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METHODOLOGY 

GENERAL PUBLIC 
!   Universe: Citizens of Serbia 18+ 
!   Type of sample:  Three stage random representative stratified sample 

(1st stage: Polling stations territories, 2nd stage: household, 3rd stage: 
respondent) with booster of the users of the court services 

!   Definition of user of the court services: Members of general population 
(18+) who were PERSONALY involved in court case which was 
FINISHED, that is THE FIRST-INSTANCE JUDGMENT WAS RENDERED 
in the period from the beginning of 2007 till the end of 2009. The court 
case could be criminal, civil or misdemeanor, and the person should be 
involved ONLY as a party in court case (not as a witness or in some other 
way). 

!   Total sample size: 1590 (with experience with court case 636) 
§ Representative sample: 1035 
§ Booster sample: 555 

!   Data collection method: face to face in respondents’ household 
!   Data collection: 14th of May to 23th of June 2010 
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METHODOLOGY 

VULNERABLE GROUPS 
!   Universe: (1) Roma from Roma settlements and (2) Internally displaced 

persons (IDPs) and Refugees from official and unofficial Collective Centers  

!   Type of sample:  Three stage random representative stratified sample (1st 
stage: settlements inhabited by the target groups, 2nd stage: household, 
3rd stage: respondent) with booster of the users of the court services 

!   Total sample size: 329 Roma and 294 IDPs (with experience with court 
cases Roma 121, IDPs and refugees 93) 
§  Representative sample of Roma: 214 
§  Representative sample of IDPs and refugees:  211 
§  Booster sample Roma: 105 
§  Booster sample IDPs and refugees: 83 

: 
!   Data collection method: face to face in respondents’ household 
!   Data collection: 14th of May to 23th of June 2010 
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METHODOLOGY 

ENTERPRISES FROM PRIVATE SECTOR 
!   Universe: Private enterprises (with at least three employees) listed in the 

register of the Business Register Agency in Serbia, which submitted their 
annual balance sheets for the fiscal years 2008  

!   Type of sample:  Random representative stratified sample (stratification by 
geographical strata regions, economic activity and size of the enterprise) with 
booster of the users of the court services 

!   Definition of user of the court services: Private enterprises which were 
involved in a court case which was FINISHED, that is THE FIRST-INSTANCE 
JUDGMENT WAS RENDERED in the period from the beginning of 2007 till the 
end of 2009  

!   Respondent: highest available manager and / or person most knowledgeable 
about interaction with court services (Director of legal department, jurist, legal 
representative outside the enterprise…)  

!   Total sample size : 1065 (with experience with court cases 450)  
§  Enterprises from private sector, representative sample: 853 
§  Booster sample of users of court services (enterprises from private 

sector): 212 
!   Data collection method: face to face  
!   Data collection: 14th of May to 30th of June 2010 
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METHODOLOGY 

MEMBERS OF LEGAL PROFESSION WORKING IN PRIVATE 
PRACTICE (Lawyers) 

!   Universe: Members of legal profession working in private practice 
listed in the register of Serbian Bar Chamber  

!   Type of sample:  Random representative stratified sample 
(stratification by geographical regions)  

!   Respondent: randomly chosen form the list of the register of 
Serbian Bar Chamber in the defined strata  

!   Total sample size : 800 
!   Data collection method: face to face  
!   Data collection: 14th of May to 23th of June 2010 
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METHODOLOGY 

PROSECUTORIAL INSTITUTIONS / prosecutors and their 
associates 

!   Universe: Prosecutors and their associates who at the time of 
the survey were employed in Prosecutorial institutions of 
Serbia, and who were employed as prosecutors / prosecutors 
associates up to the end of 2009..  

!   Respondents: All prosecutors and their associates / total 
estimated universe, n=587 

!   Response rate: 59% (n=348) 
!   Data collection method: The self-administration method 

(filling out the questionnaire and sending it back via mail or 
collected by the interviewer) 

!   Data collection: 10th of June to 9th of July 2010 
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METHODOLOGY 
!   The areas of measurement were defined based on internationally 

accepted typical values underlying the justice system: independence, 
fairness, equality, impartiality, competence, timeliness, integrity, 
accessibility, and transparency.  

