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Abstract

The level of public confidence in judicial experts and institutions is changing, while at the same
time, the level of confidence in the core principles of the justice system seems to be stable or
even increasing. This paper investigates whether there exists a gap between these two
dimensions of confidence: a judicial confidence gap. Analyses of GfK (2014) data from the
United States and European Social Survey (ESS) (2012) data from twenty-one countries show
that there indeed exists such a gap, and the paper further examines whether this gap could be
explained by the ineffectiveness of the justice system. Two studies are conducted. In Study 1,
the American data are used to explore the role of victimization in the existence of the judicial
confidence gap, and in Study 2, the influence of corruption on this relationship is tested by
using the European data. The broader theoretical and societal relevance of the findings is

discussed at the end of the paper.



Introduction

Negative attitudes towards the justice system have resulted in what some call a “legitimacy
crisis” (Achterberg, 2017; Norris, 2011, p. 1). More specifically, a part of the public seems to
have lost confidence in procedural justice, the effectiveness of the rule of law, and the efficiency
of its institutions (Haas, 2010; Sherman, 2002; Tyler, 2001; Van de Walle, 2009a). Dissatisfied
individuals could simply choose Hirschman’s (1970, p. 21) “exit” option: leaving the
institutional life altogether. Yet, this does not happen on a large scale in Western societies, as
the following examples illustrate. A farmer in England dumped a truckload of muck outside a
crown court as “a peaceful protest against the severely flawed justice system”, in reaction to a
case that had been going on for nearly eight years (Sawer, 2017). Secondly, the Dutch justice
system was publicly accused of racism and discrimination based on sexual orientation, because
law enforcement did not perform as firmly as the public required in the disappearance case of
Orlando Boldewijn, a black, homosexual teenager (De Zwaan, 2018).

Do these negative attitudes really indicate a legitimacy crisis? Not necessarily.
According to Mondak and Smithey (1997), and as the examples seem to show, a loss of
confidence in the functioning of the legal system does not automatically mean a loss of
commitment to its core principles such as (procedural) fairness and equality. Indeed, according
to several other scholars, confidence (or trust) is in fact a multi-dimensional concept
(Achterberg, 2017; Achterberg, De Koster & Van der Waal, 2017; Van Damme & Pauwels,
2012; Van de Walle, 2009a). They distinguish between “trust in current institutions” and “trust
in principles and methods”, which do not have to fluctuate at the same rate or in the same
direction (Achterberg et al., 2017, p. 705). So far, the existence of a gap between these two
dimensions of trust has been tested and confirmed not only in the fields of science (Achterberg
et al., 2017) and democracy (Norris, 2011), but also in the field of government, business and

labor institutions (Lipset & Schneider, 1983). It has yet to be investigated whether there also



exists a judicial confidence gap: a discrepancy between confidence in judicial institutions and
confidence in the core principles of the rule of law. Therefore, this paper answers the following
research questions: 1) Is there a gap between the level of commitment to the principles of the
rule of law and the level of confidence in its judicial institutions, and 2) which micro- and
macro-level factors explain this judicial confidence gap?

In order to find explanations for the existence of such a gap, this paper examines signs
of an ineffective rule of law. Since the justice system stems from the democratic ideology of
protecting citizens’ freedom against wrongdoings of other citizens and government officials
(Mitchell, 2002; Summers, 1999), both victimization and corruption can be perceived as signs
of ineffectiveness. First of all, when someone has been victimized, they have become the object
of a breach of law, which shows that the system was unable to protect its citizens (e.g. Bateson,
2010; Fajnzylber et al., 2000). Furthermore, several studies have focused on the dissatisfaction
with legal procedures that is common among victims (e.g. Erez, 1999; Herman, 2003; Raad
voor de Rechtspraak, 2017), and which leads to a further decline in confidence in the justice
system (e.g. Haas, 2010; Wood et al., 2015).

Secondly, the presence of corruption suggests that the system was ineffective in
protecting citizens against the power of government officials. Moreover, corruption has shown
to negatively influence the level of public confidence in the justice system’s experts and
institutions (Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012). It has been demonstrated that both the perceived
level of corruption (European Commission, 2016; WJP, 2018) and the level of confidence in
the justice system (Achterberg, 2017; European Commission, 2013; Hough et al., 2013; VVan de
Walle, 2009a; 2009b) vary between countries. Hence, it is possible that for victims, the quality
of the justice system affects their confidence differently than for individuals who have never
been victimized, since the former have been direct victims of the ill-performing rule of law and

they may have come into direct contact with the possibly corrupt experts and institutions. This



could suggest that there are differences between countries in the relationship between
victimhood and trust in the justice system. However, it is unclear whether and how victimization
and perceived corruption influence the second dimension of confidence: commitment to the
principles of the rule of law.

In the following section, a broader range of existing research on this topic will be
discussed, and six hypotheses will be derived from the findings. The micro-level hypotheses
will be tested in Study 1 by conducting linear regression analyses, using data from the GfK
(2014) study: Residential Preferences, Institutional Trust, and Fear of Crime in the United
States. In Study 2, data from the European Social Survey (ESS) (2012) in twenty-one countries
will be used to both replicate the micro-level analyses from Study 1, and test the macro-level

hypothesis by using multilevel linear regression analyses.

The Judicial Confidence Gap

Departing from the idea that confidence is a multi-dimensional concept, confidence in judicial
institutions will first be discussed, followed by confidence in the system’s core principles. First
of all, while judicial institutions worldwide have been experiencing a decline in public trust in
the past (Van de Walle, 2009a; 2009b), the level of public confidence in Western countries has
been stable since 2002 (Achterberg, 2017; Bijl, Boelhouwer & Wennekers, 2017; Hough et al.,
2013). However, when taking a closer look at the characteristics of the public, there actually
seem to be opposing trends. Among some groups, confidence in the justice system has
increased, while for others their confidence level has gone down (leading to an overall stable
effect) (Achterberg, 2017; Hough et al, 2013). Furthermore, despite the general stability, there
still exists great variation in the level of confidence between countries in the West. For example,
in Finland, 85% of the public tends to trust the justice system, while this holds for only 24% of

the Slovenian population (European Commission, 2013, p. 14). Accordingly, these findings



suggest that the extent and direction of the change in confidence levels vary both on a micro-
and macro-level. Which factors contribute to this variation will be discussed in later sections.

Included in the second dimension of confidence are the principles of the justice system,
such as accountability and just laws (WJP, 2018, p. 7). Since there is no literature that directly
addresses citizens’ commitment to all principles of the justice system, research on the
commitment to the underlying democratic principles will be consulted instead. This decision is
based on the following considerations: first of all, since the rule of law finds its roots in a
democratic ideology, its principles are detailed fragmentations of the core democratic principles
of fairness and equality (Achterberg, 2017; Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012; Mitchell, 2002;
Persak, 2016; Summers, 1999). Secondly, Caldeira and Gibson (1992) have shown that support
for these democratic principles is a good reflection of commitment to judicial institutions that
ensure the principles of the rule of law.

Following this assumption, Thomassen (1995) states that there is a difference between
confidence in the functioning of democratic institutions and support for democratic principles.
Norris (2011) later based her reasoning about the existence of a democratic confidence gap on
these findings. According to Mondak and Smithey (1997), commitment to democratic
principles is generally stable over time. Nevertheless, it is argued that those who believe in their
own ability to influence politics through activism are also more strongly committed to the
principles of the rule of law (Caldeira & Gibson, 1992). Since other studies have shown an
increase in political activism among certain groups (e.g. Campbell, 2011; Inglehart, 2015;
Norris, 2002), this indirectly suggests that their commitment to democratic principles has
increased as well. As argued before, trust in the functioning of judicial institutions has declined
for certain groups of people in certain countries, which in both cases (stable or increased

commitment) means a gap between confidence in the justice system and commitment to its core



principles. Which factors contribute to the variation in the width of this gap will be elaborated

below. The following hypothesis is derived from the findings:

H1: There exists a gap between the level of commitment to the principles of the rule of law and

the level of confidence in its judicial institutions (i.e., a judicial confidence gap).

