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1. Deliverable 3.1a 

1.1. Summary 
The research project JUSTIS (Scientific Indicators of Confidence in JUSTIS: 

Tools for Policy Assessment), which is funded primarily by the European 

Commission from the 7th Framework Programme for Research, is designed to 

provide EU institutions and Member States with new indicators for assessing 

public confidence in justice. 

 

WP3 aims to provide the theoretical foundations – the “roadmap” – to guide 
the development of new and improved social indicators of public confidence 
that allow for the understanding of national peculiarities and for productive 
comparisons across the EU. Where countries have made progress in developing 
indicators relating to confidence in justice, they have tended to lack specificity 
– both in identifying differences in ratings of confidence of different institutions 
and in paying insufficient attention to local contexts. As part of WP3, this 
deliverable aims to devise an approach that is closely coupled to the policies 
and operation of criminal justice agencies. It will set out, at a conceptual level, 
what the basket of survey-based attitudinal indicators should measure, and 
define the strategies to achieve accurate measures in a cross-national 
European context. 
 
 
The deliverable is in two parts. This part, Deliverable D3.1a, specifies the work 
required for Work Package 4, which involves the development of Level 1 and 
Level 2 indicators: survey based indicators of trust in justice and of public 
feelings of insecurity. Deliverable D3.1b specifies the work to be done for Level 
3 indicators: country-level indicators, designed to provide a context for the 
interpretation of the survey-based indicators. 
 
Much of the work specified in this Deliverable has been completed. This is 
because members of the JUSTIS team secured a module on trust in justice in 
the 2010 European Social Survey, and this module will form the core of the 
JUSTIS indicators. 
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1.2. Introduction 
 

JUSTIS is developing survey-based indicators of public trust in justice and 
public feelings of insecurity (or fear of crime). The work developing specific 
survey measures under WP4 was originally scheduled to run from April 2009 
until the end of the year. Work on indicators of trust in justice has been 
compressed into a shorter period, and will be largely completed by the end of 
September 2009. This is because members of the JUSTIS team were 
successful in March in securing space in the European Social Survey for a 
module on trust in justice. Those consortium members most heavily involved 
in WP4 spent the summer focussing on the ESS module, on the assumption 
that this would overlap entirely with the JUSTIS indicators on trust in justice.  

This paper sets out the module on trust in justice as it stands at present, and 
ends with items on public insecurity.  

 

 

1.3. LEVEL 1 & 2 indicators on trust in justice: the ESS module 
 

Overall, there are three module objectives:  

 

1. to assess national levels of trust in justice and the legitimacy of legal 

authorities across Europe;  

2. to test individual-level psychological models that link trust to legitimacy 

to compliance/cooperation; and, 

3. to bring together survey- and national-level data that operationalises a 

notion of legitimacy that links national-level characteristics of the system 

to individual beliefs (we define legitimacy as both citizen-conferred 

legitimacy and system-conferred legitimacy; we pursue a dual notion of 

legitimacy that therefore captures both empirical and normative aspects 

at both the individual and national level). 
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In order to meet these objectives, the module will work within the following 

overarching structure (following the pioneering work of Atkinson and 

colleagues on European social indicators of poverty and social exclusion): 

 

• Primary indicators (level-1) are a small number of lead survey 

measures of trust and legitimacy (‘simple concepts’ that are measured 

using single summary indicators, see sections B and D);  

• Secondary indicators (level-2) support the primary indicators and go 

into more detail using survey measures of the various dimensions of 

trust and legitimacy (‘complex concepts’ that are measured using 

multiple indicators, see sections B and C); and, 

• Country-based indicators (level-3) highlight local specificities and 

help interpret level 1 and level 2 indicators, discussed in Paper D3.1b. 

  

The overarching structural framework of the ESS module and the JUSTIS 

indicators on trust in justice are set out in Figure 1. Figure 2 unpacks 

treatment of trust and legitimacy. 
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We expect the concepts and their measures to be associated as follows: 

 

• Perceived risk of sanction, personal morality and contact with the police 

are considered on an equal footing, as predictors for the rest of the 

complex concepts. They may all be correlated with each other.  

• The remaining complex concepts are ordered as shown in Figure 1. The 

figure shows one example of possible dependencies among them.  

• Any pairs of individual sub-concepts of trust and legitimacy may be 

associated with each other, and individually affected (predicted) by 

preceding variables and affecting subsequent ones.  

• Compliance with the law and cooperation with legal authorities are both 

potentially affected by all the other concepts, and may be conditionally 

associated with each other even given the other concepts.  

• As is standard in reflective measurement, all individual indicators of any 

concept or sub-concept in Figures 1 and 2 are considered independent of 

each other and of all other concepts and indicators, conditional on the 

concept they are measures of (unless conditional dependencies due to 

correlated measurement errors are indicated by prior theory and data 

analysis).             
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1.3.2. Level 1 indicators     
 
CONCEPT NAME:   Contact with the police  
 
Describe the concept in detail 

 
We focus only on the police partly because of space, and partly because the point of contact between police 
and citizens is arguably the most frequent but also the most important. It is vital to distinguish first between 
public-initiated contact and police-initiated contact, and second because experience that individuals judge to 
be positive and experience that individuals judge to be negative (Skogan, 2006; Bradford et al., 2009). Please 
note that we do not intend the four items listed below to work together as a scale. Following prior research, we 
envisage these to create four dichotomous variables that can be added into various regression models to 
predict trust in the police. 
 
Question item wording 
 

1. In the past 12 months, have you contacted the police for any reason? [yes/no] 
2. How satisfied were you with the way the police treated you on the last occasion? 
3. In the past 12 months, did the police stop you on foot or in a car, or contact you for any other reason? [yes/no] 
4. How satisfied were you with the way the police treated you on the last occasion? 
 

 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Overall confidence in the police  
 
Describe the concept in detail 
 
Given the level-1, level-2 and level-3 structure that we are working within, it is important to have a single-
indicator measure of trust in the police (level-1 indicator). It is, of course, vital to also break down trust into 
various sub-concepts, and these represent our level-2 indicators..  
 
 
Question item wording 
 

I would now like to talk about how well the police perform their job.  Taking 
everything into account, how good a job do you think the police are doing?  
   
Very good   1 
Quite good  2 
Neither good nor bad  3 
Bad  4 
Very bad  5 
Don’t know  6 

 
 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Overall confidence in the courts   
 
Describe the concept in detail 
 
Given the level-1, level-2 and level-3 structure that we are working within, it is important to have a single-
indicator measure of trust in the courts (level-1 indicator). It is, of course, vital to also break down trust into 
various sub-concepts (see Section C), and these represent our level-2 indicators.  
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Question item wording 
 

I would now like to talk about how well the courts perform their job.  Taking 
everything into account, how good a job do you think the courts are doing?  
   
Very good   1 
Quite good  2 
Neither good nor bad  3 
Bad  4 
Very bad  5 
Don’t know  6 

 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Overall confidence in prisons   
 
Describe the concept in detail 
 
As with prosecutors space does not allow us to investigate public perceptions of prisons in detail but we need 
some level-1 indicator.  
 
Question item wording 
 

I would now like to talk about how well the prisons perform their job.  Taking 
everything into account, how good a job do you think the prisons are doing?  
   
Very good   1 
Quite good  2 
Neither good nor bad  3 
Bad  4 
Very bad  5 
Don’t know  6 

 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Overall confidence in prosecutors  
 
Describe the concept in detail 
 
Although space does not allow us to investigate public perceptions of prosecutors in detail, we think it 
important to have some level-1 indicator. In most countries we expect the work of prosecutors to be relatively 
invisible to the public, though we recognise that in some, they place a very salient role.  
 
 
Question item wording 
 

I would now like to talk about how well the prosecution service performs their 
job.  Taking everything into account, how good a job do you think the 
prosecution service are doing?  
   
Very good   1 
Quite good  2 
Neither good nor bad  3 
Bad  4 
Very bad  5 
Don’t know  6 
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CONCEPT NAME: Overall confidence in the probation service  
 
Describe the concept in detail 
 
As with prosecutors, space does not allow us to investigate public perceptions of probation in detail. In any 
case we think it important to have some level-1 indicator, though in all countries we expect the work of 
probation to be highly invisible to the public.  
 
 
Question item wording 
 

I would now like to talk about how well the probation service performs their 
job.  Taking everything into account, how good a job do you think the 
probation service are doing?  
   
Excellent  1 
Good  2 
Fair  3 
Poor  4 
Very poor  5 
Don’t know  6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.3.3. Level 2 Indicators  
 
CONCEPT NAME: Trust in police effectiveness 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This is focused on outcomes rather than specifically the efficiency of the institution, although of course 
an inefficient police force might therefore be bad at providing services. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
In an instrumental model of cooperation and social regulation, trust in police effectiveness is expected 
to predict compliance with the law, net of other aspects of trust and all aspects of perceived police 
legitimacy. 
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Question item wording 
 
I am now going to ask you some questions about the police in this area. From your own experience, or from what you have 
heard, please tell me how quickly do you think the police respond to emergencies in this area? Choose your answer from this 
card, where 0 means never quickly enough and 10 means always quickly enough. 
 
