the level of public confidence in courts. It draws a novel
conceptual map of factors influencing public confidence in the judiciary, stressing its
complex and multifaceted character. Situating the judicial councils on the map, it explores
how they can help to potentially increase the level of public confidence in the judiciary,
and assesses to what extent this has been true in the countries that have adopted them.
The results reveal a considerable gap between the promises, expectations, and practice,
and raise doubts about the ability of judicial councils to enhance confidence in courts.
Judicial councils rarely manage to substantially improve institutional performance: they
can enhance the quality of judicial systems which have already functioned quite well, but
they do not tend to bring about change in the judicial systems that have been previously
significantly flawed. The analysis of the longitudinal Eurobarometer data showed that, on
average, the EU countries without judicial councils are better off in terms of public
confidence. Although the existence of judicial councils does not make a difference
regarding public confidence in the judiciary in the new EU member states, in the old EU
member states, judicial systems with judicial councils enjoy lower levels of public
confidence than the ones without them.
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A. Introduction

Since 1989, Europe has witnessed a boom of judicial councils, i.e. institutions which
transferred various decision-making powers regarding judicial self-government from
politicians to judges and political nominees. This wave built on diverse motives: some
countries hoped to foster the efficiency and efficacy of judicial systems, while others
believed that judicial councils would help enhance the independence, accountability, or
legitimacy of domestic courts. All in all, the judicial councils were believed to enhance the
working of the courts and, depending on their success, enhance public confidence in the
judiciary, as well. Despite judicial councils being eventually established in most European
countries, we know in fact very little about how they have performed. Following various
case studies presented in this Special Issue, this article zeroes in on judicial councils as a
possible determinant of public confidence in the judiciary.

Surprisingly, although public confidence is frequently identified as one of the goals of
judicial councils, legal scholarship has so far largely neglected this phenomenon. Having
the confidence of the public is of fundamental importance for the judiciary. Public
confidence links ordinary citizens to the institutions that are intended to serve them. The
public perception that courts provide basic protections to individuals and serve as
independent and impartial tribunals to resolve disputes is essential for the effective
performance of the judicial function. If the citizens do not trust the courts, they may not
accept judicial decisions and may resort to other means to resolve their disputes. Thus,
without public confidence in the judiciary, its ability to provide justice is compromised,
which can have far-reaching consequences for the rule of law, stability of democracy, and
social order. Moreover, the perception of the quality of the judicial system has lately
gained significance, since it can determine the transnational activities of citizens and
enterprises.

The vital significance of public confidence in judges, courts, and the judiciary is widely
acknowledged by various stakeholders on both the national and international levels. For
instance, ethical codes of judicial conduct usually state that judges are supposed to
maintain public confidence and should not do anything that would undermine it (for
example, the Preamble of Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct states that public
confidence in the judicial system and in the moral authority and integrity of the judiciary is
of the utmost importance in a modern democratic society).1 Furthermore, public
confidence is one of the indicators commonly used for the assessment of judiciaries (e.g.,

! See also Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct of 2002, value 4 identifying the judges as a subject of constant
public scrutiny; references to public confidence and the role of judges appear also in several national codes of
conduct, e.g. General Council of the Judiciary (Spain). Principles of Judicial Ethics, 16 December 2016; United
States Courts. Code of Conduct for United States Judges, http://www.uscourts.gov/judges-judgeships/code-
conduct-united-states-judges.
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in CEPEJ reports2 or European Commission reports).3 Sustaining or enhancing public
confidence in the judiciary is one of the goals declared by top judicial officials* and often
finds its place in new strategies, plans, reforms, and policies focusing on the judiciary
across the globe.5 Although rather indirectly, references to public confidence can also be
traced in the reasoning justifying the rise of the power of judges in court governance,
which has been one of the most important and remarkable recent trends in the
administration ofjudiciary.6

The establishment of judicial councils’ as a panacea for deficiencies of judicial systems has
been strongly promoted by many international organizations. Both the Council of Europe
(CoE) and the European Union (EU) typically conditioned the successful accession of
countries with the institutional transformation of judiciaries and the establishment of
judicial councils as a model form of judicial seIf-government.8 The argumentation
substantiating the transfer of powers from politicians to judges was clear: establishing a
judicial council was expected to strengthen the independence of the judiciary, and thus
lead to a better working judicial system. The judicial councils were expected to be
independent authorities, typically rooted in constitutions, overseeing the independence of
courts and judges from political influence, while at the same time, guaranteeing their
accountability,9 as well as the effectiveness™ and transparency of judicial systems, and
fostering the rule of law principles. Consequently, this improvement should also be felt by

’ E.g. Report of CEPEJ on European Judicial Systems (2016). https://www.uihj.com/en/publication-of-the-2016-
report-of-cepej-on-european-judicial-systems_2165915.html.