!   Based on these values, six areas of justice system performance 
were defined:  

§  1. Efficiency  
§  2. Quality of services  
§  3. Accessibility  
§  4. Fairness  
§  5. Integrity 
§  6. Cost-effectiveness 

!   The performance indicators were defined time-bound, up to the end 
of 2009  
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A. EXPERIENCES WITH COURT 
PROCEEDINGS AND EVALUATIONS OF THE 

JUDICIAL SYSTEM PRIOR TO REFORMS  
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A1. Efficiency 

Indicators:  
 

§  Duration of the process  

§  Number of scheduled hearings and their 
distribution over time 

§  Percentage of canceled hearings 

§  Percentage of hearings contributing to the 
resolution of the case 
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The great majority of court users estimated that their cases 
lasted longer than should have. The extended duration, on 
average, was the highest in the civil type of cases* 

84
77 8179

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil Business-

% reported individual cases in population and 
business sector perceived as lasted longer 
than they should for at least one month  

Citizens 

3.0
8.0 8.0

69
60

109

90

9.3
5.2 14.5 11.37.1

Criminal Misdemanior Civil Business

Mean Median Max

Number of months the cases lasted longer 
than it should have (users’ estimation) 

Citizens 

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped) 



12 

 
 
On the average, one third of the cases according to  
prosecutors’ estimations, and more than half cases according to 
lawyers estimations lasted longer than they should have   

1 3

46

20

37

28

10

14

5

19

16

Prosecutors Lawyers

100%

76% - 99%

51% - 75%

26% - 50%

1% - 25%

0 cases

Estimate the percentage of your cases in 2009 that lasted longer than they should have 
for any reason?  

Average % of cases which lasted 
longer than they should have 

(prosecutors and lawyers 
estimation)

32

55

Prosecutors Lawyers

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/
don’t know dropped) base: 72% of prosecutors and 99% 
of lawyers) 
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According to lawyers and prosecutors, the integrity was 
undermined by more than a few factors, but  length of 
proceedings was the top one 

76

64

75

75

81

88

80

70

91

24

41

53

61

62

64

69

82

85

Selective initiation of cases by
the prosecution

Lack of fairness

Corruptionm

Court decisions

Poor, non-transparent
personnel policy

Political/politicians’ influence
on the court and prosecutors

Inadequate penalties for
corruption

Sensationalist/exaggerated
media reports

Length of proceedings

Prosecutors

Lawyers

To what extent did the following factors undermine the integrity of the judicial 
system in 2009?  

Base: total population (don’t know/missing dropped; data base 87% to 90% prosecutors; 98% and 99% 
lawyers) % “to an extent” + “great 

extent” 
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As high as 56% of prosecutors, and 73% of lawyers named 
court / court staff errors as occasional or often reasons for 
which the cases lasted longer than they should have / 

49

46

73

76

44

41

56

91

Objective lack of capacity of the court (insufficient
staff, lack of courtroom,  equipment … )

Unintentional mistakes by the parties to the
proceedings (unpreparedness, lack of knowledge,

incompetence…)

Court or court staff errors (poor investigation, lack of
regulations on delivery of case-related documents,

lack or disrespect of instructive deadlines)

Obstruction by the parties to the proceedings (non-
appearance of witnesses, intentional protraction by

lawyers…)  

Lawyers Prosecutors

 Main reasons for which  cases lasted longer than they should have (prompted)  

% occasionally + often 

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/
don’t know dropped) base: 83% of prosecutors and 98% 

of lawyers 
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On the average, one hearing was scheduled in 3 to 4 
months 

13%
27%

14% 13%

26%
14%

22% 26%

23% 21%
20%

23%

23% 21%
23%

21%

15% 17% 21% 18%

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil Business

One hearing in more than 5.1
months

One hearing in 3.1 to 5
months

One hearing in 2.1 to 3
months

One hearing in 1.1 to 2
months

One or more hearings per
month

Number of months per one scheduled hearing (Duration of the proceeding divided by 
number of scheduled hearings) 

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped) 

1 hearing in 
3,4 months 

1 hearing in 
3,8 months 

1 hearing in 
3,8 months 

1 hearing in 
3,8 months 

Mean 
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In 36% of the criminal cases, 46% of civil cases, and 37%of 
business cases more than 25% of the scheduled hearings were 
canceled   