To test this hypothesis, a factor analysis will be conducted which will show whether these two

dimensions of judicial confidence are truly distinct.

Victimization and the Judicial Confidence Gap

Everyone has a chance to get involved in the justice system at (a) certain moment(s) in their
lives. Therefore, the relevance of an effective system applies to all citizens (Malsch, 2013).
Summers (1999, p. 1711) argues that a well performing rule of law requires a number of
conditions, including the following: “Citizens adversely affected by violations of the rule of
law must be legally empowered to seek redress, and be willing and able to do so”. However,
what Summers (1999) does not seem to take into account is that if citizens are adversely affected
by violations of the rule of law, the system has not been effective in the first place. So, while
the functioning of the rule of law is in fact every citizen’s business, victims have experienced
malfunctions of the justice system at first hand, whereas individuals who have never been
victimized do not have such experiences. Research has shown that victimization can reduce
trust in the judiciary and its ability to punish offenders (Bateson, 2010; Fajnzylber et al., 2000),
and that it has a strong negative impact on trust in the police (Ahmad et al., 2011; Corbacho,
Philipp & Ruiz-Vega, 2015; Malone, 2010). Bradford, Jackson and Stanko (2009) show that
the more often one has been victimized, the less confidence one has in the police.

Furthermore, when individuals decide to legally seek redress after being victimized,



they come into close contact with different judicial experts and institutions. Thus, besides
confidence in the justice system in general, trust in the appropriate personal treatment by the
experts and institutions also plays a role (Haas, 2010)?, and is another condition for an effective
rule of law (Summers, 1999). However, victims often feel unjustly treated which leads to a
strong (further) decline in trust in the justice system. This is primarily predicted by outcome
satisfaction and subjective procedural justice (Haas, 2010; Orth, 2002; Wood et al., 2015),
although it seems that the perception of procedural fairness is more important in shaping
confidence than the outcome of the procedure (Myhill & Bradford, 2012; Van Damme &
Pauwels, 2012). Indeed, other research has shown that when procedural justice is perceived as
high, acceptance of and compliance with the outcome increase as well (Malsch, 2013). Yet,
victims are often dissatisfied with their treatment during procedures, due to the lack of
efficiency, transparency, participation and acknowledgement of their situation (Haas, 2010;
Herman, 2003; Hoffman, 1982; Erez, 1999; Frazier & Haney, 1996; Raad voor de Rechtspraak,
2017). Because procedural injustice is only experienced by victims and not by individuals who
have never come into contact with judicial experts and institutions, these findings further
contribute to the expectation that victims have lower confidence in the justice system than non-

victims. Hence, the following hypothesis is presented:

H2: The level of confidence in judicial institutions is lower for victims than for non-victims.

! The concepts of ‘trust’ and ‘confidence’ in the justice system have been used interchangeably so far, and will
continuously be used as synonyms in this paper. However, the literature makes a distinction between trust:
“someone’s expectation that they personally will be treated in a certain way by the criminal justice system”, and
confidence: “how the system is perceived to act in general” (Haas, 2010, p. 44). This distinction is helpful to

further assess the differences between victims and those who have never come into contact with the justice system.



Less clarity exists about the relationship between victimhood and the other dimension
of confidence: commitment to the core principles of the rule of law. On the one hand, it could
be argued that victims have lost all their faith in these principles because of their unjust
experiences. On the other hand, it also seems likely that this unjust treatment actually triggers
a stronger pursuit of fairness and equality. Indeed, when it comes to the relationship between
victimhood and these democratic principles, the literature is inconsistent. In most studies that
addresses this topic, a distinction is made between satisfaction with democratic institutions and
actors, and support for democratic principles (Bateson, 2010; Ceobanu, Wood & Ribeiro, 2010;
Corbacho et al., 2015; Fernandez & Kuenzi, 2010; Paras, Coleman & Seligson, 2006). All
studies indicate decreased confidence in democratic institutions after a person has been
victimized, and some show a simultaneous decrease in support for democratic principles
(Bateson, 2010; Paras et al., 2006). Yet, in other studies, support for these core principles is not
affected (Bateson, 2012; Ceobanu et al., 2010; Corbacho et al., 2015). Mixed results are found
by Fernandez and Kuenzi (2010), due to country differences. However, according to Bateson
(2010; 2012), victims actually become more politically engaged after being victimized, and
they are more supportive of political activism and vigilant justice than non-victims. This
suggests that victims’ dissatisfaction with the democratic institutions actually triggers the
pursuit of fairness and equality, more so than for non-victims. Moreover, Bateson’s (2012)
conclusions are based on a broader range of continents than the other studies, including Europe
and North America. Since the current study focusses on these continents, it seems most likely
that victims are either more committed to the core principles of the rule of law than non-victims,

or unaffected in their commitment after victimization. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H3: The level of confidence in the principles of the rule of law is either higher for victims than

for non-victims, or unaffected by victimization.



In sum, victimhood negatively affects overall confidence in the justice system,
especially in the effectiveness of the police. What is more, victims sometimes perceive their
experiences with the judiciary as unjust, which further decreases their trust in the justice system.
With regard to confidence in the principles of the rule of law, victims, more than non-victims,
seem to turn their dissatisfaction with the system into stronger commitment or stay unaffected

in their confidence in these principles. These findings lead to the following hypothesis:

H4: The judicial confidence gap is wider for victims than for non-victims.

Victimization and Education

Considering the significant influence education has on the confidence gap in other domains
(Achterberg et al., 2017; Lipset & Schneider, 1983; Norris, 2011), it cannot be left unstudied in
the current research. Moreover, of the earlier mentioned groups that cause variation in trust in
judicial institutions and commitment to the core principles of the rule of law, education is one
of the strongest predictors. Recent studies show that the lower educated have less confidence
in the justice system than the higher educated, and that the difference has grown over the years
(Achterberg, 2017; Bijl, Boelhouwer & Wennekers, 2017; Hertogh, 2011; Jonkers, 2013).
However, when victimhood is also taken into account, the relationship seems to shift. When
higher educated victims come into contact with the justice system, they are less satisfied overall
with the way they are treated during procedures than lower educated victims (Raad van de
Rechtspraak, 2017), which could be explained by the “accuracy-inducing function” of
education (Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012, p. 741). This means that the higher educated are better
able to identify and are more aware of malpractices within the justice system than the lower
educated, which makes them more accurate in their assessment of the functioning of the

institutions (Achterberg, 2017; Achterberg et al., 2017; Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012).



Besides the accuracy-inducing function, education also seems to have a “norm-inducing
function” (Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012, p. 741). Namely, confidence in the core principles of
the rule of law are stronger among the higher educated than among the lower educated (Bovens
& Wille, 2010; Caldeira & Gibson, 1992; Campbell, 2011; Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012;
Norris, 2002). Together with the earlier mentioned findings showing that victimhood also
relates to more commitment to the core principles of the justice system, this results in the

following hypothesis:

H5: The judicial confidence gap is wider for higher educated victims than for lower educated

victims.