Never quickly enough                                                                         Always quickly enough            
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
How effective you think the police are at preventing violent crime in this area? Choose your answer from this card, where 0 
means extremely ineffective and 10 means extremely effective.  
 
Extremely ineffective                                                                                 Extremely effective           
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
And, using the same card, how effective would you say the police are at solving burglaries in this area?  
 
Extremely ineffective                                                                                 Extremely effective           
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Trust in police distributive fairness 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This captures the idea that the police treat all members of society equally. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
We hypothesise that trust in distributive fairness will be more important to members of minority groups 
in predicting perceived legitimacy, compliance with the law and cooperation with the police. 
 
Question item wording 
 
To what extent would you say that the police in this area treat people from different racial or ethnic groups equally or differently? 
Choose your answer from this card, where 0 means they always treat them equally and 10 means they always treat them 
differently. 
 
Always treat them equally                                                         Always treat them differently 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
And to what extent do you think the police in this area treat people from the rich and poor differently? Please use the same 
card.. 
 
Always treat them equally                                                         Always treat them differently 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
And to what extent do the police in this area treat young and old people differently? Still use the same card. 
 
Always treat them equally                                                         Always treat them differently 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
Overall, do the police in this area provide the same quality of service to everyone? Choose your answer from this card, where 0 
means that the police provide exactly the same quality of service to everyone, and 10 means that they provide a much better 
service to some people than others. 
 
Exactly the same quality of service to everyone                                    Much better service  
                                                                                                      to some people than others 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
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CONCEPT NAME: Trust in police procedural fairness 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This focuses on the fairness with which the police wield their authority. Focusing work by Tyler, it is  
comprised of trust in police treatment and decision-making. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
In a procedural justice model of cooperation and social regulation, trust in police procedural fairness is 
expected to predict compliance with the law, net of other aspects of trust and all aspects of perceived 
police legitimacy. 
 
Question item wording 
 
[TPprocJ] Trust in police procedural fairness (treatment and decision-making) 
 
Imagine you were a victim of burglary and you contacted the police to report the crime. When the police first came to your house 
to investigate, would you expect them to: 
 
E treat you with respect? 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
E take the time to listen to you? 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
E explain what actions they would take next? 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
Now imagine you are walking alone in this area during the daytime. The police stop you because they think you might be able to 
help in solving a crime. Would you expect them to: 
 
 
E make decisions based upon the facts? 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
E treat you fairly? 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Trust in police priorities/group engagement 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
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This is the sense that the police have the local community’s ‘interests at heart’. It is about public 
priorities and an alignment between the public and police interests, so it overlaps with trust in police 
effectiveness (in that it is in the interests of the public that the police achieve their core objectives), but 
it goes beyond the outcomes of policing to the more value-oriented idea that the police care about and 
are aligned with specific local needs. A visible, accessible and engaged service listens to members of 
the community, and allows members of the community to have a say in how their neighbourhood is 
policed.  
 
Given the comparative nature of the ESS, we believe it is also important to ask one question that 
assesses the extent to which respondents think that the police should understand the needs of the 
local community.  
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
In the UK, trust in police engagement seems especially important in an overall conception of trust in 
policing. Perhaps this is because of the long-standing symbolic role in the police in notions of 
‘Britishness’ and in symbols of moral authority. Indeed, in the UK trust in police engagement or shared 
priorities is extremely highly correlated with trust in police procedural fairness. We subsequently 
predict that in some countries, trust in police engagement will be more important in predicting 
legitimacy and compliance with the law than in other countries. 
 
Question item wording 
 
Some people think that the police should set their priorities according to public preferences, others feel that the police should 
determine their own priorities. How important is it that the police understand what people in this area expect them? 
 
Not important at all                                                                                  Extremely important 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
Now, thinking about the police in this area, do you think they actually understand the problems in this area?  
 
Very well                                                                                                                  Not at all 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
Do they listen to the concerns of people in this area? 
 
Very well                                                                                                                  Not at all 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
Do they deal with the things that matter to people in this area? 
 
Very well                                                                                                                  Not at all 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
 
COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:  Trust in the criminal courts 
                                               
Describe the concept in detail, outlining the various concepts it comprises 
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We have covered our basic theoretical position on the nature of trust. The same structure applies to 
the criminal courts as it does with the police.Trust in court effectiveness refers to the sense in which 
the courts perform adequately in establishing the truth, promoting justice, getting the right people, and 
doing this in an efficient and timely manner. Trust in distributive fairness refers to the sense in which 
the courts give equal treatment (procedure and outcome) to all groups in society. Trust in procedural 
fairness refers to the sense in which the courts wield their authority in a fair and respectful manner. We 
should note that while the focus in ‘trust in the police’ is on the local police, the focus in ‘trust in the 
criminal courts’ is at the highest level of the court system, which is likely to be at the national-level. We 
reason that high-profile and the most serious criminal cases are more at the forefront of the public 
mind, and better represent whether ‘justice is being done’ in society. 
 

 
 
 
 
Expected relationship with other complex and simple concepts 
 
As with trust in the police, we predict that trust in the criminal courts will predict perceived legitimacy of 
the criminal courts. In turn, legitimacy will predict compliance with the law and cooperation with the 
police. 
 

 
 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Trust in criminal court effectiveness 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This is the sense that the criminal courts ‘get the right people’, ‘process cases efficiently’, and 
‘establish the truth.’ 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
In an instrumental model of cooperation and social regulation, trust in court effectiveness is expected 
to predict compliance with the law, net of other aspects of trust and all aspects of perceived police 
legitimacy. 
 
Question item wording 
 
I am now going to ask you some questions about the criminal courts in [country]. By criminal courts, I mean courts of law which 
deal with crimes such as burglary and physical assault.  
 
From what you know or have heard, would you say that the courts generally hear cases quickly, or are there unnecessary 
delays?  
 
Quickly                                                                                                                 Many delays 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
How often do you think it happens that the courts convict people who are really innocent of the crime they are accused of? 
Choose your answer from this card, where 0 means almost never and 10 means very often.  
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
And how often do you think the courts release people who are really guilty?  
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
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CONCEPT NAME: Trust in court distributive fairness 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This is the sense that the criminal courts get appropriate outcomes for all people and give equal 
treatment to all people [or should we focus just on one? should it be focusing on victims or defendants, 
or both? Should it be symmetrical with the police distributive fairness?] 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
We hypothesise that trust in distributive fairness will be more important to members of minority groups 
in predicting perceived legitimacy, compliance with the law and cooperation with the police. 
 
Question item wording 
 
Imagine a rich man and a poor man, both on trial for crimes they did not commit. Is the rich man more likely to be acquitted than 
the poor man? 
 
Much more likely                                                                                                                 No difference 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
And when deciding guilt, do the courts treat defendants from ethnic minorities in the same way as other people? 
 
Exactly the same                                                                                                                  Very differently 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
Some people think that when deciding guilt, the courts are biassed against some groups,. Do you agree or disagree with this?  
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Trust in court procedural fairness 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This is the sense that the courts wield their authority in a fair manner, using fair procedures. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
In a procedural justice model of cooperation and social regulation, trust in court procedural fairness is 
expected to predict compliance with the law, net of other aspects of trust and all aspects of perceived 
police legitimacy. 
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Question item wording 
 
Imagine you were a witness in a road traffic accident, and you were giving evidence in court. Do you think the courts would E 
Choose your answer from this card, where 0 means not at all likely and 10 means very likely. 
 
E treat you with respect? 
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          1 0 
 
E listen carefully to what you had to say?  
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
E assess your evidence without bias?  
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
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COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:  Perceived legitimacy of the police 
 
Please note: as with trust, we distinguish in this module between perceived legitimacy of the police 
and perceived legitimacy of the law and criminal courts. In the text below on police legitimacy, we 
outline our general theoretical perspective. The same theoretical work motivates our approach to court 
legitimacy.  Legitimacy refers in part to public beliefs that the justice system has a natural right to 
exist, to determine the law, and to govern through the use of coercive power to punish those who act 
illegally. Following Beetham (1991) we break this down into three criteria (see below). We also 
assume that legitimacy resides in not just public beliefs but also in institutional performance (again, 
see below). Legitimacy is thus measured not just using level-1 and level-2 survey indicators, but also 
national-level data on efficiency, corruption, accountability and transparency (level-3 indicators). 

 
Legitimacy is the right to govern and the recognition by the governed of that right (Beetham, 1991; 
Coicaud, 2002; cf. Tankebe, 2007). In order to develop, operate and reproduce themselves effectively, 
social and political arrangements and institutions must have some form of legitimacy. Those who are 
subject to these arrangements must see them as right and proper.1 A necessary condition of justifiable 
use of state power is the legitimacy of the police, with legitimacy the very foundation of police 
authority. A legitimate police force demonstrates to citizens why its access to and exercise of power is 
rightful, and why those subject to its power have a corresponding duty to obey (Tyler, 2006).  
 
Legitimacy is built upon from its two constituent parts (Figure 7). Crucially, individuals may see the 
police as following their own rules, but not necessarily hold an obligation to obey the police. In other 
words, we treat legitimacy as forming out of the various constituent parts not as directing the various 
constituent parts. 
 

