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Abstract

Numerous studies draw attention to the declineutifip trust in the political system. In general,
however, the literature emphasizes the erosiorntiaens’ consensus towards political authorities,
lending less weight to attitudes towards politiaatitutions; the underlying principles of the
democratic system also seem to be subject to highels of support. The ESS study has addressed
the perception of democracy among citizens of Eemopcountries and their assessments of their
political systems. This paper intends to examimepitoperties of the political and judicial systems
and their relationship with the level of trust imdjcial institutions. Drawing information from
different sources, the paper examines respondamnacteristics and distinctive features of political
and judicial systems, including judges’ independertbe efficiency of the legal framework in
settling disputes, the degree of prevalence ofuteeof law, the political systems’ polarizatiomca
public trust in parliamentary institutions.

1. Introduction

A recent study has highlighted the centrality ¢ jhdicial function and its institutions in
the perception of democracy among European citjzagswell in the assessments that
those citizens make of their political systems (ifeand Kriesi, 2016). On analysing the
view of democracy held by the respondents involirethat research,Hernandez notes

that “two democratic elements stand out as the sgstematically considered the most

! The reference is to the European Social Surves B8und 6. The data were collected
between 2012 and 2013.



important in a majority of European countries: fexel fair elections and the rule of latv”.
However, Hernandez specifies that “in all countttes rule of law is considered as one of
the three most important features of democracy, @mg in three countries it is not
considered the most important one” (2016, 54). ¥thiespect for the “rule of law”
occupies an important place in the view of democddEuropean citizens, in the opinion
of the interviewees in the ESS Round 6 survey iiasadequately achieved (Gémez and
Palacios 2016,162). In the conclusions of thatystidiesi and Morlino observe that “even
in the most established democracies, the rule wof i& far from being guaranteed.
Europeans consider it the cornerstone of the libEmaponent of liberal democracies, but
measured against this yardstick, European libezalatracies are far less liberal than they
ought to be in the eyes of their citizens” (201863

This paper will analyse citizens’ trust in the joidi institutions. It first considers certain
factors that may influence trust in those judiamstitutions. It then describes the results of
analysis conducted at aggregate level to illusttéerelationship between those factors
and trust in the national judicial institutionsnéily, the paper carries out individual-level
analysis using data from the European Social SuReynd 6 supplemented with some

contextual data.

2. Trust in the palitical institutions: sometheor etical consider ations

The theme of trust in the political institutionssharoused the interest of numerous
scholars’ In general, the research carried out in recenades indicates that citizens in
democratic countries have for some time grown ewiregly critical of the levels of the
political system (Norris 1999; Pharr and Putnam@@alton 2004; Norris, 2011; Dalton
and Welzel 2014).

Dalton (2004, 7) considers the various levels efpblitical system highlighted by Easton
(1965) and notes that, in democratic systems dineeSecond World War, trust in the
political authorities has generally declined, whiksvels of trust in the democratic regime

and the political community have remained high. @arative studies find in particular

% The indicator used in the research in questiordskspondents to state how important it
was for them “that courts treat everyone the safaatopean Social Survey 2013).

3 Easton 1965; Easton 1975; Hibbing and Theiss-Ma@@5; Norris 1999; Pharr and
Putnam 2000; Dalton 2004; Norris 2011; Dalton anelaé 2014.



that a still large proportion of citizens are irvdar of the democratic regime; however,
many of them express “dissatisfaction with howdkenocratic system performs in reality”
(Klingemann, 2014, 139).

Among the factors that Dalton (2004, 63-71) ideesifas associated with trust in political
institutions in the industrial democracies are fleeformance of democratic systefns,
value change3and the erosion of social capftaNorris notes that “public support for the
political system has not consistently eroded ial@dsthed democracies, not across a wide
range of countries around the world” (2011, 241e &dds, however, that “in many states
today, satisfaction with the performance of demogreontinues to diverge from public
aspirations” (Norris 2011, 242). Norris concludbatt“education levels, self-expression
values, social trust and associational activism hadlp to predict higher democratic
aspirations” (Norris 2011, 243).

