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In 2021, civil and commercial cases were resolved within < 1 year in most Member States and the lengths of proceedings 
decreased in 16 Member States (compared to 2020). 

EFFICIENCY OF JUSTICE SYSTEMS
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Figure 5 Estimated time needed to resolve civil, commercial, administrative and other cases in 2012, 
2019 – 2021 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, this category includes all civil and commercial litigious and non-litigious cases, non-litigious land and business registry cases, other registry cases, 
other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other non-criminal cases. Methodology changes in SK. Pending cases include all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. LV: 
the sharp decrease is due to court system reform, error checks and data clean-ups of the information system.

Figure 6 Estimated time needed to resolve litigious civil and commercial cases at first instance in 2012, 2019 – 
2021 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, litigious civil/commercial cases concern disputes between parties, e.g. disputes about contracts. Non-litigious civil/commercial cases concern 
uncontested proceedings, e.g. uncontested payment orders. Methodology changes in EL and SK. Pending cases include all instances in CZ and, up to 2016, in SK. IT: the temporary 
slowdown of judicial activity due to strict restrictive measures to address the COVID-19 pandemic affected the disposition time. Data for NL include non-litigious cases.

Figure 7 Estimated time needed to resolve litigious civil and commercial cases at all court instances in 2021 (*) 
(1st, 2nd and 3rd instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) The order is determined by the court instance with the longest proceedings in each Member State. No data are available for first and second instance courts in BE and BG, for 
second instance courts in NL, for second and third instance courts in AT or for third instance courts in DE and HR. There is no third instance court in DE and MT. IT: The temporary 
slowdown of judicial activity due to strict restrictive measures to address the COVID-19 pandemic affected the disposition time. Access to a third instance court may be limited in 
some Member States. 
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Figure 22 Money laundering: average length of court cases in 2014, 2019 – 2021 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: 
European Commission with the Expert Group on Money Laundering and Financing of Terrorism)
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(*) No data for 2021: BE, DE, FR, HR, IT and RO. BG: The average length of the cases is calculated from the day of opening the court case to the day of the court decision in months. 
PT: the database was filtered, for each and every judicial county, by the relevant criteria to reach the information related to money laundering files; regarding the average number 
of days, the dates of infraction and the date of final decision or closure were considered. CY: Serious cases, before the Assize Court, are on average tried within a year. Less serious 
offences, before the District Courts, take longer to be tried. SK*: data correspond to average length of the whole proceedings, including at appeal court.

– Anti-corruption – 

Corruption is an impediment to sustainable economic growth, diverting resources from productive outcomes, undermining the 
efficiency of public spending and deepening social inequalities. It hampers the effective and smooth functioning of the single 
market, creates uncertainties in doing business and holds back investment. Corruption is particularly complex to tackle since, unlike 
most crimes, both parties involved in a corruption case are interested in maintaining secrecy about it, contributing to a general dif-
ficulty to quantify the magnitude of corruption cases in any country. Corruption is a particularly serious crime with a cross-border 
dimension addressed in Article 83(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union that can only be effectively tackled 
by common minimum rules across the European Union. On 3 May 2023, the Commission adopted a proposal for a Directive on 
combating corruption by criminal law and a joint communication on the fight against corruption (54). The proposal for directive 
updates and harmonises EU rules on the definitions of and penalties for corruption offences, to ensure high standards against 
the full range of corruption offences (ie. bribery, but also misappropriation, trading in influence, abuse of functions, as well as 
obstruction of justice and the illicit enrichment related to corruption offence) to better prevent corruption and to improve enforce-
ment. In cooperation with Member States, a new questionnaire was developed to collect data on the length of court proceedings 
before first instance courts in bribery cases, which is presented in Figure 23 below (55). 

Figure 23 Corruption (bribery): average length of court cases in 2021 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: European 
Commission with the National Contact Points for Anti-corruption)
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(*) No reply on this question from MT and CY. For BE, EE, DE, IE, EL, ES and IT the exact number of days is not available. NL: The average processing time for the 27 cases is 443 
days. However, the indictment/subpoena at this starting point is not yet final, and often the case is not yet ready for trial, so it takes some time before it is placed in a hearing. If the 
starting point is the first hearing and the endpoint is the date of the final verdict (by first instance judge), then the average processing time for the abovementioned cases is 100 days.

54 Proposal for a Directive on combatting corruption COM (2023) 234 and Joint Communication on the fight against corruption JOIN(2023) 12 final.

