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RESEARCHES

The assessment of confidence in court is recognized as a measure ofthe rule of law.
This approach is used in a variety ofinternational and national practical toolsfor assessing
democratic regimes. This articleformulates the mainprinciples ofnational monitoring of
the level ofconfidence in court and thejudicial system on the basis ofthe analysis, firstly,
o fthe mostfamous international sociological methodologies and, secondly, the peculiarities
ofthe current Ukrainian situation in this area.
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Formulation o ftheproblem. Confidence in court is a prerequisite for confidence
in public authority in general and in the separate institutions. Without recognition
ofthe fact that there is an effective judicial protection in the country against abuse
or other inappropriate actions ofthe officials and public authorities, it is impossible
to imagine the perception by the population of the state system as the democratic
government. The institutional confidence of the population in court is the basis of
its legitimacy in a democratic society. The experience ofthe European post-socialist
countries that are passing through the complex processes of democratic
transformation shows that the formation of the level of confidence that ensures
proper legitimacy does not happen quickly. This is evidenced by the results of the
recent polls in the EU member states that are referred to «the new democracies»
(the Baltic States, Central Europe, the Balkans) [2-5].
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Absolute confidence in court is utopian. All modern democracies are concerned
about the signs of distrust in court, which have different qualitative and quantitative
characteristics, but they can not be avoided. The topicality of the analysis of the
current experience of sociological assessments ofthe level of confidence in social
institutions, and in particular, in court is connected with the fact that for the
European countries the paradox of mass consciousness becomes more and more
characteristic: confidence in court decreases even in conditions of increase of the
efficiency, accessibility, fairness of judiciary, that are recorded according to the
results ofthejudicial reforms.Requirements and expectations are growing (especially
in more educated or socially adapted categories ofthe population), and, accordingly,
there is a probability of inconsistency of the pace of reforms and the presence of
positive dynamics of confidence in court.

The assessment of confidence in court is recognized as a measure ofthe rule of
law. This approach is used in a variety of international and national practical tools
for assessing democratic regimes. The purpose of this article is to formulate the
main principles of national monitoring of confidence in court. To achieve this, it is
important to fulfill the following tasks: first, to operationalize the notion of
«confidence in court» in the indicators used in the most modern studies; second, to
review the main international and national tools for assessing the confidence in
court; thirdly, to identify the peculiarities of the Ukrainian context in the ability to
apply different methods.

Analysis of actual research. The problem of gaining public trust in state
institutions in domestic scientific and political circles is not new. Trust in political
and legal institutions and trust in the court became one ofthe fundamental concepts
of E. Durkheim, F. Fukuyama, I. llyina, Yu. Gauthier. This aspect is the subject of
interest of contemporary both foreign (P. Albers, J. T. J. Seniuk) and Ukrainian
scholars (I. Lavrinenko, L. Moskvich, O. Serdyuk, M. Ogay etc.) [6-11].

Presenting the main material. Confidence is a generalized indicator of the
norms, attitudes and values that are the basis of social cooperation; and in public
life, confidence fosters community unity and community creation, and in the
economic sphere, it accelerates cooperation and interpersonal exchange.

As a socio-psychological category confidence is a characteristic of the open,
positive relationship between the parties and reflects the confidence in honesty and
goodwill ofthe other party with which the truster is in this or that kind of relationship
based on his/her experience [12]. From this point of view, confidence has certain
limits based on the knowledge about the other party that is trusted. Full confidence
is often identified with faith, because the mechanism of such confidence is no longer
based on the rational principles, that is, on the experience and prediction, and on
the prior knowledge about one party by another one and includes irrational motives
ofthe relationship.
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In social sciences the level of confidence one party can have in another is
measured in the belief in the honesty, benevolence and competence of the other
party. Based on the recent scientific research, distrust can be forgiven much easier
when interpreted as the lack of competence than inadequate benevolence or honesty.
The issue of confidence is one ofthe key issues in the relationship between the state
and civil society, individual social institutions, social groups and citizens. The notion
of confidence is considered traditionally in two main aspects - as interpersonal
confidence (one person to another) and institutional confidence (to the main public
and state institutions, for example, government, mass media, public organizations,
etc.). Based on the results of the numerous researches, the area of confidence is
more often manifested at the level of personal interaction of citizens at the microlevel
(family, friends, colleagues, etc.), while at the institutional level there is a growing
distrust, which leads to social instability. An example ofthis situation is institutional
confidence in the judicial system of Ukraine and in court, considering the ambiguous
attitude and perception by the citizens the activity ofjudges on the administration
ofjustice, highlighting of the work of courts and individual resonance judgments
in the media.