Torcal and Trechsel (2016, 208-232) study the exfe of trust in the legal institutidns
(the police and the judicial system) on assessimgBuropean citizens of their democratic
system$. The results of their analysis suggest that “witgards to evaluation of liberal
democracy [...] every variable related to the trimstpolitical actors and institutions
significantly impacts, and in the hypothesized cimn, on this dimension. This is
especially true for the legal institutions, confing at the individual level some of the
conclusions in the comparative literature on SWi;hsas the importance of state legal
fairness and the rule of law”(Torcal and Trech<E®& 213)° Torcal and Trechsel’s study
then highlights the influence of trust in judiciaktitutions on the evaluation by citizens of
the democratic system.

The aim of this paper is to expand knowledge albioaittrust of European citizens in the
judicial system. The theme of citizens’ trust irdigial institutions has received less
attention than the more general one of trust inpibléical institutions. However, as noted

by Gibson, “since courts are typically thought t® Wweak institutions — having neither

* The author refers to both the economic and palitisides of the government's
performance.

> Dalton (2004, 67-69) sets trust in political ingiions in relation to the post-materialism
index proposed by Inglehart (1990, 1997).

® Putnam (1995; 2000).

"Included in the analysis are trust in the poliod the judicial system.

8 The analysis is conducted separately for the miffe dimensions of democracy
identified in the research: liberal democracy, abdemocracy, direct democracy (Ferrin
and Kriesi 2016).

® Wagner et al. (2009); Dahlberg and Holmberg (20Tdjcal and Trechsel (2016).



control of the ‘purse’ (control of the treasury)rribe ‘sword’ (control over agents of state
coercion) — their principal political capital isstitutional legitimacy” (2008, 525-525). On
the basis of thorough analysis of the literaturetiom topict’ Gibson summarizes the
properties apparently connected with trust in jiadiénstitutions (ibid., 526-527). He
emphasises the importance of knowledge about theatal the functioning of justice: the
more of such knowledge that a person possessesndhe s/he tends to have trust in
judicial institutions (Casey 1974; Hibbing and T9&Morse 1995; Kritzer and Voelker
1998). Other studies show that exposure to symbblsistice (robes, decorum, media
deference) can contribute to legitimation of thart® by individuals (Gibson, Caldeira and
Spence 2003). Gibson then points out that citizeins do not have sufficient knowledge
of judicial processes and institutions tend notdifferentiate their assessment of the
judicial system from the other political instituti® (2008, 527). Therefore exposure to the
symbols which legitimate the courts reinforces pinecess by which individuals draw a
distinction between judicial institutions and thider components of the political system
(ibid.).

The judicial institutions have some specific ch&egstics which can be associated with
citizens’ trust in them. The first of them is th@dlic structure of the dispute resolution
process performed by the judge. Dispute resolutioough the intervention of a third party
may take different forms (Shapiro 1981, 8). Theeraksumed by the third party — the
mediator, arbitrator or judge — differs principalty the different degrees of freedom that
the parties in dispute have in choosing that tlaictbr: the mediator and arbitrator are
chosen by the parties, while the judge is imposethb state. Moreover, the decisions of
the third party called upon to resolve the dispate not binding in the case of the
mediator, while the decisions of the arbitrator #meljudge are so (ibid.). Intervention by a
judge “may have, compared with other proceduressiderable advantages in terms of the
rapidity and efficacy of the dispute resolution gess. But this greater efficacy is off-set,
from the point of view of the parties, by the mugrieater risks that they incur because of
the decision by a third party over whom they carexsrcise, at least legitimately, any

direct influence” (Guarnieri, 2003, 1#).The judge must therefore settle the dispute

9 For a complete survey of the literature cited heee Gibson (2008). Among the most
important works on these issues are the followiBgA. Caldeira and J. L. Gibson (1992);
Caldeira G. A. and J. L. Gibson (1995); Gibsonl..J.G. A. Caldeira and V. A. Baird
(1998); Gibson, J. L., G. A. Caldeira and Spenck.L(2003).

1 Guarnieri also points out (2003, 14) that ofter fhdicial procedure is initiated by
decision of one of the two parties; the agreemg&hbbth is not necessary.



without being able to benefit from the direct actof the parties in regard to the rules to
be applied? and the third party called upon to resolve the@utis. The impartiality of the
judge and his/her professionalism thus acquiretgneportance for acceptance of his/her
decisions (Shapiro, 1981, 8).

Guarnieri observes (1981, 26) that the consenh@fptarties to the decisions of the judge
appears to be important for the proper functiorohghe dispute resolution process; but it
is also important because, in the modern liberatazatic systems, the judge, together
with the judicial institution of which s/he is pars embedded in the wider system of the
state apparatus.