44

75

39
51

21
15

13

26
14

33 23

5 7 9 5
5 4 4 9

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil Business

76-100%

51-75%

26-50%

Up to 25%

None

 Percentage of canceled hearings out of total number of scheduled hearings 
Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped) 
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As high as 64% of prosecutors estimated that 26% to 50% of 
the scheduled hearings in their cases in 2009 were 
canceled - 34% of the scheduled hearings on average 

1 3

28

48

64

41

6 6
1 2

Prosecutors Lawyers

76-100%

51-75%

26-50%

Up to 25%

None

 Estimated percentage of scheduled hearings which were canceled (Please estimate the 
percentage of hearings scheduled for your cases in 2009 that were not held? ) 
Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 54% of 
prosecutors, 99% of lawyers ) 

Average % of hearings that were 
canceled in 2009 (prosecutors 

and lawyers estimation)

34
27

Prosecutors Lawyers
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A substantial number  of prosecutors, 40%, and 69% of lawyers 
think that the reasons for which scheduled hearings were not 
held  were occasionally or often on the side of court 

40

69

85 84

48

70

Prosecutorss Lawyers

Caused by the court Caused by a party to the proceedings Caused by other parties (witness, etc)

Thinking about the hearings which have not been held, what were the reasons why they were not 
held? Indicate how frequently, if at all, the particular circumstance was the reason why the hearings 
were not held ? (Prompted) 

Prosecutors and lawyers: % occasionally + often 

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 77%, 80% and 82% of 
prosecutors with respect to causes, and 98% of lawyers ) 
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In 46% of criminal cases, and 37% of civil cases, over 
25% of hearings were considered ineffective.  

46

83

47

58

8

4

16

9
37

9

26
17

6
3

8 6
3 1 3 2

Criminal Misdemeanor  Civil Business

76-100%

51-75%

26-50%

Up to 25%

0 (all
contribut
ed)

Percentage hearings which did not contribute to progress in the resolution of the case 
(out of total number of scheduled hearings) 

33

40

34

8

Criminal Misdemeanor   Civil Business

Don't know
Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped) 
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More than one third of the prosecutors and 48% of lawyers 
estimated that over 25% up to all 100% of hearings were 
unproductive.  

2 9

63 43

29

34

5
7

1 1

Prosecutors Lawyers

76-100%

51-75%

26-50%

Up to 25%

0 (all
contributed)

Estimate the percentage of all hearings held in 2009 that DID NOT SIGNIFICANTLY 
contribute to progress in the resolution of court cases?  

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped: base 44% of prosecutors 
and 96% of lawyers ) 

Average % of hearings that were 
inefective in 2009 (prosecutors 

and lawyers estimation)

22
30

Prosecutors Lawyers
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Prosecutors and lawyers most frequently associate the 
reasons for the ineffective hearings with the inefficiency of 
the court (39% and 55% respectively) 

 Main reasons for the hearings not contributing to progress in the resolution of the case 
(SPONTANEOUS, MULTIPLE ANSWERS)  

39

28

23

10

55

22

10

9

Reasons on the side of court
(unprepared / incapable

inefficient judges, poor work
organization/inaccuracy)

Reasons on the side of
parties in the process

(obstruction, unprepared,
absent)

Reasons on the side of other
participants in the process

(witness, experts)

Objective reasons (Technical
problems, overload, bad

laws)

Prosecutors

Lawyers

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped) base: 31% of prosecutors 
and 87% of lawyers ) 

% of ANSWERS (out of total number of answers) 
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A2. Quality of service  
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On the average, with exception of prosecutors, the quality 
of judicial work was evaluated as average tending to low 

Evaluation of the quality of  judicial work: population’s and business sector’s evaluation of the 
particular case, lawyers’ evaluations in general in 2009, and  prosecutors’ evaluations of the 
quality of work in the institution they worked in 2009  

18 13
22

13 11
1

17
14

15
21 29

42

36
28 33

55

23

19
31 30 27

5

54

3 5 5 5
17

1
Criminal Misdemeanor Civil Business Lawyers Prosecutors

Very high quality

High quality

Average quality

Low quality

Very low quality

(Base: Total target population) 
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The citizens in whose favor the judgment was passed  
evaluated, on average, the quality of the judicial work with 
higher grades, but still 22% evaluated it as low or very low  

9
2513

17
34

34

37

22
7 2

Judgment in favor Judgment not in favor

Very high quality

High quality

Average quality

Low quality

Very low quality

Evaluations of the quality of the judicial work - Citizens -  (average for all types 
of cases) in dependence of the outcome 