Victimization and Corruption

Besides victimization, corruption can be seen as another sign of an ineffective justice system.
On an international level, there are differences between countries in the perceived level of
corruption within the national justice system (European Commission, 2016; WJP, 2018).
Research has shown that corruption negatively affects confidence in judicial institutions and
experts (Chang & Chu, 2006; Corbacho et al., 2015; Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012; Seligson,
2006). This is due to the undermining effect corruption has on the procedural performance of
the justice system and the difficulties it causes for producing policies and services in favor of
the general public (Hakverdian & Mayne, 2012). Victimization seems to strengthen this effect:
the first-hand experience of corruption during legal procedures strongly decreases institutional
trust (Seligson, 2006). Moreover, the presence of corruption leads to a higher propensity to be
victimized (Corbacho et al., 2015), which in turn causes decreased trust in the justice system,

as elaborated before.



Compared to ‘old’ democracies, levels of corruption are generally higher in more
recently established democracies (such as Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, and Russia), because the
shift from an authoritarian government to governance by many actors and the additional
(justice) system reforms cause more opportunities for bribery (Malone, 2010; Seligson, 2006).
So, when attempts are made to become more democratic, the simultaneous increase in
corruption actually “recklessly violates the fundamental principles of democracy” (Chang &
Chu, 2006, p. 259). This violation contradicts the public’s expectation of an effective system
based on democratic principles, which seems to trigger political activism and vigilant justice
(Gross, 2016; Hakverdian & Mayne, 2012; Nivette, 2016). Since it was already argued that
victims are more strongly committed to the principles of fairness and equality than non-victims,

the following hypothesis is formulated:

H6: The judicial confidence gap among victims is wider in relatively corrupt countries than in

relatively clean countries.

Data and Measures

In order to test the hypotheses, two studies were conducted. In Study 1, American data were
used to test the first five hypotheses (i.e., the micro-level hypotheses), and in Study 2, European
data were analyzed to test all hypotheses (i.e., both micro- and macro-level hypotheses). It was
chosen to use both American and European data, since findings from the World Justice Project
(WJP, 2018) showed that the United States has a relatively low score on the World Justice Index
compared to other developed democracies in the West (such as the Scandinavian countries, the
Netherlands, and Germany). When taking into account other European (less democratically
developed) countries of which data was available, the United States takes a place in the middle

of this ranking list. Thus, including both the United States and European countries enabled the
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investigation of the judicial confidence gap in the context of different justice systems (See
Appendix | for an overview of the ranking list of all included countries, in accordance with the

data from the World Justice Project, 2018).

Study 1

In the first study, panel data were used from a study regarding Residential Preferences,
Institutional Trust, and Fear of Crime in the United States, performed by the GfK Group (GfK,
2014). Data were collected by means of an online survey, with the target population being non-
institutionalized individuals, aged 18 years and over, residing in the United States. Households
were sampled from GfK’s KnowledgePanel, which is a probability-based web panel designed
to be representative for the US-population. The initial dataset consisted of 2062 respondents.
The median completion time of the survey was 29 minutes, which led to the removal of 56
respondents who finishes the survey in 10 minutes or less, since this was not considered to be
enough time to give valid answers. Scores which indicated that a question was not asked or that
a respondent refused to answer the question were treated as missing for all used items. In case
of any missing data, listwise deletion was applied. This resulted in an eventual sample size of
1925 respondents. In order to reduce sampling error and potential non-response bias, study-
specific post-stratification weights were applied to all analyses (a weight-variable was already
included in the dataset).

The dependent variable Confidence in judicial institutions was measured with three
items, including 1) “Please indicate your confidence in the justice system”, 2) “Please indicate
your confidence in judges”, and 3) “Please indicate your confidence in lawyers”. Respondents
were asked to answer all three questions on a scale ranging from 0 (no confidence at all) to 10
(a lot of confidence). After a factor analysis was conducted (of which the findings will be

discussed in the Results-section), an institutional confidence-scale was created by taking the
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average of the three items. A higher score indicated more confidence in judicial institutions.
Confidence in the principles of the rule of law was measured with one item that referred to one
of the core democratic principles underlying the rule of law: equality. Respondents were asked
to what extent they agreed with the following statement on a scale from 0 (strongly disagree)
to 10 (strongly agree): “It needs to be guaranteed that all people are treated equally before the
law”. The higher the score, the stronger the confidence in the principles of the rule of law. In
the Results-section, it will be elaborated how the items measuring confidence in judicial
institutions and confidence in judicial principles were used to create a dependent variable
measuring a Judicial confidence gap.

The independent variable Victimization was measured with five items, regarding a)
Swindle, b) Burglary, ¢) Violent attack, d) Street robbery, and e) Vandalism. The question
“Have you been the victim of the following crimes during the last twelve months?” had to be
answered with either a 1 (no) or a 2 (yes) for all five items. A principle component analysis
showed a (KMO) sampling adequacy of .82, and a significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (y*(10)
= 2973.21, p < .001). The analysis yielded one component with an eigenvalue of 2.85 that
explained 57.05% of the total variance. The factor loadings ranged from .69 to .81. Therefore,
a scale was created with all five items by taking the mean of at least four valid scores. If more
than one score was missing, the respondent was not taken into account in further analyses. A
higher score on the scale indicated more frequent victimization. With a Cronbach’s alpha of
.80, the scale was reliable.

Educational level was determined by respondents’ highest degree of education received,

ranging from 1 (no formal education) to 14 (professional or doctorate degree).
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Additionally, a number of control variables were included in the analyses?, namely Age
(in years), Gender (0 = male, 1 = female), and Fear of crime. The latter has shown to be of
influence on trust in the justice system in several studies (e.g. Corbacho et al., 2015; Haas,
2010; Malone, 2010). Fear of crime was measured by the question “We are interested in how
afraid people are in everyday life of being a victim of different kinds of crimes. Please rate your
fear of a) Swindle, b) Burglary, c¢) Violent attack, d) Street robbery, and e¢) Vandalism”. All five
items were answered on a scale ranging from 0 (not afraid at all) to 10 (very afraid). After
conducting a principle component analysis (with a (KMO) sampling adequacy of .87, and a
significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (*(10) = 8979.92, p < .001), it could be concluded that
all items formed one component, with factor loadings ranging from .81 to .93. This one
component explained 80,22% of the total variance with an eigenvalue of 4.01. Hence, a reliable
scale (a = .94) was created with all five items, by taking the mean of at least four valid item-
scores. The higher the score on the scale, the stronger one’s fear of crime. In case of more than
one missing score, the respondent was removed from the analyses. See Table 1 for a summary

of all variables.

Study 2

In the second study, data from the European Social Survey, Round 6 (ESS, 2012) were used.
Cross-national data were collected by means of face-to-face interviews with individuals aged
14 years and over, originating from 29 different countries. The original dataset consisted of
56,835 respondents. Since judicial procedures are different for minors than for adults, and the

effects of being victimized can differ between both groups, all respondents younger than 18

2 At first, respondents’ race/ethnicity was also added as a control variable. However, this variable did not yield
significant results in any of the models, and did not affect the estimates of the other variables. Therefore, and for

the sake of clarity of the results, race/ethnicity was left out of all analyses.
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Table 1. Variable descriptives (GfK, 2014)

Variable N Range Mean SD
Confidence in judicial institutions 1960 0-10 4.49 2.01
Confidence in judicial principles 1941 0-10 8.27 2.11
Victimization (categorical) 1965 1-2 1.06 0.18
Education 1979 1-14 10.14 2.00
Age 1979 18-92 47.42 17.06
Gender (categorical) 1979 0-1 0.52 0.50
Fear of crime 1958 0-10 4.02 2.53
Valid N (listwise) 1925

years old were deleted from the dataset. This makes the findings from Study 1 and Study 2
more comparable as well. As elaborated before, the choice of data was based on the findings
from the World Justice Project (WJP, 2018), which were also used to create a corruption index
(this will be elaborated shortly). Countries on which ESS-data was available, but that were not
included in the World Justice Project were deleted from the dataset. This resulted in the
inclusion of the following countries: Albania, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Russia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Ukraine, and the United Kingdom. Furthermore, the median
completion time of the interview was 50 minutes, which led to the removal of 61 respondents
who finishes the interview in 15 minutes or less, since this was not considered to be enough
time to give valid answers. Scores indicating “refusal”, “don’t know”, or “no answer” were

treated as missing for all used items. In case of any missing data, listwise deletion was applied.