European Commission. Effective justice. https://ec.europa.eu/info/policies/justice-and-fundamental-
rights/effective-justice_en.

* E.g. Committee for the Evaluation of the Modernisation of the Dutch Judiciary (2006). Judiciary is Quality.
https://www.rechtspraak.nl/SiteCollectionDocuments/Judiciary-is-quality.pdf.

> E.g. United States Courts. Enhancing Public  Understanding, Trust, and  Confidence.

http://www.uscourts.gov/statistics-reports/issue-7-enhancing-public-understanding-trust-and-confidence. Or
Public ~ Service and Trust Commission (2008). Strategic Plan for the Judicial Branch.
https://www.jud.ct.gov/Committees/pst/StrategicPlan.pdf.

® Kosa¥, David, Beyond Judicial Councils: Forms, Rationales and Impact of Judicial Self-Government in Europe in
this issue.

7 . eae . Y . v .
For a definition of a judicial council, see Kosat, id.

® Resolution of the General Assembly of the European Network of Councils for the judiciary (2008), Budapest, 21-
23 May, 2008; The European Network of Councils for the Judiciary (ENCJ): Council for the Judiciary Report
2010/2011. ENJC Project Team; Recommendation No. R (94) 12, Committee of Ministers.

° Christopher M. Larkins, Judicial Independence and Democratization: A Theoretical and Conceptual Analysis, 44
ASCL 605 (1996); PETER H. RUSSELL AND DAVID M. O’BRIEN, JUDICIAL INDEPENDENCE IN THE AGE OF DEMOCRACY (2001).

'° Recommendation CM/Rec (2010)12 of the Committee of Ministers to member states on judges: independence,
efficiency and responsibilities, Committee of Ministers, 17 November 2010, para. 46.



2108 German Law Journal Vol. 19 No. 07

the users of the judicial system, i.e., by the general public, and thus be reflected in an
increasing level of public confidence in the judiciary.

Given the high hopes regarding the establishment of judicial councils, the question then
arises as to what extent they have been fulfilled. However, the literature on this topic is
scarce,11 and systemic analysis of the relationship between the confidence in courts and
judicial councils is still missing.12 Few existing studies focus predominantly on the
relationship between judicial conduct and public confidence,13 let alone other possibly
intervening factors.

Acknowledging the crucial importance of public confidence in the judiciary, this article
explores both the potential and factual consequences of the establishment of judicial
councils in this aspect. It aims to assess how judicial councils can enhance the level of
public confidence in the judiciary, and to what extent this has been true in the countries
that have adopted them. In order to do so, we created a novel concept map of public
confidence that categorizes the main factors identified by existing research as potentially
influential, and pinpoints the position of judicial councils among the determinants adding
to public confidence at the institutional, individual, and cultural level. Based on national
case studies presented in this Special Issue, complemented by longitudinal comparative
Eurobarometer data, we argue that 1) citizens of both old and new EU member states have
greater confidence in the judiciary than other branches of power, irrespective of the
existence of judicial councils, 2) EU countries without judicial councils enjoy higher levels of
public confidence in their judiciaries, and 3) while the existence of judicial councils does
not make a substantive difference in the new EU countries, in the old EU member states
they coincide with even lower levels of public confidence in the judiciary.

The paper proceeds as follows: Section B starts with an examination of expectations
regarding the establishment of judicial councils, with a special focus on public confidence.
It surveys both official documents and scientific literature and shows, although indirectly,
that one of the rationales for the introduction of judicial councils has been the expected
increase of public confidence. Section C defines public confidence, explains its importance,
summarizes the main theories explaining how it emerges, and reviews empirical studies

" Argument raised e.g. by Nuno Garoupa & Tom Ginsburg, Guarding the Guardians: Judicial Councils and Judicial
Independence, 57 Am. J. of Comp. Law 103 (2009).

