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The survey among the judges of Eurg@i®ut their independencé¢ook place for thefifth time in the
first quarter of2025. In total 19,136 judge$rom 32 judiciaries of30 countries participatedThe target
for participation was set a20%, which most judiciarie@asily achieved. The analysis of personal and
professional charmteristics in relation tothe perception of independence shows that per judiciary
judgeshold verysimilar views

The main findings are:

1.

Judges generally evaluate their independence positiv@lya 16point scale judges rate the
independence of the judges in their country on average betwe®uand 9.8with the lowest
score for Ukraine, followed by Montenegro (6.8), Hungary (MBQjgaria and Bosnhia and
Herzegovina (both 7.1). The scores of ten judiciaries are 9 or higher. The respondents rate their
personal independence even higher: between 6.8 and 9.9. Consistent with the positive
assessment of independence, few judges repodppropriate pressure to influence judicial
decisions.

Since 2015when the first survey took placédependencenasgradually improed on

averagefor all judiciaries togetheHowever, this trend comes to a halt in this survey, where
depending on the yardstick the average score across countries remained the same or declined
somewhat since the previous survey. Based on the experience of judges who have been
working for many years, independence has improved over a longer period.

Examininghe judiciariesindividually,in most of them perceivedindependenceaemainedhigh

or improvedsincethe first survey.However,in somejudiciariesthe respondentsseedeclines.
Thisisthe casein Hungarywhich participatedfor the first time in 2019,but alsoin Montenegro

and Greece(foremost civil and criminal courts) declinesoccurredand to a lesserextent in
Slovenialn Bosniaand Herzegovinahe independencescoreis stableat a low level.

Judges rate the independence of councils for the judiciary on average per country between 3.4
and 9.7. The councils of Spain and Bulgaria are awarded very low scores, wisiberi for
Hungary, Ukraine and Bosnia and Herzegovina are $owres above 8 are found in Finland,
Ireland, Romania and the UMKdaving a council is not enough to guarantgelicial
independence This depends highly on the arrangements, for instance, with regard to the
appointment of the members of a coundilut it depends also theay they act once elected or
appointed as members of the council.

Theissueghat havebeenraisedin the previoussurveyscontinueto exist.In manyjudiciaries,
judgesare critical about humanresourcedecisionsconcerningudgesand,in particular,about
appointmentand promotion. In the view of respondents,also appointment to the Supreme
Court/Courtof Cassatiomemainsproblematicin a variety of countries.

Corruptionremainsan issuein severaljudiciaries.In a wider range of judiciaries,the judicial
authoritiesare seenasnot doingenoughto addresgudicialmisconductand corruption.
Courtmanagemenincludingthe court presidentsgenerallydo not try to influencethe content

of judicial decisions.Some judges experience however, inappropriate pressure by court

1 This report was composed by Mr. Frans van (@NCJ anilontaigne Centre for Rule of Law and Administration
of JusticeUniversity of Utrecht)Mr. Bart Diephuig(Netherlands Council for the judiciagnd, for Section 11, Mr.
Kamil JonskiSGH Warsaw School of Economitgchnical support was provided by the High Council of Justice of
Belgium; Mr. Kevin Verhoeye@verall support was provided by the ENCJ Office.



managemento meettimelinessstandardsandmorejudgesexperiencanappropriatepressure
from productiontargets.

8. Thetensions betweerhe judiciaryandthe other state powersrealso not a new issue, but the
difficulties have increased in many respeci®he survey highlights particular (1) lack of
implementation by governmesiof judicial decisions that go against the interest of government
has increased(2) working conditions are increasingly becoming a threat to independence, in
particular the low/lagging remuneration of judges and high workload/insufficient court
resources and3) lack of respect fojudicialindependence by government and parliament is in
many countries darge and increasinigsue, according to the respondents

9. In mostjudiciaries,judgesfeel inappropriate pressurefrom the (social)mediaat caselevel.
Many of them feel that their independencés not respectedby/on the (social)media

10. For the first time, the survey looked into intimidation and threats as well as actual attacks on
judges.In half of the judiciaries more than 10% of the judges experience intimidation or threats.
These judiciaries vary from the UK, in particular Northern Ireland, to Norway, Hungary and
Ukraine. While threats occur hardly regularly, occasional occurrencétésapmmon.Physical
attacks on judges are rare.

Most of the judgesn Europe are positive about their independence, but they identify issues that affect
their independence negatively. Some of these issues atkeatase level, others d@he system level,

such as appointments. The survey provides many insights into the functioning of the judiciary at national
level. It is up to the Councils for the Judiciary and other governing bodies to analyse the outcomes for
their judiciaries and addresshé issues that are raised by the respondents. While Councils are
dependent on the dter state powers for improvement of legislation and for adequate resources,
judiciaries and in particular Councils can address many issues by themselves. Still, the problems are
increasing with the other state powers, and more respect for independencecisssary.

Most of the issues raised in the survey are not new and require higher priority to resolve. In addition,
the dialogue must be sought or continued with the other state powers and also with the media to
promote a better understanding of the importance of joidl independence for the functioning of
society and its economy. At the same time, it is advisable to increase the resilience of judges and
governing institutions of the judiciary in the face of mounting tensions and threats.

The dataset of the survey is available on request.
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Central to the mission of the ENCJ is the reinforcement of indeperatah&iccountable judiciaries in

the European Union to guarantee access to fair, independent and impatrtial courts. To titisecBNCJ

is working systematically to develop standards and guidelines for the governance of the judiciary and
the conduct of essential functions such as the appointment of judges. To assess the extent to which
standards and guidelines are reslil a set of indicators on independence and accountability has been
developed and implemented. These indicatomcern on the one hand, the fmal safeguards and
mechanisms thaprotect judicial independence angrovide foraccountability and, on the other hand,

the perceptions of independenda society The judges &; obviously, important actors in this field

Their views are of particular interestall the more because they seldom express opiniomsthe
European Union, the perceptions of citizens and companies about judicial independence are annually
surveyed by Eurobarometer. The dablaom these surveyss included in the ENCJndicators &
independence and accountability. The perceptions of judges on independence are not part of these
Eurobarometersurveys, and the ENCJ has taken upon itself to conduct a sameyg judges on a
regularbasis

In the first quarter of 203, thissurvey was conducteidr the fifth time. The survey askgddgesto give

a general assessment of their independerncelto assess a range of aspects that affect independence.
In addition to the actual functioning of the mechanisthat should safeguartshdependencethe survey
askedthe judgeswhether they felt the independence of the judge was respected by the diverse
stakeholders of the judiciary, ranging from the governing bodies of the judiciary, the parties in
proceduresand their laywers as well dse other two state powersindthe (social) medialhe survey
alsocovers several aspects of taecountability of the judiciary.