14



This resulted in an eventual sample size of 48,742 respondents. In order to reduce sampling
error and potential non-response bias, and to account for differences in population size between
countries, weights were applied to all analyses. These were created by multiplying the post-
stratification weights with the population size weights (which were already included in the
dataset).

Confidence in judicial institutions was measured with two items, namely 1) “How much
do you trust the legal system?” and 2) “How much do you trust the police?”. Respondents had
to indicate their trust on a scale ranging from 0 (no trust at all) to 10 (complete trust). After
conducting a factor analysis, an institutional confidence-scale was created by averaging the
scores on the two items, so that a higher score indicated more confidence. The findings from
this analysis will be discussed in the Results-section. Confidence in the principles of the rule of
law was measured with the following question: “How important do you think it is for
democracy that the courts treat everyone the same?”. Answers were given on a scale ranging
from 0 (not at all important for democracy in general) to 10 (extremely important for democracy
in general), where a higher score meant more confidence in the principles of the rule of law.
Elaboration on how the items measuring confidence in judicial institutions and confidence in
judicial principles were used to create a variable measuring a Judicial confidence gap, can be
found in the Results-section.

Victimization was measured with one item asking respondents: “Have you or a member
of your household been the victim of a burglary or assault in the last 5 years?”. This question
was answered with either a 1 (yes) or a 2 (no). Since analyzing a random slope (as discussed in
the Results-section) for dichotomous items raises difficulties, the victimization-item was treated
as a continuous variable in all analyses. Hence, the variable was recoded (1 = no, 2 = yes), so

that a higher score indicated victimization.
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Educational level was measured by respondents’ highest level of education completed.
The scale ranged from 1 (less than lower secondary) to 7 (higher tertiary/ master level). A score
of 0 indicated that the answer could not be harmonized into an ES-ISCED scale, and was
therefore treated as missing.

The national-level variable Corruption was based on the World Justice Project’s factor:
‘absence of corruption’ (WJP, 2018, p. 10). This measure is related to the Corruption Perception
Index, created by Transparency International (2017). The absence of corruption-factor
consisted of a score between 0 and 1, where a higher score indicated a cleaner society. The
factor was transformed by subtracting each country-score from 1, so that a higher score
indicated a more corrupt society. See Appendix | for an overview of the corruption-scores for
all included countries.

Lastly, the same control variables were used as in Study 13, namely: Age (in years),
Gender (0 = male, 1 = female), and Fear of crime. The latter was measured with the question:
“How safe do you — or would you — feel walking alone in this area after dark?”. Respondents
answered the question on a scale ranging from 1 (very safe) to 4 (very unsafe), meaning that a

higher score indicated more fear of crime. See Table 2 for a summary of all variables.

Results
The results of the two studies will now be discussed separately, followed by a further

examination of the findings of both studies.

3 At first, a question regarding being an ethnic minority (1 = yes, 2 = no) was also added as a control variable.
Although this variable had significant impact on confidence in judicial institutions (t(44636.32) = -7.87, p <.001),
confidence in judicial principles (t(44647.13) = 4.02, p < .001), and on the judicial confidence gap (t(44638.53) =
8.83, p <.001), it did not affect the estimates of the other variables. Therefore, and in accordance with Study 1, it

was left out from all analyses.
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Table 2. Variable descriptives (ESS, 2012)

Variable N Range Mean SD

Confidence in judicial institutions 50,789 0-10 4.86 2.56
Confidence in judicial principles 50,411 0-10 9.25 1.54
Victimization (categorical) 51,082 1-2 1.17 0.38
Education 51,044 1-7 3.80 1.81
Corruption 51,371 0.05-0.66 0.35 0.18
Age 51,371 18 - 103 47.64 18.06
Gender (categorical) 51,311 0-1 0.53 0.50
Fear of crime 50,626 1-4 2.11 0.85
Valid N (listwise) 48,742

Study 1

In order to investigate how the judicial confidence gap could be explained, the possibility of
measuring this gap had to be established first. By means of a principle component analysis with
varimax rotation and normalization, it was examined whether the measurements of confidence
in judicial institutions and confidence in judicial principles are empirically distinct. The (KMO)
sampling adequacy was .66, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (y%(6) = 2062.26,
p <.001). The results presented in Table 3 show that the four items indeed measure two separate
dimensions, with the three institutional confidence-items forming one component, and the item
concerning judicial principles forming the other. The three items regarding institutional
confidence positively correlated, and all correlations transcended the value of .45. Accordingly,

an institutional confidence-scale was created with these three items by taking the mean of three
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valid item-scores. The variable was treated as missing when less than three valid answers were
given. The scale showed to be reliable (a = .81).

The correlation between this scale and the item measuring confidence in judicial
principles was low and not significant (r = .03, p = .17), which indicates that confidence in
judicial institutions is not a good predictor for confidence in judicial principles or vice versa.
Furthermore, the relationship between confidence in lawyers and confidence in judicial
principles was negative (r = -.08, p <.001), which shows that, besides being nearly unrelated,
the two separate dimensions of judicial confidence do not always fluctuate in the same
direction. These findings confirm the existence of a judicial confidence gap. Following Norris
(2011) and Achterberg et al. (2017) in their approach, the Judicial confidence gap variable was
created by subtracting respondents’ confidence in judicial institutions from their confidence in
judicial principles.

To examine whether victimization can explain the existence of a judicial confidence
gap, the relationships between victimization and the two dimensions of confidence were first
investigated separately. Inspection of the correlations between the variables showed an
insignificant, weak to non-existent relationship between victimhood and confidence in judicial
institutions (r = .01, p = .65), and between victimhood and confidence in judicial principles (r
=.00, p =.98).

Thereafter, an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analysis was conducted with
the dependent variable being confidence in judicial institutions, and the independent variables
being victimization and all control variables. Results indicated that the five predictors together
explained 1.90% of the variance (F(5,1919) = 7.26, p < .001). The findings presented in Table
4 (H2) show that victimization had no significant effect on institutional confidence (t(1919) =

0.82, p = .41).

18



Table 3. Principle component analysis with varimax rotation and normalization — items
measuring confidence in judicial institutions and confidence in the principles of the rule of

law (GfK, 2014) (N= 1906)

Component1l Component 2

Please indicate you confidence in the justice system .84 A3
Please indicate your confidence in judges .90 .09
Please indicate your confidence in lawyers 81 -.20
All people should be treated equally before the law .02 .99
Eigenvalue 2.16 1.03
R? 54 .26
Cronbach’s alpha (first three items) 81 -

The second OLS regression analysis was conducted with confidence in principles of the
rule of law as dependent variable and the same independent variables as mentioned above. The
model explained 4.40% of the total variance in confidence in judicial principles (F(5,1919) =
17.47, p < .001). As the correlations already suggested, there was again no effect of
victimization (t(1919) = 0.86, p = .39) (See Table 4, H3).

