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3.4 Citizen trust and distrust in judicial actors and courts  

Authors: Patricia Popelier, Monika Glavina and Esther van Zimmeren 

 

This section focuses on trust and distrust from citizens and other societal actors in courts and other 
judicial actors. Hence the main focus is on relation T1, but also trust relations between courts and 
judicial actors are covered (relation T3; Bouckaert 2012). 

3.4.1 Trust in courts: an understudied topic in Europe  

Trust in courts is frequently examined under different concepts, or mixed with different notions, such 
as ‘legitimacy’, or defined as diffuse support (Caldeira and Gibson 1995; Gibson and Caldeira 1995; 
Gibson and Caldeira 1998; Voeten 2013). The European Court on Human Rights in its case-law even 
explicitly seems to recognize the role of ‘public confidence’ as the source of the judiciary’s legitimacy 
(Bassok 2018). 

Several reasons explain the focus on ‘legitimacy’ and ‘support’. One is the counter-majoritarian 
difficulty: while (most) courts are not elected, they can invalidate decisions from directly or indirectly 
representative authorities. This is relevant from a trust perspective, as some authors claim that trust 
in political institutions is advanced through the institutionalization of distrust, by building in checks 
and balances (Grosskopf 2008). This way, courts act as “generators of meta-trust” (Van De Walle 2009). 
Another reason is that courts are dependent upon other authorities to implement their decisions, and 
therefore they rely on ‘public support’ (Vanberg 2005). Legitimacy and support cannot be equated with 
trust: it is institutional commitment, i.e. the willingness to defend the institution against structural and 
functional alterations that would fundamentally alter the institution’s role in society (Gibson and 
Caldeira 1995), or the belief that it has the right to exercise authority in a certain domain (Voeten 
2013). However, these concepts are closely linked: in the absence of electoral accountability or public 
ability to assess legal reasonings, public support depends on trust (Voeten 2013; Arnold et al. 2012). 
So, if diffuse support is strongly correlated with the willingness to accept an unpopular judicial decision 
(Gibson and Caldeira 1995), and support for (international) courts drops abruptly with public 
controversy over unpopular decisions (Voeten 2013 – but see Kelemen 2012), then this is also 
important for trust relations, which are known for being hard to build but easy to break. Research on 
the US Supreme Court confirms that disagreement with specific rulings reduces ‘confidence’ in the 
Court – whereas, conversely, agreement with decisions only marginally advances ‘confidence’ 
(Grosskopf and Mondak 1998).  

Nevertheless, while public trust in the judicial system has been more intensely explored in the US, this 
has been less common in Europe. Yet, the European multilevel governance context provides a more 
complex and wider range of judicial attitudes (Caldeira and Gibson 1995), institutional frameworks, 
and legal and political cultures. Moreover, with the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) and 
the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR), the European legal space provides two supranational 
courts to examine trust in courts in a multilevel context. This section will therefore mostly point out 
lacunas in the empirical research of trust in courts in Europe. It distinguishes between the interaction 
of trust at different governance levels (Section 2) and trust within one legal system (Section 3), on the 
one hand, and, within these two categories, between trust between judicial actors (Sub-sections 2.1 
and 3.1) and citizen’s trust in courts (Sub-sections 2.2 and 3.2), on the other hand.  

By ‘judicial actors’ we primarily refer to judges, but other actors may also be closely involved in the 
functioning of the judicial system. Legal experts can play an important role in civil and criminal 
litigation, and police officers and prosecutors play an important role in the enforcement of criminal 
law. For example, the public prosecutor takes the lead of the police investigation, where evidence is 
gathered and takes the decision to bring a criminal case to court. In addition, in some legal domains, 
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so-called ‘quasi-judicial actors’ are increasingly involved in the review of decisions of administrative 
actors and conflicts between private parties. In cross-border cases, this expands to the interaction 
between judicial actors which, even in similar capacities, operate in different organizational contexts.  