 For some exemption see e.g. US or common law scholarship: Sara C. Benesh, Understanding Public Confidence
in American Courts, THE JOURNAL OF PoLITICS 697 (2006). Sarah M. R. Cravens, Promoting Public Confidence in the
Regulation of Judicial Conduct: A Survey of Recent Developments and Practices in Four Common Law Countries, 42
MCGEORGE LAW REVIEW 177-212 (2011).

 Cravens, supra note 12; Gregory A. Caldeira, Neither the Purse Nor the Sword: Dynamics of Public Confidence in
the  Supreme  Court, 80 THE  AMERICAN  POLTICAL ~ SCIENCE  REVIEW  1209-1226  (1986),
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1960864; Benesh Sara C., supra note 12.
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focusing on the determinants of public confidence in the judiciary. Section D explores both
theoretical and empirical links between the establishment of judicial councils and the level
of public confidence. First, it investigates the mechanism on the theoretical level. Second,
based on the national case studies in this Special Issue, it reviews the extent to which
judicial councils in ten™* countries fulfilled the expectations that were invested into them.
Then, based on Eurobarometer data, it examines whether the judiciaries in the countries
which have established judicial councils enjoy greater public confidence. Finally, the
conclusion summarizes the main findings, offers tentative interpretations of these findings,
reflects on the methodological limitations and suggests avenues for future research.

B. Rationales Surrounding the Establishment of Judicial Councils: Did Public Confidence
Matter?

Post-war Europe restarted processes of judicial reform in nearly all transitioning
democracies. The introduced changes mostly mirrored the general distrust towards
concentrating power in the hands of one actor.” Constitutional courts™® and judicial
councils symbolized the new institutions of democratic regimes,17 helping to rid the courts
and judges of the political inference by the executive power.18 The following section aims
to analyze the expectations put on the establishment of judicial councils regarding their
impact on the public’s confidence in the judiciary. The section looks at both primary
national and international level documents and explores the presence of explicit, direct
references on the enhancement of public confidence. It is important to stress that while
this section identifies only explicit notions, empirical Section D also confronts these notions
with expectations identified by the authors of individual case studies in this Special Issue.

I. International Reports
International documents, recommendations, and statutes only gradually began to reflect

the relevance of the model of judicial self-government (JSG) for the public confidence in
courts. The very first notion emerged in Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct of 2002."

" France, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Turkey.
*> HERMAN SCHWARTZ, THE STRUGGLE FOR CONSTITUTIONAL JUSTICE IN POST-COMMUNIST EUROPE (2004).

1 Shortly after the WW2, constitutional courts were introduced in Austria, Germany, Italy, Greece, Spain,
Portugal, Belgium, and France. Similar development followed after 1989 in post-communist countries.

” ODIHR. Judicial Independence in Eastern Europe, South Caucasus and Central Asia. Challenges, Reforms, and
Way Forward. Meeting Report, 23-25 June 2010, https://www.osce.org/odihr/71178?download=true.

*® Some authors however pointed out the risk of establishing judicial councils in countries which did not purify
and screen the post-communist judiciaries. DAVID KOSAR, PERILS OF JUDICIAL SELF-GOVERNMENT IN TRANSITIONAL SOCIETIES
(2016).

' THE BANGALORE PRINCIPLES, 2002, supra note 1, at 11.
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The United Nations Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity, which prepared the
Principles later revised at the Round Table Meeting of Chief Justices in The Hague in 2002,
strongly believed that judicial accountability and judicial independence would lead to a rise
in the level of public confidence (in the rule of Iaw).20 The Principles also identified
different levels of confidence in the courts’ activity, depending on the adequate
information about the judiciary and its functions being available to citizens.”!

Similarly, the Kyiv Recommendations on Judicial Independence in Eastern Europe, South
Caucasus, and Central Asia”?? stressed the effect of administration on the facilitation of
public trust in the courts, especially through establishing the court positions of press
secretary or media officers.

The Council of Europe, very active in recommendations on JSG in post-communist Central
and Eastern European countries, did not reflect on the question of public confidence in its
1994 Recommendation.” Nevertheless, the restoration of public confidence emerged later
on in objectives and action plans meaning to strengthen judicial independence and
impartiality.24 The reference to the rise of public confidence as one of the effects of judicial
councils later appeared in reports of the Venice Commission.”” The European Commission,
on the contrary, identifies national justice systems as a key to restoring confidence, and
the structural justice reforms (while advocating judicial councils) as an essential tool for
effectiveness of national justice systems.26

Lastly, in 2017, the European Network of Judicial Councils adopted a report on public
confidence, stressing that judicial councils, “in order to maintain the rule of law, must do
all they can to ensure the maintenance of an open and transparent system of justice.
Equally, an open and transparent system of justice is a further precondition for establishing

*® Commentary on Bangalore Principles https://rm.coe.int/168066d6b9.