25 

General population and business sector most often attribute the 
reasons for judiciary works being less than “high quality” to the 
judge not doing his/her job well and to poor organization 

34

28

33

28

22

27

31
28

15

22

13

24

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil Business

The judge did not do
his/her job well

Poor organization

Bad laws

Perceived most important reason for evaluations of the quality of judicial work being less 
than “high quality” (Prompted) 

Base: part of the population who evaluated the quality of  judicial work less than “high quality” 

Most frequent answers 
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Despite that just slightly more than one third of the general 
population evaluated the quality of judicial work as high, 
majority evaluated positively the judge’s performance.  

To what extent do you agree with the following assertions?  

73 67 65 63 61

24 30 31 36
17

The judge was polite
and pleasant

The judge was
impartial, fair and

objective

The judge generated
trust and respect

The judge was
efficient

The judge was not
corrupt

agree ( 3 + 4 ) disagree ( 1 + 2 )
General population 

Base: total population 
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Majority of people with experience with court cases were 
satisfied with the work of the judge at first-instance court, but a 
substantial part still uttered dissatisfaction.  

16 13 19
8

30
22 17

25

48
53 49 53

5 12 13 11

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil Business

Very satisfied  

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Base: total population 

How satisfied were you with the work of the judge in the first-instance court?  
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The citizens in whose favor the judgment was passed 
were more satisfied with the work of the judge, but still 
each forth was dissatisfied or very dissatisfied 

10
21

15

28

59

46

16 6

Judgment in favor Judgment not in favor

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

How satisfied were you with the work of the judge in the first-instance court?  
Citizens - (average for all types of cases) 
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In giving the reason why the quality of judiciary work have not 
been higher in 2009 lawyers stressed the poor organization, 
while prosecutors stressed the lack of staff 

 Perceived most important reason for the quality of the judiciary work have not being 
higher / for prosecutors: the quality of work in the institution their worked for (Prompted) 

7

32
26

34

7

19

Lack of staffPoor organizationUnclear laws allowing
for inconsistent
interpretations

Lawyers

Prosecutors/

Base: part of the lawyers who evaluated the quality of  judicial work less than “high quality” , all target group 
for prosecutors (Don’t know dropped); base 86% prosecutors, and 90% lawyers 

Most frequent answers 
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A3. Fairness 
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Majority of users estimated that their first instance trial was 
not  fully fair, and only 10% of prosecutors and 6% of lawyers 
estimated that judiciary system in 2009 was largely fair 

18
28 31

18

53

58 43

33

27
14

25
48

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil Business

Yes, fully

Yes,
partly

No

 Notwithstanding the outcome of 
the court proceedings, did you have 
a fair trial?  

43

13

51

77

6 10

Lawyers Prosecutors

Largely
fair

Mostly
fair 

Unfair 

How fair was the judiciary system in 
2009?  

Base: total population; (Prosecutors 96% / don’t know dropped) 
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The citizens in whose favor the judgment was passed, 
evaluated in higher percentage that they had a fair trial, but 
still each tenth uttered that  

10
33

49

51

41
17

Judgment in favor Judgment not in favor

Yes, fully

Yes, partly

No

Notwithstanding the outcome of the court proceedings, did you have a fair trial?  -  
Citizens - (average for all types of cases) 
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Overload/poor organization, poor legal provision and politicized 
justice system were named most often as the chief reasons for 
the judiciary not being fair in 2009; but politicization, corruption 
and insufficient accessibility were mentioned too 

 The chief reason for evaluating the judiciary system as not being fair in 2009? (PROMPTED)  

12

4

2425
29

7

21

15
19

31

Corruption in the
judicial system

Insufficient
accessibility to all

citizens 

The judicial system
is politicized

Poor legal
provisions 

Overload/poor
organization of the

judicial system 

Lawyers Prosecutors

Base: part of population who have not evaluated  the judiciary system to be largely fair; don’t know 
dropped (base: prosecutors 68%, lawyers 93%) 

Most frequent answers 
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99% of lawyers thought that political affiliation was an element 
of unequal treatment of the citizens 

909081
59

857689

1

91018
40

1524
11

99

GenderAgeNationalitySocio-
economic

status

Place of
residence

EducationDisabilityPolitical
Affiliation

YES NO

 Did the judicial system treat all citizens equally, notwithstanding their …  

89868669867584

366
22

5166

GenderAgeNationalitySocio-
economic

status

Place of
residence

EducationDisabilityPolitical
Affiliation

Lawyers 

Prosecutors 

N/A 
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A4. Integrity 



36 

As high as 27% of prosecutors, and 66% of lawyers think 
that judiciary system was not independent in 2009 

How independent was the judicial system in Serbia in 2009?  