Then, the correlation between victimization and the judicial confidence gap was
inspected (r = .01, p = .76), whereafter an OLS regression analysis was conducted, focusing on
the confidence gap as independent variable. The same five predictors were included in the
model and explained 2.90% of the variance in the gap (F(5,1919) = 11.51, p <.001). As shown
in Table 4 (H4), victimization did not affect the width of the judicial confidence gap (t(1919) =

0.05, p = .96).
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Table 4. Confidence in judicial institutions, confidence in judicial principles, and a judicial confidence gap in the

United States — Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analyses. Unstandardized coefficients presented (standard

error between parentheses)

Confidence in

Confidence in

Judicial confidence

Judicial confidence

judicial institutions  judicial principles gap gap
(H2) (H3) (H4) (H5)

Constant 3.37 (0.41)*** 6.49 (0.42)*** 3.12 (0.58)*** 9.36 (1.89)***
Victimization 0.21 (0.26) 0.22 (0.27) 0.02 (0.37) -5.80 (1.72)**
Education 0.07 (0.02)** 0.03 (0.02) -0.04 (0.03) -0.66 (0.18)***
Victimization*Education - - - 0.58 (0.17)**
Age 0.00 (0.00) 0.03 (0.00)*** 0.03 (0.00)*** 0.03 (0.00)***
Gender 0.48 (0.09)*** 0.01 (0.09) -0.47 (0.13)*** -0.45 (0.13)***
Fear of crime -0.02 (0.02) -0.00 (0.02) 0.01 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03)
R? .02 .04 .03 .04

** < 01; ***p < 001,

Lastly, an interaction effect of victimization and education was added to the model to

investigate whether the effect of victimhood on the judicial confidence gap is dependent on the

educational level of the victim. Adding this interaction term explained an extra 0.60% of the

variance (R? = 3.50%, F(6,1918) = 11.64, p < .001). As shown in Table 4 (H5), victimization

strongly affected the judicial confidence gap in a way that the more often one has been

victimized, the smaller one’s confidence gap gets in general (t(1918) = -3.38, p < .01).

Similarly, people with a higher level of education have a smaller gap than those who have

received lower education (t(1918) =-3.61, p <.001). However, when victimhood and education

were combined, they positively affected the judicial confidence gap, meaning that higher
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educated victims have a wider confidence gap than lower educated victims (t(1918) = 3.46, p

<.01).

Study 2
Similar to Study 1, a principle component analysis with varimax rotation and normalization
was conducted to examine whether it was possible to measure a judicial confidence gap. The
analysis had to yield two distinct dimensions of confidence in judicial institutions and
confidence in judicial principles, in order to continue the process of hypotheses testing. The
analysis showed a (KMO) sampling adequacy of .50, and a significant Bartlett’s test of
sphericity (¥*(3) = 30345.19, p <.001). The results presented in Table 5 show that the two items
regarding institutional trust indeed formed one component, whereas the item regarding equal
treatment by courts formed another component by itself. The former two positively correlated
with r = .68. Based on Steenkamp and Baumgartner’s (1998, p. 80) criteria of measurement
invariance, it could be concluded that configural invariance was supported, which implies that
the pattern of salient (non-zero) and non-salient (zero or close to zero) factor loadings is the
same across the different countries. This was concluded after performing the principle
component analysis for every country separately as well, and examining whether the two
component-pattern existed for all countries. Consequently, an institutional trust-scale was
created by taking the mean of two valid item-scores. In case of a missing score on one of the
two items, the respondent was not taken into account in the analyses. The scale was reliable
with a Cronbach’s alpha of .81.

The correlation between this scale and the item measuring confidence in judicial
principles was low, but significant (r = .05, p <.01). The correlations between trust in the legal
system and trust in judicial principles, and trust in the police and trust in judicial principles were

.04 and .07 respectively (with p < .001 for both relations). This showed again that the two
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dimensions of judicial confidence do not predict each other well, which is a confirmation of the
existence of a judicial confidence gap. In accordance with these findings, the Judicial
confidence gap variable was created by subtracting respondents’ confidence in judicial

institutions from their confidence in the principles of the rule of law.

Table 5. Principle component analysis with varimax rotation and normalization — items
measuring confidence in judicial institutions and confidence in the principles of the rule of law

(ESS, 2012) (N= 48,969)

Component1l Component 2

How much do you trust the legal system? .92 01
How much do you trust the police? .92 .04
Important for democracy courts treat everyone the same .03 .99
Eigenvalue 1.69 0.99
R? .56 .33
Cronbach’s alpha (first two items) .81 -

After it was established that a judicial confidence gap could be measured with these data
as well, the relationships between victimization and the two separate dimensions of the gap
were analyzed first. This resulted in a weak negative correlation between victimization and
confidence in judicial institutions (r = -.03, p < .01), and a weak positive correlation between
victimization and confidence in judicial principles (r =.02, p <.01).

Subsequently, a multilevel linear regression analysis was conducted with institutional

confidence as the dependent variable, victimization as independent variable, and including all
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control variables. To take differences between countries into account, a random effect of
country was first added to the null-model, which showed significant variation in institutional
confidence between countries (¢ = 2.03, p < .01). The results of the model including
predictors indicated that victimization had a negative effect on institutional confidence,
meaning that, in general, victims have less confidence in judicial institutions than non-victims
(1(45206, 87) = -12.84, p < .001). (See Table 6, H2).

Then, the same analysis was done with confidence in the principles of the rule of law as
the dependent variable. A random effect of country in the null-model showed significant
variance in confidence in these principles between countries (¢%w0 = 0.12, p < .01). When
predictors were added to the model (see Table 6, H3), victimization positively affected
confidence in judicial principles, which means that victims are more strongly committed to
these principles than non-victims (t(45219.80) = 2.80, p < .01).

Before the third multilevel linear regression analysis was conducted with the dependent
variable being the judicial confidence gap, the correlation between victimization and the gap
was inspected first. This resulted in a weak, positive relationship (r = .03, p < .01). The null-
model with a random effect of country showed significant variation in the judicial confidence
gap between countries (6?0 = 2.03, p <.01). When predictors were included in the analysis (see
Table 6, H4), victimization showed to have a positive effect, indicating that victims have a
wider confidence gap than non-victims (t(45208.32) = 12.23, p < .001). See Figure 1 for a
graphical representation of these findings.

Thereafter, an interaction term between victimization and education was added to the
model. As shown in Table 6 (H5), there was a positive effect of victimization (t(45205.38) =
9.27, p <.001), and also education showed a significant, positive influence (t(45207.46) = 3.99,

p <.001). The interaction itself negatively affected the judicial confidence gap, meaning that
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higher educated victims have a smaller confidence gap than lower educated victims

(1(45204.11) = -4.43, p < .001).

Figure 1. The judicial confidence gap for victims and non-victims in
Europe, at mean values for education, age, gender, and fear of crime.
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Lastly, it was investigated whether there are differences between countries in how
victimization affects the judicial confidence gap, and whether these differences can be ascribed
to the level of perceived corruption within countries. This was done by first adding a random
effect of victimization to the previous model, which showed that there was some variation
between countries in how victimization affected the judicial confidence gap, but this variation
was not significant at the 5% level (%1 = 0.02, p = .10). Nevertheless, corruption was added
to the model, together with an interaction term between victimization and corruption, to
examine if corruption could account for the small variation between countries. Table 6 (H6)

shows that corruption had a strong positive effect on the judicial confidence gap (t(22.16) =
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8.34, p < .001), indicating that in more corrupt countries, citizens generally have a wider
confidence gap. However, it appeared that corruption could not account for the differences
between countries in the relationship between victimization and the judicial confidence gap
(t(10.94) = -1.41, p = .19), which could be due to the fact that the variation was small and
insignificant in the first place. Yet, including corruption in the model strongly decreased the

variation in the width of the confidence gap between countries (6% = 0.35, p < .01).