21

Id.
2 OSCE and Max Planck Minerva Research Group on Judicial Independence. Kyiv Recommendations on Judicial

Independence in Eastern Europe, South Caucasus and Central Asia, https://www.osce.org/odihr/KyivRec?down
load=true.

 Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers, Recommendation No. R (94) 12 (1994) http://www.barobirlik.org.
tr/dosyalar/duyurular/hsykkanunteklifi/recR(94)12e.pdf.

** Council of Europe Portal, https://www.coe.int/en/web/human-rights-rule-of-law/-/council-of-europe-launches-
action-plan-on-strengthening-judicial-independence-and-impartiality and Council of Europe, Plan of Action on
Strengthening Judicial Independence and Impartiality CM(2016)36 https://rm.coe.int/1680700125.

* Venice Commission. Judicial Appointments. Discussion paper, 14 March 2007, http://www.venice.coe.int/
webforms/documents/default.aspx?pdffile=CDL-JD(2007)001-e.

* European Commission. https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/justice-and-fundamental-rights/effective-justice/

improving-effectiveness-national-justice-systems_en.
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and maintaining the Public trust in justice, which is a cornerstone of legitimacy of
judiciary.”27 The report identified several tools judicial councils could use to enhance public
confidence.

In other words, international associations expected that judicial councils might enhance
public confidence, but only gradually. Most international documents merely pointed to
significant drops in public confidence in individual judiciaries or the importance of public
confidence for the state and society as such. Still, the rise in confidence is implicitly
expected to come with the creation of a more efficient judiciary — a task that was newly
assigned to the judicial councils.

Il. National reports

National reports, on the other hand, often indicate a pressing need for judicial system
reform, which stems from a lack in public confidence. What these reports lack, however, is
a clear understanding of why confidence is low or how the proposed changes would help
to increase it. In general, references to public confidence in the judiciary appear at two
stages: as a justification for either the establishment or the reform of a judicial council. In
both instances, official domestic documents expected the judicial councils to either actively
respond to lowering public confidence or they stressed the need to build and promote
public confidence. Similarly to international documents, the rationale is only indirect: the
potential success of judicial councils in strengthening the effectiveness, independence,
accountability (etc.) of judiciaries should result in higher public confidence in the courts.

?7 European Network of Councils for the Judiciary. Public Confidence and the Image of Justice. Report 2017-2018.
https://pgwrk-websitemedia.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/production/pwk-web-encj2017-
p/Reports/ENCJ_Report_Public_Confidence_2017_2018%20adopted_%20GA_1_June_2018.pdf.
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Table 1: Values acknowledged in national reports as conditioning the rise of public
confidence, as identified in national reforms of judicial councils
(Source: authors)

Independence Accountability Effectiveness
. Netherlands®® Netherlands® Netherlands™
Establishment o
Belgium
France™
ItaIy33
Ireland™ Ireland™
Reforms 6
Hungary
Poland®’ Poland®®
Belgiuma9

* Philip M. Langbroek, Reform of the Judiciary in the Netherlands. Some Lessons after the First 8 Years. World
Bank Group, http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTECA/Resources/ReformJudiciaryNetherlands.pdf.

®d.
0 Philip M. Langbroek, Organization Development of the Dutch Judiciary, between Accountability and Judicial
Independence. 1JCA:2 (April 2010).

*! Le Conseil de la Justice, http://www.hrj.be/fr/content/historique.

* Conseil Superieur de la Magistrature, http://www.conseil-superieur-magistrature.fr/le-csm/histoire-et-
patrimoine.

* La tutela dell’onore professionale e della dignita personale dei magistrati. L’esigenza di garantire il rispetto della
funzione giudiziaria. Resolution of the CSM,15 December 1999; Renato Balduzzi, Inauguration of the Judicial Year
2015. 24 January 2015, https://www.csm.it/web/rbalduzzi/bacheca-del-consigliere/-/blogs/inaugurazione-dell-
anno-giudiziario-2015; Consiglio Superiore della Magistratura, https://www.csm.it/web/csm-internet/assistenza-
al-cittadino.