5
15

22

51

61

33

12
2

Prosecutors Lawyers

Fully independent

Mostly independent

Mostly not independent

Not  independent

Base: total population; don’t know dropped (base: prosecutors 93%, lawyers 97%) 
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Media and politicians /political parties were mostly 
perceived as the institutions that jeopardized the 
independence of the judicial system in 2009 

32

60

34

65

75

84

84

59

23

30

32

35

43

61

63

67

International
organizations

Big business

NGOs in Serbia

Government

Specific ministries

Political parties

Politicians

Media

Prosecutors

Lawyers

How much did the following institutions jeopardize the independence of the 
judicial system in 2009?  

Base: total population (don’t know/missing dropped; data base 87% to 90 prosecutors 98% to 
99%lawyers)  
 % “quite” + “a lot” 
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As high as 72% of the citizens and 69% of the court 
representatives think that judiciary system was not 
independent in 2009 

To what extent was the judicial system in Serbia in 2009 truly independent from 
the executive authorities (politics)?  

39
29

39

40

17
26

3 5

Citizens Business

Fully independent

Mostly independent

Mostly not independent

Not  independent

Base: total population withy court proceedings experience; don’t know dropped (base: citizens 94%, 
business 91%) 
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Judicial system was perceived as the most corrupted among 
the state institutions: Only 12% of citizens believe that 
judicial system is not corrupted (or just a little)  

12 12 16 11 16
28

37
44

58 53 53 50 49

35
23

17

Judicial
System

National
Assembly

Health System Government Police Education
System

President Military

Not at all/a little) Present quite/to a great degree

How present is corruption in the following sectors and institutions 

General population 
Base: total target population 
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Judicial system was one of the least trusted institutions 

16 20 17
32 32 33 36

47 51 46
60

56
47 47

36 33 33
23 20 15 13 11

Church Army Education
System

Health
System

President Police Media Judicial
System

Government NGOs in
Serbia

National
Assembly

Do not trust (at all/mostly) Trust (mostly/fully)

Rate the degree in which you trust the following sectors and institutions  

General population 
Base: total target population 
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13% of prosecutors reported that they found themselves in the 
situation in which someone tried to resort to informal means. 
Most often these were lawyers, politicians, and other employees 
of the court 

14

86

Prosecutors

No

Yes

PROSECUTORS: Did you ever find 
yourself in a situation in which someone 

tried to resort to informal means?   

44

40

29

4

4

Lawyer

Politicians

Other
employee of

the court

Ministries

Big
business

 PROSECUTORS: Who tried to resort to 
informal means to affect your work?     

Base: total population; don’t know dropped (base: prosecutors 93%) 
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45% of lawyers reported that their clients tried to resort to 
informal means, while 2% reported that judges tried it, 
and 1% that prosecutors tried it 

LAWYERS: Did you ever find yourself in a situation in which:  
  Your client asked you to use some informal means 
  Judge offered you an agreement which implied some pecuniary advantage to make a judgment 
in favor of your client?  
  Prosecutor offered you an agreement which implied some pecuniary advantage to do 
his/her work in favor of your client?  

45

55

98 99

22

Client Judge Prosecutor

No

Yes

Base: total population; don’t know dropped (base: lawyers 98%) 
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Only 9% of lawyers and 25% of prosecutors think that there 
was no corruption in judicial system in 2009.  

9
25

68

70

23
5

Lawyers Prosecutors

To a great
extent

To an extent

There was
no
corruption

In your opinion, was there corruption 
in the judicial system in 2009?   

9 3

24

9

67

88

Lawyers Prosecutors

Individual

Both

Systemic

Was corruption systemic or individual?    

Base: total population; don’t know dropped 
(base: prosecutors 93%, lawyers 77%) Base: those who think that there was corruption; don’t 

know dropped (base: prosecutors 60%, lawyers 76%) 
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Less than half of the prosecutors (46%) and only 5 % of lawyers 
declared that an internal control contributing to the integrity of 
the judiciary existed within the judicial system in 2009 – 

Was there any form of internal control 
within the judicial system in 2009?  