In this analysis, we focus on trust in courts. For example, while research on trust within the criminal 
justice system tends to measure trust in police officers as well as courts, this section will only include 
findings related to courts. Other judicial actors, however, do play a role when discussing inter-
organizational trust, for example as a factor that improves justice chain management (Callens, 
Bouockaert and Parmentier 2016). Moreover, we analyse trust in national and supranational courts 
and the relation between trust in national and supranational courts. Usually, trust in national courts is 
regarded as a driver for trust in the European courts (Gibson and Caldeira 1998). The sub-section on 
multi-level dynamics is limited to that relationship. Other drivers for trust in the European courts are 
discussed in the sub-section on trust within one legal system – in this case, the European legal space. 
Likewise, trust relations between judicial actors in different countries within the context of the 
European Union, are discussed under the heading of trust within one legal system. 

We would like to point to an important gap in the literature on trust in courts. Surveys tend to test 
trust in courts without further analysis, similar to trust research in other institutions. Interesting in this 
respect is a study where magistrates and other judicial actors were interviewed to assess doctrinal 
definitions of trust and distrust, leading to adapted definitions that, for example, replace the notion of 
‘vulnerability’ by ‘assuming an open position’ (Van Schoenwinkel and Hondeghem 2016). By contrast, 
some studies analyse trust using indicators that refer to the performance of courts and the attributes 
of judges by asking respondents whether they think that courts protect citizen rights, that judges are 
honest, that court decisions are fair, and that the courts guarantee everyone a fair trial (e.g. Tyler 2001; 
Grimmelikhuijsen and Klijn 2015). This seems problematic because it blurs the concept of trust and the 
drivers for trust. This way, procedural fairness and performance are already part of the concept of 
trust, instead of independent variables. 

3.4.2 Interaction of trust in courts at different levels (multi-level dynamics) 

Trust between judicial actors 

Interdependencies among courts have been captured under the term ‘judicial dialogue’ or ‘judicial 
conversations’ (Claes 2006; Claes et al. 2012; Meuwese and Snel 2019; Rosas 2007; van Gestel and de 
Poorter, 2019), with preliminary references as its most prominent tool, and the preliminary ruling 
procedure between national courts and the CJEU as the most discussed relationship. The main 
observation is that there is a lack of empirical literature that links the concept of judicial dialogue with 
a thorough conceptualization of trust (see for instance van Gestel and De Poorter, 2019, who use the 
concept of trust, but use a rather limited set of trust literature; but see Majoral 2017).  

Many authors have extensively examined the determinants for national courts to request a preliminary 
ruling (e.g. Broberg and Fenger 2013; Glavina 2020; Lampach and Dyevre 2020; Stone Sweet and 
Brunel 1998; Tridimas and Tridimas 2004; van Gestel and de Poorter, 2019). Yet, this has only rarely 
been studied from the perspective of trust. A unique empirical study suggests that national judges are 
more willing to co-operate with the CJEU when they trust that the Courts’ decisions offer clear 
guidance for the correct application of EU law and will not create any conflict with their national legal 
order (Mayoral 2017). Mayoral (2017) reveals a series of drivers that are related to each of the four 
types of drivers distinguished in this study. Trustor-related drivers for trust are a deeper knowledge of 
EU law and trust in domestic judicial institutions, which is regarded as a ‘corporist’ factor. Support for 
the EU is also identified as a trustor-related driver for lower courts, but interestingly not for higher 
domestic courts. A trustee-related driver is the perceived ability of the CJEU to give clear guidance on 
matters of EU law. An issue-related driver is the legal field in which the domestic courts operate, with 
a lower probability to trust the CJEU in criminal law. Finally, the study reveals two context-related 
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drivers. One is the domestic legal system’s approach to the relation between national and EU law, in 
the form of a dualist tradition, or with apex courts that take a critical stance towards the CJEU. The 
other context-related driver is value-congruence of legal principles. Van Gestel and de Poorter (2019) 
build on Mayoral’s study although their theoretical trust framework is less developed. They emphasize 
the relevance of competence, reliability and honesty in a reciprocal sense, as national courts and the 
CJEU both act respectively as trustor and trustee within the context of judicial dialogue through the 
preliminary ruling procedure. 