55 This first data collection has focussed on the criminal courts of first instance, which usually contribute the most to the overall length of criminal proceedings until the judgment 
becomes final.
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In 5 of the Member States facing challenges with the length of proceedings in first instance courts, higher 
instance courts perform more efficiently. 
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Figure 8 Estimated time needed to resolve administrative cases at first instance in 2012, 2019 – 2021 (*) 
(1st instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) Administrative law cases concern disputes between individuals and local, regional or national authorities, under the CEPEJ methodology. Methodology changes in EL and SK. 
Pending cases include courts of all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. DK and IE do not record administrative cases separately. CY: in 2018, the number of resolved cases 
increased because cases were tried together, 2 724 consolidated cases were withdrawn and an administrative court was set up in 2015.

Figure 9 Estimated time needed to resolve administrative cases at all court instances in 2021 (*) (1st and, where 
applicable, 2nd and 3rd instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) The order is determined by the court instance with the longest proceedings in each Member State. No data available for second instance courts in BE, CZ, HU, MT, AT, RO, SI, SK 
and FI, for third instance courts in CY, LT, LU, MT and PL. The supreme, or other highest court, is the only appeal instance in CZ, IT, CY, AT, SI and FI. There is no third instance court 
for these types of cases in HR, LT, LU and MT. The highest Administrative Court is the first and only instance for certain cases in BE. Access to third instance courts may be limited 
in some Member States. DK and IE do not record administrative cases separately.

– Clearance rate – 

The clearance rate is the ratio of the number of resolved cases over the number of incoming cases. It measures whether a court is 
keeping up with its incoming caseload. When the clearance rate is around 100% or higher, it means the judicial system is able to 
resolve at least as many cases as come in. When the clearance rate is below 100%, it means that the courts are resolving fewer 
cases than the number of incoming cases.

    3.1. Efficiency of justice systems     3.1.2. General data on efficiency      – Clearance rate –  

In 12 Member States bribery cases in criminal courts are resolved within < 1 year.
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Figure 28 Specific arrangements for victims of violence against women/domestic violence, 2022 
(*) (source: European Commission (2))
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Judges can follow training on  gender-sensitive practices in judicial proceedings
Judges can follow training on protection measures, in particular in cases of violence against women
Judges can follow training on communication with victims of violence against women/domestic violence
Measures are in place to protect the rights and interests of victims and witnesses, at all stages of judicial proceedings
Measures are in place to ensure that contact between victims and perpetrators within law enforcement agency and court premises is avoided where possible 
Victims are informed, at least in cases where the victims and their family might be in danger, when the perpetrator escapes or is released temporarily or 
definitively
Non-governmental organisations and/or equality bodies can assist and/or support victims, at their request, during judicial proceedings
Specific website about domestic violence prevention
Specific website to provide information about support and protection services to victims of domestic violence
Specific website to provide legal information about violence against women/domestic violence and the rights of victims of such crime

(*) LT: No data on training were provided.

– Selected powers of equality bodies to help victims of discrimination to access justice –

For the first time, the 2023 EU Justice Scoreboard provides an overview of selected specific powers of equality bodies to assist 
victims of discrimination to access justice. Figure 29 below shows which powers the equality body(ies) – or in certain cases other 
specific bodies – hold in each Member State to resolve cases of discrimination. These are, among others, offering the parties the 
possibility to seek an alternative resolution to their dispute (for example mediation or conciliation procedures), issuing binding 
decisions in discrimination cases, acting in court in cases of discrimination either on behalf of victims or in its own name, or sub-
mitting observations to the court as amicus curiae or expert in cases of discrimination. The exercise of those powers in practice 
varies depending on the Member State.

Figure 29 Selected powers of equality bodies to help victims of discrimination to access justice, 2022 
(*) (source: information compiled based on data collected from Equinet (the European network of equality bodies), 
national equality bodies and the European Network of legal experts)

Member State BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR HR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE
Offer the parties the possibility of 
alternative dispute resolution
Issue legally binding decisions

Act in court proceedings

Submit observations to the court

(*) A dot reflects that at least one equality body in the Member State has the relevant power. In some Member States, the powers studied are exercised by another entity than the 
equality body, in which case the table does not contain a dot. CZ: The Public Defender of Rights (CZ) is empowered to act as amicus curiae only before constitutional court. It is not 
formaly empowered to submit observation before courts deciding on discrimination cases. ES: According to Ley 15/2022, adopted on 12 Julio 2022, but not fully implemented yet.