Judges fron82 judiciaries of30countries participated in the survey, in toti.136judges. It should be
noted that, as in the previous surveyPoland did not participate in the survey, becausedbuncil for
the Judiciaryis currently not a membepr observerof the ENCJ (subject to the decision of the
extraordinary General Assembly in Vilnius, 2021)

The resultsof the surveyare presentedhere in figures and in table$n Section 2, the method and
content of the surveyare describedand in Section 3response andesponse rateare given The
outcomes of the survegre presentedin Sctions 4¢ 11 in the form of figuresand some supporting

tables Section 12 concerns the change over time of judicial independence and Section 13 gives some
details of the characteristics of the respondents and its impact on outcomes, further elaborated in
Annexl. Annex Zupportssection 11 on respect for judicial independendanex Jgives the outcomes

of the surveyin tables



2. Method and content of the survey

First the method of the survey @escribed and then the questions posed in the survey are presented.
21 Method

As in the previous waves of the survey, all judgkthe participating judiciariegvere invited to take

part in the surveyThe methodology of the survey was reviewed®021, andit was concluded that this

is the best approach, given theed to guarantee that all opinions of judges get equal opportunity to
beexpressedeven under adverse conditions with regard to independetibe check fofself)selection

effects, the respondents were not only asked about personal characteristics (gender, experience as a
judge), but also about type of court at which they are (primarily) working and type of cases they
primarily adjudicate, as well as their membeisbfa2 dzZRIS A Q . 842 0AF A 2Y

As to the implementation of the surveyll amembers and observers of the ENCJ (i.e. councils for the
judiciary and, where these do not exist, other governing bodies of the judiciary such as ministries of
Justice) were asked to take part in the surddae participating governing bodies distributed a letter of
introduction and a recommendation of tHeresidentof the ENCJ to all judges within their jurisdictions.

The letter contained a link to the internet site of the ENCJ. The governing bodies translated the survey
in their languages, and for eaddinguage a form was created that was made available orckbsed

section of theENCJ internet sitevith increased securitfthe platform usedto collect responsesvas
SurveyMonkey The respondents could fill in the survey online anonymously. They amyasked to

specify the country in which they were working as a judge. Judges could fill in the survey in any language
into which the survey had been translated.

Most auncils distributel the letter of introduction directly to the judge$n the absence of centralized
contact lists of judges,tber councils had to send the letter to the court presidewhothendistributed
the letter among thgudgeswithin their court or engage with the Ministries of Justice to reach the
individual judges Some ouncils secured the endorsememind (practical) support of the judge€
associatios of their counties The survey was addressed only to professional judged not to lay
judges A survey among lay judges was conducted separately in 2018.

The survey is dependent on the willingness and ability of Councils for the judiciary and other governance
bodies to ceoperate. In total32judiciaries from30 countries participated in the survejo( the UK the
judiciaries of England and Wales, Northern Ireland and Scotlandistireguished).

2.2 Survey questions

The surveyis designed in such a way that it askidges to give a general assessment of their
independence as they perceiveiit,orderto provide the data for the relevant Independence indicator
(113, butit also explore different aspects of independence in depth. Téstantivequestions are
essentially the same da the previous surveys, but questions were addsabut the occurrence of
intimidation and threats of judges by court users and others from outside the courts and actual violence
against judgesThe essentially stable set of questions contributes to comparability of results over a
longer period of time and a possibility to observe treifsise Section 12)

2ENCJ (2021). Report 262021. Independence, Accountability and Quality of the Judiciary, Improving
Indicators and Surveys. www.encj.eu.

SENCJ (2023). Report 262023. Indicators Independence, Accountability and Quality of the Judiciary,
Reenforcing judicial protection. www.encj.eu.



Most questions wergosedin the form of propositionsUnless indicated otherwise, answer categories
were: StronglyDisagreeDisagree, Not sure, Agree and Strogiyee In the presentation of the results,
the categories strongly disagree and disagree well as strongly agree and agraee aggregated to
make the figures and tablemore readable. To rate independence, a scale from 0 to 10 was Used.
should be noted that the survegontains a combination of questions about own experience and about
perceptions. The choice for own experience or percepticgzethds on the nature dhe phenomenon

at hand: if direct experiencdoes not or cannot occur, only perceptions are relevant. Also, when a
personalquestion cannot be expected to be answered honestljnae general question is in order.
With regard to the rating of independence, both experience and perceptions are \Wdezte relevant,

the survey asksespondents to consider the last three years, since the previous surveyi 20

The questionstatements that were used in the current survage the following in logical order
Independence

Overall perception of independence
Q1Rate the independence of the professional judges in your country on a scaldé@f{@here 0 means
"not independent at all" and 10 means "highest possible degree of independence”).

Q2Rate your own independence as a judge on a scale b0@where 0 means "not independent at all”
and 10 means "highest possible degree of independence”).

Q3 Rate the independence of the Council for thaliciaryon a scale of 8 10 (where 0 means "not
independent at all* and 10 means "highest possible degree of independence").

Q41 believe that in my country the Council for the Judiciary has the appropriate mechanisms and
procedures in order to defend judicial independence effectively.

Authority of judges
Q5In the lastthree years, | believe judgments that went against the interests of the government were
usually implemented/enforced in my country.

Aspects of independence: influence of the European Union
Q61 believe that the independence of the judiciary in country is strengthened by being part of the
European Union, the prospect of becoming part of the European Union or being part of the EEA.

Aspects of independencezase relatednappropriate pressurdrom internal and external sources
Q7During the lasthree years | have been under inappropriate pressure to take a decision in a case or
part of a case in a specific way. If you agree or strongly agree, did thisvecguarely, occasionally or
regularly and by whom: Constitutional CourGouncil for the JudiciaryCourt Management,
Government, Media, Other judges (including an association of judges), Parliament, Parties and their
lawyers, Prosecution, Social Media or Supreme Court/Court of Cassation.

Aspectsof independenceccaserelated external pressure

Q81 believe that in my country during the laitree years individual judges have accepted bribes
(receiving money) or have engaged in other forms of corruption (acceptedmuretary gifts or
favours) as an inducement to decide case(s) in a specific way. If you agree or strongly agree, did this
occur veryrarely, acasionally or regularly.