The foregoing considerations have two main consecpse Firstly, the action of the judge
and the trust that it inspires in society impaatstiust in, and the legitimation of, the
judicial institutions and, in a broader sense,fbktical ones. It is for this reason that trust
in the judicial institutions is analysed in relatito broader assessment by citizens of the
functioning of the political institutions of thebkral democratic systems.

Secondly, the fact that judges belong to an insbitupertaining to the state requires that,
in order to be and appear impartial, they must hgwvaranteed independence also from
political power™ This feature of judges and the judicial institnioexplains the decision
to include, in this study, the independence of jtidiciary among the factors that may
induce citizens to trust the judicial system. Intfaitizens can deem the independence of
judges a factor which strengthens their impartiadibd, through the latter, contributes to
increasing their trust in judicial institution.

This study considers other factors that may infagetnust in judicial systems. First it takes
into account the efficacy of judicial systems isplite resolution. Study of the relations
between trust in the legal system and these measfi@utput by judicial institutions is in
line with the literature on political institutions general that emphasises the influence of
institutional performance in determining the judgts of citizens in their regard (Dalton
2004; Norris 2011).

2 1n cases of arbitration, the parties often defime legal framework within which the
arbitrator is called upon to decide.

13 See Echoff (1967); Shapiro (1975, 321-71); Guari®81, 69-90). For more thorough
analysis of these issues see the book by GuaamidrPederzoli (2002).

4 The independence of the judiciary is cited ascaofawhich fosters public trust in the
judicial system also by Buhlmann and Kunz (2011hpvanalyse data collected as part of
the World Values Survey.



Also considered is a further feature of the judifienction. When adjudicating disputes,
the judge is required to apply the legal rulesarcé. As Martin Shapiro observes, “courts
are courts of law. We expect them to make decisame®rding to law. We do not expect
them to be independent of law. And most of the imwade by other political actors. The
courts are supposed to be not independent butrgeredthe lawmakers” (Shapiro 2001,
280). Since laws result from decisions by parliatagnmajorities, their contents may not
be accepted by citizens with ideological beliefsated at the extremes of the political
spectrum: such citizens may then develop distrusite courts called upon to adjudicate on
the basis of laws that they do not accept. Forr#ason, this study will include a measure
of ideological distance among the voters of eacimtiy in order to determine whether the
political systems whose electorates are more disianthe left/right continuum exhibit

levels of trust lower than those of countries whebectorates are less ideologically

distant®®

3. Data, variables and method

The data analysed in this study are of diverseraand origin. First, the individual data
have been drawn from the European Social Surveyn&6uAnalysed in particular will be
the replies of the respondents to the questionezonty trust in the judicial system. The

text of the question was as follows:

15 The research reported by this study did not helmeasures estimating the polarization
of the political system and, specifically, of tharfies. There is a very large body of
literature on this subject: by way of example, sekridason (2011, 689-718).



Using this card, please tell me on a score of Chd@ much you personally
trust each of the institutions | read out. 0 megos do not trust an institution
at all, and 10 means you have complete trust.

No Complete (Don't
trust trust know)
at all

The

legal 00O 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 88

system

As will be seen, interviewees could assign a stroma O (indicating no trust in the judicial
system) to 10 (indicating complete trust in thetitnBon evaluated). In the same item
battery, and therefore with the same score assighsoheme, interviewees were asked to
state their trust in some of the country's pollticatitutions — the parliament, the police,
the political authorities, the political parties.

Together with trust in the judicial system — whishreated as the dependent variable — this
paper will analyse the data on other variablesh loodividual and contextual. Among the
individual data considered are the scores giverthbyinterviewees in the ESS Round 6
survey on trust in the national parliament. Thes& dvill be used to check the association
between trust in the judicial institutions and that the institutions of political
representation. Also included in the analysis blthe replies to the question, included in
the ESS Round 6 questionnaire, asking the inteegswto locate themselves on the
Left/Right continuum. These replies will form thasis of an index of ideological distance
among voters which will be correlated with trusttie judicial institutiong®

The principal contextual factor included in thisudgg is the estimate of judicial
independence. The data are those collected in litleaGCompetitiveness Report edited by
the World Economic Forum (2013). A further indicatof the independence of the
judiciary used in this study is the one propose@hbarnieri (2015) to evaluate the external
independence of the European judiciry.