The main way of measuring the level of confidence in social institutions in
accordance with the existing practice is to survey the population using the main
guestion formulated as follows: «To what extent do you trust (the name of a social
institution, state authority, etc.)?» and the list of answers with the level grading of
trust.

The balance of confidence is defined as the difference between the percentage
of people who trust («fully» and «rather trust»), and those who do not trust («do
not trust» and «rather do not trust»). A perspective direction to improve existing
approaches to quantitative assessment of confidence is the introduction into the list
of indexes the determinants of confidence - honesty, competence and integrity.
However, this task involves a number of formalization and quantification issues. It
is difficult to formalize and quantify the evaluation of honesty as truthfulness,
adherence to principles, and loyalty to the commitments. Such an assessment,
mostly retrospective, can be obtained by the expert methods. Competence and
expertise in terms of correspondence to the position, awareness, experience,
credibility can be assessed through the test and examination procedures. Such an
approach is quite acceptable when the competence of one particular person is
measured and somehow complicated in the case of measuring institutional
competence - the competence of entire organizations as the entirety of business
qualities of their employees, the legislative framework, internal and external
mechanisms of their functioning and interaction.

Integrity as well as honesty can reasonably be assessed only in retrospective.
There are no generally accepted procedures for formalizing such an assessment
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today. In addition, the characteristics that make it possible to assess integrity are
different depending on the scope of the study.

International experience in assessing the level of confidence in court

The analytical tool developed by the UN experts for the purpose of comparing
the status of democratic institutions in different countries determines the level of
confidence in the judicial system as one ofthe measures. The concept of confidence
in court (the term public confidence’is used) is formulated in a way that emphasizes
concrete dimensions of «confidence», but not only in fixing an overall assessment.

This issue is considered the most thoroughly (the tool ’the Measure of the rule
of law’has a reference to the national data about confidence in court) by The Venice
Commission and the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (the level
of satisfaction of the users of the court service is investigated). The peculiarity of
the situation in Europe is that over the past 20 years several large-scale projects of
comparative study have been introduced. First of all, this study is based on the
methodology «Eurobarometer». The simplicity and comparability of data is the
characteristic of it and that makes it possible to answer clear questions about
confidence / distrust. The second large-scale study is based on the methodology
«Social Survey».

The survey Eurobarometer. In April 2017, the European Commission presented
the results of a survey ofthe citizens ofthe European Union countries (hereinafter
referred to as the EU) on the perception ofthe independence of a national judicial
system by the population and companies (Eurobarometer 447 and Eurobarometer
448), which took place in January of that year. The organization engaged in the
survey about public opinion in the EU countries, presented a report on the key
indicators in the stated documents.

The survey allowed to reveal the respondents’ perception of the independence
of the courts and judges and the reasons for such perception; compare the results
in the EU countries, the overall indicator in the EU, according to the socio-
demographic indicators and allowed to mark the trends compared to the last year’s
survey. The survey was conducted through telephone (stationary and mobile) in the
native language ofthe respondents according to the methodology commonly used
in the surveys of Eurobarometer. The study covered 28 EU countries and people
aged 15 and over. The sample was formed by selecting the real phone numbers of
the respondents at random. In each household a respondent was elected on the basis
ofthe rule «latest birthday».

In the survey the respondents were asked one main question - «How do you
assess thejudicial system in (your state) in the view ofindependence ofthe courts
andjudges? Your assessment is very good/ good enough / enough bad/ bad/ no
answer» with the possibility to choose only one answer.
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With a positive answer - very good / good enough and with a negative answer -
enough bad / bad / a respondent was asked a clarifying question in order to identify
the reasons for such a perception of the independence of the judicial system.

An additional question in case of the respondent gave the answer to the main
question was: «Please tell, to what extent do the following reasonsjustify your
assessment of the independence of the judicial system inyour country?» The
answers: - very much / somewhat/ not really / not at all / DK.

The indicators to the question (in case of the negative answer):

- Obstacles or pressure from the government and politicians;

- Obstacles or pressures in economic activity (sphere) or other specific interests;

- the status and position ofjudges insufficiently guarantees their independence.

The indicators to the question (in case of the positive answer):

- absence of obstacles or pressure from the government and politicians;

- absence of impediments or pressure in economic activity (sphere) or other
specific interests;

- the status and position ofjudges sufficiently guarantees their independence.