Q91 believe during the laghree years cases have been allocated to judges other than in accordance
with established rules or procedures in order to influence the outcome of the particular case.



Q10During the lasthree years my decisions or actions have been directly affected by a claim, or a
threat of a claim, for personal liability.

Q111 believe that in my country decisions or actions of individual judges have, during tharkest
years, been inappropriately influenced by the actual, or anticipated, actions of the media (i. e. press,
television or radio).

Q121 believe that in my country decisions or actions of individual judges have, during tharkest
years, been inappropriately influenced by actual, or anticipated, social media postings (for example,
FacebookXor LinkedIn).

Q13Inthe lastthree years,in my functionasajudge,| havebeensubjectedto intimidation
and/or threatsby court users or others from outside the court.

Q1l4Inthe lastthree years,in my functionasajudge,| havebeenphysicaly attackedby court usersor
othersfrom outside the court.

Aspectsof independence:caserelated internal pressure
Q15During the lasthreeyears | have been affected by a threat of, or actual, disciplinary or other official
action because of how | have decided a case.

Q16 During the lasthree years the management of my court has exerted pressure on me to decide
individual cases in a particular way.

Q17During the lasthree years the management of my court has exerted inappropriate pressure on me
to decide individual cases within a particular time.

Q18During the last three years the management of my court has exerted inappropriate pressure on
me toreach production targets (number of adjudicated cases).

Q19During the lasthree years | have had to take decisions in accordance with guidelines developed by
judges contrary to my professional opinion (guidelines do not include the obligation to follow
precedent).

Aspects of independence: appointment and promotion of judges
Q20I believe judges in my country have entered the judiciary on first appointotbrer than solely on
the basis of ability and experience during the ldsee years.

Q211 believe judges in my country have besppointedto the Supreme Court/Cassation other than
solely on the basis of ability and experience during thetlaste years.

Q221 believe judges in my country in first instance and appeal courts have been promoted /appointed
to another position other than on the basis of ability and experience during theéhleest years. (Note:
experience maynclude seniority).

Aspects of independence: working conditions
Q231-Q23.6During the lastthree years changes occurred in my working conditions that negatively
influenced my independence. Please indicate per categorypeagior retirement ageworking hours,

4This question concerns the content of the caSech pressure is always inappropriate.



case load court resources digitalisation and conduct at work, including sexual harassment and
discrimination

Accountability
Q24 In my country, | believe that judges adherehigh ethical standards.
Q25 In my country, | believe that judicial misconduceffectivelyaddressed by the judicial authorities.

Q26 In my countryjudicial corruption is effectively addressed by the judicial authorities.

Respect foithe independence of judges

Q27.2Q27.12During the lasthree years | believe that my independence as a judge has been respected
by: (1) Council for the Judiciary, Court Managerhamcl. Court PresidentSupreme Court/Cassation
Constitutional Court, Association of Judgd€®) Parties in the trigl Lawyers, Prosecution (3)

Government, Parliamenledia (i.e. press, television or radamd Social Media (for example Facebook,
Xor LinkedIn)

Change over time of judicial independence

Q28Since | started to serve as a judge my independence has Improved much, Improved a little, Stayed
the same, Deteriorated a little or Deteriorated mudte answers are combined with Q30.

Personal and professional characteristics
Q29Gender
Q30Judicial experience (years of service as a judge) in categories of years

Q31Primary place of work (current): Court of first instance, Apgigairt or Supreme Cour€ourt of
Cassation

Q32Primary field of work (current): criminal cases, administrative cases, civil (including family) cases
or all of these in equal measure

Q33Membership ofa judgegassociation



3. Responseate

Judges from32 judiciariesof 30 countriesparticipated in the survey, in totdl9,136judges a record
number of judiciaries and record number of judges @judiciaries and 3,821 judges took part in the
previous survey)Theabsolutenumber of respondents is given lgure 1. Figure2 gives the response
rate per country Thetarget wasmaintainedat 20% responding judged histarget was not reached in
five countries all large countriesThe absolute number of respondenissdeemed sufficient to retain all
countries in the resultswherethe outcomes for Italyand Czech Republieed to be treated withextra
caution for some of the questionsFor both countries the responsete is rather low.This was
aggravated for Czech Republic fioe two questionson the score of judicial independendsee section

2) by presentational error which affected the first 117 replies, due to insufficient testing. Iraftdin
Greece, there are two Councils, one fibie courts of general juisdiction and the other forthe
administrativecourts. The outcomes for the questions that concern the council for the judiciary are,
therefore, split according to jurisdiction, but these outcomes must be consideredsaittecaution as
the absoluteresponse per jurisdiction is lowed. The high response in absolute terms for several large
judiciaries allows for further intreountry statistical analystbat will be undertaken at a later stage.
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Figure2 Response rate

In Section13 the personal and professional characteristics of the respondampresented. There
the differencesof the answersamong the respondents are also discussed.
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4. Overallperceptionof independence

In this Section the independence scores are discussed with regard to judges and Councils for the
JudiciaryHere the results fothe present situation are discusseaghile insection 12he development

over time is examinetly comparing the outcomes of thevé surveys that been conducted since 201
andin the present surveyy the answers to the question on the experienced increase or decline of
independence in combination witle length of experiencas a judge

On a 16point scale respondentgate the independence of the judges in th@idiciaryon average
between5.9and 9.8.By far the lowest score is given by Ukrainian jud@e8) Montenegro follows
with a score of 6.8, Hungary 7.0 and Bulgaria and Bosnia and Herzegoviffd& 4cores ofen
judiciariesare 9 or higher. Thesejudiciariesare Austria, Cyprus,Denmark Finland, Ireland, the
Netherlands Norwayand the UK(England and Wales, Northern Ireland and ScotlaBdgFigure3
which in addition to the scores per country gives the average ofitiveeightedcountry scores (red
line). Respondentsvere alsoasked to rate their personal independendédure4). These scores are
generally substantiallyhigherthan the scores about the judges in gener@0(versus 8.4oint on
average)with the differencegenerallyincreasing with the decrease of tivedependencescore.While
the two questions differ qualitatively (respondents may view the independence of all judges from a
broader perspective than their personal independence taking into ac¢daninstancethe selection
of judges), self serving bias likely @ayole.
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Note: Averagesurvey2022: 8.7 Averagsurvey2025: 8.5

Compared with the previous survey, the unweighted average score fjudidiariesdeclinedby 0.2,
while the personal score remained the same.