 
 

 
Expected relationship with other complex and simple concepts 
 
We have outlined above the overarching theoretical framework. Figure 8 summarises, for ease of 
reference. We should reiterate that different models specify significant or non-significant paths 
between (a) trust and legitimacy and (b) legitimacy and compliance. Figure 8 provides all arrows, but 
this should not be read as our final model. Moreover, it may be that obligation to obey and moral 
alignment scale on one latent variable (see above). 
 

                                                 
1  Although some political philosophers would argue that legitimacy must involve some ‘objective’ criteria or 
requirements of justice and rationality (see Habermas, 1979; Rawls, 1993). 
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CONCEPT NAME: Obligation to obey the police 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This captures the idea that people justify the existence of legal authorities when they feel they have an 
obligation to obey the rules set forth by the legal system and enforced by the authorities (such as the 
police). 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
Tyler’s US-based research has found that obligation to obey police directives (which we could also 
refer to as the perceived authority of the police) is a more important predictor of compliance with the 
law than the perceived risk of sanction. Coupled with the role of procedural justice, this relationship is 
central to the overarching argument. Of note that Tyler treats obligation to obey as the core measure 
of legitimacy, although he often includes institutional trust measures into the scale as well.  
 
Question item wording 
 
You should accept the decisions made by the police, even if you think they are wrong 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
You should not do what the police tell you to do if you do not understand the reasons for their decisions 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
You should do what the police tell you to do even when you do not like the way they treat you 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
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CONCEPT NAME: Moral alignment with the police 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This captures the idea that people justify the existence of legal authorities when they judge that they 
have a moral right to exist, i.e. they enact, defend and strengthen the morals of themselves and their 
community. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
It may be that moral alignment with the police is a more important predictor of compliance with the law 
than obligation to obey. This is the sense that the police represent and enact the appropriate social 
and moral values that shape what is ethically and normatively appropriate action. Obligation to obey is 
more of a ‘pure authority’ – i.e. we should obey authority because that is the right thing to do. 
 
Question item wording 
 
The police hold views that are generally in line with my own  
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
The police cannot be trusted to make decisions that are right for people like me 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
The views of police officers usually agree with my own sense of right and wrong 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
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COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:  Perceived legitimacy of the law and criminal courts  
                                               
Describe the concept in detail, outlining the various concepts it comprises 
 
We have already covered our basic theoretical position on the nature of perceived legitimacy. The 
same structure applies to the law and the criminal courts as it does with the police. Perceived 
legitimacy of the law and the criminal courts refers to the sense in which the law and court directives 
should be obeyed and whether the courts represent and defend the moral values of individuals and 
their communities.  

 
Expected relationship with other complex and simple concepts 
 

 
 
As with police legitimacy, we predict that trust in the criminal courts will predict perceived legitimacy of 
the law and courts (Figure 10). In turn, legitimacy will predict compliance with the law and cooperation 
with the police.  
 
 

 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Obligation to obey the law and court decisions 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
We consider obligation to obey the law and criminal courts in much the same way as obligation to 
obey the police: that citizens feel the duty to obey, even if they disagree with the specifics of the 
particular law, decision or directive. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
Obligation to obey the law and the courts is hypothesised to generate/reflect part of the authority that 
the justice system needs to generate to instil in citizens compliance with the law, even when people do 
not agree with a specific law. 
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Question item wording 
 
Sometimes doing the right things means breaking the law 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
People should obey the law even if it goes against what they think is right. 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
You should accept the decisions of the courts, even if you think they are wrong. [JK: not so good?] 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
 
 
CONCEPT NAME: Moral alignment with the courts 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
As with the police, it is important to go beyond dull compulsion to assess whether obligation to obey is 
based upon shared, normative and ethic frameworks. So it may be that obligation to obey and moral 
alignment scale together, or it may be that they are separate constructs. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
As indicated above, we hypothesise that moral alignment will predict both obligation to obey and 
compliance with the law, and that compliance with the law will also be predicted by obligation to obey. 
 
Question item wording 
 
The courts generally pass sentences that are in line with my own sense of what is right and wrong  
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
The courts do not do enough to help reform offenders. 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
Judges protect the interests of the people in power rather than those of ordinary people. 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
 
 
The courts are more concerned about offenders’ rights than victims’ rights. 
 
Agree strongly Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree          Disagree strongly (Don’t know) 
 
          1                         2                               3                                4                             5                                  6 
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COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME: Perceived legality of police and court action 
Describe the first CONCEPT in detail outlining any further concepts or specifying that it can be 
measured directly 
 
This refers to perceptions of corruption and the extent to which the police and the courts break laws 
and their own rules, in particularly tapping into issues of corruption. We reason that such perceptions 
will be largely grounded in mass media coverage. 
 
Expected relationship with other concepts 
 
As indicated in Figure 1 (above), we expect perceived legality to shape expectation-based and motive-
based trust. 
 
Question item wording 
 
The next set of questions are about the extent to which the police and the courts themselves obey the 
law.  
  
How often (if ever) do the police use more force than is necessary when making arrests? Choose your 
answer from this card, where 0 means never and 10 means very often. 
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
How often (if ever) do the police use physical? force [than is necessary] when interviewing suspects?  
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
How often (if ever) do the police deliberately falsify evidence for the courts? 
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
 
 
How often (if ever) do judges take bribes from people? 
 
00          01          02          03          04          05          06          07          08          09          10 
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COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:   Public cooperation with the police and courts 
 
Describe the concept in detail 
Government and, increasingly, criminal justice agencies have come to recognise that building or retaining 
public confidence is a central aspect of police performance, not least because in a democratic society (at least 
in the sense that this term is understood in the UK) people have the right to feel that the police both represent 
and serve them. But more pertinently in the current context, confidence is thought to be important because it is 
related in some way to people’s propensities to defer to, assist and otherwise support the police. The more 
favourable public opinion, it is held, the greater the likelihood that people will help, and call on the help of, the 
police. 
 
Cooperation, of course, has different shades of meaning. Some governments, especially those that see (or 
present in their policy documents)  crime control as a struggle between the ‘law-abiding majority’ and 
‘criminals’ think of cooperation in terms of the support given to law enforcement by the former in pursuit of the 
latter – reporting crimes to the police for example, and acting as witnesses and jurors. Equally or more 
important, however, cooperation with law could be construed to embrace compliance, in the sense of 
obedience to the law. We have taken the view that it is simpler and less confusing to define cooperation and 
compliance as conceptually and empirically separate processes.  
 
Question item wording 
 
If you had seen a couple of youths knock a man down and take his wallet, would you be prepared to call the 
police to report the crime? Yes/no 
 
If the police were looking for witnesses, would you be prepared to tell the police exactly what you had seen? 
Yes/no 
 
Would you be prepared to identify the people who had done it? 
Yes/no 
 
Would you be prepared to give evidence in court about it? 
Yes/no 
 
If you had seen a traffic accident in which someone had been badly hurt, would you be prepared to call the 
police to report the crime? 
Yes/no 
 
If the police were looking for witnesses, would you be prepared to tell the police exactly what you had seen? 
Yes/no 
 
Would you be prepared to identify the people who had done it? 
Yes/no 
 
Would you be prepared to give evidence in court about it? 
Yes/no 
 
 
COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:   Compliance with the law 
 
Describe the concept in detail 

 
Compliance with the law is one of the key concepts of the module. Modelling factors that help explain 
compliance with the law allows us to make core theoretical and political conclusions about the nature of 
cooperation and self-regulation, and the type of criminal justice policies that are likely to secure public 
compliance and cooperation. 
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Question item wording 
 
How often, if ever, have you done each of these things in the last five years? [never, once twice, 3 or 4 times 5 
times or more, or ‘no experience’]  
 

• Bought or sold something you thought might be stolen 
 

• Made an exaggerated or false insurance claim  
 

• Paid cash with no receipt to avoid VAT or tax, or failed to declare your own income in order to avoid 
tax 

 
• Committed traffic offences, in a car or on a motor-bike or bicycle, fair dodging E 

 
 
 
 
COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:   Perceived risk of sanction  
 
Describe the concept in detail 
 
There are at least four reasons why people comply with the law: 
 

1. Legitimacy of legal authorities: we hand over responsibility to authority figures to define and 
enforce acceptable conduct  

2. Risk of sanction: people are governed by their self-interest 
3. Personal morality: when our sense of right and wrong is aligned with the law (and by extension the 

CJS) 
4. Legitimacy of the law itself 

 
The perceived risk of sanction captures the idea that people comply with the law when they think that doing 
otherwise would lead to capture and punishment. 
 
Question item wording 
 
Do you think it is very likely, somewhat likely, not too likely, or not likely at all that you would be caught and 
punished by being fined and/or arrested if youE. 
 

• Bought or sold something you thought might be stolen 
 

• Made an exaggerated or false insurance claim  
 

• Paid cash with no receipt to avoid VAT or tax, or failed to declare your own income in order to avoid 
tax 

 
• Committed traffic offences, in a car or on a motor-bike or bicycle, fair dodging E 
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COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:   Personal morality  
 
Describe the concept in detail 

 
Personal morality refers to a motivation to comply with the law because it is the right thing to do. Please note; 
we suspect that this scale should go right at the start of the module. If it is next to other items (chiefly, the risk 
of sanction and self-report scales), it may encourage people to present an artificially consistent front to the 
survey interviewer.  
 