To what degree did the internal control that 
existed contribute to the integrity of the 
judiciary?  

22

69

78

31

Lawyers Prosecutors

No

Yes
22

3

56

30

17

51

4
16

Lawyers Prosecutors

Greatly

Fairly 

A little

Not at
all

Base: total population; don’t know dropped 
(base: prosecutors 86%, lawyers 65%) 

Base: part of the population who think that there was internal 
control; don’t know dropped (base: prosecutors 63%, 
lawyers 21%) 
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A huge majority of the prosecutors as well as lawyers think 
that the internal control is important for strengthening the 
integrity of the judicial system 

In principle, how important is internal control for strengthening the integrity of 
the judicial system?  

66 62

26 35

7 3

Lawyers Prosecutors

Unimportant

Somewhat important

Very important

Base: total population; don’t know dropped (base: prosecutors 87%, lawyers 99%) 
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Lawyers

13 16
24

49 47
50

26 28
20

13 9 6

Bar
Association

Association of
Judges

Association of
Prosecutors

Greatly

Fairly

A little

Not at all

Neither prosecutors, nor lawyers think that professional 
associations really helped to strengthen the integrity of the 
profession they represent 

To what extent did professional associations help strengthen the integrity of the 
profession they represent?  

Prosecutors

34
15 14

42

40 36

17

32 32

7 13 17

Bar Association Association of
Judges

Association of
Prosecutors

Greatly

Fairly

A little

Not at all

Base: total population; don’t know dropped (base: prosecutors 80%, 80% and 91% respectively; 
lawyers 100%, 99% and 98% respectively) 
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A5. Accessibility and  
A6. Cost effectiveness  
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Both lawyers and prosecutors agreed that the least accessible 
element of the judicial system was the finances, but in reverse 
order in relation to the costs to the court and to the attorney 

 How accessible was the judicial system to citizens until the end of 2009 according to 
lawyers and prosecutors  
 % accessible (mostly + very) 

64

35

84 83 81

38

53

88
83

64

In terms of finances –
given court-related

costs (court taxes, trial
costs, travel costs)

In terms of finances –
given attorney-related

expenses

In terms of geography
– given the distance of

the courthouse

In terms of layout –
how easy was it to find

your way and move
around the
courthouse

In terms of access to
information

Lawyers Prosecutors

Base: total population 
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The majority of the users of the court services in criminal 
and civil cases evaluated overall costs as excessive 

6 7 4

32

53
41

62
40

55

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil

Excessive

Reasonable

Small

Do you think the overall costs were small, “reasonable” or excessive given 
the quality of the court services you were provided?  

Base: total population; don’t know / missing dropped (base: 92%) 
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Evaluation of the overall costs was significantly associated 
with the evaluation of the quality of the judiciary work 

3 7 8
20

42
62

76

51
31

Low quality Average quality High quality

Excessive

 Reasonable

Small

 What was the quality of judicial work in that specific case?  

Do you think the overall costs were small, “reasonable” or excessive given 
the quality of the court services you were provided?  

Base: total population; don’t know / missing dropped (base: 92%) 
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Education, and modernization of equipment were most often 
mentioned area of investments which would in the long term 
actually cut costs 

Was there a need for investing any additional funds, which would, in the long term, 
actually cut costs, since such investments would result in considerable 
improvement of judicial efficiency?  

14

11

11

6

2

5

5

2

25

33

30

12

8

7

6

6

Education, additional training for judges/ all
employees

Computerization/ system networking

Infrastructure/ technical equipment/
modernization

Better terms/ premises/ working facilities

Income of judges/ the employed in judiciary

Increase of the number of judges/ the
employed in judiciary

Employing quality, expert staff

Organization/ efficacy of work

Prosecutors

Lawyers

Base: total population; don’t know / missing dropped (base: prosecutors 44%, lawyers 97% ) 

% of the most frequent answers 

Spontaneous, multiple answers 
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Roma specific experience with court 
cases  
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Majority of Roma involved in criminal cases, and quite 
substantial percentage involved in the misdemeanor and civil 
cases, thought that their case would finish more in their 
favor if they were not Roma 

If you were not Roma, do you think that your case would finish more in your 
favor, would have finished in the same way, or less in your favor? 