* It is worth noting that focus on public confidence appears only in the new 2017 proposal. Department of Justice
and Equality, Judicial Council Bill 2017 http://www.justice.ie/en/JELR/Judicial_Council_Bill_2017_Explanatory_
and_Financial_Memorandum.pdf/Files/Judicial_Council_Bill_2017_Explanatory_and_Financial_Memorandum.pdf

35

Id.
* IBAHRIL. Still under threat: The independence of the judiciary and the rule of law in Hungary, 2015.

* https://www.premier.gov.pl/files/files/white_paper_en_full.pdf.

38

Id.

* Le Conseil de la Justice, http://www.hrj.be/fr/content/communique-de-presse-le-conseil-superieur-de-la-

justice-10-ans-apres-la-marche-blanche. The Belgian High Council of  Justice. Presentation,
http://www.hrj.be/sites/default/files/press_publications/00026b.pdf.
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As already mentioned, national legal reforms of judicial councils usually relate public
confidence to some other value (Table 1); most frequently these are independence
(Netherlands, Poland, Italy, Hungary, Ireland), accountability (Netherlands), and the
perception of the effectiveness of judicial system (Netherlands, Poland, Hungary, France,
Ireland). Perhaps the most illustrative is the Dutch example, where the extensive research
on the effectiveness of various JSG forms in other countries,40 as well as public confidence
polls, preceded the establishment of the Council for the Judiciary. All in all, references to
public confidence appear as one of the rationales justifying the establishment of a judicial
council mostly after 1989, in countries introducing judicial councils in the last 10-15 years.

This section examined the expectations that both international and domestic reforms laid
on judicial councils in relation to public confidence. In most of the cases, the legislative
documents justified the reform or establishment of judicial councils by a need to increase
the independence, legitimacy, or overall effectiveness of the courts. Public confidence had
a certain place in these justifications, as both national and international rationales
expected that the success of judicial councils in fulfilling the above-mentioned aims would
translate into higher public confidence in the judiciary.

C. Public Confidence in the Judiciary: Definition, Foundations, and Determinants

As suggested above, judicial councils are often presented as a panacea for many disorders
of the judicial system, from low judicial independence to ineffective and inefficient court
management. They are expected to improve the quality of judicial systems, which should
consequently be reflected in increased public confidence in the judiciary. However, public
confidence is a multifaceted phenomenon, with plenty of various intervening factors and
determinants that need to be taken into account. To examine the possible links with
judicial councils, we first start with a comprehensive literature review and theoretical
considerations about public confidence. This section offers a working definition of public
confidence in the judiciary (Part 1.), summarizes the main theories explaining how it
emerges (Part Il.) and, based on previous empirical research, examines its main
determinants (Part Ill.).

I. Defining Public Confidence in the Judiciary

Questions regarding the trust and public confidence in political institutions, including the
judiciary, have long been of interest for scholars in social sciences. As suggested by
Sztompka“, there are some unique features of contemporary societies that give particular
salience to this topic. We live in a complex and interdependent world with increasingly

“ see supra note 4.

* PIOTR SZTOMPKA, TRUST: A SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY 11-15 (2000).
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numerous options to choose from, which, moreover, is becoming more and more opaque
for us. Our existence and well-being progressively depend on people and institutions which
are growingly anonymous and impersonal. Thus, to cope with these challenges, to be able
to cooperate, and to not become paralyzed by uncertainty, we need to have enough trust
in other people, as well as institutions. Trust and confidence are the social cement binding
interpersonal relationships in society and encouraging sociability and participation. In this
regard, public confidence in the judiciary is especially important, because courts and
judges are the guarantors of justice to whom we resort in cases when our trust in other
people or institutions fails us.