This study then includes several variables measatdbe country level and intended to

provide information on the performance of the jualicsystems included in the

18 On this see section 4.1 below
" The information with which Guarnieri assesses kel of independence of the
European judiciary refers to 2011 (Guarnieri 20895).



comparison. The efficiency of the judicial systamsettling disputes in the private sector
is the subject of the above-mentioned survey byWwld Economic Forum (World
Economic Forum 2013). Then considered are the scerth which the World Justice
Project constructs the “rule of law” index. In theesent study, the values of trust in the
national judicial system expressed by the citizehshe countries included in the ESS
Round 6 project will be correlated with the scoobsgained by the World Justice Project
for the assessment of civil and criminal jusfité further indicator that can contribute to
evaluation of the output by the judicial systemsha& countries included in ESS Round 6
survey, and which is included in this study, is thde of law” index developed by the
Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI ) Projectloé WWorld Bank'?

This study includes two further items of informatiooncerning the performance of the
judicial systems of European countries. These atea dollected and published by the
European Commission for the Efficiency of JustC&PEJ) of the Committee of Ministers
of the Council of Europe: a) the clearance¥4tebtained by dividing the number of cases
resolved with the number of incoming cases, exprbsas a percentade” b) the
disposition timé* “obtained by dividing the number of pending caseshe end of the
period observed by the number of resolved casdsnitihe same period multiplied by 365
(days in a year¥®.

4. Therelation between trust in the judicial institutions and the factors considered in
this study

18 These are the scores that the countries inclutléiei ESS Round 6 survey recorded on
Factor 7, Civil Justice, and Factor 8, Criminal tibes factors that contribute to
determining the Rule of Law Index of the World JesstProject (Agrast, M. et al. 2013).

19 See the website: http://info.worldbank.org/govesewgi/index.aspx#home. However,
it should be borne in mind that the “rule of lawtex drawn up by the World Bank as
part of the study entitled “Worldwide Governancditators” includes information which
takes into account, besides the effectiveness flictkrcy of the courts, also the structure
and functioning of institutions different from tlo®urts (among them, for example, the
police). Consequently, this indicator should beduséh some caution if the purpose of the
research is to evaluate the specific performandkeo€ourts.

20 European Commission for the Efficiency of Just2@1, Table 5.6).

Resolved cases in a period
%1 Clearence Rate (%) = P

of Justice (2016, 185).

22 European Commission for the Efficiency of Just2@1, Table 5.7).
23 Calculated Disposition Time= Number of pending cases at the end of a period

- - — x 100 (European Commission for the Efficiency
Incoming cases in a period

* 365 (European

Number of resolved cases in a period

Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (2016, 185



This section illustrates the results on the refati@tween European citizens’ trust in the
national judicial system and some of the variaplesented in the previous section. First,
the analysis will be conducted at the aggregatel ley examining the joint distribution of

the average trust in the judicial system, calcdlaaenong interviewees in each country
included in the ESS Round 6 project, and the valhasthe respective countries present
on the performance indicators described in theipusvsection (paragraph 4.1). Second,
the relations among the same variables will be @xagnat the individual level (see

paragraph 4.2).

4.1.The relation between trust in the European judisidtems and some causal factors at
the aggregate level

The level of trust in the judicial system appeardé associated with the level of trust in
the national parliament (see Fig. 1): this consitien has a certain importance because it
may suggest that countries where citizens exprigssttust in the judicial system are also
those in which there is a generally high levelraét in the political institution&’

Instead, the ideological distance of citizens oa ltleft/Right continuum existing in the
various political systems does not seem relatae@devel of trust in the judicial systems.
The ideological distance was operationalized thihodlge quartile deviance of each
country; the data were taken directly from thoskected as part of the ESS Round 6. The
research questionnaire, in fact, contained a queshat asked the interviewees to locate
themselves on the Left-Right continuum using anvexiepoint scale. The level of trust in
the courts of the countries in which the quarté®idnce of this variable is greater — so that
there is a larger distance between the 25% ofeciizhat locate themselves more to the
left and the 25% of citizens who locate themselwese to the right — does not seem to be
necessarily different from that of the systems mak the ideological distance of voters is
less (see Fig. 2.

4 This association may, at least in part, be intgat in light of the observation by Gibson

(2008, 527) that people who do not have sufficlerawledge of the judicial system tend

not to distinguish their opinion on the judicialsgym from that on the parliamentary and
political institutions in general.