Some studies suggest a different understanding of the role of preliminary references in the relationship 
between national courts and the CJEU: those references are sometimes used precisely to lay bare a 
conflict between the domestic and the European regime (Popelier and Van De Heyning 2019), as a 
strategy to depoliticize the domestic judicial decision (De Jaegere 2019), or as a powerful weapon for 
lower national courts to expand their power against higher courts (van Gestel and de Poorter 2019; 
Alter 1998). This calls for a better understanding of performance as a driver for trust in courts. A public 
choice approach suggests that national courts will refer to the CJEU when the expected benefits in 
terms of ability to implement their own preferred policy outcomes exceed the benefits from not 
referring, for example to bypass interpretations by higher domestic courts (Alter 1998; Tridimas and 
Tridimas 2004; van Gestel and de Poorter 2019). However, research on the role of trust to resolve 
judicial conflicts remains scarce (Mayoral 2017; van Gestel and de Poorter 2019). Finally, many other 
potential determinants for trust are unexplored, such as the impact of legal culture (Mayoral 2017; 
compare on the importance of legal culture for the use of the preliminary ruling procedure, e.g.: Wind 
2010; Wind et al. 2009).  

Citizen trust 

Research shows that trust in supranational courts is correlated with trust in national courts, as well as 
the supranational organization with which these courts are associated (e.g. CJEU – EU).  

First, individuals who trust national courts are also more likely to trust European courts (Arnold et al. 
2012; Voeten 2013). Interestingly, some scholars seem to take a different position: see for instance 
Vanberg who states that the CJEU does not enjoy the same degree of ‘public support’ as national high 
courts (Vanberg 2001). Nonetheless, the first claim is in line with general findings on citizen’s trust in 
political institutions. However, accounting for country-level characteristics reveals that the correlation 
between trust in national and EU institutions is a function of the level of national corruption and that 
this works differently for political and non-political institutions. While a high level of perceived national 
corruption leads to greater trust in supranational political institutions (the European Parliament, the 
European Commission and the Council of Ministers), lower level of perceived national corruption goes 
hand in hand with more trust in the CJEU, as well as the European Central Bank (Arnold et al. 2012). 
This means that a trustor-related driver for trust in the CJEU (trust in domestic courts) actually hides a 
context-related driver (perceived national corruption). Yet, Kelemen (2012) assesses “net trust” (% 
tend to trust – % tend not to trust) in the CJEU relative to net trust in other governmental institutions 
and concludes that the CJEU is consistently and by far the most trusted governmental institution in 
Europe. It is also the only one that consistently has positive net trust scores that are relatively stable 
and evidence does not seem to suggest that these scores decrease in response to controversial CJEU 
rulings. 

Second, research also reveals positive correlations between trust in the supranational court and trust 
in the relevant supranational organization that houses the Court. For instance, support for the 
European Union goes hand in hand with the support of and trust in the CJEU (Arnold et al. 2012; 
Caldeira and Gibson 1995). However, this also applies to support for the ECtHR, which is often confused 
with the CJEU (Voeten 2013).  
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Research in this area is scarce and mostly focused on the CJEU. For instance, it could also be particularly 
interesting to examine the multi-level dimensions of trust with regard to the ECtHR in order to assess 
the correlation with the decreasing support by national governments for the Strasbourg Court. 