The contradictory findings of both studies concerning victims’ educational level and their
judicial confidence gap asked for further exploration of the two dimensions of the confidence
gap. Therefore, two separate OLS regression analyses were conducted with the American data,
with confidence in judicial institutions and confidence in judicial principles as dependent
variables. Included in the model were victimization, education, an interaction term between the
two, and all control variables. Results showed that higher educated victims are more committed
to the principles of the rule of law than any other category (t(1918) = -1.77, p < .01), and that
they have less confidence in judicial institutions than lower educated victims and higher
educated non-victims. Yet, this effect was not significant at the 5% level (t(1918) = 3.06, p =
.08). See Figure 2 for a graphical representation of these findings.

A similar examination of the composition of the judicial confidence gap was done for
the European data. Hence, two separate multilevel linear regression analyses were conducted,
including the same variables as mentioned for the previous analyses. Findings indicate that
higher educated victims feel less commitment to judicial principles than higher educated non-
victims (1(45208.15) = -2.49, p < .05), but their commitment is still stronger than that of lower
educated victims. At the same time, higher educated victims have more confidence in judicial
institutions than lower educated victims (t(45203.65) = 3.62, p < .001), which results in a

smaller confidence gap. See Figure 3 for a graphical representation of these findings.
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Figure 2. The judicial confidence gap for the highest and lowest educated
victims and non-victims in the United States, at mean values for age,
gender, and fear of crime.
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Figure 3. The judicial confidence gap for the highest and lowest educated
victims and non-victims in Europe, at mean values for age, gender, and
fear of crime.
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Table 6. Confidence in judicial institutions, confidence in judicial principles, and a judicial confidence gap in Europe — Multilevel linear regression analyses.

Unstandardized coefficients presented (standard error between parentheses)

Confidence in Confidence in Judicial confidence Judicial confidence Judicial confidence

judicial institutions judicial principles gap gap gap
(H2) (H3) (H4) (H5) (H®6)

Constant 5.29 (0.34)*** 8.96 (0.09)*** 3.69 (0.33)*** 3.32 (0.35)*** 1.13 (0.32)**
Victimization -0.36 (0.03)*** 0.05 (0.02)** 0.41 (0.03)*** 0.72 (0.08)*** 0.85 (0.14)*=*=
Education 0.09 (0.01)*** 0.09 (0.00)*** -0.00 (0.01) 0.09 (0.02)*** 0.09 (0.02)***
Victimization*Education - - - -0.08 (0.02)*** -0.08 (0.02)***
Corruption - - - - 6.98 (0.84)***
Victimization*Corruption - - - - -0.50 (0.35)
Age 0.00 (0.00)*** 0.00 (0.00)*** -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Gender 0.20 (0.02)*=** -0.12 (0.01)*** -0.32 (0.03)*** -0.32 (0.03)*** -0.32 (0.03)***
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Fear of crime

AIC

BIC

Level-2 variance intercept (%)

Level-2 variance slope (6%u1)

-0.24 (0.01)***

197757.93

197775.37

1.95 (0.68)**

-0.05 (0.01)***

165081.43

165098.87

0.12 (0.04)**

0.19 (0.02)***

214891.75

214909.19

1.91 (0.67)**

0.19 (0.02)***

214878.40

214895.84

1.91 (0.67)**

0.19 (0.02)***

214835.88

214868.04

0.35 (0.14)**

0.02 (0.02)

**p < 01; ***p < .001,
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Conclusion and Discussion

In response to decreased confidence in the justice system among certain parts of the public,
concerns have been expressed about a potential legitimacy crisis in Western societies. However,
scholars in other fields have claimed that confidence is in fact multi-dimensional, meaning that
confidence in current institutions is not the same as confidence in principles and methods
(Achterberg et al., 2017; Lipset & Schneider, 1983; Norris, 2011). The proof of a gap between
these two dimensions in other fields raised the question of whether there also exists a gap
between confidence in the principles of the rule of law and confidence in judicial institutions,
and if so, how this judicial confidence gap could be explained.

The expectation was met that confidence in judicial principles would generally be higher
than and substantially different from confidence in judicial institutions, leading to the
confirmation of the existence of a judicial confidence gap in both the United States and Europe.
This indicates that scholars have been approaching the issue of judicial confidence the wrong
way so far. For example, in a thorough literature review funded by the European Commission
(Bradford et al., 2008, p. 2), the following definition is presented: “Sitting above actual
encounters and specific moments of cooperation and compliance [i.e., ‘trust’], confidence is a
belief that the criminal justice as a set of institutions behaves effectively, fairly, and that it
represents the interests and expresses the values of the community”. Much emphasis is put on
the distinction between ‘trust” and ‘confidence’, totally disregarding the distinction between the
functioning of the judicial institutions on the one hand, and the democratic principles underlying
these institutions on the other. With their self-proclaimed “topline findings”, Hough, Jackson
and Bradford (2013) make a better attempt to address the multi-dimensionality of confidence
by concluding that public trust in justice institutions induces the idea of shared values between
the justice system and the public. Yet again, they fail to see the difference between people’s

confidence in the system acting in accordance with moral values or principles they hold dear,
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and people’s confidence in the democratic principles on which the system is based. The fact
that the current study is the first to ever investigate — and prove — the existence of a judicial
confidence gap indicates the beginning of a new course of research in this field.

Predictions about possible explanations for the gap were based on literature regarding
signs of an ineffective justice system and their influence on the two separate dimensions of
confidence. One of those signs was victimization. It was expected that the inability of the rule
of law to protect citizens against wrongdoings would decrease victims’ confidence in judicial
institutions (Bateson, 2010; Fajnzylber et al., 2000), and the (often negative) experiences during
legal procedures were predicted to further decrease their trust (Haas, 2010; Herman, 2003;
Hoffman, 1982; Erez, 1999; Frazier & Haney, 1996; Raad voor de Rechtspraak, 2017). This
turned out to be true in Europe, but not in the United States, which could be explained in the
following way. Previous studies have shown that victimhood has a negative effect on trust in
the police in particular (Ahmad et al., 2011; Corbacho, Philipp & Ruiz-Vega, 2015; Malone,
2010). However, confidence in the police was only surveyed in the European study (where
differences between victims and non-victims were found), but not in the American study (where
there were no differences between victims and non-victims). This could mean that the
experiences of American victims with judges, lawyers, and the justice system in general have
not been negative, or are at least more or less similar to the expectations of American citizens
who have never come into contact with the justice system (i.e., hon-victims). Nevertheless, it
is also possible that people who have been the victim of a crime in the past did not file a criminal
complaint due to reasons other than low confidence in the justice system, such as shame,
stigmatization, or fear of retribution. If this is the case, they have as little experience with the
justice system as non-victims, except for the fact that they were not protected by the police (but,

again, confidence in the police was not surveyed in the American study). In addition, it is
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possible that in Europe, victims also felt unjustly treated during legal procedures, causing an
even larger difference in confidence between victims and non-victims.

With regard to the principles of the rule of law, victimization was expected to either
trigger the pursuit of fairness and equality, or to have no effect on the commitment to these
principles (Bateson, 2010; 2012). Both scenarios were indeed found by this study in Europe
and the United States respectively, leading to the conclusion that the judicial confidence gap is
wider for victims than for non-victims in Europe, but not in the United States. However, it has
to be taken into account that confidence in judicial principles was only represented by one item
regarding equality. Other measurement differences between the studies could have influenced
the findings as well, such as the different way of measuring victimization, or the larger sample
size of the European study, which increases the likelihood of finding significant results.