5 Average 202 excluding Moldova, &nania and Ukraine to cover the same judiciaries as in 28@2e in the
note in all following figures.
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FHgure4 Personal independence of judgesale 310asin Figure 3
Note: Averagesurvey2022:9.1 Averagesurvey2025:9.1

Judgesate the independence of Counciisr the Judiciaryower than their own independence or that
of all judges althoughthe score isstill positiveon average 1.0). SeeFigureb. Twojudiciaries score
very low: Spain3 4) andBulgaria4.3), while HungarnUkraineandBosnia and Herzegovina score low
(around 5.5) The highest scores are found lireland andthe UK When interpreting the results,
attention should be paid to the fact thah the UKcouncils areessentiallyadvisory bodiesln Ireland
all judges aremembersof the council.lt should be noted that in the absence of counafen
ministries of Justice fulfil the tasks of a counefilolly or in part (seehe ENCJ indicatgrindicator
Independence, Organizational autonomy of the judicidyyMinistries of Justice are by definition not
independent.Still, it is beyond doubt that the mere presence of a Council for the Judiciary does not
guarantee the independence of the judiciary. This depends very roudhctual arrangementsin
particular, with regard to the appointment of members of a Counaiid on actual behavour.

A related question concerns whether not councils have appropriate mechanistosprotect judicial
independenceSeeFigure6. For reference, in the heading of this and the following figures the question
(statement) posed in theurvey is presentedMany respondentsare uncertain abouthe mechanisms
available to a Coundibn average across countri@®answer that they are unsujer negative (23%),
leaving 8% of therespondentsbelieving councils have appropriateechanismsln Spain only 20% of
the respondents andh Hungary 25% believe councils have appropriate mechaniBngspercentage
for Hungary declined sharpfglown from 35% in 2022 decline also occurred in the Netherlarffifem
44% to 24%). The difference between the two countries is that judgdessenegative and muchore
uncertain in the Netherlands than in Hungary.

6 ENCJ (2020). Independence, Accountability and Quality of the Judiciary; measuring for improvement, ENCJ
report 20192020.
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Italy and Greece have both two coundis the judiciary,one for the regular courts and one for the
administrative courtsTable 1 gives the results for each council.

Table 1 Independence of the Courfoil the Judiciaryand mechanisms of Councils for the judiciary to defend
judicial independence for the twouncils for theludiciary of Greece and Itdly

Greece

Italy

Supreme Judicial
Council of Civil and
criminal justice

SupremeCouncifor
Administrative Justice

Consiglio Superiore
della Magistratura

Consiglio di Presidenz
della Giustitia
Amministrativa

Scoréndep. 5.6 8.1 6.5 7.6
of Couwncil
Agree| Not | Dis Agree | Not Dis Agree | Not Dis Agree | Not Dis
sure | agree sure | agree sure | agree sure | agree
Mechanisms
to protect 26% | 39% | 35% | 59% | 29% | 12% | 50% | 16% | 33% | 66% | 13% | 21%
independence

7The Ministry of Justice of Estonia has asked specifically to include EstonicHigtineas well as ifrigurest
and 3. The ENCJ has not received a request for membership of the Network as yet.
8 For Greece 65% of the respondents are from the regular courts and for Italy 60%.
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Inboth countries, the council fdhe administrative courts is seen by the relevant respondents as
more independent than the council for the regular couithis is reflected in the views about the
adequacy of the mechanisms of the council to protect independence.

The Council for the Judiciary has the approriate mechanisms and procedures in order to defend judicial
independence effectively.
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Figure6 Mechanisms of Councils for the judiciary to defend judicial independence

Note: Average survey 20223%Average survey 20224%

5. Implementation of judicial decisions

Independence cannot bseparatedfrom the authority of the judge® When judicial decisions are not
implemented independence may be guaranteadall respects to allow impartighdgments but it has
little practical value: independengaresupposeghat power resides in the judgémplementation of
judicial decisions can be seenthe complementof independenceln particular, governments have the
ability to ignore judicial decisions,at leastdelay implementationin the surveyjudges were asked to
give their assessment of the implementation by the government of judicial decisions that go against the
interests of that governmentAsthe high percentage of negure answers (mean across countiie32%o)
indicates, this question is difficult to answ€rn average across countri@s|ly 436 of judges agree with
the statement that judgments against the interests of the government are usually exe(fidede 7),
down from51% in 2022° The variation between countries is very large. Percentages range &rom
meagre6% inBulgariato around 77% in Ireland Norway and Swedetn Italy, a very large percentage
of the respondentg55%)adually beliewesthat such judgmergare usually not implemented

9J. Riogrigueroa and J.K. Stanton (2012), An evaluaif crossnational measures of judicial independence,
Journal of Law, Economics and Organization 30/1 p1B¥4

10 Excluding Moldova, Romania and Ukraine which did not participate in the 2022 survey, 45% of the
respondents agreed with the statement in 2025.
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In the last three years, judgments that went against the interests of the government were usually

implemented/enforced in my country
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Figure7 Implementationby governmenbf judgments against the interests of government

Note: Average survey 20220% Average survey 20234%

From Figure 7 can be concluded that the implementation of judi@aisions is an important issue
which is increasing in relevance

5.1 Perceptions of independence and implementation of decisions

If judicial independencein the sense of autonomynd implementation of judicial decisions

by governmentogether define the position of the judiciary in the trias politica, it is of interest
how these two dimensions are related. Figure 8 the independence scor@or all judges)s
depictedon the horizontal axis, while the implementation of judicial decisions by government
is on the vertical axis. The correlation of both dimensions is stritnegcorrelation coefficient

is 074). Still, in a variety of judiciaries, a relatively high score on independence is combined with
a low score on implementatiolCyprusoffers an example.
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6. Independencdn relation to the EuropeanUnion

Across aljudiciaries, 8% of the respondents believe that their independence has been strengthened
by being part of the EU (and EEA) or the prospect of becoming part of tkiidtloe9). In the Baltic
states and Romania thiselief is particularlystrong Relatively low scores are found in the Nordic
countries, where more than in other judiciaries judges are uncertain of the impact of thelisidusly,
in these judiciaries theremaynot be much to improve with respect to independence, but other factors
may play a role as welince the previous survey, the outcomes have not changed much.