69 2022 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems and the European Judicial Training Network.
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Figure 27 Specific arrangements for access to justice of persons at risk of discrimination and older 
persons, 2022 (*) (source: European Commission (1))

DE BG BE LV PL ES LT AT EL FR PT SK SE EE IE MT RO SI CZ LU NL FI IT DK HR HU CY

Judges can receive training on the rights and needs of older people
Judges can receive training on communication with older people
Court buildings and court rooms are easily physically accessible to older people
Steps are taken to make legal aid more accessible to older people if needed
Solutions are in place to ease the participation for older people in court proceedings (*)
Information is available online in formats easily accessible for older people
Steps are taken to raise awareness among older people of where to obtain legal information and assistance
Needs and satisfaction of persons at risk of discrimination or in vulnerable situations were covered in surveys addressed to court users in 2021 
Non-governmental organisations and/or equality bodies have the right to initiate or participate in judicial proceedings on behalf or in support of one or 
several victims
Availability of information on the rights of persons at risk of discrimination
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(*) LT: No data on training were provided. 

Figure 28 shows the effort of Member States to protect and support victims of violence against women/domestic violence (68) 
and facilitate their access to justice. Access to justice plays an important role in combating violence against women and domestic 
violence. A coordinated and integrated justice response contributes to the safety and well-being of victims and to preventing 
re-victimisation. 

67 2022 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems and the European Judicial Training Network.

68 Violence against women means gender-based violence, that is directed against a woman or a girl because she is a woman or a girl or that affects women or girls disproportionately, 
including all acts of such violence that result in, or are likely to result in, physical, sexual, psychological or economic harm or suffering, including threats of such acts, coercion 
or arbitrary deprivation of liberty, whether occurring in public or in private life. Domestic violence means all acts of violence that result in, or are likely to result in, physical, 
sexual, psychological or economic harm or suffering, that occur within the family or domestic unit, irrespective of biological or legal family ties, or between former or current 
spouses or partners, whether or not the offender shares or has shared a residence with the victim.

    3.2. Quality of justice systems     3.2.1. Accessibility      – Specific arrangements for access to justice –  

Almost all EU countries have arrangements to support persons at risk of discrimination and older persons in 
accessing justice but only 

•	 17 Member States provide information on the rights of persons at risk of discrimination; 
•	 14 Member States have solutions in place to make it easier for older people to participate in court proceedings.

All EU countries have in place at least some arrangements for victims of violence against women and domestic 
violence. 
• �In 12 Member States, all mapped safeguards are in place, including online access to specific information that 
is relevant to this group, special protection for victims and witnesses, support during judicial proceedings by non-
governmental organisations or equality bodies or specific dedicated training for judges. 

However, 
• �nearly a quarter EU countries do not provide online access to specific information on domestic violence prevention, 
support and protection services, or legal information about violence and victims’ rights. 

QUALITY AND CITIZEN-FRIENDLY JUSTICE SYSTEMS

1 	� 2022 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems and the European Judicial Training Network.
2	 2022 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems and the European Judicial Training Network.
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A high perceived independence of the judiciary is paramount for the trust which justice in a society governed by the rule of law 
must inspire in individuals, and is contributing to a growth-friendly business environment, as a perceived lack of independence can 
deter investments. The Scoreboard includes indicators for the judiciary’s independence concerning the effectiveness of investment 
protection. In addition to indicators on perceived judicial independence from various sources, the Scoreboard presents a number 
of indicators on how justice systems are organised to protect judicial independence in certain types of situations where independ-
ence could be at risk (97). Reflecting the input from the European Network of Councils for the Judiciary (ENCJ), the Network of the 
Presidents of the Supreme Judicial Courts of the EU (NPSJC), the Expert Group on Money Laundering and Financing of Terrorism 
(EGMLTF), and from the National contact points in the fight against corruption, this edition of the Scoreboard shows indicators on 
powers of the Councils for the Judiciary, the authorities involved in the appointment of Supreme Court Presidents and Prosecutors 
General, and the a first overview regarding bodies involved in prevention and prosecution of corruption and their various degrees 
of specialisation. 

3.3.1.  Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment 
protection

Figure 49 How the general public perceives the independence of courts and judges (*) (source: Eurobarometer (4) - 
light colours: 2016, 2021 and 2022, dark colours: 2023)
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(*) Member States are ordered first by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very good or fairly good (total good); if some Member 
States have the same percentage of total good, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is fairly bad or very 
bad (total bad); if some Member States have the same percentage of total good and total bad, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the inde-
pendence of courts and judges is very good; if some Member States have the same percentage of total good, total bad and of very good, then they are ordered by the percentage 
of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very bad.

Figure 50 shows the main reasons given by respondents for the perceived lack of independence of courts and judges. Respond-
ents among the general public, who rated the independence of the justice system as being ‘fairly bad’ or ‘very bad,’ could choose 
between three reasons to explain their rating. The Member States are listed in the same order as in Figure 49.