 
Question item wording 
 

How wrong, if at all, do you consider the following ways of behaving to be? [not wrong at all, a bit wrong, 
wrong, or seriously wrong]. 
 

• Bought or sold something you thought might be stolen 
 

• Made an exaggerated or false insurance claim  
 

• Paid cash with no receipt to avoid VAT or tax, or failed to declare your own income in order to avoid 
tax 

 
• Committed traffic offences, in a car or on a motor-bike or bicycle, fair dodging E 

 
 
 
COMPLEX CONCEPT NAME:   Attitudes towards punishment  
 
Describe the concept in detail 
In the past public opinion polls seemed to suggest that individuals wanted more punishment  and to get tough 
on crime (Cullen, Fisher & Applegate, 2000). Yet it emerged in the 1990s that people’s understanding of 
sentencing severity was often distorted and underestimated the harshness of the sentences imposed on 
offenders (Roberts, 1992; Roberts & Stalans, 1997). At the time most measures of punitiveness consisted of 
one or two questions, typically asking individuals whether they supported a punitive policy such as the death 
penalty or thought the courts were harsh enough. Soon thereafter criticisms emerged as to these measures 
over-simplification of punitiveness. Indeed further studies revealed that once presented with the details of 
specific cases, individuals tended to express less punitive sentencing preferences.   
 
 
Question item wording 
 

We are still working through various options. Definitely a vignette, definitely some standards questions on the 
courts being too lenient, but one or two items that capture a ‘purer’ punitiveness (i.e. an individual’s personal 
beliefs about the goals and efficacy of punishment, and their preference for harsher or more lenient 
punishment of given acts). 
 
 
In general, would you say that sentences handed down by the courts too tough, about right, or too lenient? 
 PROBE: Is that a little too tough/lenient or much too tough/lenient? 
 
 1. Much too tough 
 2. A little too tough 
 3. About right 
 4. A little too lenient 
 5. Much too lenient 
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1.4. Level 1 & 2 indicators of public insecurity 
 

As well as designing and translating questions on trust in the CJS and 
contact with the CJS, we also need to produce survey questions to measure 
public insecurity (or fear of crime). To these ends, we are guided by a number 
of critiques of existing single indicators of fear of crime. Measures such as ‘How 
safe do you feel walking alone in this area after dark?’ paint for many residents 
a hypothetical situation. Moreover, they do not mention crime, nor do they 
specify an emotion (Garofalo and Laub, 1978; Ferraro & LaGrange, 1987; 
Ferraro, 1995; Farrall et al., 1997), and while they may be appropriate (single) 
indicators of broader social insecurities, more precise measures of emotional 
experience and impact are needed if we are to uncover the everyday impact of 
fear of crime. Crucially, multiple indicators are needed if we are also to assess 
whether latent structures and measurement properties are equivalent across 
groups.  
 

We aim to capitalize on a new set of measures of the fear of crime, 
included for the first time in the main questionnaire of the European Social 
Survey in Round 3. New measures focus on the frequency of past experience 
of worry about crime and on the impact of such events on people’s quality of 
life. Building upon recent developments in the measurement of the fear of 
crime (Farrall & Gadd, 2004; Jackson, 2005; Gray et al., 2008; Jackson & Gray, 
2009), these measures conceive fear of crime less as a generalised perception 
of unsafe streets and more as a pattern of ecologically locatable emotions that 
harms well-being and constrains lives.  

 

The frequency questions fielded by Round 3 of the ESS (and all 
subsequent Rounds) are: 
 

• How often, if at all, do you worry about your home becoming a victim of 
violent crime? 

o All or most of the time 
o Some of the time 
o Just occasionally 
o Never 
o (Don’t know) 

 
• How often, if at all, do you worry about your home being burgled? 

o All or most of the time 
o Some of the time 
o Just occasionally 
o Never 
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o (Don’t know) 
 

In order to address the negative effects that fear of crime has on 
people’s lives, after each of the two ESS questions is a measure of the extent 
to which worry damages the quality of life of respondents: 
 

• [If answer other than ‘never’] Does this worry about your home being 
burgled have a… 

o …serious effect on the quality of your life 
o …some effect 
o …or no real effect on the quality of your life?  

 
• [If answer other than ‘never’] Does this worry about becoming a victim 

of violent crime have a… 
o …serious effect on the quality of your life 
o …some effect 
o …or no real effect on the quality of your life?  

 
Two of the JUSTIS project members are currently assessing the 

dimensionality of these categorical variables (Jackson & Kuha, 2009). The 
analytical strategy employs a model-assisted method that begins with latent 
class modeling then adjusts the classification by hand according to certain 
simple principles. Early results suggest that the methodology produces a 
reliable, ordered six-level categorical scale suitable for comparative European 
analysis. 

 
We are proposing to explore the use of anchoring vignettes as a 

methodology to ensure that questions asked in different languages and in 
different cultures are genuinely comparable.  

 

1.5. Levels 1 & 2 indicators of perceptions of corruption 
 

On page 21 we detailed questions about perceived legality of systems of 
justice. We expect that perceptions of corruption will prove very strong 
predictors of (dis)trust in justice. However constraints of space in the ESS 
mean that question on corruption and illegality in that survey will be very 
limited.  We think it important for WP4 to develop a wider range of indicators 
on corruption. 

 

Our starting point is the extensive Bulgarian work developing a 
Corruption Monitoring System (CMS), summarised in the Appendix. WP4 will 
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examine the scope for devising truncated suites of questions on corruption 
drawing on the CMS. 

 

1.6. Conclusion 
 

This paper provides a framework within which to progress the 
development of Levels 1 and 2 indicators comprising survey-based indicators 
of trust in justice and insecurity. The work on trust in justice is well developed, 
given the pressures to devise a set of questions for the 2010 ESS’s module on 
trust in justice. We have invested considerable effort in developing a 
conceptual framework with a range of testable hypotheses. We also think that 
perceptions of corruption will prove an important dimension to trust in justice, 
and there may be a case for developing a stand-alone suite of indicators based 
on the Bulgarian CMS. A good framework for work on perceptions of insecurity 
is also in place.  
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1.7. Appendix  Bulgarian Corruption Monitoring System 
 
 
The long delay in political and economic reforms in Bulgaria in the early 1990s produced a serious 
institutional and legal deficit that in turn significantly increased the corruption potential in society. 
Owing to the urgency of other political, economic, and social problems in that period, corruption 
did not attract much public attention and was not an object of research or assessment. After 1997, it 
gradually emerged as an important issue in the public, political, and economic life of Bulgaria. The 
spread of corruption became visible, constantly destabilising the institutions and deforming the 
political process. In this situation, the Bulgarian civil society initiated the public debate on 
corruption and a number of non-governmental organisations placed anticorruption at the center of 
their activity. Since 1997 Center for the Study of Democracy has played a leading role in this 
process. This initiative brought together for the first time non-governmental organisations, 
government institutions and media with the aim of curbing corruption. It is an all-inclusive platform 
combining the input and efforts of various stakeholders irrespective of their political or institutional 
affiliations. The partnership has developed a Corruption Monitoring System (CMS) to serve as a 
special tool for diagnosing corruption. The CMS is the first initiative in the post-communist 
countries to combine significant research capacity and powerful anticorruption potential. Civic 
monitoring of corruption and, above all, the quarterly Corruption Indexes, have become an 
important and frequently referenced source of information on the actual levels, forms, and scale of 
corruption, as well as a gauge of the progress made in curbing it.  
 
The CMS was further developed to provide a methodology for regional monitoring of corruption in 
the countries of Southeast Europe. This regional monitoring was conducted within the Southeast 
European Legal Development Initiative (SELDI) launched in late 1998. It brings together non-
governmental organisations, representatives of government institutions in the region, and experts 
from various countries of Southeast Europe (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
Macedonia, Romania, Serbia and Montenegro, Croatia). This proved the value of the CMS in an 
international dimension and the possibility of using it as a reliable instrument for international 
comparisons and assessments of the spread and dynamics of corruption in the post-communist 
countries.   
 

The CMS includes as component the regular presentation to the public of information about the 
scale and trends in corruption, its underlining factors, and its consequences. The CMS performs the 
function of a reliable diagnostic and assessment tool about the spread of various types and forms of 
corruption in different spheres of public life. The level of penetration of specific corrupt practices in 
different institutions, socio-professional groups, economic sectors, etc., is also identified. For the 
first time, the spread of corruption is measured not through studying the public’s assessment, 
opinion and ideas, but through collection of data about actual corrupt behavior and corruption 
pressure exerted. Using this approach, reliable information is obtained about the number and 
frequency of corrupt transactions and the participation of employees, citizens or business 
representatives in them. 