&

The independence of the judiciary in my country is strengthened by being part of the European Union, the

prospect of becoming part of the European Union or being part of the EEA
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Figure9 Influence of the European Union on judicial independence

Note: Average survey 20222% Average survey 20231%
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7. Aspectsof independencecaserelated

The vast majority of judges in Europe do not experience inappropriate pressure to influence their
decisionsfigure10). Across all countrie§% of the judges report inappropriate pressure with less than
1% reporting that this happens regularlyncertainty doesot play a role here (only 3% answersis
unsure). Percentagesof respondents experiencing inappropriate pressue 10% and higher are
reported forNorthern Ireland(14%)and Ukraine(12%) In both judiciares the most giveranswers as

to who exerts this pressure are the parties atfteir lawyers. The fact that juges are under
inappropriate pressure does not mean, of course, that they yield to that pressure.

During the last three years | have been under inappropriate pressure to take a decision in a case or part of a case

in a specific way
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FigurelO Inappropriate pressure on judges

Note: Average survey 20222%Average survey 20251%

7.1External pressure

Turning toexternal pressurenore specificallyFgure 11 concerns the occurrence of corruptiamthe
judiciary, focused on efforts to influence the outcome amfurt cases The question concerns the
perceivedprevalence of corruption within the judiciary and not personal experieocattempts of
bribery. While on average across all judiciari@% of the respondentbelieve corruption occurs, only
1% believes this occuregularly and &% occasionally. The remainiBgs% answersvery rarelyg.
Uncertaintyplays a role, as 21% of the respondents are not sline. spread among judiciaries is very
large. h the previous survey three categories of countriesere distinguished The current data
suggessfour categories(1) judiciaries in which nearly all judgeS5%®@or more) are sure that corruption
does not occur. Countries are Denmark, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Namdathe three
judiciaries of thaJK. (2) Judiciaries in whiZb-94% are sure no corruption occurs. In these countries a
smallpercentage of judgesl(% or less) believes that corruption occurs &gk than 2@is not sure.
Austria, BelgiumCyprusCzech RepubligstoniaFrance Germanyand Spairall into this category. (3)
Judiciaries in whicl80-74% are sur¢hat corruption does not occur. In these countrigsnerallya higher
percentage believes that corruption occué4up to 3%6) andalso a higher percentagerist sure(15%
up to 4%). (4) Judiciaries in which few judges believe no corruption occurs (less than 30%0).

19



countries concerned are Bulgaria, Boshia and Herzegovina, Croatthréall judiciaries29%) and
Ukraine (14%)In these countriesjudges reportin varying degreethat corruption occurs regularly or
occasionallyand thus not very rarelyBosnia and Herzegovina2%),Bulgaria 22%), Croatia (A%)and

Ukraine 19%. It should be noted that also in Greece a substantial percentage of judges (15%) report this.

During the last three years individual judges have accepted bribes (receiving money) or have engaged in other
forms of corruption (accepted nemonetary gifts or favours) as an inducement to decide case(s) in a specific

way
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Figurell Judicial corruption

Note: Average survey 20221%Average survey 20254%

Compared witlthe 2022 survey, perceptions of corruption have becaoenewhat lessrequent. See
further Section 10.

The outcome of cases can be influencedh®ycase allocation. The allocation of specific cases to specific
judges, if the allocation mechanism allows fdiscretionary decisions by, for instance, court
management, can determine the outcome of these cases in foreseeable Waigsmay be brought
about by external pressure, and it is a potential inroad for corruptlanparticular, many judges in
Hungary(30%) Spain (2%)and Greece (17%klieve that case allocation is misus@udtheirjudiciaries
while also largepercentagesn these countriesare not sure about thigHgure 12). The situation in
Hungary has deteriorated since the previous surngrosshe rest of thejudiciaries the situation did

not change much.
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During the last three years cases have been allocated to judges other than in accordance with established rules
or procedures in order to influence the outcome of the particular case
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Figurel2 Allocation of caset judges

Note: Average survey 2022%Average survey 2025%

External pressure can also take the form of claims for personal liabBilifyrel3 shows that while
not negligible, claims are not a big issue in the eyes of the respondents.

The last three years my decisions or actions have been directly affected by a claim, or a threat of a claim, for

personal liabilty
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Figurel3 Personal liability
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More important sources of external influence on decisions are the media and social,raedading

to the respondents Many judges see an inappropriate impact on judicial decisidfigat is to be
understood by inappropriate, is left open in the survéie impact of the media on decisions of judges
is large in most countrieslowever, h the Nordic countries3candinaviand Finland)Cyprus, the Czech
Republicthe Netherlands, Ireland and the Ulnder 10% of judges beliesthis impactexists(Figure
14). The highest percentages occur matia 51%) Ukraine (48% Slovakia47%),Greece (40%) and
Hungary (38%)The impact of social median decisiongs seen ainappropriate by less respondents
(Figure B). Across all judicarieshe average is 2%, compared withL9% for thetraditional media.
However, in some countries, marydgessee the influence as very large (40% in Ukrainép B¢
Slovakiaand 3®% in Croatia The relationship with thésocial)media is further discussed below.

Decisions or actions of individual judges have, during the last three years, been directly affected by the actual,
or anticipated, actions of the media (i.e. press, television and radio)
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Figurel4 Influence of the median judicial decisions

Note: Average survey 20229% Average survey 20259%

While perceptionsabout mediainfluenceon decisionshaveremainedthe same the impactof social
mediais slowlyincreasing.
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Decisions or actions of individual judges have, during the last three years, been directly affected by the actual, or

anticipated, actions using social media (for example, Facebook, X and LinkedIn)
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Figurel5 Influence of social media gudicialdecisions

Note: Average survey 20221%Average survey 20252%

Two new questions were addedth regard to external pressurdhese questions concern threats and
intimidation of judges and actual violence against judgégurel6 shows thatthreats and intimidation

are an issue in many judiciariea/hile threats occur hardly regularly, occasional occurrence is quite
common. Irhalf of the judiciaries more than 10% of the judges experience intimidation or threats. These
judiciaries vary from the UK, in particular Northern Ireland, to Norway, Hungary and Ukraine.