% In the countries included in the ESS 6 researcligde when the quartile deviance took
value 2 (11 cases), average trust of citizens \waaldo 4.8 with respect to a maximum of

10; that in the 12 countries where the same vaiabsumed value 3 was equal to 5.1. In
the five countries with quartile deviance valuesado or greater than 4, the average of
trust in the courts tended to diminish to an exeglnimited extent (it halted at 4.4 in the

9



A variable measured by the World Economic Forum d/&conomic Forum 2013) asked
a sample of experts to assess the independenceg#g in each of the countries covered
by the researcff. The data showed a strong association, at the gajgrdevel, of this
variable with the level of trust recorded among tizens of the European countries
included in the ESS 6 project (see Fig. 3). Thentwes in which the experts interviewed
by the World Economic Forum reported a high leeihdependence of judges were also
those in which citizens showed greater trust injalakécial institutions.

The same organization surveyed (World Economic mo2013) the opinion of experts
concerning the efficiency of the judicial systemsgttling disputes in the private sector.
The replies by the World Economic Forum experteach country seemingly correlated
closely with the averages recorded by citizenshef iespective countries interviewed as
part of the ESS Round 6 project (see Fig. 4). Brettionship was positive, and high values
on the variable gathering the opinions of the etgpef the World Economic Forum on the
efficiency of judicial system were accompanied bghhvalues for the average level of
trust of citizens of European countries in the gialisystem.

The results of surveys conducted on experts askeédebWorld Justice Proje€tto assess
the civil and criminal justice systems of their ntnes suggest that the opinions of people
whose profession brings them into contact withdtieryday administration of justice are
consistent with those of the citizens surveyedrdpiESS Round 6: the judicial systems
receiving a better evaluation from the experts veése those that enjoyed a higher level of
public trust (see Figs. 6 and 7).

Analysis of external independeritebased on normative and institutional factors
(Guarnieri 2015) makes it possible to construchaable that returns a scoféor the level

three countries with quartile deviances equal tpct)it fell to lower values in the

remaining two countries. Overall, the value of #ta squared coefficient of the relation
between (average) trust in the judicial systemutated in the country and ideological
distance was generally low (equal to .148) andsigstificant.

6 The question put to the experts was as follows:ydur country to what extent is the
judiciary independent from influences of memberg@iernment, citizens or firms?” (1 =
heavily influenced; 7 = entirely independent) (Wdolconomic Forum 2013).

" The question put to the experts was as follows:ydur country, how efficient is the

legal framework for private business in settlingpites?” (1 = extremely inefficient; 7 =
extremely efficient) (World Economic Forum 2013).

28 pgrast et al. 2013.

29 By ‘external independence’ is meant the judgetejsendence from individuals external
to the judicial system, e.g. political authoritesthe government.

10



of external independence of the judiciary of thedows countries analysed. However, this
variable does not appear to be associated withavieeage level of trust in the judicial
system recorded by the citizens of the respectates (Fig. 7

Nor do the variables relative to the efficiency joflicial systems constructed by the
European Commission for the Efficiency of Just2@1) appear to be associated with the
opinions of the European citizens asked to expitesis trust in national judicial systems
(see Figs. 8 and 9). Although the efficiency of dpaean judicial systems is certainly
appreciated by citizens, it does not seem necésdiaed to a higher level of trust in
those systems in which lawsuits are briefer in tdona

This brief discussion at aggregate level of thatr@h between trust in the justice system
among the citizens of a large number of Europeamicies and certain factors that may
help explain the different degrees of trust recdrde those countries suggests the
following preliminary considerations.

Firstly, trust in the judicial system does not agp® be associated with certain variables
that describe the output of the judicial systenteinms of efficiency (see Figs. 8 and 9),
Even a variable that records the level of instiodl independence of the judiciary does
not seem to be associated with European citizenst in the justice system (Fig. 7).
Instead, features of a different kind prove to berelated with citizens’ trust in justice.
The first is the association between citizens’ttiraghe parliamentary institutions and that
in the judicial system (Fig. 1). This joint distufion may suggest that trust in the judicial
system is not, in the eyes of many citizens, a gngpseparate from trust in the other
institutions of the state (Gibson 2008). The cdestin which the political institutions
have been able to gain or maintain public trustase those in which citizens generally
have more trust in the justice system. Secondlgt in the judicial institutions seems to be
strongly associated with opinions on the functignof the courts expressed by experts
who, probably because their professional work lritfgem into contact with the courts
with a certain frequency, are able to deliver gggrdent which takes account both of the
elements of judicial efficiency and those relatedhe quality of the services rendered by

the judicial institutions to citizens (including ethimpartiality of the courts and the

% The scores assigned by the experts to each coanttige basis of the level of judicial
independence from external influences ranged frorffmhimum independence) to 3
(maximum independence) (Guarnieri 2015); dataefiermed to year 2011.