As is usually the case with broad concepts used across various disciplines, there is
considerable disagreement on the definition of trust and confidence. First, these two
concepts are very often used as synonyms, although sociology traditionally differentiates
between them. In this respect, Luhmann®? distinguishes confidence, which refers to living
with everyday dangers without being actively involved and considering alternatives43, and
trust, which requires a previous engagement and presupposes a situation of risk where a
trusting agent must accept responsibility for potential disappointment. From this point of
view, when thinking about the general attitude of citizens towards the judiciary, usually
measured in public opinion polls, it seems more appropriate to refer to confidence, as the
vast majority of people do not have direct, first-hand experience with courts. Their
relationship is more “detached, distanced, noncommittal”.** The term trust in the judiciary
should be reserved for situations in which people need to participate actively and face an
unknown future,45 for instance, to choose whether to trust and turn to the court with their
issue, or rather try to settle it on their own or via extrajudicial proceedings. It must be
noted, however, that in practice, the majority of literature on public confidence in the
judiciary seems not to distinguish between trust and confidence. Similarly, official
international documents on JSG, as shown in Section B, use the terms interchangeably.
Moreover, some studies use trust and public confidence in the judiciary as the main
indicator of other concepts, like public support,46 esteem,47 or social Iegitimacy.48

* Niklas Luhmann, Familiarity, Confidence, Trust: Problems and Alternatives, in TRUST: MAKING AND BREAKING

COOPERATIVE RELATIONS 94-107 (Diego Gambetta ed., 1988).

43 E.g., normally, we are confident that when we leave our homes in the morning and go to work, there will not be
a commando of snipers trying to shoot us down. Although it is possible, we bracket this option because it is highly
improbable, and also because otherwise we would have to live in a state of permanent uncertainty.

“ Sztompka, supra note 41, at 25.
* 1d. at 25.

* E.g., Jeffery J Mondak & Shannon Smithey Smithey, The Dynamics of Public Support for the Supreme Court,
59 THE JOURNAL OF PoLITICS 1114-1142 (1997).

v E.g., Caldeira, supra note 13.
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Public confidence in the judiciary can be defined as positive expectations regarding the
conduct of judges and courts.” People have confidence in actors or institutions when they
believe they will act “as they should”.”® It is the public’s belief in the reliability, honesty and
ability of courts and judges, the belief that the courts “act competently in the sense that
they are able to perform the functions that are legally or constitutionally assigned to
them”.”" The conceptualization of the lack of public confidence in the judiciary is of equal
importance. It does not necessarily invoke a negative mirror-image of confidence -
cynicism, and alienation - but it can merely reflect “skepticism, an unwillingness to
presume that political authorities should be given the benefit of the doubt”.> Thus, when
citizens claim in a public opinion poll that they do not have much or any confidence in the
judiciary in their country, it does not necessarily mean that they consider the courts to be
unfair, corrupt and incompetent. It can also mean that they are rather skeptical and
suspicious and do not see enough reasons why they should grant them confidence. In
practice, to be able to differentiate between the two groups and assess their size, we

would need further and more detailed poll questions, which are usually missing.

From the time perspective, the level of public confidence reflects both short-term
satisfaction with the performance of courts and judges (which can vary depending on, e.g.
agreement with salient and important judicial decisions, or occurrence of ad hoc affairs
and scandals), and long-term attachments and loyalty, which can cushion the impact of
short-term dissatisfactions.” Therefore, when examining the potential effect of judicial
councils on public confidence in the judiciary, we will use longitudinal data to account for
temporary increases and decreases.

From the viewpoint of targets of trust, Sztompka distinguishes between interpersonal
trust/confidence in other actors with whom we come into direct contact (e.g., the judge
who is handling our case), and its derivative, social trust/confidence towards more abstract

*® E.g., Marc Bihlmann & Ruth Kunz, Confidence in the Judiciary: Comparing the Independence and Legitimacy of
Judicial Systems, 34 WEST EUROPEAN PoLITICS 318 (2011).

9 Roy J. Lewicki, Daniel J. McAllister & Robert J. Bies, Trust and Distrust: New Relationships and Realities, 23
ACADEMY OF MANAGEMENT REVIEW 439 (1998).

*® Jack Citrin & Christopher Muste, Trust in Government, in MEASURES OF POLITICAL ATTITUDES 465-532 (John

Robinson, Phillip R. Shaver & Lawrence S. Wrightsman eds, 1999).

3 George W. Dougherty, Stefanie A. Lindquist & Mark D. Bradbury, Evaluating Performance in State Judicial
Institutions: Trust and Confidence in the Georgia Judiciary, 38 STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW 176 (2006).

2 Timothy E. Cook & Paul Gronke, The Skeptical American: Revisiting the Meanings of Trust in Government and
Confidence in Institutions, 67 THE JOURNAL OF PoLITICS 785 (2005).

> James L. Gibson, Gregory A. Caldeira & Lester Kenyatta Spence, Measuring Attitudes toward the United States
Supreme Court, 47 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 36