Physical attacks on judgese very rare. As a resWigurel? is not particularly informative. Still, these
attacks occur. Tabl2 gives absolute numberdhese numbers are small, but each attack is one too
many.
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In my function as a judge, | have been subjected to intimidation and/or threats by court users or others from

outside the court.
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Figurel6 Occurrencef intimidation and threats by court users and othfsn outside the courts
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Figurel7 Prevalence of physical attacks on judges by court users or others from outside the courts
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Table2 Physical attacks on judges by court users or others from outside the courts, absolute number of
respondents reporting attacks

Regularly Occasionally Very rarely No Regularly Occasionally Very rarely
Austria 0 0 3 588 Lithuania 0 1 4
Belgium 1 2 14 429 Moldova 1 2 8
BiH 1 0 5 314 Montenegro 0 0 4
Bulgaria 0 1 6 507 Netherlands 0 2 2
Croatia 0 1 3 367 Norway 0 1 3
Cyprus 0 0 0 73 Portugal 1 4 1
Czech Rep. 0 0 2 286 Romania 2 4 8
Denmark 0 0 1 167 Slovakia 0 2 3
Estonia 0 0 2 78 Slovenia 0 0 4
Finland 0 0 2 290 Spain 4 3 15
France 1 29 122 1.879 Sweden 0 0 2
Germany 0 3 45 3.150 Ukraine 0 5 7
Greece 1 4 14 814 E&W 1 2 12
Hungary 1 1 2 1.010 NI 0 0 2
Ireland 0 2 4 128 Scotland 0 0 1
Italy 0 5 15 563
Latvia 1 0 3 211 Total 15 74 319

7.2Internal pressure

No
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1.281
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172
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Turning tointernal pressureHgure 18 presents the pressure judges experience when deciding @sses

a result of (the threat of)disciplinary proceduresin most judiciaries, ame respondents feltthis

pressurepersonally Ukraineis an outlier, where 39% of the respondents answer that they have been
affected. Moldova follows with 12%. In most judiciaries the percentage is between 5 and 10%.
Disciplinary procedures are highly uncommon in countries like Denmark and the Nethedadds

therefore cannotbe expected taffect behaviour generally.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

During the last three years | have been affected by a threat of, or actual, disciplinary or other action because of
how | decided a case.

50%
40%

09 =
L L. R IR @ RIS P> L AN &
NP rz;* F &9 ’27 S & ’b Q/ ’b ’b \. S S Q RSN ® 8 bq’ < o ’ZS &
F& O WORX S & «’Z’ @ & &L Ve 0'2’ WL LRI NN IR ITEL XS
@ N GV R L@« KL & ~ d ISR SR SENOING & ¢ & F «
V%&%Q, C ‘\Qg/oe, &K [QERSIRN .V{&@oé&é(\zéqoqpc_}q 5 Qés’@\fo"’v
¥ & NS Q (&Q' N
Q <& NGRS
© RIS
& O
%0% \S\'

m Agree - Strongly agree m Not sure  m Disagree - Strongly disagree

Figurel8 Disciplinary action

Note: Average survey 2022% Average survey 2025%

25



Table3 Disciplinaryaction and promotion of judges, which are tasks of the two councils for the judiciary of
Greece and Italy, as perceived by relevant respondents (disciplinary action has impact on my independence and
promotion other than on the basis of ability and exp@deoccurg

Greece Italy
Supreme Judicial | Supreme Council foll Consiglio Superiore Consiglio di
Council of Civil and Administrative della Magistratura Presidenza della
criminal justice Justice Giustitia

Amministrativa

Agree| Not | Dis | Agree| Not | Dis | Agree| Not | Dis | Agree| Not | Dis
sure | agree sure | agree sure | agree sure | agree

Disciplinary 14% | 5% | 81% | 2% 4% | 95% | 9% 4% | 88% | 3% 2% | 95%
action

First time 21% | 29% | 50% | 13% | 21% | 67% | 7% 9% | 83% | 6% 14% | 80%
appointment

Promotion of | 33% | 30% | 37% | 15% | 24% | 61% | 59% | 19%| 22% | 25% | 23% | 51%
judges

As discussed earlier, Greece and Italy have separate councils for the @oorténary jurisdictiorand

the administrative courtsThese councils have mandates concerning disciplinary procedures against
judges and the appointment and promotion of judges (for the latter see sectioma®)e3 presents
outcomesfor both councils Again, respondents are more positive about the administrative councils
than the regular councils.

Above, inappropriate pressure on judges frafiverse sources, including court management, was
discussed.Figures19, 20 and 21 differentiate the influence of court management by examining
separatelythe always inappropriate influence on the content pfdicial decisions inappropriate
influence on the timeliness of decisiomsd inappropriate influence to reach productions targets
Influence on the content of decisions is raExcept Scotland and Northern Irelari®por lessof the
respondents actually report that such pressure has been exerted on tensonally The average
percentage is 3% across countri@s to timeliness, pressure that is perceived to be inappropriate occurs
much more often on average 10%:or 14 judiciariesthe percentage of judges that experiensach
inappropriate pressure isetween10%and 20%Very low percentages are found in Denmark and the
Netherlands as well as Romania, Moldova and Ukr&nessure that is considered inappropriate by the
respondents is even higher with respect to production targd@tse averagecross countriess 15%.
Croatia, France, Hungary and Spain scazl above 20%. Very low percentages are found in Bulgaria,
Moldova and Ukraine as well as Denmdrkthese judiciaries production targets do not seem to play a
role, probably fodiversereasons.
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During the last three years the management of my court has exerted pressure on me to decide individual cases in

a particular way
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Figurel9 Inappropriatepressure of court management: content of decisions

Note: Average survey 2022%Average survey 2025%

During the last three years the management of my court has exerted pressure on me to decide individual cases

within a particular time
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During the last three years the management of my court has exerted inappropriate pressure on me to reach

production targets (number of adjudicated cases).
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Figure 4 Inappropriate pressure of court management: production targets

Note: Average survey 20226% Average survey 202536%

Influence that is felt to be inappropriate may also be exerted among the judges themselves. In the
survey, this is covered by a question concertiregimpact of guidelines developed by judges. Note that
such guidelines do not include the obligation to follow precedent. Guidelines that promote the uniform
interpretation of (procedural) law may go against the professional opinion of individual judgetbey

still may feel bound to comply. From the perspective of independence this is undesiFidiliee22
shows that thigensionis actually widespread i@entralEurope, but also occurfor instancein England

and Walesand, in particular, Scotlandn most other judiciaries more unanimity seems to exist about
guidelines.
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During the last three years | have had to take decisions in accordance with guidelines developed by judges of my
rank contrary to my professional opinion.
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Figure22 Impact of guidelines on independence

Note: Average survey 20220% Average survey 20281%

7.3 Internal and external pressure on adjudication

Figure23 combines internal and external pressuheappropriate pressure to meet
production targetds used asnindicator for internal pressure andipropermedia influence
for external pressureThe correlation between the two variables is less than it was in 2022.
This is primarily caused Iiye responses of judges froBulgaria, Moldova and Ukran
where pressure to meet production targets is megarded asn issueln these countries
other aspects of internal pressure play a role.