In addition, the respondents were asked whether they had been the litigants
during the last two years with «Yes / No» options.

The Results ofEurobarometer survey 447. More than half of the respondents
(55%) assessed the level of independence ofthe judiciary in their country as good,
which is 3% more compared to the results of a similar study in 2016. One third of
the respondents (34%) assessed the level of independence of the judiciary as bad,
which is less by 2% compared to the results of the previous year.

The most common reasons for responding positively to the independence ofthe
judiciary, according to the survey, were the status and position ofjudges (78% of
the respondents); while obstacles and pressures on the part of the government and
politicians were often called as the reason for the perceiving the independence of
the judiciary at a low level (74%). It turned out that the respondents’ answers were
significantly influenced by the experience of participating in court proceedings.
Thus, the respondents who participated in the judicial process assessed the judicial
system as equally good (48%) and bad (48%). By contrast, the majority of those
without legal experience assessed the level ofindependence ofthe judiciary as good
(56%).

The survey ofthe organization «The European Social Survey» as for the level
of citizens’ confidence in the justice systemlwhich was conducted in 2010 is a part
ofthe major study, the task of which was to monitor socially important issues such
as confidence in justice; the attitude towards social protection in Europe; economic

1 The European Social Surveyhttp://www.europeansocialsurvey.org ; The main results of the European
social study: Confidence injustice: The main results ofthe fifth wave ofthe European Social Study (ESS). Iss.
1. https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/findings/ESS5_toplines_issue_1_trust_in_justice.pdf
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crisis, labor and social integration; understanding and evaluation of democracy by
the Europeans; personal and social well-being in Europe; social inequality in
healthcare; attitude to immigration.

During the fifth wave ofthe European Social Survey which included 45 questions
about the confidence injustice and which was conducted in 28 European countries
39,000 respondents participated in face-to-face interviews [13].

The purpose of the survey is to answer the question of why a person violates
the law? The methodology ofthe research was based on two phenomena: confidence
(the institutional) and legitimacy. Provided that ensuring compliance with the law
is a key objective ofthe criminal justice system, there is a need for public confidence
in the system. It is equally important that citizens should perceive the authorities
as having a legitimate right to exercise their powers.

During the poll the level of public confidence in the police and criminal courts
of their state was assessed. For example, confidence in police was considered in
three respects: confidence in competence (search ofthe offenders, rapid response);
confidence in the procedural powers (which are carried out in accordance with the
law) and confidence in distributive fairness (the same treatmentto all social groups).

Confidence in criminal courts was considered through fairness. Thus, the
respondents were offered a simulated situation according to which it was necessary
to answer the question. For example, «Let us suppose that twopersons o fa different
race or ethnic background were prosecutedfor the same crime they had not
committed. Inyour opinion, which ofthem will most likely befound guilty?»

Confidence in courts was considered through the trust in their competence and
procedural powers. The latter, in turn, were determined by answering the question
«How often do the courts deliver fair, unbiased judgments, based on the proper
evidence?» The question «How often do the courts make mistakes when delivering
the decisions which make the perpetrators not to be brought to justice?» served as
an indicator of the determining the perception of the competence of the court and
confidence in its competence by the citizens.

The American experience is most representatively presented in the studies of
the American Institute of Public Opinion / Gallup, an analytical organization in the
United States, founded in 1935, which conducts regular public opinion polls on
domestic and foreign policy issues, has international authority as one of the most
reliable sources of information. regarding the state of public opinion in the United
States and in the world.

Among other things Gallup Institute studies the level of institutional confidence
of the population of the state. The main question posed to the respondents is: «I
will call you the list of institutions of the American society. Give the answer, how
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much do you trust each of them - 1) | fully trust, 2) I trust, trust a little, 3) I trust
very little, 4) 1 do not trust, 5) no answer»1

The list of institutions includes the church, the US Supreme Court, the criminal
justice system, the banks, health system, the Internet, television news, etc.

The assessments for the options 1and 2 are summed up and taken into account
as a positive assessment of the level of trust and confidence.

National Instruments. There is awide variety of approaches in Ukraine, which
in most cases are different variants of standard sociological and political assessment
based on the mass surveys. We are going to consider several studies of the recent
years.

The study ofthe work ofthe Ukrainianjudicial system conducted by the
sociological Research & Branding Group2in November-December 2014, consists
oftwo components: a nation-wide and specialized survey ofthe direct participants
in court proceedings by face-to-face method in 22 oblasts of Ukraine and in Kyiv
(the number of respondents in each part of the survey - 2000 people).