3.4.3 Trust in courts within one legal system 

Trust between judicial actors 

Judicial networks have specific characteristics that have an impact on trust relations. Cooperation 
networks are usually not voluntary; they are closely interlinked, based on formal and long-term inter-
organisational relationships; and paired with checks and balances to ensure autonomy and impartial 
decision-making (Callens 2017). Again, empirical literature in this domain is scarce and confined to 
specific fields of the law. Most prominent here is the research on the judicial youth system. Several 
studies examine the role of trust as a factor to enhance co-operation between different judicial actors 
in this sector, such as the juvenile police, social services, the public prosecutor’s office, and the juvenile 
courts. Here, trustworthiness is defined as the trustor’s positive expectations about the trustee’s 
ability, benevolence and integrity (Callens 2017). Their role as trustee-related drivers is confirmed 
(Callens 2017; Callens, Bouckaert and Parmentier 2016; Callens and Bouckaert 2019), but issue-related 
factors also seem to play a role: the intensity of their impact varies dependent on the type of co-
operation - e.g. sharing mandatory vs optional information, or receiving vs sending out information. 
The role of boundary spanners was also examined in youth care with a focus on information exchange, 
and including the juvenile police, supporting social services, the juvenile public prosecutor’s office, and 
the juvenile court (Callens 2017; Callens and Bouckaert 2019). Among the several factors that can 
affect perceived trustworthiness, the negative impact of workload on perceived ability (Callens 2017, 
Fix-Fierro 2004, Kómarek 2007) is important for broader insights in trust in courts, considering the 
backlog many courts are struggling with. The research also points to the risk of too much trust, when 
it increases the willingness to share confidential information that may jeopardize the privacy of clients 
or the right to a fair trial (Callens 2017). 

Interestingly, a rare study of distrust within courts provides a case study of a court where conflicts 
arose between judges and administrators following judicial reform (so-called ‘inter-group distrust’) 
(Bijlsma-Frankema et al. 2015). This study reveals ‘value incongruence’ as a determinant of distrust, 
besides ‘pervasive negative perceptions’ and ‘a self-amplifying circle’. The paper confirms that 
‘distrust’ should conceptually be distinguished from ‘low trust’ and suggests that if value incongruence 
perceptions surpass a certain threshold, the cycle of distrust will further develop through amplifying 
mechanisms. 

Turning to judicial cooperation between judicial actors in different Member States, it is important to 
note that the EU has developed a principle of so-called ‘mutual trust’ between EU Member States; a 
legal presumption of mutual trust between Member States. For instance, in criminal law, this facilitates 
the surrender of sentenced or suspected persons among EU Member States (e.g. Efrat 2019). In the 
field of EU private international law, specific EU instruments play a crucial role in determining, on the 
basis of neutral criteria, the horizontal distribution of civil adjudicative power between Member States. 
This horizontal distribution of powers is based on the trust which Member States accord to each 
other’s legal systems and judicial institutions. Mutual trust has enabled a compulsory system of 
jurisdiction to be established preventing Member States from exercising their territorial judicial 
jurisdiction. Mutual trust hence results to some extent in an area of transnational civil justice where 
competences are exercised by Member States (Rizcalla 2019). The legal grounds, implementation and 
consequences of the principle of mutual trust have been widely discussed in legal scholarship (Herlin-
Karnell 2013; Janssens 2013; Lenaerts 2017; Mitsilegas 2006; Prechal, 2017), but have only rarely 
referred to the interdisciplinary trust literature (for an attempt: Brouwer 2016). Empirical studies on 
mutual trust are lacking. A rare example shows that despite the legal assumption of trust, judicial 
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authorities are more willing to surrender to legal systems that have a better-quality criminal regime 
and a stronger human rights record (Efrat 2019). 

Citizen trust 

In Europe, research on trust in justice is often focused on crime control, trust in police officers and 
criminal courts (Hough et al. 2010, 2011, 2013; Hough 2012; Jackson et al. 2011; Machura et al. 2011; 
Machura et al. 2014; Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011; Tyler 2003). The EURO-JUSTIS Project, aimed at 
developing indicators for measuring trust, and the European Social Survey, collecting survey data from 
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, England and Wales, France, Italy and Lithuania, are also limited to 
criminal justice (ESS5 2010; Hough and Sato 2011; Jackson et al. 2011). The purpose of the cross-
country collection of data was to enable comparative research. However, it is noticed that differences 
in data quality render comparison rather difficult (Callens and Loosveldt 2018). The researchers behind 
the ESS program admit that the surveys “are likely to have a high ratio of noise”, but that they can be 
treated as reasonable evidence where they present a coherent signal (Hough 2012). The European 
Network for Councils of the Judiciary (ENCJ) focuses more generally on the judiciary, but analyses in 
particular ‘public confidence’ from the perspective of communication and transparency (ENCJ 2018).  