12 Correlationcoefficient was 0.65 in 2022 and is now 0.36 in 2025.
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No inappropriate media influence
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8. Aspectsof independence:appointment and promotion of
judges

Human resource decisions about judges form a key area of independenceftandoelongto the
primary tasks of a Council for the Judiciatg the survey, alistinction is made between first
appointmentat the judiciary appointment to the Suprem€ourt / Court of Cassatioand promotion

to other positions in the first and second instance courigures?4, 25 and 26 present the outcomes.
Figure24 concernghe first appointment to the judiciary and addresses the isefiethetheror notthe
appointment is solely based on ability and experience. Only in a few judicacdiesthan ®©% of the
respondents believeappointments are only based on meifiDbenmark Netherlandsand Northem
Ireland with few respondents being uncertaiin other judiciaries this belief does not exist, with at the
extreme Hungaryanly 23%) and Bsnia and Herzegovir(@4%). The percentage for Hungary decreased
substantially since the last survey (40% in 20@22jle it remained the same for Bosnia and Herzegovina

As to appointment to the Supreme Court / Court of Cassationpireentagesare worsefor many
judiciaries Only 11% of the respondents from Hungary, 228t Spainand 24% fromBosnia and
Herzegovinaxpresshe view thattheseappointmentsare only based on ability and experiendaut,
for instance, also iGreece (36%)zermany (34%]taly (43%) andPortugal 45%) percentages afew.

Promotion of judges at the first instance and appeal coalt® drawanore negative replies than first
appointments(Fgure 26). OnlyDenmarkscores very favourably on thislungary jumps out negatively
with 57% of the respondents believing thptomotion isnot only based on merit and a further 21%
being uncertainThe results show thatrpmotion is difficult to orgarse in such a way that it is only
based on ability anéxperienceandthat it is actually recognized as suloh the judgesThe point has
been madein comments on previous surveys that negative opinions about promotion may be
dominated or strengthened by judges that were not selected for promotion. Vdislgruntled response
may play a rolethis is likely tdbe relevant in particulawhere procedures are not perceived to be
transparent and objectiveand thus it does not detract from the relevance of the answers

In this regard the situation is not getting worse since the previous suH@yever, the outcomes show
that appointment and promotionremain major issueto be addresged in nearly all judiciariesAs
discussed, at country level notable changes occurred.

31



Judges in my country have entered the judiciary on first appointment other than solely on the basis of ability and
experience during the last three years
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Figure24 Firstappointment of judges
Note: Average survey 20226% Average survey 20237%

Judges in my country have been appointed to the Supreme Court/ Court of Cassation other than solely on the

basis of ability and experience during the last three years
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Figure25 Appointment to supreme court/court of cassation

Note: Average survey 20220% Average survey 20289%
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Judges in my country have been promoted or appointed other than on the basis of ability and experience during
the last three years
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Figure26 Promotion of judges

Note: Average survey 20221% Average survey 20281%
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9. Aspectsof independenceworking conditions

The way judgeare able toadjudicate casealso depend on their working conditions. Judges may be
fully independent in the aspects described above, but if they, for instance, laclimieeo conduct
procedures in the manner they deem necessary for a fair trial, independsrseserelydiminished In

the survey the respondents were therefore asked to give their opinion on several aspgdtenfial
changes in their working conditions. The following figudeal withsix aspects: (1) pay, pension and
retirement age, (2) working hours, (3) case load, (4) court resources, (5) digitalization and (6) conduct
at work, including sexual harassment and discrimination

Pay, pensions and retirement agaryin importance from not an issue at all (Denmark, Netherlands) to

a major issueHungary and Ukraine arextreme case where, respectively,73% and 69%of the
respondents see it as a factor that affects their independerayimpacts independencén other
judiciaries as well with percentages of 40% or more in a variegoohtries consisting ofBelgium,
Estonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Slovenia and Splaishould be noted that problems in this @ean

be rapidly resolved if there is a widl do so. This occurred in Lithuania. In the previous survey 61% of
the respondents answered that their independence was affected. This percentage dropped to 17% in
the current surveyCompared to the previous survey, conflicts in this area are on the rise. On average
across countries, the percentage of respondents whose independence is negatively affected increased
from 17% to 21%.

Working hoursare less of an issue, but it is very important in Spait¥4),followed by Belgiumirance
Greece, Montenegro and Portugal.

Changes which occured in my working conditions in relation to the following domains directly affected my

independence: pay, pensions and retirement age
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
1l |

10% I I
0% I I |
o)
A

@ & > O ®
S .Q g N Q\ g NCRN b > ogf P LSS & &
> o ‘° G ’b 3 O & NIPSTOIROIRS O \'?7 G
SIS \°o QO $ > &0 ~$ (Z’ @ «Q’ (\% & \ \'}’ 0’2’ \t’ & k\’z’ F I IR S % 7 &
v%z&éa S G ng,QQQ}\Q, S ELS O FLLEL I P %so(\b I
NZ S R OIS
> o DS
I (@) NGRS
3 L S
&® S
S &
R

B Agree - Strongly agree m Not sure B Disagree - Strongly disagree

Figure27 Impacton independencef changes in working conditions: pay, pension and retirement age

Note: Average survey 20227%Average survey 20221%
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Changes which occured in my working conditions in relation to the following domains directly affected my
independence: working hours
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Figure28 Impacton independencef changes in working conditionsorking hours

Note: Average survey 20223% Average survey 20287%

Changes which occured in my working conditions in relation to the following domains directly affected my
independence: caseload
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Figure29 Impacton independencef changes in working conditionsaseload

Note: Average survey 20222% Average survey 20227%
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Changes which occured in my working conditions in relation to the following domains directly affected my

independence: court resources
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Figure30Impacton independencef change of working conditions: court resources

Note: Average survey 20222% Average survey 20287%

Caseloadsa major issue affecting independence in many countries. On average across judiciaries 28%
of the respondents think this is the case. Only in Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands few judges see
it that way. Court resourceare a closely related issue. The outcomes are very similgain, the
situation regarding caseload and court resources has substantially deteriorated since the previous
survey.