1 The value of the Eta-squared coefficient of tHatien between level of trust of citizens
and the level of independence of the judiciary wagsal to .50 and does not appear
statistically significant.
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efficiency of the judicial system in settling digps and protecting rights). | examined also
the relation between trust in judicial institutiocsmsd the assessment of the rule of law made
by the World Bank (see Fig. 10 and the note 1%is paper).

In the next section, the analysis will shift fronetaggregate level to the individual one.

4.2. The relation between trust in European judicialteyss and some individual-level
causal factors

Research on trust in political institutions, andigial institutions in particular, suggests
that some properties of individuals, besides certaatures of the political system as a
whole, may influence trust in the institutions. Hmpised in Section 2 of this study was
the importance of knowledge by citizens of the lamd the functioning of the judicial
institutions (Gibson 2008): those who have suffitie detailed information about the
judicial system and the laws applied by judges tendhow higher levels of trust in the
courts. Moreover, at the level of single countridee independence of judges and the
efficiency of the legal system in settling dispuées associated with higher levels of trust
(see Section 3 above). Finally, trust in the juienstitutions appears to be linked with
trust in other political institutions, including piamentary ones (ibid ¥

The foregoing considerations suggest that thevioiig hypotheses can be formulated:

H1: The higher the degree of efficiency of the legpgstem in
settling disputes in a given country, the higher ttust of subjects

in the justice system

32 |n the analysis reported here, it was decidedotsicler only trust in Parliament as an
indicator of trust in the political institutions.h& decision was taken because it was
deemed appropriate to prioritize the use of vagaldrawn from the same survey, the ESS
Round 6, from which derived the dependent variétoiest in the legal system”. The ESS
includes questions on trust in certain institutioRarliament, the police, the political
authorities, political parties, the European Paréat and the United Nations. In order to
identify an indicator of trust the political instttons, the nature of the research question
investigated by the study counselled against teeofisrust in international institutions (the
European Parliament and the United Nations). Bad #le use of data on trust in the other
above-mentioned institutions did not seem advisdblethe following reasons: some of
them are excessively connoted as institutionswfdad order (the police); others (political
parties and the political authorities), althougleythare institutions pertaining to the
political system, fall outside the confines of thational state, which makes them less
suitable for use as variables indicative of thettaf citizens in public institutions like the
courts.

12



H2: The higher the degree of judicial independentea given
country, the higher the trust of subjects in th&tipe system

H3: The higher the trust in Parliament in a giveauatry, the

higher the trust in the justice system

H4: Subjects that have greater awareness of jutlicistitutions,
other conditions mentioned in the previous hypahdxeing equal,

tend to have a greater trust in courts.

In order to test the above hypotheses empirictiiymultivariate analysis described in this
section was developed.

The dependent variable was the variable ‘trusthi@ kegal system’ measured on the
subjects included in the ESS Round 6 sarfiple.

The variables ‘degree of efficiency of the legasteyn’, ‘degree of independence of the
legal system’ and ‘trust in Parliament’, considenmedependent variables, were relative to
the countries included in the research designthiase included in the ESS Round 6 survey
(Kosovo was excluded because there were no datleoimdependence of judges and the
efficiency of the judicial systet).

Individual ‘awareness of judicial institutions’ wasperationalized through use of an
indicator. The data collected in the ESS Round r@esucomprise the professions of the
subjects included in the sample. Created on this lo&shis variable was a new one called
‘occupation level’. Subjects who were managers fgssionals® or technicians were
classified among the subjects with medium-highightievel occupatiori. Subjects with
occupations different from those mentioned werasifeed as those with medium-low or

low level occupation€. The variable ‘occupation level’ of respondentstia ESS Round

33 See Section 1 above.

3 See World Economic Forum 2013.

% Among these professionals were the judges anddnigiterviewed in the ESS Round 6
survey.