59

31 36

41

66 61

Criminal Misdemeanor Civil

Your case would have finish in
the same way

Your case would finish more in
your favor

Base: total target population; don’t know dropped (base: criminal 92%, misdemeanor 97%, civil 
93%) 

Third option was “Your 
case would finish less in 
your favor” but none of 
respondents chose that 
answer 
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B. EVALUATIONS OF THE PERFORMANCE OF 
THE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES OF THE 

COURTS BEFORE THE REFORMS  
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B1.  Efficiency 
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Most of the users had to visit court house more than once 
in order to finish administrative task 

42
31 40 47

27 42

49 36

28 26
12 16

3 1 1

Authentication (of
documents and

contracts) 

Administrative task
related to land registries 

Administrative task at
registry desk

Business

 8 - 20 (40)

 3 - 7

 2

 1

How many times did you have to go to the courthouse to complete the task?  

General population administrative task 

1 

5 
1 

10 

1 

20 

Min 

Max 

Base: part of the population who reported data 

1 

40 
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Citizens spent, on average, slightly more than 1 hour and 
business sector 2.5 hours in the court house in order to finish 
the administrative task 

2.1
2.5

3.8

5.5

1.3
1.6

0.9

2.5

Authentication (of
documents and

contracts) 

Administrative task
related to land registries 

Administrative task at
registry desk

Business

Average total time
in hours

Average time in
court house

Average time spent to complete the administrative task in hours/ average working hours for 
business sector and average time in court house  (h)/ number of visits to court house 

General population administrative task 

 Median (total) 

 

Median (in court house) 

1,3h 

 

1h 

1,5h 

 

1h 

1h 

 

1h 

2h 

 

1h 
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A substantial part of users evaluated that their task could 
have been completed in shorter time 

Users estimate if the task could be completed in the shorter time and perceived reasons 
why the task took longer 

49

21

40

2929 29

66

4341 37

0

36

15 17 13
23

Staff is slow because it
is indolent

The procedure is
complicated

Insufficient number of
service counters/staff

Staff is slow because it
is not trained well

What were the 
reasons why this 
task took longer 
time? 

61 55
47 50

Authentication (of
documents and

contracts) 

Administrative task
related to land

registries 

Administrative task at
registry desk

Business

Could have been
compelted in shorter
time
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B2. Quality of service 
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1/3 of population who completed task of authentication and 1/3 
of those who completed task at registry desk evaluated quality 
of administration as low or very low 

20
6 15

11

16
19

40
44

36
48

25
23

29 26

3 11 1 6

5
15

Authentication (of
documents and

contracts) 

Administrative task
related to land

registries 

Administrative task at
registry desk

Business

Very high quality

High quality

Average quality

Low quality

Very low quality 

General impression of the quality of work of the judiciary administration in that specific 
case 

General population administrative task 
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Quite a substantial part of the users evaluated the 
administrative staff as inefficient, unpleasant, indolent, and 
negligent, and as high as 18% as prone to corruption 

52
44 52

18 29 25

2528
11

484447

Knowladge Efficiency Pleasantness Proneness to
corruption 

Indolence Negligence

GENERAL POPULATION: Please rate the staff in the court administrative services with 
respect to the following features (scale 1= very low level to 5=very high level) 

High (4,5), Low (1,2) High (4,5), Low (1,2) 
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50

55

60

65

70

75

80

85

90
Court working hour

Ease of accessing relevant service
counters 

Ease of accessing relevant staff

Staff conduct

Time spent waiting your turn

Court security service conduct

Authentication (of documents and contracts)

Administrative task related to land registries

Administrative task at registry desk

Business

Rates of the satisfaction with defined aspects of the administrative service with respect to 
experience with the last administrative case before January 2010.  

% satisfied and very satisfied 

Time spent waiting was the least satisfying aspect of 
completing the administrative tasks.  
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B4. Integrity 
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Most of the users of the administrative court services agreed 
that corruption in court administrative services is present, 
especially in the service of Authentication (of documents and 
contracts)  

28
11 4 12

42

37 49
50

30
52 47 38

Authentication Administrative
service related to

land registry

Administrative
service at registry

desk

Business

There was no
corruption

To an extent

To a great extent

 Was there corruption in court administrative services?  
Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 73% of general 
population and 73% business) 
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In 19% of tasks of authentication and 23% of administrative 
tasks related to land registry some sort of informal means 
were used, usually pulling strings 

Did you ever find yourself in circumstances in which you resorted to informal means to 
have your case adjudicated more efficiently? What did you do?  