In that survey, dpitalization was added in response to the Covid 19 Panddnhigcless of an issuban

pay and workloadbut still important. In 0 judiciaries, more thar20% of the respondents feahat
digitalization affects their independencé&his may stem from experience with applications judges have
to work with, but also from lack of involvement of the judiciary in digitalization processes, implemented
by ministries of Justice.

Finally, conduct at work (including sexual harassment and discrimination) is not recognized by many
judges as a factor that influences independence. Still, it is mentioned, and in some judiciaries it is an
important issueln France, Greece, Hungary and Slovenia more than 10% of the respondents answer
that their independence is affected.

The relative importance of the six factors constituting change in working conditions can be summarized
by the average across juidiciaries. This leads to the following rankifigofthe respondents see case
load and court resources as having an impact on their independ@8 in 202221% pay, pensions

and retirement ag€17% in 2022)17% working hours (13% in 20228% digitalization(15% in 2022)

and 6% conduct at worK7% in 2022)From the survey, itan not be determinedvhether and how

these aspects may accumulatgtill, working conditions areig issuesind increasingly so.
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Changes which occured in my working conditions in relation to the following domains directly affected my
independence: digitalization

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Rg

. NG R O ¥ N2 S & &
NI “k*o'bo(\\'b(\'b@@\'b{@xé‘o \\,%QS/;#Q, b/z;%'b\'b'b
SRS o\%ﬂoA‘?\’@\-c«’bé‘&oe ’bo\bez\%ﬂ\@AA%Q@\s&&

) S O R LS @& &9 Vo SO & RS RN o X
o (@% & < ‘\Qg, & & < N R RS P 9 & o S Q @\ s
N > NS SR

Q> 2 &L

Q ¢ F
é\lb %Q\Sl;.
S &

m Agree - Strongly agree m Not sure  m Disagree - Strongly disagree

Figure31 Impacton independencef change in working conditiondigitalization

Note: Average survey 20225% Average survey 20286%

Changes which occured in my working conditions in relation to the following domains directly affected my

independence: Cconduct at work
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Figure32 Impacton independencef change in working conditionsonduct at work, including sexual
harassment and disiznination

Note: Average survey 2022%Average survey 2025%
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10. Accountability

FHgures33, 34 and 35 address some important aspects of the accountability of the judiciary. The issues
included in the survegrethe adherence of judges to ethical standaedsl extent to whictthe judicial
authorities address judicial misconduct and judicial corruption.

As to the behaviour of judges, the differences among judiciaries are relatively small. The dueadge
countries togetheris only 4% of respondents disagreeing with the proposition that judges adhere to
high ethical standardswith a high percentages foGreece (14%)Relatively few respondentsif
averagel3%) are unsure about thidut in some judiciariesincertainty is much larger (Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Bulgaria and Croatia, in particular)

With regard to the performance of the judicial authorities the outcoraes more negative and they

differ much more among judiciarie®/ith regard towhetherjudicial misconducis properly addressed

the average across all judiciaries is 11% of the respondents believing that the judicial authorities are not
effective in addressing this issue, with much more respondents being unce2&ii6).(Foraddressing
corruption, the means ar8%(not effectively addressednd 2% (uncertain)

In Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, France, Greece, Slovenia angd®paimmore of the
respondents feel that the authorities do not amppropriatelyto addresgudicialmisconduct. As to the
effectiveness of policies against corruptjothe worst outcomesare found foragain Bosnia and
HerzegovinaBulgaria ancroatia followed by Greece, Montenegro and Slovakia.
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Figure33 Adherence by judges tghical standards
Note: Average survey 2022%Average survey 2028%
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Judicial misconduct is appropriately adressed by the judicial authorities
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Figure34 Handling of judicial misconduct by judicial authorities

Note: Average survey 20221% Average survey 20251%

Judicial corruption is effectively adressed by the judicial authorities
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Figure35 Handling of judicial corruption by judicial authorities

Note: Average survey 2022%Average survey 2028%
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11. Perceivedrespectfor judicialindependence

The independence of judges is an importanérequisitefor democrag based on the rule of law. The
functioning of such a system depends very much ondffiectiveinteraction of the three state powers

and, in particular it KS NB aLISOG GKSe& &K Agtotlie qubidia§y IthS i6 foremdstS N&E Q
respect for the independence of the judiciafheinteraction of the state powers cannot be separated
from the opinions of the citizens, in their role as voters but also as parties in judicial procedimes.
citizens have the courts in high esteem, it is in the interest of parliament and government to act
accordingly, andfor instance to refrain from critizing judges and implement court decisions that
conflict with the interests of governmenit.Also, the role of théraditional media and, increasingly, the
social media cannot be neglectad intermediary of courts and citizeria this sectionthe outcomes

of questionson the perceptions of judges about the respect for judicial independdmca range of
stakeholdersare reported These perceptions are based on direct experievigedgesin the courts or,
where directinteraction does not take place on out of court observationof the behaviour of
stakeholdersThe stakeholderdistinguished herare the judicial authorities, the parties procedures

and their legal representation, and the other state powers and the (social) media. The figures show that
judges feemostrespected by théudicial authorities and subsequently by the court users. Least positive
and increasingly sare judges about thether state powers and thésocial)media. This categorization

is further discussed in Box 1.

11.1Judicial authorities

The judicial authorities are defined here as thedigial governance bodiesich as court management
including the presiderstof the cours, Councils for théudiciary and thénighest courtsconsisting of the
Supreme Courts and the Constitutional Courts. Also2tlzR 3 S & Q d-aeiacuded. Figures36y

40 present the outcomesRespect for independence, as experienced by the judges, is generally high.
This holds, in particular, for the highest courts, and to a somewhat lesser degree for the governance
bodies. Councils for the Judiciary are seen asresgsectfulthan the other bodies, buthere are large
differences among judiciaries, indicating that councils operate in different ways. Whilengmary, Spain

and Ukraine20% or more of the respondents feel that councils do not respect independence, in the
other judiciaries this immuch less of assueif at all. In the mean, the experience of judges with court
management isimilar, but the spread among judiciaries is less tharthe councilsFor all institutions

except Judges Associatiomfyingary stands out as less respectful for inelegence. The appreciation

of the Supreme Court is particularly lola.the view of the respondents, respect for independence has
declinedin Hungary In particular, ¢ss respondents fedhat their independence isespected by the
Council for the Judiciary than in 2022 (from 72% in 2022 to 59% in 2025) and by the Supreme Court
(from 76% to 45%).

13 See for instancdN. Krehbiel (2021), Public awareness and the behavior of unpopalats. British Journal of
Political Science 51, 1645619.
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