Several trustor-related factors are identified as drivers for trust, related to identifying features (age, 
gender, region or place of residence), status (income, education, marital status, gainful employment), 
beliefs (political preferences, ideology), information sources (media, fiction) (Machura et al. 2011; 
Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011) and education (e.g. studying law, see Machura et al. 2011; Machura 
et al. 2014; Cheruvu 2020). Aydin Cakir and Sekercioglu (2016) study the interaction between individual 
and country level factors in a comparative setting. They find that while in advanced democracies 
people with low levels of political awareness have low levels of confidence in the judiciary, in countries 
with certain democracy problems less informed people would fail to see the deficiencies of the political 
system and remain unduly confident in the judiciary. On the other hand, in countries with poor 
democratic performance, the more informed, interested and educated people seem to be in a better 
position to see the system failure and this is well reflected in their low levels of confidence in the 
judiciary. 

The most significant driver, however, is past experiences with the (civil or criminal) justice systems, 
with experience as a party leading to decreasing trust (Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011; Machura et al. 
2014), and experience as a witness leading to higher trust (Machura et al. 2014). Experiences of friends 
or family had similar effects (Machura et al. 2011). This is where the notion of procedural justice comes 
in. Procedural justice refers to both personal experience – how has one been treated by judicial actors 
– and to perceived fairness – whether people think that judicial actors make their decisions fairly (Tyler 
2001). It is therefore both a trustor-related and a trustee-related driver. People are more willing to 
consent and cooperate with judicial actors, if they are treated fairly (Hough et al. 2013; Hough, 2012; 
Tyler 2003; Tyler 2010). In turn, trust in the fairness of judicial actors is closely linked to the legitimacy 
of these actors (Hough et al. 2013). 

Montinola (2009) in a study of local courts shows that individuals use information on institutions with 
which they are familiar to make inferences regarding institutions about which they know very little. 
For example, few if any citizens have information on the performance of each distinct institution within 
government. Experience with one institution of some sort (e.g. local court) shapes individual’s 
evaluations of other institutions (e.g. courts in general). It shows that in forming opinions about 
collective entities, direct experience is more important than stereotypes if only individuals have an 
opportunity to gain this experience. Another remarkable finding related to past experiences is that 
distrust spills over; for example, one negative encounter with police or another actor may result in 
distrusting other public institutions (Kääriäinen and Sirén, 2012). 
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Bassok (2019) explains the attention of the ECtHR for trust/public confidence in the judiciary as an 
important source of judicial legitimacy in the light of the so-called ‘European Consensus doctrine’. This 
doctrine serves to ensure that development of judicial legitimacy is in European human rights require 
a European consensus. In this manner, the ECtHR ensures that its rulings will not be counter-
majoritarian in the sense of going against public opinion in the different Member States. Thus, the 
likelihood of a strong public backlash against the ECtHR would be reduced substantially. These claims 
related to trust/public confidence and the European Consensus doctrine are not thoroughly embedded 
in the broader trust literature; this is similar to the ‘mutual trust’ doctrine which developed in the 
context of the EU.   

With regard to the CJEU, perceptions of procedural justice did not seem to play an important role for 
diffuse support, but this could be explained by the fact that citizens at the time of this study had little 
experience with the CJEU (Gibson and Caldeira 1995). The data, however, suggested that procedural 
perceptions are better treated as measures of diffuse support, rather than causal antecedents (Gibson 
and Caldeira 1995). Research on other variables that could be related to citizen’s trust in the CJEU is 
scarce. Apart from the linkage with trust in national courts and the level of corruption, discussed above, 
several personal attributes of trustors seem to be relevant to a certain extent. For example, women 
are less inclined to trust the CJEU than men (Arnold et al. 2012), which is in line with earlier research 
that found that some important CJEU decisions in favour of women’s interest had had no impact on 
women’s support for this court (Caldeira and Gibson 1995). The importance of other variables seems 
to evolve over time: ideology did not seem to influence support for the CJEU in the 1990s (Gibson and 
Caldeira 1995), but did have an impact on trust in the EU institutions, including the CJEU, almost two 
decades later (Arnold et al. 2012). Early research did find correlations with fundamental values, rather 
than ideology: those who attach much value to the rule of law or individual rights are also more 
positively oriented towards the CJEU (Caldeira and Gibson 1995) and more likely to accept unpopular 
decisions (Gibson and Caldeira 1995).  