Furthermore, the expectation that higher educated victims would have a wider
confidence gap than lower educated victims was based on the findings of only one study (Raad
van de Rechtspraak, 2017), which showed that higher educated victims were less satisfied with
their treatment during court procedures. Findings of the current study indicated that among
victimized citizens in the United States, the judicial confidence gap is indeed wider for those
who are higher educated than for those who are lower educated, due to their strong commitment
to judicial principles, but low confidence in judicial institutions. In Europe, higher educated
victims actually have a smaller confidence gap than lower educated victims, because their high
levels of confidence on both dimensions are closer together than the relatively lower levels of
confidence of the lower educated. This raises two questions, namely: what mechanism is at play
here and why does this mechanism work differently in different countries? First of all, a possible
explanation is that the norm-inducing function and the accuracy-inducing function of education
are operating on both sides of the confidence gap respectively (Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012).

The fact that that these mechanisms seem to work differently in the United States and Europe
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could be due to the politicization of institutional trust (e.g. Cook & Gronke, 2005). This entails
that the effect of education on institutional trust can differ among different electorates,
especially in the United States. Yet, both explanations are no more than suggestions, which
have to be further investigated in future research.

The second sign of an ineffective justice system examined in this study was corruption.
It was expected that the confidence gap for victims would be wider in more corrupt countries,
due to fact that victims have first-hand experience of corruption during legal procedures, which
would decrease their confidence in judicial institutions (Seligson, 2006), and at the same time
increase their commitment to the principles of the rule of law (Gross, 2016; Hakverdian &
Mayne, 2012; Nivette, 2016). Although the perceived level of corruption appeared to influence
the width of the judicial confidence gap in general, it did not influence those of victims in
particular. Why this is the case remains unexplained. Corruption is generally seen as bad, but
the extent to which the perception of corruption affects public attitudes has been insufficiently
researched, especially in countries where actual corruption is low.

Future research is also necessary to investigate other causes of country differences,
particularly with regard to confidence in judicial institutions, since the greatest variation in the
judicial confidence gap between countries was due to differences in this dimension.
Examination on a broader scale of commitment to the principles of the rule of law is
recommended as well, since existing studies were primarily conducted in countries in Africa
and Latin America where a democratic government was only relatively recently implemented.
In more established democracies, support for democratic principles among the public is often
seen as a given, while its causes and consequences remain unstudied. More research into the
(dimensions of the) judicial confidence gap is important, since the combination of low trust in

judicial institutions and strong commitment to judicial principles could lead to more radical
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forms of democracy, such as vigilant justice, that could change the democratic system as we

know it today.

33



References

Achterberg, P. (2017). Contesting the judicial system? A study of societal trust in Europe,
2002-2014. Paper presented at VSR Jaarcongres 2017. Retrieved from
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Peter Achterberg2/publication/312600022_Cont
esting_the_judicial_system_A_study of societal_trust_in_Europe 2002-
2014/1inks/5885fh3faca272b7b44ca46b/Contesting-the-judicial-system-A-study-of-
societal-trust-in-Europe-2002-2014.pdf

Achterberg, P., De Koster, W., & Van der Waal, J. (2017). A science confidence gap:
Education, trust in scientific methods, and trust in scientific institutions in the United
States, 2014. Public Understanding of Science, 26(6), 704-720.

Ahmad, N., Hubickey, V., McNamara, F., & Batista Pereira, F. (2011). Trust in the national
police. AmericasBarometer Insights: 2011 (Report no. 59). Retrieved from
https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights/10859en.pdf

Bateson, R. (2010). The Criminal Threat to Democratic Consolidation in Latin America.
Paper presented at APSA Annual Meeting 2010. Retrieved from
https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/news/090210.pdf

Bateson, R. (2012). Crime victimization and political participation. American Political
Science Review, 106(3), 570-587.

Bijl, R., Boelhouwer, J., & Wennekers, A. (2017). De sociale staat van Nederland. Sociaal
Cultureel Planbureau (Report no. 2017-25). Retrieved from
https://www.scp.nl/Publicaties/Alle_publicaties/Publicaties 2017/De_sociale_staat va
n_Nederland_2017

Bovens, M., & Wille, A. (2010). The education gap in participation and its political

consequences. Acta Politica, 45(4), 393-422.

34



Bradford, B., Jackson, J., Hough, M., & Farrall, S. (2008). Trust and confidence in criminal
justice: A review of the British research literature (JUSTIS: Scientific Indicators of
Confidence in Justice Project Working Paper). Retrieved from
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1303567

Bradford, B., Jackson, J., & Stanko, E. A. (2009). Contact and confidence: Revisiting the
impact of public encounters with the police. Policing & society, 19(1), 20-46.

Caldeira, G. A., & Gibson, J. L. (1992). The etiology of public support for the Supreme Court.
American journal of political science, 36(3), 635-664.

Campbell, A. L. (2011). How policies make citizens: Senior political activism and the
American welfare state. Princeton University Press.

Ceobanu, A. M., Wood, C. H., & Ribeiro, L. (2010). Crime victimization and public support
for democracy: Evidence from Latin America. International Journal of Public
Opinion Research, 23(1), 56-78.

Chang, E. C., & Chu, Y. H. (2006). Corruption and trust: exceptionalism in Asian
democracies?. The Journal of Politics, 68(2), 259-271.

Cook, T. E., & Gronke, P. (2005). The skeptical American: Revisiting the meanings of trust in
government and confidence in institutions. Journal of Politics, 67(3), 784-803.
Corbacho, A., Philipp, J., & Ruiz-Vega, M. (2015). Crime and erosion of trust: Evidence for

Latin America. World Development, 70, 400-415.

De Zwaan, I. (2018, February 26). Na een week verstuurt politie Vermist Kind Alert voor
Orlando Boldewijn - is dat te laat?. De Volkskrant. Retrieved from
https://www.volkskrant.nl/binnenland/na-een-week-verstuurt-politie-vermist-kind-
alert-voor-orlando-boldewijn-is-dat-te-laat~a4573883/

Erez, E. (1999). Who's Afraid of the Big Bad Victim? Victim Impact Statements as Victim

Empowerment and Enhancement of Justice. Criminal Law Review, 545-556.

35



ESS. (2012). European Social Survey. Round 6 [Data file and code book]. Retrieved from
http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/data/download.html?r=6

European Commission. (2013). Justice in the EU (Flash Eurobarometer 385). Retrieved from
http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/index.cfm/Survey/getSurveyDetail/
yearFrom/1974/yearTo/2016/surveyKy/1104/p/3

European Commission. (2016). Perceived independence of the national justice systems in the
EU among the general public (Flash Eurobarometer 435). Retrieved from
http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/index.cfm/Survey/getSurveyDetail/
yearFrom/1974/yearTo/2016/surveyKy/2116

Fajnzylber, P., Lederman, D., Loayza, N., Reuter, P., Roman, J., & Gaviria, A. (2000). Crime
and victimization: An economic perspective. Economia, 1(1), 219-302.

Fernandez, K. E., & Kuenzi, M. (2010). Crime and support for democracy in Africa and Latin
America. Political Studies, 58(3), 450-471.
Frazier, P. A., & Haney, B. (1996). Sexual assault cases in the legal system: Police,
prosecutor, and victim perspectives. Law and Human Behavior, 20(6), 607-628.
Friedman, L., & Wall, M. (2005). Graphical views of suppression and multicollinearity in
multiple linear regression. The American Statistician, 59(2), 127-136.

GfK (2014). Residential Preferences, Institutional Trust, and Fear of Crime in the United
States. [Data file and code book].

Gross, M. (2016). Vigilante violence and “forward panic” in Johannesburg’s townships.
Theory and Society, 45(3), 239-263.

Haas, N. E. (2010). Public support for vigilantism. Netherlands Institute for the Study of
Crime and Law Enforcement (NSCR). In collaboration with the Leiden Law School,

Leiden University.