% These are the occupations classified with valeewéen 110 and 3522 by the ISCO08
(International Standard Classification of Occupadio of the International Labour
Organization; see http://www.ilo.org/public/engligsbreau/stat/isco/isco08/.

3" These are the occupations classified with valugpsaleor superior to 4000 by the
ISCOO08 (International Standard Classification ot@uations)of the International Labour
Organization; http://www.ilo.org/public/english/lmau/stat/isco/isco08/.
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6 survey was then considered, in the analysis tegdrere, to be an indicator of the level
of knowledge about the institutions and judiciabgedures, as well as the laws in force, in
the country of residence. In fact, people with @erthigher-level occupations are more
likely than others to have frequent contacts whbk tegal system and to have greater
knowledge of the laws in force in their countrigéhis variable was considered one of the
independent variables.

The data analysed in this paper were thereforeedestnature: the research cases, in fact,
were divided among countries. Some data were detleand related) at the individual
level (e.g. the occupational level, the degreerwdttin the national judicial system); this
level will be also referred to as ‘level 1'. Othariables analysed were instead relative to
values attributable to the country of residence €iaample, the ‘degree of efficiency of the
legal system’); These variables obviously havedamme value for all interviewees in the
same country; this level will be indicated in whaltows as ‘level 2’. Multilevel analysis
was used so that correct estimation could be matleeanfluence of variables relative to
the individual level, together with that of variablrelative to the country levé&l.

Table 1 shows the values of the coefficients cated by the multilevel analysis; as
suggested by the logic of multilevel modeling, elifint models will be presented in
sequence in order to document the influence ofrttiidual independent variables (level
1) and contextual variables (level 2) on the depahdariable, i.e. trust in the national
judicial system of the individuals interviewed dgithe ESS Round 6 survey. Model 1
was an empty model; the average of trust by thervigwees in the national judicial
system (intercept) was 4 and the standard errdtisfmeasure was 0.33The proportion

of variance lying between countries was 0.201, etuabout 20%; this value suggested
that a multilevel model should be constructed.

Model 2 was the next step in the analysis and deduthe individual variable ‘occupation
level'. The F-ratio value associated with this abte suggested that the level of the
occupation is significantly related with trust hretlegal system. The fixed effect estimation
is shown in Table 1 (Model 2). The intercept, at§dsfor occupation level, is slightly
lower (diminishing from 4.0 to 3.9) and also thargtard error of this value does not vary
greatly. Interesting instead is the estimate ofdffect of occupation level of individuals
on the dependent variable ‘trust in the judiciadteyn’; the variable ‘occupation level’ is a

% There is a huge body of literature on these tomeg e.g. Hox 2002; Snijders and
Bosker 2012; Heck, Thomas and Tabata 2014.
39 Recall that the variable has a range from 0 (ust)tto 10 (complete trust).
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dichotomous variable presenting two values: 0 (@@wnedium-low occupation level) and
1 (medium-high or high occupation level). As theweation level increases, so does the
level of trust in the judicial system, by 0.4 painThis coefficient is significant even if the
intensity of the effect does not seem to be vergketh Gibson’s arguments (2008), which
suggest that the knowledge of citizens about thectsire and procedures of the judicial
institutions fosters their trust in the courts,rédfere seem to be supported by the data used
in this analysis. Subjects with occupations thaspmably bring them into contact with the
system of justice and law have levels of trust érgthan those of subjects who, again
because of their occupations, have no special negso contact with the judicial system.
However, introduction of the independent varialdecupation level’ leaves a significant
variability to be explained both within countrie&/gld Z = 152.9) and between countries
(Wald Z 2.6)*° For this reason, introduced into the analysis veen@e further variables
measured at the individual level in the ESS Roundu6rey: gender, age, years of
completed full-time education, and the househdiotal net income. As can be seen in
Table 1 (Model 3), however, these variables seelpirexert a very small, albeit
significant, effect on the dependent variable trunsthe judicial system’; moreover the
introduction of these variables decreases the teffeerted by variable ‘occupation level
on the dependent variable.