97 Since 2020, the World Economic Forum has not published the Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) rankings.

98 Eurobarometer survey FL519, conducted between 16 and 24 January 2023. Replies to the question: ‘From what you know, how would you rate the justice system in (your 
country) in terms of the independence of courts and judges? Would you say it is very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad?’, see: https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/justice-
and-fundamental-rights/effective-justice/eu-justice-scoreboard_en FL 503 (2022), FL 489 (2021), FL 435 (2016), also available on the Eurobarometer website: https://europa.
eu/eurobarometer/screen/home.
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Perception of judicial independence by the general public: improved in 15 Member States since 2016 and in 12 Member 
States since last year.

INDEPENDENCE OF JUSTICE SYSTEMS
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also needed for secure electronic communication between courts/prosecution services and legal professionals and institutions 
(Figures 43 and 44).

ICT, including innovative technology, plays an important role in supporting the work of judicial authorities. It therefore contributes 
significantly to the quality of justice systems. The availability of various digital tools at the disposal of judges, prosecutors and 
judicial staff can streamline work processes, ensure fair workload allocation and lead to a significant time reduction.

Figure 42 Use of digital technology by courts and prosecution services, 2022 (*) (source: European Commission (3))
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(*) Maximum possible: 7 points. For each criterion, one point was given if courts and prosecution services, respectively, use a given technology and 0.5 point was awarded when the 
technology is not always used by them.

Secure electronic communication can contribute to improving the quality of justice systems. The possibility for courts to com-
municate electronically between themselves, as well as with legal professionals and other institutions, can streamline processes 
and reduce the need for paper-based communication and physical presence, which would lead to a reduction in the length of 
pre-trial activities and court proceedings.

Figure 43 Courts: electronic communication tools, 2022 (*) (source: European Commission (81))
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(*) Maximum possible: 5 points. For each criterion, one point was given if secure electronic communication is available for courts. 0.5 was awarded when the possibility does not 
exists in all cases. FI: the tasks of notaries do not relate to courts. Therefore, there is no reason to provide them with secure connection.

Prosecution services are essential for the functioning of the criminal justice system. They also stand to benefit from access to a 
secure electronic channel of communication, which could facilitate their work and thus improve the quality of court proceedings. 
The possibility for secure electronic communication between prosecution services and investigating authorities, defence lawyers 
and courts would enable a more expedient and efficient preparation of the proceedings before the court.

80 2022 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems.

81 2022 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems.

    3.2. Quality of justice systems     3.2.4. Digitalisation      – Use of digital tools –  Most Member States already use digital solutions such as online information or use of digital technology by courts and 
prosecution services but

•	 Only 8 Member States have digital-ready procedural rules, which allow fully or mostly for the use of distance 
communication and for the admissibility of evidence in digital format only;

•	 In 25 Member States, courts and prosecution services in Member States do not fully use digital technology up to 
the potential allowed by their procedural rules. 

3 	� 2022 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems.
4	 �Eurobarometer survey FL519, conducted between 16 and 24 January 2023. Replies to the question: ‘From what you know, how would you rate the justice system in (your 

country) in terms of the independence of courts and judges? Would you say it is very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad?’, see: https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/justice-
and-fundamental-rights/effective-justice/eu-justice-scoreboard_en FL 503 (2022), FL 489 (2021), FL 435 (2016), also available on the Eurobarometer website: https://
europa.eu/eurobarometer/screen/home.

https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/justice-and-fundamental-rights/effective-justice/eu-justice-scoreboard_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/justice-and-fundamental-rights/effective-justice/eu-justice-scoreboard_en
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/screen/home
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/screen/home
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proposal for a Directive on combating corruption by criminal law (121). For the first time, the 2023 EU Justice Scoreboard is pre-
senting data on the bodies specialised in the prevention of corruption, giving an overview of the type of powers of such bodies 
(Figure 58) and of the rules on the appointment of these same bodies (Figure 59). Most Member States have one or more bodies 
that play a role in the prevention of corruption. Nine Member States did not report on the existence of a specialised preventive 
body but rather on authorities that, apart from their other tasks, also deal with prevention of corruption. Apart from the powers 
of the specialised bodies presented in the figure, other national authorities (may) have other powers in the field of prevention of 
corruption.