36



Hakhverdian, A., & Mayne, Q. (2012). Institutional trust, education, and corruption: A micro-
macro interactive approach. The Journal of Politics, 74(3), 739-750.

Herman, J. L. (2003). The mental health of crime victims: Impact of legal intervention.
Journal of Traumatic Stress, 16(2), 159-166.

Hertogh, M. (2011). Loyalists, cynics and outsiders: who are the critics of the justice system
in the UK and the Netherlands?. International journal of law in context, 7(1), 31-46.

Hirschman, A. O. (1970). Exit, voice, and loyalty: Responses to decline in firms,
organizations, and states (\Vol. 25). Harvard University Press.

Hough, M., Jackson, J., & Bradford, B. (2013). Trust in justice and the legitimacy of legal
authorities. The Routledge handbook of European criminology, 243, 1-29.

Hough, M., Bradford, B., Jackson, J., & Roberts, J. V. (2013). Attitudes to sentencing and
trust in justice: exploring trends from the crime survey for England and Wales.
Ministry of Justice Analytical Series. ISBN: 978-1-84099-592-3.

Hoffman, M. (1982). Victim impact statement. Western State University Law Review, 10(2),
221-228.

Inglehart, R. (2015). The silent revolution: Changing values and political styles among
Western publics. Princeton University Press.

Jonkers, P. (2013). Zet transparantie liever in voor bekritiseerbaarheid dan voor vertrouwen
(p. 449-492). In: Broeders, D., Prins, C., Griffioen, H., Jonkers, P., Bokhorst, M. &
Sax, M. (eds.) (2013). Speelruimte voor transparantere rechtspraak. Amsterdam:
Amsterdam University Press.

Lipset, S. M. & Schneider, W. (1983). The Confidence Gap: Business, Labor, and
Government in the Public Mind. New York, NY: Free Press.

Malone, M. F. T. (2010). The verdict is in: The impact of crime on public trust in Central

American justice systems. Journal of Politics in Latin America, 2(3), 99-128.

37



Malsch, M. (2013). een transparanter strafrechtssysteem in Nederland? mogelijkheden en
onmogelijkheden van meer openbaarheid (p. 265-290). In: Broeders, D., Prins, C.,
Griffioen, H., Jonkers, P., Bokhorst, M. & Sax, M. (eds.) (2013). Speelruimte voor
transparantere rechtspraak. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Mitchell, S. M. (2002). A Kantian system? Democracy and third-party conflict resolution.
American Journal of Political Science, 46(4), 749-759.

Mondak, J. J., & Smithey, S. I. (1997). The dynamics of public support for the Supreme
Court. The Journal of Politics, 59(4), 1114-1142.

Myhill, A., & Bradford, B. (2012). Can police enhance public confidence by improving
quality of service? Results from two surveys in England and Wales. Policing and
society, 22(4), 397-425.

Nivette, A. E. (2016). Institutional ineffectiveness, illegitimacy, and public support for
vigilantism in Latin America. Criminology, 54(1), 142-175.

Norris, P. (2002). Democratic phoenix: Reinventing political activism. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.

Norris, P. (2011). Democratic deficit: Critical citizens revisited. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.

Orth, U. (2002). Secondary victimization of crime victims by criminal proceedings. Social
Justice Research, 15(4), 313-325.

Parés, P., Coleman, K., & Seligson, M. A. (2006). The political culture of democracy in
Mexico: 2006. Latin American Public Opinion Project. Retrieved from
https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/mexico/2006-politicalculture.pdf

Persak, N. (2016). Legitimacy and trust in criminal law, policy and justice: Norms,

procedures, outcomes. London, England: Routledge.

38



Raad voor de Rechtspraak. (2017). Klantwaardering Rechtspraak 2017 (KWO2017).
Retrieved  from  https://www.rechtspraak.nl/SiteCollectionDocuments/landelijke-
rapportage-KWO-2017.pdf

Sawer, P. (2017, January 17). Farmer dumps muck outside court in protest at justice system.
The Telegraph. Retrieved from https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2017/01/17/farmer-
dumps-muck-outside-court-protest-justice-system/

Seligson, M. A. (2006). The measurement and impact of corruption victimization: Survey
evidence from Latin America. World Development, 34(2), 381-404.

Sherman, L. W. (2002). Trust and confidence in criminal justice. National Institute of Justice
Journal, 248, 22-31.

Steenkamp, J. B. E., & Baumgartner, H. (1998). Assessing measurement invariance in cross-
national consumer research. Journal of consumer research, 25(1), 78-90.

Summers, R. S. (1999). Principles of the rule of law. Notre Dame Law Review, 74(5), 1691-
1712.

Thomassen, J. (1995). Support for democratic values (p. 383-416). In Klingemann, H. D., &
Fuchs, D. (eds.) (1995). Citizens and the state. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Transparency International (2017). Corruption Perception Index 2017 [Table]. Retrieved
from https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2017

Tyler, T. R. (2001). Public trust and confidence in legal authorities: What do majority and
minority group members want from the law and legal institutions?. Behavioral
Sciences & the Law, 19(2), 215-235.

Van Damme, A., & Pauwels, L. (2012). Explaining support for vigilantism and punitiveness:
assessing the role of perceived procedural fairness, ethnocentrism, authoritarianism

and anomia. Social conflicts, citizens and policing, 6, 31-55.

39



Van de Walle, S. (2009a). Confidence in the criminal justice system: does experience count?
British Journal of Criminology, 49, p. 384-398.

Van de Walle, S. (2009b). Trust in the justice system: A comparative view across Europe.
Prison Service Journal, (183), 22-26.

World Justice Project (WJP). (2018). World Justice Project Rule of Law Index 2017 — 2018.
IBSN (online version): 978-0-9882846-3-0. Retrieved from
https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/WJP_ROLI_2017-

18 Online-Edition.pdf

Wood, M., Lepanjuuri, K., Paskell, C., Thompson, J., Adams, L., & Coburn, S. (2015). Victim
and Witness Satisfaction Survey (CPS). Retrieved from
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.734.6022&rep=repl&type=

pdf

40



Appendix | — General rule of law ranking and Corruption ranking (WJP, 2018), for all

included countries.

General rule of law (global rank)

1) Denmark (1)

2) Norway (2)

3) Finland (3)

4) Sweden (4)

5) Netherlands (5)

6) Germany (6)

7) United kingdom (11)
8) Estonia (12)

9) Belgium (15)

10) Czech Republic (17)
11) France (18)

=>» United States (19)
12) Portugal (21)

13) Spain (23)

14) Poland (25)

15) Slovenia (26)

16) Italy (31)

17) Hungary (50)

18) Bulgaria (55)

19) Albania (68)

20) Ukraine (77)

21) Russian Federation (89)

Corruption (1 - absence of corruption)

1) Denmark (1-0.95): 0.05

2) Norway (1-0.93): 0.07

3) Sweden (1-0.91): 0.09

4) Finland (1-0.89): 0.11

5) Netherlands (1-0.86): 0.14

6) Germany (1-0.83): 0.17

7) United kingdom (1-0.82): 0.18
8) Estonia (1-0.79): 0.21

9) Belgium (1-0.78): 0.22

10) France (1-0.75): 0.25

=> United States (1-0.75): 0.25
11) Portugal (1-0.74): 0.26

12) Poland (1-0.72): 0.28

13) Spain (1-0.71): 0.29

14) Czech Republic (1-0.65): 0.35
15) Slovenia (1-0.63): 0.37

16) Italy (1-0.62): 0.38

17) Hungary (1-0.51): 0.49

18) Russian Federation (1-0.43): 0.57
19) Bulgaria (1-0.41): 0.59

20) Albania (1-0.35): 0.65

21) Ukraine (1-0.34): 0.66
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