An important function of the CMS is also to reflect the corruption-related attitudes, assessments and 
expectations of the public and different economic, political, social and professional groups. 
Attitudes about the spread and perceived practical effectiveness of corruption are just as significant 
a factor for its reproduction as its “objective” dimensions. 
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CMS helps to establish the problem areas and priorities in the implementation of reforms for the 
improvement of state governance and the realisation of anti-corruption policies and programmes. It 
provides information that can be used to assess the effectiveness of the reforms in general and in 
different public institutions, including police and judiciary.  This provides feedback to the state 
institutions and civil society and helps introducing corrections in the content and ways of carrying 
out the reforms and the anti-corruption policies. It is even more important that the corruption 
monitoring is already used as a reference point and criterion for the effectiveness of the anti-
corruption efforts and initiatives of the Bulgarian government and civil society. 

The innovative approaches and socio-technological solutions for the design and implementation of 
the CMS, as well as its track record in fighting corruption, turn it into a unique and reliable 
instrument of the comprehensive strategy for counteracting and curbing corruption not only in 
Bulgaria, but also in other societies in transition. 
 

Corruption indexes  

The Corruption Indexes summarise the basic indicators used by the CMS. Each index sums up 
several questions posed to the respondents and allows comparative analysis over time. The 
Corruption Indexes assume values from 0-10. The closer the value of the indexes is to 10, the more 
negative the assessments are of the current state of corruption in Bulgaria. Index numbers closer to 
0 indicate approximation to the ideal of a “corruption-free” society. The Corruption Indexes are 
based on a system of indicators exploring corruption-related behavior, subjective assessments and 
attitudes. The CMS distinguishes between the following aspects and elements of corruption: 

1. Acts of corruption.  
The acts of corruption fall into two basic types: giving a bribe and accepting a bribe. The registered 
frequency of acts of corruption shows the rate of corruption in the country. The phrasing of the 
questions is essential when measuring the values of this index. In this respect the CMS is 
constructed, based on a number of principles meant to ensure neutrality, objectivity, and anonymity: 
1. Instead of using the term “bribe”, the questions refer to the “offer of money, gift, or favour”; 2. 
The questions focus on whether or not respondents did make such an “offer” and the latter are not 
asked to provide information concerning how or whom they paid, in order to have their problem 
addressed; 3. Besides information about the “offer” of bribes, respondents are asked about the 
incidence of bribe solicitation, i.e., the amount of pressure exerted by public officials. 
  

The Corruption Indexes formed on this basis are the following: 
• Personal involvement. This index records the incidence of cases of “offer of money, gift, or 

favour” in order to have a problem solved as reported by the citizens and business 
representatives themselves. Essentially this index registers the rate of actual corruption in the 
country over a given period of time.  

• Corruption pressure. This index records the incidence of cases when citizens were reportedly 
asked for “money, gift, or favor” in order to have a problem solved. It measures the rate of 
potential corruption in the country over a given period of time. 

 
It should specifically be noted that the indicators concerning acts of corruption do not reflect 
evaluations, opinions, or perceptions, but the self-reported incidence of specific acts. These types of 
indicators underlie the methodology of victimisation surveys, which have a long history and are 
used to assess the actual crime rate in a given country. The term “actual” is essential since for a 
number of reasons not all crimes are registered by the police and only part of those reported to the 
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police actually end up in court. 

2. Value system and moral preconditions.  
Although the value system and moral principles do not directly determine the rate of corruption, 
they have a significant influence on citizens’ behavior. Of the numerous indicators in this area, 
CMS monitors the following corruption-related attitudes: 1. The level of toleration of various forms 
of corruption; 2. The degree of awareness of the various types of corruption; 3. Citizens’ inclination 
to resort to corrupt practices in order to address arising problems.    
 
The Corruption Indexes produced on this basis are the following: 
• Acceptability in principle. This index measures the toleration of a range of corrupt practices by 

MPs and ministry officials. 
• Susceptibility to corruption. The index sums up a series of questions intended to assess 

citizens’ inclination to resort to corruption in addressing their daily problems.  

Both indexes of this group reflect assessments and opinions. Their positive dynamics are indicative 
of growing rejection of corruption and the reinforcement of moral norms proscribing involvement 
in acts of corruption.     

3. Estimated spread of corruption.  
Citizens’ subjective assessments of the spread of corruption reflect the general social environment 
and prevailing outlook on corruption, as well as the related image of the institutions and basic 
occupational groups under the three branches of power. These assessments do not directly reflect 
the rate of corruption since they are the outcome of perceptions and impressions produced by the 
ongoing public debate, media coverage of corruption, personal preconceptions, etc. In more general 
terms, they show the extent to which citizens feel that those in power protect public interests or, 
instead, take advantage of their official positions to serve private interests. This aspect of corruption 
is covered by two indexes: 
• Estimated spread of corruption. This index sums up respondents’ assessments of the extent to 

which corruption permeates society (as well as individual institutions and occupational groups).  
• Practical efficiency. This index sums up respondents’ assessments of the extent to which 

corruption is an efficient problem-solving instrument. Efficiency is another indicator of the 
spread of corruption: a high rate of efficiency makes it worth resorting to corruption and implies 
that corruption is in fact a commonly used means of addressing problems. 

 

4. Corruption-related expectations.  
The corruption-related expectations reflect the degree of public confidence that the problem of 
corruption can be dealt with. In this sense, the expectations are the combined reflection of 
respondents’ perception of the political will demonstrated by those in power and their assessment of 
the magnitude and gravity of the problem of corruption. 
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Corruption Indexes - questions 

 

1. Acts of corruption  
(Personal involvement and Corruption pressure) 

 

 
A1. WHENEVER YOU HAVE CONTACTED OFFICIALS IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR, HOW OFTEN IN THE LAST YEAR THEY HAVE: 

One answer on each line. 
 

1 In all cases 
2 In most of the cases 
3 In isolated cases 
4 In no cases 
9 Don't know/No answer 

 

A1A Directly demanded cash, gift or favor 1 2 3 4 9 

A1B Not demanded directly, but showed that they expected 
cash, gift or favor 

1 2 3 4 9 

 

A2. WHENEVER YOU HAVE CONTACTED OFFICIALS IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR, HOW OFTEN IN THE LAST YEAR YOU HAVE HAD 
TO: 

One answer on each line. 
 

1 In all cases 
2 In most of the cases 
3 In isolated cases 
4 In no cases 
9 Don't know/No answer 

 

A2A Give cash to an official 1 2 3 4 9 

A2B Give gift to an official 1 2 3 4 9 

A2C Do an official a favor 1 2 3 4 9 
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A3. IF IN THE COURSE OF THE PAST YEAR YOU HAVE BEEN ASKED FOR SOMETHING IN ORDER TO HAVE A PROBLEM OF 
YOURS SOLVED, YOU WERE ASKED BY: 

One answer on each line. 
 

  Yes No No 
contact 

DK/NA 

A3A Doctor 1 2 3 9 
A3B Teacher 1 2 3 9 
A3C Judge 1 2 3 9 
A3D Official at a ministry 1 2 3 9 
A3E Municipal official 1 2 3 9 
A3F Tax official 1 2 3 9 
A3G University professor 1 2 3 9 
A3H Public prosecutor 1 2 3 9 
A3I Municipal councilor  1 2 3 9 
A3J Police officer 1 2 3 9 
A3K Customs officer 1 2 3 9 
A3L Administrative official in the judicial system 1 2 3 9 
A3M Member of Parliament 1 2 3 9 
A3N Investigating officer 1 2 3 9 
A3Q Other (Please, indicate!) …………………… 1 2 3 9 
 

2. Value system and moral preconditions. 
 

(Acceptability in principle and Susceptibility to corruption) 

 

A4.  ACCORDING TO YOU, HOW FAR ACCEPTABLE ARE THE FOLLOWING, IF PERFORMED BY MEMBERS OF THE PARLIAMENT 
OR THE GOVERNMENT? 

One answer on each line. 

 
1 Acceptable 
2 Rather acceptable 
3 Rather unacceptable 
4 Unacceptable 
9 Don't know/No answer 

 

A4A To accept an invitation for a free lunch/dinner to solve 
personal problems 

1 2 3 4 9 

A4B To resolve a personal problem and accept a favor in 
exchange 

1 2 3 4 9 

A4C To accept gifts for the solution of personal problems 1 2 3 4 9 

A4D To accept cash for the solution of personal problems 1 2 3 4 9 
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A5.  ACCORDING TO YOU, HOW FAR ACCEPTABLE ARE THE FOLLOWING, IF PERFORMED BY OFFICIALS AT MINISTRIES, 
MUNICIPALITIES AND MAYORALTIES? 

One answer on each line. 

 
1 Acceptable 
2 Rather acceptable 
3 Rather unacceptable 
4 Unacceptable 
9 Don't know/No answer 

 

A5A To accept an invitation for a free lunch/dinner to solve 
personal problems 

1 2 3 4 9 

A5B To resolve a personal problem and accept a favor in 
exchange 

1 2 3 4 9 

A5C To accept gifts for the solution of personal problems 1 2 3 4 9 

A5D To accept cash for the solution of personal problems 1 2 3 4 9 

       

A6.  IMAGINE YOURSELF IN AN OFFICIAL LOW-PAID POSITION AND YOU ARE APPROACHED BY SOMEONE OFFERING CASH, 
GIFT OR FAVOR TO SOLVE HIS PROBLEM. WHAT WOULD YOU DO: 

One answer only. 