Model 4 in Table 1 comprises three variables messat country level: average trust in
the national parliament (taken from the ESS Rouneséarch datd);the level of judicial
independence (as assessed by the World Economignifdt the efficiency of the legal
framework in settling disputes (as assessed by\tbdd Economic Foruni}. As shown

by the coefficients in Table 1 (Model 4), the aggrdevel of trust in Parliament and, to a
lesser extent, judges’ independence (as assessHtk lBxperts) seem to have a positive
significant effect on people’s trust in the judicsggstem. Contrary to what is suggested by
the theoretical premises outlined in Section zhedf paper, as well as by the data presented
in Section 3, the efficiency of the legal framewarksettling disputes, as evaluated by the

experts, seems to produce the opposite effect: flasercy increases, the trust of

“0 Both these values are significant.

“! This variable ranges from 0 (no trust) to 10 (ctetetrust).

2 The variable is the result of an expert survey emjes from a value of 1 (judges are
heavily influenced) to a value of 7 (judges ararehtindependent).

*3 The variable is the result of an expert survey emjes from a value of 1 (extremely
inefficient) to a value of 7 (extremely efficient).
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individuals in justice diminishes (albeit to a ltel extent}’. Instead, the effects of
individual variables (with the exception of occupatlevel) remain extremely weak.

5. Conclusions

The analytical work presented in this paper id siilits preliminary stages. However, it
seems appropriate to draw some conclusions.

Firstly, the analysis of the data at aggregatellésgbsection 4.1) suggests that certain
features of the judicial system are positively aggted with citizens’ trust in that system.
Among them are those relative to trust in othetitugons of the political system (this
study has considered trust in Parliament). Moreostearacteristics of the judicial system,
such as the efficiency and independence of judgesm to be positively linked with
citizens’ trust in the courts. Indicators of thdi@éncy of courts, such as the length of
proceedings and the efficiency of judges in dealifiy cases brought before them, do not
show connection with different levels of trust etjudicial system.

At the individual level, citizens with occupatiotisat presumably bring them into contact
with the courts tend to show levels of trust higltean those of subjects who have an
occupation more distant from the courts. Otheraldes included in the analysis, such as
age, gender, level of education, and income doseein to exert a significant effect on
public trust in the judicial system.

Finally, the factors that can be attributed to ¢bantry of residence of the interviewees in
the ESS Round 6 survey seem to exert a more congffegt on trust in the judicial
system: on the one hand, consistently with therigsl of the literature on the subject, trust
in other political institutions fosters a climatetaust in the judicial system. Moreover, the
independence of judges seem to impact positivelthertrust of citizens in this subsystem
of the broader political systéfh Finally, a feature that the literature identifees relevant
for legitimation of judges the administration ofsjice — efficiency — seems to exert a
negative effect on the trust of individual citizeims justice. This indubitably counter-
intuitive finding also appears to contradict thterature. For this reason it seems important
to conduct more thorough analyses for the followimgp purposes: to gain better

“If we include in the multilevel model the varialéficiency of legal framework as the only
variable measured at country level we find a pasigffect (.089), but controlling for trust in
national parliament and judicial independence gfffiect turn negative.

> 0On this see the discussion by Bulman and Kunz{R01
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understanding of the causal mechanism linking ffieiency of courts to public trust in
the judicial system; to understand how to operatiae efficiency of the legal system in a
national judicial system in order to develop intlica capable of grasping more precisely

the institutional characteristics.
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Fig. 1.Trust in the legal system and Trust in nationallRanent (ESS6)
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2. Fig. 1Trust in the legal system and Left-right quartivénce (ESS6)
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Fig. 3.Trust in the legal system (ESS6) and Judicial iedelence (WEF)
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Fig. 4. Trust in the legal system and Efficiency of legalfework in settling disputes
(WEF)
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Fig.

Trust Legal System ESS6
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6.Trust in the legal system and Criminal justice easibn (WJP)
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Fig. 7. Trust in the legal system and External judicialependence
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Fig.

Trust Legal System ESS6
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Tab. 1.Determinants of trust in the legal system (muléleanalysis)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Individual level
Occupation level ,378*** ,252%** ,252%**
Gender 057+ 057
Age -,005%*%* - 005***
Education ,03%x* ,029***
Household total income ,036*** ,036***
Contextual level
Trust in Parliament ,97 1+
Judicial independence ,626***
Judicial efficiency -,506***
Constant 4,04x** 3,92%** 3,59%** -,40
6°level 1 individual 6.102 6,070 5,872 5,872
G level 2 country 1,543 1,509 1,523 0,049
ICC ,201 ,199 ,205 ,0008
Wald Z 2,616 2,615*** 2 5Qg*** 2,02**

*p<.1 **p<.05 **p<.01
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