There is a lack of empirical research of trust in European constitutional courts (exception: German 
Federal Constitutional Court: see Hönnige et al. 2015; Cheruvu 2020; Vanberg, 2000). This is striking 
for two reasons. First, where courts generally convey less trust than political institutions, both at EU 
and national levels (Arnold et al. 2012 – differently Kelemen 2012; Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011), 
this is different for constitutional courts (Grosskopf 2008). Second, having the power to strike down 
Acts of Parliament, constitutional courts are political actors that are not democratically controlled. For 
this reason, the high trust put in constitutional courts is called a “democratic trust conundrum” 
(Grosskopf 2008). The findings that result from this empirical study on trust in the German 
Constitutional Courts, are an excellent basis for more research in this area. Drivers for higher or lower 
trust are trustor-related (policy satisfaction with the government; gauging attitudes of politicians), but 
also context-related (economic performance). Here, it is puzzling that lower evaluations of economic 
performance do not only decrease trust of the German public in all institutions of government, but 
most significantly in the Constitutional Court, which is not responsible for economic performance 
(Grosskopf 2008). Focus group interviews suggest that trust in constitutional courts is based on their 
favourable process evaluation. Courts are deemed trustworthy because they are perceived as reactive 
institutions, that end political conflict but do not create policy, are not acting to gain power, and 
effectively produce output in the form of expert judgments (Grosskopf 2008). This points to integrity 
and ability as trustee-related drivers.  

The link between trust in the Constitutional Court and the expectation of effective output in the form 
of expert judgments, points to the importance of functional process evaluations that are not usually 
captured by surveys utilized for measuring public trust (Grosskopf 2008). This supports the idea that 
trust in courts is different from trust in political institutions because of the specific characteristics 
attributed to courts (trustee-related drivers), such as impartiality, independence and expertise 
(Grimmelikhuijsen and Klijn 2015). In a recent study Garoupa and Magalhaes (2020) show that public 
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trust in the judicial systems is positively related with fundamental institutional properties such as 
judicial independence and judicial accountability. Furthermore, those properties matter most for 
particular profiles of respondents: those who are more educated are also more sensitive in their 
evaluations of the legal system to the extent the judiciary in their countries is independent. Conversely, 
whether the legal system favours the accountability of judges for misconduct tends to matter only for 
those with the most exposure to information through the news media. In addition, the justice budget 
is likely to have a positive and significant impact on individual’s trust in justice, as the budget may 
operate as a ‘signal’ when individuals face uncertainty regarding the judiciary (Roussey and Deffains 
2012). 

More research on trust in civil courts would also be desirable, with particular attention for (expected) 
performance and procedural justice, in particular the impact of backlogs on public trust. So far, the 
most relevant research in this domain focused on transparency defined as “the availability of 
information about an organization or actor allowing external factors to monitor the internal workings 
or performance” (Grimmelikhuijsen and Klijn 2015, see also ENCJ 2018). It shows that judicial 
transparency has a positive effect on trust, in particular on individuals with medium prior knowledge 
about the judiciary, but only a marginal effect in case of a higher predisposition to trust 
(Grimmelikhuijsen and Klijn 2015). 