 

1 I would accept, everyone do that. 

2 I would accept, if I can solve his problem 

3 I would not accept, if the solution to the problem is related with law evasion 

4 I would not accept, I do not approve of such acts 

9 Don't know/No answer 
 
 

 

A7. IF YOU HAD A MAJOR PROBLEM AND AN OFFICIAL DIRECTLY DEMANDED CASH TO SOLVE IT, WHAT WOULD YOU HAVE 
DONE? 

One answer only. 
 

1 I would pay by all means 
2 I would pay if I can afford 
3 I would not pay if I had another way to solve the problem 
4 I would not pay by any means 
9 Don't know/No answer 
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3. Spread of corruption. 
 

(Estimated spread of corruption and practical efficiency) 

 

A8.  AS YOU SEE IT, HOW FAR IS CORRUPTION PROLIFERATED AMONG THE OFFICIALS IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR? 

One answer only. 

 
1 Almost all officials are involved 
2 Most officials are involved 
3 Few officials are involved 
4 Scarcely anyone of the officials is involved 
9 Don't know/No answer 
 

A9.  IN ORDER TO SUCCESSFULLY SOLVE ONE'S PROBLEM IS IT LIKELY OR IS IT NOT LIKELY HE/SHE TO HAVE TO: 

One answer on each line. 

 
1 Very likely 
2 Rather likely 
3 Rather unlikely 
4 Not likely at all 
9 Don't know/No answer  

 

A9A To give cash to an official 1 2 3 4 9 

A9B To give a gift to an official 1 2 3 4 9 

A9C To do a favor to an official 1 2 3 4 9 

 
4. Corruption-related expectations 
 
A10. IN VIEW OF CORRUPTION IN (COUNTRY), WHICH OF FOLLOWING OPINIONS IS CLOSER TO YOUR OWN? 

One answer only. 

 

1 Corruption wide proliferation in (country) cannot be confined 

2 Corruption will always be there in (country), yet it can be limited to a degree 

3 Corruption in our country can be substantially reduced 

4 Corruption in (country) can be eradicated 

9 Don't know/No answer 
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Other corruption related questions 

 

Q1.  ACCORDING TO YOU, WHICH OF THE ACTS ENLISTED BELOW FALL UNDER THE PUBLIC PHENOMENON OF 
"CORRUPTION"? 

One answer on each line. 

 

  Yes No DK/N
A 

Q1A Gift to a doctor to take special care of you 1 2 9 
Q1B Extending a favor to be allowed to take sabbatical 1 2 9 
Q1C Using connections to exempt somebody close to you from military service 1 2 9 
Q1D Interceding before a high-rank executive to employ a relative of yours 1 2 9 
Q1E Personal request before a municipal councilor for obtaining construction 

permit 
1 2 9 

Q1F Extending cash to policeman not to revoke your driving license 1 2 9 
Q1G Pre-election donations for political parties 1 2 9 
Q1H Providing official information to people you know for the purpose of personal 

benefit 
1 2 9 

Q1I Accepting cash by officials for the purpose of tax concealment or reduction 1 2 9 
Q1J Additional reimbursement for a lawyer who assists a suspect in terminating 

his case 
1 2 9 

 

Q2. ACCORDING TO YOU, HOW FAR IS CORRUPTION PROLIFERATED AMONG THE FOLLOWING GROUPS: 

One answer on each line. 

 
1 Almost everybody is involved 
2 Most are involved 
3 Few are involved 
4 Scarcely anyone is involved 
9 Don't know/No answer 

 

Q2A Journalists 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2B Teachers 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2C Judges  1 2 3 4 9 
Q2D Officials at ministries 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2E Police officers  1 2 3 4 9 
Q2F Tax officials 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2G Political party and coalition leaders  1 2 3 4 9 
Q2H Public prosecutors 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2I Ministers 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2J Lawyers 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2K Local political leaders 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2L Customs officers 1 2 3 4 9 
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Q2M Representatives of non-governmental organizations 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2N Members of Parliament 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2O Investigating officers  1 2 3 4 9 
Q2P Municipal councilors 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2Q Business people 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2R Doctors 1 2 3 4 9 
Q2S University professors 1 2 3 4 9 
 
 

Q3. ACCORDING TO YOU, WHAT IS THE DEGREE OF CORRUPTION PROLIFERATION IN THE FOLLOWING INSTITUTIONS? 
 

Not proliferated at all  Proliferated to the 
highest degree 

 
   1……………..2……………..3……………..4……………..5 
 

9. Don't know/No answer 
 

One answer on each line in column Q3. 
Show card Q3. 

 

  Q3 Q4 Q5 
Q3A Tax offices  1 2 3 4 5 9 1 1 

Q3B Parliament 1 2 3 4 5 9 2 2 

Q3C Government 1 2 3 4 5 9 3 3 

Q3E Army 1 2 3 4 5 9 5 5 

Q3F Police 1 2 3 4 5 9 6 6 

Q3G Municipal government  1 2 3 4 5 9 7 7 

Q3H Customs 1 2 3 4 5 9 8 8 

Q3I Presidency 1 2 3 4 5 9 9 9 

Q3J Judiciary 1 2 3 4 5 9 10 10 

Q3K Audit Office 1 2 3 4 5 9 3 3 

Don't know/No answer 99 99 
 
 

Q4. ACCORDING TO YOU, IN WHICH OF THE ENLISTED INSTITUTIONS CORRUPTION IS MOST PROLIFERATED? 

One answer only. Write down respondent's answer in column Q4 of the above table. Show card Q3. 
 
 
 

Q5. ACCORDING TO YOU, IN WHICH OF THE ENLISTED INSTITUTIONS CORRUPTION IS LEAST PROLIFERATED? 

One answer only. Write down respondent's answer in column Q5 of the above table. Show card Q3. 
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Q6. YOUR ASSESSMENT OF CORRUPTION PROLIFERATION IN (COUNTRY) HAS BEEN FORMED MAINLY ON THE BASIS OF: 

One answer only. 

 

1 Personal experience (it has happened that someone has asked you for cash, gift or 
favor) 

2 Talks with relatives and people you know 

3 Media information 

4 Discrepancy between the low incomes of officials and their high living standard that you 
personally observe 

5 Other (Please, indicate!) ……………………………………………………………………… 

9 Don't know/No answer 
 
 

Q7. ACCORDING TO YOU, IS THE (COUNTRY'S) GOVERNMENT REALLY PUTTING SERIOUS EFFORTS IN AVERTING 
CORRUPTION AMONG: 

One answer on each line. 
 

  Yes No DK/NA 
Q7A Influential business people 1 2 9 
Q7B High-ranking public sector officials 1 2 9 
Q7C Lower-ranks officials in direct contact with ordinary people 1 2 9 
 

Q8. PLEASE, TELL ME TO WHAT EXTENT YOU AGREE WITH EACH ONE OF THESE STATEMENTS: 

One answer on each line. 

 
1 Agree completely 
2 Rather agree 
3 Neither agree, nor disagree 
4 Rather disagree 
5 Disagree completely 
9 Don't know/No answer 

 

Q8A People in (country) comply with the law only 
whenever that suits them 

1 2 3 4 5 9 

Q8B It is acceptable Members of Parliament and 
Government to receive cash, gifts or favors from 
individuals or organizations 

1 2 3 4 5 9 

Q8C To solve a problem successfully one should offer 
cash or gifts to the officials one has contacts with 

1 2 3 4 5 9 

Q8D If an official wants cash to solve a personal problem 
of mine, I would pay 

1 2 3 4 5 9 

Q8F The officials I have contacted with usually want, or 
show they expect, cash or gifts 

1 2 3 4 5 9 

Q8G Corruption in (country) is widely spread 1 2 3 4 5 9 
Q8I Corruption in (country) can be substantially curbed  1 2 3 4 5 9 
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Q9.  AS YOU SEE IT, WHICH ARE THE THREE PARAMOUNT PROBLEMS (COUNTRY) IS FACING TODAY? 

Show card A1. Mark up to three answers. 

 

Q9A 1 Political instability 

Q9B 1 Ethnic problems 

Q9C 1 Corruption 

Q9D 1 Low incomes 

Q9E 1 Crime 

Q9F 1 Unemployment 

Q9G 1 Environment pollution 

Q9H 1 Health Care 

Q9I 1 High prices 

Q9J 1 Education 

Q9K 1 Poverty 

Q9L 1 Other (Please, indicate!) ……………………………………………………….. 

Q9M 1 Don't know/No answer 
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2. Deliverable 3.1b  
 

2.1. Summary 
 

The research project JUSTIS (Scientific Indicators of Confidence in JUSTIS: 

Tools for Policy Assessment), which is funded primarily by the European 

Commission from the 7th Framework Programme for Research, is designed to 

provide EU institutions and Member States with new indicators for assessing 

public confidence in justice. 