76 71

100

68

7 8 11
20

44

1613 12 9

I pulled strings (with an
employee, exerted
political influence)

I made an additional
payment

I gave a gift

I rendered a “service in
return”

What did you do? 

19
23

4

14

Authentication (of
documents and contracts) 

Administrative task related
to land registries 

Administrative task at
registry desk

Business

Yes, I resorted to
informal means
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B5. Cost effectiveness 
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More than 60% of the citizens’ total expenditure for 
completion of administrative task were court costs  

67 61 62
39

2 12 4

5

22 15 29

26

10 12 6
31

Authentication (of
documents and

contracts) 

Administrative task
related to land

registries 

Administrative task at
registry desk

Business

Other costs 

Travel costs 

Lawyer`s fee 

Court costs 

Cost break 

General population administrative task 

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 87% of general 
population) 
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Quite a substantial part of the users evaluated the costs 
of the administrative tasks as excessive 

11 16 14
31

56 54
42

44

33 30
44

25

Authentication (of
documents and

contracts) 

Administrative task
related to land

registries 

Administrative task at
registry desk

Business

Excessive

Reasonable

Small

Do you think the OVERALL costs were small, “reasonable” or excessive given the quality 
of the administrative services you were provided?  

General population administrative task 

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 88% of general 
population) 
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C. ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE REFORMS OF 
THE JUDICIARY SYSTEM IN SERBIA  
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6 9 5 6 1 1

23
32

20 24

53
52

50
57

14 11

15
6

18
11

43 50

3 1 7 2

40 35

32
General population

with court experience
General population

without court
experience

Business  with court
experience

Business  without
court experience

Lawyers Prosecutors

Not at all 2 3 4 Very well

Most of the citizens feel to be fairly informed (grade 3) about the 
judicial system reforms  

 How well informed are you about the judicial system reform launched on 1 January 2010?  

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 87% and 92% of business 
with respect, 70% of lawyers, 70% of prosecutors ) 
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Only one third of the prosecutors, and hardly every fifth lawyer 
fully support the reform 

 Do you support the current judicial reform in general or not?   

41 40 37
52

19
33

43 43 49
35

37

57

16 17 14 13

44

11

General population
with court

experience

General population
without court
experience

Business  with
court experience

Business  without
court experience

Lawyers Prosecutors

No, I don’t
support it 

I support it to an
extent

Yes, I fully
support it

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 85 and 82%, of general 
population and 84% and 76% of business with respect, 92% of prosecutors ) 
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Most people expect that judicial system will be improved 
in most of its dimensions, with exception of more rational 
spending of the budget funds.  

 To what extent will the judicial system reform launched on 1 January 2010 improve the 
following dimensions of the judicial system?  

62 56 58 57 50 42
55 48 53 45 40 32

9 8 8 10 5 7 7 8 16 2011 11

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Improve WorsenPopulation 

Efficiency Quality Accessibility Fairness Integrity 

More 
rational 
spending of 
budget 
funds 
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Most of the business sector expect positive changes in 
judiciary system, with exception of integrity and more rational 
spending of budget funds 

 To what extent will the judicial system reform launched on 1 January 2010 improve the following 
dimensions of the judicial system?  

60 57 60 52 55 53 51 51 46 46 42 37

9 10 10 13 6 9 10 11 17 24
1515

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Without
court

experience

With court
experience

Improve WorsenBusiness 

Efficiency Quality Accessibility Fairness Integrity 

More 
rational 
spending of 
budget 
funds 
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Half of lawyers expect that due to reforms the judicial system 
will be even less efficient 

 To what extent will the judicial system reform launched on 1 January 2010 improve the following 
dimensions of the judicial system?  
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Most of the prosecutors think that current number of judges is 
too small given all other changes introduced by the reforms 

 Prosecutors: Given all the other changes introduced by the reforms as a whole, is 
the current number of judges too small, sufficient or could it have been even smaller 
in the context of the reforms as a whole?  

75

23

3

Too small  

Sufficient

Could have been
smaller

Base: part of the population who reported data (missing/don’t know dropped; base: 92% of prosecutors) 