3.4.4 Summary  

Table 7 lists the most important drivers, dynamics and effects found in this review of literature on trust 
in courts and other judicial actors. 
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Table 7: Drivers, dynamics and effects of trust in and among courts 

Category Variable Source 

Drivers for trust/distrust 

Trustor-related drivers (A) 1. Personal traits (age, gender, region, place of 
residence) 

Arnold et al. 2012; Aydin Cakir and Sekercioglu 2016; Caldeira and Gibson 1995; 
Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011 

2. Status (marital status, education, gainful 
employment) 

Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011; Machura et al. 2011; Machura et al. 2014 

3. Beliefs and values (religion, ideology, political 
preferences, adherence to fundamental rights 
and values) 

Arnold et al. 2012; Caldeira and Gibson 1995; Gibson and Cladeira 1995; Parmentier 
and Vervaeke 2011; Van Gestel and de Poorter 2019 

4. Information sources (TV programs, newspapers, 
TV channels) 

Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011 

5. Personal experiences; direct experience of citizen Hough et al. 2013; Hough, 2012; Machura et al. 2011; Machura et al. 2014; 
Parmentier and Vervaeke 2011; Tyler 2001, 2003, 2010: Montinola 2009. 

6. Disposition towards other persons and 
institutions: 

 General predisposition to trust 
 Gauging attitude towards politicians 
 Trust in national courts (as drivers for trust in 

supranational courts) 
 Support for the organization in which the court 

operates (like support in the EU fostering trust in 
the CJEU) 

 Satisfaction with the government in general 

 
 
Grimmelikhuijsen and Klijn 2015 
Grosskopf 2008 
Arnold et al. 2012; Mayoral 2017; Voeten 2013;Van Gestel and de Poorter 2019 
 
Arnold et al. 2012; Caldeira and Gibson 1995; Mayoral 2017; Voeten 2013 
 
 
Grosskopf 2008 

Trustee-related drivers (B) 1. Ability Callens, Bouckaert and Parmentier 2016; Callens and Bouckaert 2019; Grimmelik-
huijsen and Klijn 2015; Grosskopf 2008; Mayoral 2017; Van Gestel and de Poorter 
2019 

2. Benevolence Callens, Bouckaert and Parmentier 2016; Callens and Bouckaert 2019 

3. Integrity (including impartiality, independence 
and accountability) 

Callens and Bouckaert 2019; Callens, Bouckaert and Parmentier 2016; Garoupa and 
Magalhaes 2020; Grimmelikhuijsen and Klijn 2015; Grosskopf 2008 
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4. Procedural justice:  
 fair decision-making 
 transparency 

ENCJ 2018; Gibson and Caldeira 1995; Grimmelikhuijsen and Klijn 2015 
Hough et al. 2013; Hough 2012; Machura et al. 2011; Tyler 2001, 2003, 2010; Van 
Gestel and de Poorter 2019 

5. Budget Roussey and Delfains 2012 

6. Value(in)congruence between trustor and 
trustee 

Bijlsma-Frankema et al. 2015; 

Issue-related (X) 1. Legal field (criminal vs non-criminal) Mayoral 2017 

2. Task Callens 2017; Callens and Bouckaert 2019 

Context-related (Y) 
 

1. Value (in)congruence of legal principles Mayoral 2017 

2. Legal system Mayoral 2017 

3. Economic performance Grosskopf 2008 

Patterns and dynamics of trust/distrust 

Processes of trust-building 
(virtuous cycles) 

  

Processes of trust-depletion 
(vicious cycles) 

Value incongruence between trustor and trustee and 
distrust spill-over 

Bijlsma-Frankema et al. 2015 

Multi-level dynamics  Arnold et al. 2012; Efrat 2019; Kelemen 2012; Mayoral 2017; Van Gestel and de 
Poorter 2019; Voeten 2013 

Effects of trust/distrust 

Cooperation         With judicial actors Callens 2017; Callens, Bouckaert and Parmentier 2016; Callens and Bouckaert 2019; 
Hough et al. 2012, 2013; van Gestel and de Poorter 2019; Mayoral 2017; Tyler 2003; 
Tyler 2010  

Legitimacy         Specifically judicial legitimacy Bassok 2019; Hough et al. 2013 

Consent         With judicial actors Hough 2012, Hough et al. 2013; Tyler 2003; Tyler 2010 

Compliance         With judicial decisions Hough 2012  