 

WP3 aims to provide the theoretical foundations – the “roadmap” – to guide 
the development of new and improved social indicators of public confidence 
that allow for the understanding of national peculiarities and for productive 
comparisons across the EU. Where countries have made progress in developing 
indicators relating to confidence in justice, they have tended to lack specificity 
– both in identifying differences in ratings of confidence of different institutions 
and in paying insufficient attention to local contexts. As part of WP3, this 
deliverable aims to devise an approach that is closely coupled to the policies 
and operation of criminal justice agencies. It will set out, at a conceptual level, 
what the basket of survey-based attitudinal indicators should measure, and 
define the strategies to achieve accurate measures in a cross-national 
European context. 
 
 
The deliverable is in two parts. This part, Deliverable D3.1b, specifies the work 
required for Work Package 5, which involves the development of country-level 
indicators, designed to provide a context for the interpretation of the survey-
based indicators being developed in Work Package 4. 
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2.2. Introduction 
 

Across EU member states criminal policy is still a nationally-based 
phenomenon for a number of reasons. 

 

Firstly, the areas of criminalisation are significantly different in the Member 
States. Conduct that is punished under the criminal law in one country might 
be considered administrative offences, or perhaps even legal, elsewhere. 
Crimes involving the expression of opinion, certain types of drug possession 
offences and tax evasion are prime examples in this respect.  

 

Secondly, the body of rules of criminal law, procedure and evidence are 
peculiar to every country. As a result, in a given country defendants may be 
convicted on evidence that is inadmissible elsewhere. Sentencing practice also 
varies from country to country, as do policies on punitiveness, prison 
population, the management of detention centres and alternatives to 
incarceration. The respective powers and responsibilities of the authorities 
engaged in the investigation, prosecution, judgement and sentencing of crimes 
are different. For example, in some countries early negotiations between 
prosecutors and defendants are encouraged for reasons of procedural economy, 
while in others they are considered as an outrageous surrender of the public 
interest.  

 

Thirdly, attention may be paid to the institutional framework of criminal justice. 
National and local police are organised differently in each country and the 
recruitment of judges and prosecutors (as well as “lay justices”) is a truly 
national peculiarity. The media focuses almost exclusively on domestic crimes, 
and some criminal incidents which are regarded as “infamous” or “notorious” 
by public opinion in one country are practically unknown beyond the borders of 
that country. Minor exceptions to this rule are terrorist crimes, some large 
scale financial frauds and major incidents of collective murder, which 
occasionally trigger some attention in the international press. 
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More broadly, criminal policy seems to lie at the very heart of the notion 
through which each European Nation defines its essential and foundational 
elements, and no State is yet prepared to surrender its own criminal policy to 
supra-national bodies or institutions, especially since criminal policy is 
perceived as a bastion of the domestic public interest. 

 

It must also be underlined that a number of additional areas of policy, which 
have a crucial impact in the understanding of the criminal environment, are 
also governed by independent “domestic” rules: among them are immigration 
law and welfare policies. Despite this, it is true that a number of European 
initiatives have been developed in the last decades in order to lay the 
foundations and promote a process of progressive harmonisation in the area of 
criminal justice. 

 

Firstly, police, prosecutorial and judicial cooperation in criminal matters are 
foundational aspects of the third pillar of the EU. Actions and policies under the 
Third Pillar have materialised in the setting up of agencies such as the 
European Police Office (Europol) and the European Union Judicial Cooperation 
Unit (EUROJUST). Secondly, a European Arrest Warrant, valid throughout the 
European Union has replaced extradition procedures between Member States 
of the enlarged Europe. Thirdly, case-law of the European Court of Human 
Rights and its “fair trial” theory has developed and shaped a set of common 
European concepts on fairness in the investigation, prosecution, judgement 
and sentencing of criminal offences.  

 

Despite these “co-operational” and “inter-governmental” efforts and initiatives, 
however, there is yet no common European criminal policy, and criminal 
matters are still very much perceived as belonging to the almost exclusive 
competence of Member States. 

 

Although national differences and peculiarities cause inevitable complexity in 
the interpretation and study of criminal trends and policies across Europe, they 
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are precious to the JUSTIS project, as they may well be beneficial to a true 
understanding of the drivers of trust, legitimacy and compliance. In this 
respect, Europe is an ideal “laboratory” to test and analyse what national 
peculiarities a) impact on trust in justice, b) constitute the foundations of 
legitimacy and c) promote compliance.  

 

Against this background, the JUSTIS project is based upon the assumption that 
“level 1” and “level 2” survey-based indicators must be interpreted and 
integrated through a well-defined and structured pool of country-based 
contextual data (so-called “level 3” indicators). In more simple terms, the 
answers to the JUSTIS survey questions must be read and interpreted in the 
light of (certain) national idiosyncrasies. 

 

Assembling an adequate set of “level 3” indicators will enable the JUSTIS 
consortium to: 

 

-) set up a coherent and well structured toolkit of indicators capable of 
explaining the dynamics of public confidence; 

 

-) draw a series of scientifically reliable considerations on what aspects of 
domestic policies, contextual data are detrimental or conducive to public 
confidence; 

 

-) verify and possibly challenge the assumptions of penal populism (i.e. 
the assumptions upon which high levels of criminalisation,  high level of 
punitiveness, etc., may play a direct effect in boosting the levels of 
confidence and minimising the feelings of security) 

 

This paper defines a series of baskets of indicators, to be further developed 
and finalised in WP5. The true challenge was that of selecting, among the 
multitude of statistics available on the demography, legal system and public 
opinion of each Member State (which may be collected nationally and/or 
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internationally) those that may truly facilitate the understanding and 
interpretation of the feelings of European citizens towards trust and confidence 
in justice. 

 

The concepts developed in this paper have initially been designed by UNIPR, 
and then offered for discussion to the JUSTIS consortium. All consortium 
members have actively contributed to the shaping of the concepts as described 
below.  
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2.3. The toolkit of “LEVEL 3” indicators 
 
The JUSTIS “Level 1 and Level 2” indicators will be weighed and interpreted 
against 9 baskets of “Level 3” (nationally-based) indicators.  

 

For each “basket”, brief discussion is provided below with regard to:  

a) the foundational assumption which justifies its employment for the purposes 
of JUSTIS; 

b) specific indicators within each basket; 

c) the expected data sources available. 

 

Baskets 

Demography 

Crime levels 

Criminalisation and Punitiveness 

Objective Efficiency of Justice 

Economic Wealth & Social Inequalities 

Human Rights Record and Transparency 

Legal Reforms 

Media Coverage of Crime 

Confidence and Concerns in Areas other than Criminal 
Justice* 

 
 

In an effort to align the JUSTIS indicators and the JUSTIS findings on 
confidence and trust in justice with European research on policy and European 
statistics, reliance will be placed  - whenever possible - upon data and 
scientifically based indicators acknowledged or endorsed by European 
institutions. It is acknowledged however, that not all indicators described 
below might be fully available in a pan-European format and often enquiries 

will have to be made to locate scientifically 
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comparable and valid sources within each Member State.  

 

2.3.4. Basket 1: Demography 
 
Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of certain demographic aspects of a country.  

 

Indicators (Social Cohesion & Urbanisation) 

  

-Percentage of foreign citizens permanently residing in the country; 

-Percentage of population resident in urban/rural areas. 

-Racial heterogeneity and its geographical distribution (percentage of 
ethnic, language minorities against total population); 

-Percentage of different age-groups within the country 

 

Available Data sources 

 

 Official country data – eg census data 

ESS round 1 (module on attitudes towards immigrants) 

OECD DATA (http://www.oecd.org)  Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development - OECD Figures 2008 contain data from all 
areas of OECD work, including: demography, health and many other 
indicators.  

EU-MIDIS: the first ever EU-wide survey of immigrant and ethnic 
minority groups’ experiences of discrimination and victimisation in 
everyday life. 

http://fra.europa.eu/fraWebsite/eu-midis/eumidis_output_en.htm 

 

2.3.5. Basket 2: Crime levels 
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Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity may be a 

function of actual crime levels. 

 

Indicators (Recorded Offences and Offenders and survey measures) 

 

-Recorded crimes per 100.000 population; 

-Percentage of offenders under the age of 18 against total number of 
offenders 

-Percentage of foreign offenders against total number of offenders 

-Prevalence of victimisation as indicated by survey data. 

 

Figures for recorded crimes will have to be broken down by offence (i.e. 
Intentional homicide, Assault, Rape, Robbery, Theft, Burglary, Domestic 
Burglary, Drug offences) (in WP5 focus will be concentrated by the 
JUSTIS consortium to murder, burglary, car theft, thefts of personal 
property, etc.) 

 

Available data sources 

 

 Official country Data 

 ICVS/EU ICS 

 

With regard to crime rates, police statistics and prosecution statistics 
JUSTIS will also use the data collected in the European Sourcebook of 
Crime and Criminal Justice Statistics (www.europeansourcebook.org) The 
first European Sourcebook project started in 1996 and its fourth edition, 
covering the years 2003 - 2007, will be published in 2009.  

 

The ICVS/EU ICS can provide comparable data on crime rates for a sub-
set of European countries. The survey data can also serve to explain 
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variations between countries (or regions) in the “dark figure” of 
unrecorded crime. 

 

 

2.3.6. Basket 3: Criminalisation and Punitiveness 
Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of the levels of criminalisation and punitiveness in each state. 