Figure 58 Powers of specialised bodies dealing with the prevention of corruption (*) (source: European 
Commission with the National Contact Points for Anti-corruption (6))
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Revolving doors (between politics and businesses): involved in their regulation
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(*) Member States have one or several bodies that have at least some role in preventing corruption. For clarity and comparability, the chart only presents the powers of one authority 
for each Member State, which is specialised in preventing corruption. The authorities whose powers are represented are listed hereafter. Some Member States do not have such au-
thorities, while others have several, with different competences. BE: Unit for Integrity within the Federal Public Service for Policy and Support (FOD BOSA/FPS BOSA). BG: Commission 
on Combating Corruption and Forfeiture of Illegally Acquired Property (CCCFIAP). CZ: Conflict of Interests and Anti-corruption Department, (Ministry of Justice). IE: Standards in Public 
Office Commission. Garda National Economic Crime Bureau also has a role to play in the prevention of corruption. EL: National Transparency Authority. ES: Office on the Conflict 
of Interests. FR: There are two anti-corruption bodies - L’Agence française anticorruption (AFA) and la Haute Autorité pour la transparence de la vie publique (HATVP). Тhey have 
complementary functions in relation to the prevention of corruption. The chart presents the powers of the AFA. HR: Commission for the Resolution of Conflicts of Interest. IT: National 
Anti-corruption Authority. CY: Independent Authority Against Corruption. LV: Corruption Prevention and Combating Bureau. LT: There are two authorities dealing with the prevention 
of corruption – Special Investigation Service (STT), which is presented in the chart, and the Chief Official Ethic Commission (COEC). HU: Integrity Authority. The competence to verify 
asset declarations of senior political executives was transferred to the Integrity Authority in 2022. The procedure under the Conditionality Regulation and Hungary’s Recovery and 
Resilience Plan include, in addition, reforms to extend the Integrity Authority’s powers to directly verify public asset declarations of all high-risk officials whose assets declarations 
are publicly available, and, for non-public asset declarations, to request the competent bodies to carry out the verification and to obtain the verification results. There are two other 
authorities that play a role in terms of prevention of corruption – the National Protective Service and the Constitution Protection Office. AT: Federal Bureau of Anti-corruption (BAK). 
PL: The Central Anti-corruption Bureau. PT: National Anti-corruption Mechanism RO: The National Integrity Agency. SI: Commission for the Prevention of Corruption. SE: There is a 
decentralised approach in the prevention of corruption and SE has entrusted this task to many different agencies and bodies. 

121 Proposal for a Directive on combatting corruption COM (2023) 234 and Joint Communication on the fight against corruption JOIN(2023) 12 final.

122 Data collected through a questionnaire drawn up by the Commission in close association with the National contact points in the fight against corruption.
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Figure 52 Main reasons among companies for the perceived lack of independence (rate of all respondents - higher 
value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (101))
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Figure 53 shows, for the second time, the indicator on how companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the 
law and courts as regards, in their view, unjustified decisions or inaction by the State.

Figure 53 How companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts (*) 
(source: Eurobarometer (5) - light colours: 2022, dark colours: 2023)
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(*) Member States are ordered first by the combined percentage of respondents who stated that they are very or fairly confident in investment protection by the law and courts 
(total confident). 

Figure 54 shows the main reasons given by respondents for the perceived lack of effectiveness of investment protection. Respond-
ents among companies, who rated their level of confidence as ‘fairly unconfident’ or ‘very unconfident’, could choose four reasons 
to explain their rating (and some indicated “other”). The Member States are listed in the same order as in Figure 53.

101 Eurobarometer survey FL520; replies to the question: ‘Could you tell me to what extent each of the following reasons explains your rating of the independence of the justice 
system in (your country): very much, somewhat, not really, not at all?’ if the response to Q1 was 'fairly bad' or 'very bad'.

102 Eurobarometer survey FL520; replies to the question: 'To what extent are you confident that your investments are protected by the law and courts in (your country) if 
something goes wrong?' For the purpose of the survey, investment was defined as including any kind of asset that a company owns or controls and that is characterised by 
the commitment of capital or other resources, the expectation of gain or profit or the assumption of risk.

    3.3. Independence     3.3.1. Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment protection   

Most Member States have one or more bodies that play a role in the prevention of corruption. 17 Member States have bodies 
specialised in the prevention of corruption and 9 Member States have authorities that, apart from their other tasks, also deal 
with prevention of corruption.
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Perception of effective investment protection by the law and courts: Compared to last year, confidence in investment 
protection improved in 16 Member States.

5 	�� Eurobarometer survey FL520; replies to the question: ‘To what extent are you confident that your investments are protected by the law and courts in (your country) if 
something goes wrong?’ For the purpose of the survey, investment was defined as including any kind of asset that a company owns or controls and that is characterised by 
the commitment of capital or other resources, the expectation of gain or profit or the assumption of risk.

6	 Data collected through a questionnaire drawn up by the Commission in close association with the National contact points in the fight against corruption.