According to the assessments of this survey, the level of public confidence in
court and the judicial system is due to the level ofawareness ofthe work of courts -
the participants in the specialized survey trust much more (40%) in courts and the
judiciary than the national survey participants (13%). It should be considered that
87% of the participants in the national survey have never participated in court
proceedings.

According to the research, the level of confidence in court is influenced, firstly,
by the specialization ofthe courts; and secondly, such indicators of a court decision
as legality / reasonableness, fairness, quality and timeliness of execution. The results
of the surveys differ depending on the respondent’s legal experience, which
determines the level of confidence in court as a whole.

The national survey conducted by the Society «Open Ukraine» («Open Court»
Project) in 20 163identified the following strategic directions to determine the level
of confidence in the judiciary:

a) determining the level of confidence in the judiciary;

b) determining the rating of distrust to the judiciary in comparison with the other
bodies of state power in Ukraine.

For the first time the survey was conducted according to a special criterion: the
answers to the questions were given by the persons who visited the courts as the
participants in a case (participants in the court proceedings). The second mandatory
condition for the survey was the identity of the respondent. Thus, the anonymous
guestionnaire was not used.

1 http://news.gallup.com/poll/1597/confidence-institutions.aspx
2 http://rb.com.ua/rus/projects/omnibus/8998/; http://rb.com.ua/img/PR_sud_12_2015.pdf
3 http://open-court.org/importants/13095/
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The survey was conducted at 90 data collection points in 28 settlements of
Ukraine according to a single criterion. For obtaining the objective results, during
the full working day the interviewers conducted a survey near the buildings of the
courts of the city, district and oblast level (in total - 61 courts). The volume of the
sample population was 3947 questionnaires.

The respondents assessed the level of confidence in court by grade: a) | do not
trust (0-25%); b) | do not trust more than | trust (25-50%); c) | trust more than
I do not trust (50-75%); g) | trust (75-100%).

The study of the attitude of the Ukrainian citizens to the judiciary, their
assessment ofvarious aspects ofthe courts activity conducted by Razumkov Center
sociological service together with the Project «Support for the implementation of
judicial reform in Ukraine» of the Council of Europe, with the support of the
Council of Judges of Ukrainel, had only two stages. The first - a survey of the
citizens was carried out from October 6 to 11, 2017 in all regions of Ukraine with
the exception of Crimea and the occupied territories of Donetsk and Luhansk
oblasts. The results of this survey are representative as for the adult population of
the territories under the state authorities of Ukraine control, according to the main
socio-demographic indicators: age, gender, type of settlement, region of residence.
2019 respondents aged 18 and over were interviewed. The theoretical error of the
survey sample does not exceed 2.3% [14].

The second stage - a survey of the participants in the court sessions at the exit
from court premises - took place from 30 October to 1 November 2017. 829
respondents were interviewed in all regions of Ukraine (except for the Autonomous
Republic of Crimea and Sevastopol). The results of the study showed a noticeable
difference in the attitude to the judicial system between the Ukrainian population
as awhole and the citizens who have had direct recent experience of communication
with the courts. The attitude ofthe Ukrainian citizens to the judicial system is rather
negative. Answering the question of by what, in their opinion, judges are often
guided when making a judicial decision, most often the respondents considered
that it was their own benefit (39.5%).The opinion that judges are guided by the
property and / or the official position of the parties (14.6%), the law (8.9%), the
circumstances of the case (8.3%), the instruction from the chiefjudge (7.9%), the
political situation in the state (6.8%) was expressed much more rarely. Compared
to the year 2012, the proportion of respondents who believe that judges are often
guided by their own profit (from 33.1% to 39.5%) has increased statistically
significantly, and the proportion of those who believe they are guided by the law

1 The report «Attitudes of the Ukrainian Citizens to the Judicial System». Razumkov Center in co-
operation with the Council of Europe Project «Support to the Implementation of the Judicial Reform in
Ukraine» and with the support of the Council of Judges of Ukraine. http://rsu.gov.ua/uploads/article/final-
report-survey-e07f150174.pdf
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(from 15.1% to 8.9%) and the circumstances ofthe case (from 12.0% to 8.3%) has
decreased.