 

Indicators (Penalties and Prison Population) 

 

-Average penalty/non-criminal sanction for certain conducts (choice of 
offences will have to be determined by the JUSTIS consortium, i.e. 
murder, burglary, car theft, etc.)  

-Conviction rates (percentage of conviction on total amount of rulings 
passed by criminal courts) 

-Inmates per 100,000 population; 

-Inmates per 1,000 recorded crimes; 

-Foreign national inmates per 100 inmates; 

-Percentage of non-custodial-sanctions and measures (alternatives to 
imprisonment) applied against total sanctions passed on convicted 
persons (including number of persons in probation or serving non-
custodial sanctions and measures) 
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Available data sources 

  

The ESCCJ (see above) includes both prosecution and conviction 
statistics the ESCCJ provides information on the outcome of criminal 
justice procedures at the prosecutorial level (prosecutors and examining 
judges) for the years 1995–2000. It also provides information on the 
staff numbers of the prosecuting authorities for the same years. With 
regard to conviction statistics the ESCCJ offers figures on persons who 
have been convicted, i.e. found guilty, according to the law, of having 
committed a criminal offence. Information is presented on the type of 
offence (2000–3); the sex, age and nationality of the offender (2003). 
Thirty-four countries submitted data. An obvious problem in this chapter 
relates to the major differences in criminal procedures between countries. 
The ESCCJ also includes some correctional statistics.  

 

Most data on punitiveness will be drawn from the Annual Penal Statistics 
of the Council of Europe (2007 survey or more recent if available).  

 

www.coe.int/t/e/legal_affairs/legal_co-
operation/prisons_and_alternatives/Statistics_SPACE_I/List_Space_I.asp  

 

The most recent data provides the state of prison populations on 
September the 1st, 2007. Data include the flow of entries, the length of 
imprisonment, the number of escapes and deaths, prison staff, non-
custodial sanctions and measures, demographic data, situation of penal 
institutions on 1st September 2007, age structure of prison population, 
female prisoners and foreign prisoners, legal status of prison populations, 
breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by main offence, 
breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of sentence.  

 

Attention will also be paid to the Report of the Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture, mainly in terms of prison capacities and 
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overcrowding and the 2008 and 2009 research findings by Prof. Tapio 
Lappi-Seppälä who is a leading expert on punitiveness across the world. 

 
 

2.3.7. Basket 4: Objective Efficiency and Quality of Justice 
 
Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of the objective levels of efficiency of justice provided by each country.  

 

Indicators (Costs of Justice, Management of Cases) 

 

 -Annual budget allocated to the courts per capita; 

 -Annual budget allocated to legal aid per capita; 

 -Average length of criminal proceedings; 

 -Percentage of pending criminal case in first instance per total number of 

 case pending; 

-Number of police officers per 100,000 population; 

-Number of prison staff per 100,000 population. 

 

Available Data source 

 

 Official country data  

A comprehensive survey on “efficiency” and “quality” of justice is 
provided by the 2006 and 2008 Reports of the European Commission for 
the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ)  

http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/cooperation/cepej/default_en.asp 
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2.3.8. Basket 5: Economic Wealth and Social Inequalities 
Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of economic wealth and social inequalities. 

 

Indicators (Wealth & Quality of Life) 

 

 -GDP per capita (also considering “grey economy” share); 

 -Unemployment rates; 

-Equality/inequality in income distribution 

-National expenditures on “security” (Ministry of Interiors) 

 

Available Data source 

 

Official country data on GDP, unemployment (taken from national 
statistics institutes)  

 

EUROSTAT data on GDP, unemployment 

 

Official Gini coefficients – where 0 corresponds to perfect equality 
(everyone having exactly the same income) and 1 corresponds to perfect 
inequality (where one person has all the income, while everyone else has 
zero income).  

 

EUROFUND: European Quality of Life Survey 2003 

http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/ 

 

 

 



Grant Agreement nr 217311/JUSTIS September 9, 2009 Specifications for WP4 and WP5 

  

     
      

51 

 

2.3.9. Basket 6: Human Rights Record and Transparency 
 

Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of Human Rights record and the adherence of a country to a practice 

of transparency and compliance to the rule of law.  

 

Indicators (Human Rights & Corruption) 

 

-Findings of violations against country by the European Court of Human 
Rights (normalised in relation with size of country, number of 
applications) 

-Miscarriages of justice - figures of reimbursement for unlawful detention 
of inmates in prisons 

 -Levels of corruption 

 

Available Data source 

 

Data on human rights records may be drawn by the official website of 
the Council of Europe /European Court of Human Rights 
(www.echr.coe.int) 

 

As far as corruption is concerned, the most authoritative index is the 
Corruption Perception Index (CPI) by Transparency International. The 
annual CPI was first released in 1995 and it has been widely credited 
with putting the issue of corruption on the international policy agenda. 
The CPI ranks 180 countries by their perceived levels of corruption, as 
determined by expert assessments and opinion surveys. 

 

There may be a need for an expert survey on rule of law and 
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transparency. 

 

 

2.3.10. Basket 7: Legal reform  
 

Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of the “perceived” or “actual” process of legal reform in each country. 

Each reform process in criminal matters triggers immediate public opinion 

attention and concern in each country. Since debates generated by “actual” or 

“expected” reforms of criminal justice might play a major role in affecting 

feelings of security and trust in justice, an overview of the process of reform is 

crucial to the JUSTIS project. 

 

Indicators (Reform Index) 

 

 -Recent reforms in police policy, police practice; 

 -Recent reforms in areas of criminalisation and levels of punitiveness; 

 -Recent reform in rules governing trial, procedure and evidence; 

-Recent reform in correctional policy, access to non-custodial sentence 

 

Available Data source 

 

Reform benchmarks developed by the European Commission and Judicial 
Reform Index (esp. in relation to the new Member States to the EU and 
Eastern European Countries). 

 

Expert survey 

 

In certain countries, answer to certain batteries of JUSTIS survey 
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questions may provide “distorted” results in the light of recent processes 
of reform in related areas of policy. It is therefore essential that the 
JUSTIS indicators take account of reform process in the targeted 
countries. Data may be collected through an expert survey addressed to 
scholars in subjects such as criminal law, procedure, criminology and 
sociology. The expert survey should also include reference to recent 
major “criminal incidents” (famous crimes occurred, famous cases, 
famous miscarriages of justice) which may have affected public 
perceptions on security and trust. 

 

 

2.3.11. Basket 8: Media coverage of crime  
 

Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of the way in which national media portray and report domestic crimes.  

 

Indicators 

 

 -Is live TV coverage of court hearings allowed? 

 -Are investigation findings available to the general public before trial?  

-“Crime coverage index” (how extensive and sensationalist is reporting of 
criminal matters on local, national newspaper?) 

 

Available Data Source 

 

Expert survey addressed to media analyst 
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2.3.12. Basket 9: Confidence and Concerns in Areas other than 
Criminal Justice 

 

Working assumption: trust in justice and feelings of insecurity might be a 

function of a country’s “general mood” towards issues such as “concerns”, 

“trust” and “confidence”, in areas other than criminal policy.  

 

Citizens of some countries may have a cultural tendency to “scepticism” or 
“pessimism” and the JUSTIS indicators may need to take that “general mood” 
into account. 

 

Indicators 

 

 -Perception of trend of economic situation; 

 -Place of crime in indicators of  “main concerns of European citizens” 

 -Perception of National and European institutions 

Available data sources  

ESS (European Social Survey), which offers ample data on confidence in 
various national institutions 

EUROBAROMETER http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/index_en.htm 

 

Since 1973, the European Commission has been monitoring the evolution 
of public opinion in the Member States, thus helping the preparation of 
texts, decision-making and the evaluation of its work. Surveys and 
studies address major topics concerning European citizenship: 
enlargement, social situation, health, culture, information technology, 
environment, the Euro, defence, etc.  The standard Eurobarometer was 
established in 1973. Each survey consists of approximately 1000 face-to-
face interviews per Member State. Reports are published twice yearly. In 
2008, the last two waves of the Standard Eurobarometer (EB69-70) have 

seen significant shifts in European public 
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opinion, with the economic crisis being the main driver of Europeans’ 
perceptions and opinions in autumn 2008. Eurobarometer presents a set 
of trend indicators related to Europeans’ expectations for the coming 
year and their main concerns. After that, the projection of this general 
opinion mood is analysed in terms of indicators that measure perceptions 
and opinions about the EU and its institutions.  

 

2.4. Conclusion 
 
This paper provides a framework within which to progress the development of 
Level 3 indicators comprising country-level contextual variables. The resultant 
dataset will be an essential part of analysis of any comparative survey datasets 
arising from JUSTIS work. In particular the Level 3 dataset will be invaluable in 
analysis of the ‘Trust in Justice’ module of the 2010 European Social Survey. 
More generally, the development of the indicators will sensitise Member States 
to the importance of interpreting survey measures by reference to contextual 
variables of this sort. 
 
This paper sets out an ideal. We doubt that we shall succeed in assembling 
reliable measures on every dimension that we have sketched out. However, we 
are confident that we can make significant progress in filling our eight baskets 
of indicators.  
 
 