There are a number of aspects from which the assessments are negative from
both of these groups of citizens. In particular, the majority of representatives of
both groups (78.1% of the population as a whole and 52.7% of those with the
experience of communication with the courts) do not consider the courts and judges
in Ukraine independent. Also, the representatives of both groups believe that if the
opposing parties in the court proceedings are a citizen with a high income and
a citizen with a low income, then it is a high-income citizen who more likely will
win the case. 81.1% of the population in general and 52.6% of citizens with the
experience of communication with the courts adhere to this opinion.

However, ifto talk about confidence injudicial system as an integral indicator,
then the difference between the attitude ofthe population as awhole and the citizens
who have had a direct recent experience of communication with the courts differs
not only quantitatively but also qualitatively. The level of confidence in the courts
is one ofthe lowest among all state and public institutions. 80.9% of respondents
expressed their distrust in the courts (the judiciary as a whole), and 9.3% of
respondents reported on confidence. Local courts are not trusted by 77.4% of the
respondents, they are trusted in by 11.9%of the respondents; The Supreme Court
of Ukraine is trusted / distrusted (72.0% and 13.1 % respectively), the Constitutional
Court (66.8% and 14.9%).

Itis highly likely can be assumed that the low level of confidence in the courts
results from the extremely low level of confidence in the state bodies as a whole
(80.7% of the respondents do not trust the state bodies) and the low level of
personal experience in the communication with the courts. In particular, this can
be proved by the results of the poll at the exit from the courts of the citizens who
had direct experience with the courts. Thus, it can be affirmed that among the
citizens with the recent experience of communication with the courts, the balance
of confidence in the judicial system is generally positive, that is, the number of
the respondents who trust the courts (47.0%) is higher than the number of those
who do not trust the judicial system (41.4%). Among those who have had an
experience in the court proceedings, the level of confidence to the local courts is
rather high (51.5% of the respondents trust it, and 37.5% of the respondents do
not trust it).

This shows that the high level of negative attitude to the courts is largely shaped
by two factors: a negative informational field and the factor of financial and political
influence on the judges. The results of the study showed that the influence of the
first factor is effectively eliminated after the communication of the citizens with
the courts. The impact of the second factor can be reduced by introducing the
measures to increase the real independence ofjudges.
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The peculiarities of the Ukrainian context of the study of confidence in the
judicial system are the provisions that follow. First, the situation in Ukraine has the
signs of «balancing on the verge of legitimacy». The fall of public confidence in
the courts in Ukraine has been taking place all the last years. The biggest challenge
for all years of independence was created by the radical steps of reforming the
judiciary. All polls 0f2016-2017 show that the level of public confidence in court
is the lowest compared to other institutions (only in some studies - «competing
with the parliament»).

Secondly, in Ukraine, the standard of assessment of the effectiveness is more
actively introduced in the public administration through measuring the level of
public confidence, which gradually supersedes a purely bureaucratic approach,
when the success is assessed not by the degree of achievement of social goals, but
by the «xnumber ofthe performed events». For example, the assessment ofthe level
of public confidence in the National Police activity is systematically introduced
and it is interpreted as the level of perception by the population of «the quality of
its tasks and functions performing». Appropriate methodology was approved by
the Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine No. 58 dated February 7,
2018, «On Approval ofthe Procedure for Assessing the Level of Public Confidence
in the National Police».

Thirdly, in the strategy for reforming the system of justice, the judiciary and
related institutions for the period of 2015-2020, for the first time in the modern
history of Ukraine it is clearly recognized that the key indicator of success of the
judicial reform is the confidence of the population in court, and the element of
management of the process of reforms is to monitor the situation according to this
indicator. These factors necessitate systematic monitoring of the situation of the
public perception of the judicial system and responding to the dynamics of such
indicators of confidence. Such monitoring should be based on a simple and unified
methodology [15-17].

Conclusions. The institutional confidence can be considered as a kind of
indicator that determines social well-being of the population, in addition, it is an
important condition of social communication, through which the consent,
understanding and dialogue of the parties is achieved, and it becomes possible to
seek new opportunities for further development.

The increase of confidence in the judicial system of Ukraine belongs to the tasks
of the judiciary and is outlined by the strategic documents on the development of
the judiciary of Ukraine in recent years. The level of confidence (distrust) of the
citizens in justice is affected by a number of factors, the most important among
them are: the quality of legislation on the basis of which the decisions are made
and justified; the quality of the judicial stuff; the degree of accessibility and
openness of justice; coverage of the work of court in the media; the degree of
execution of court decisions.
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It is necessary to distinguish between the confidence in court and the perception
ofjustice by the citizens, the level ofwhich is influenced by the ability ofthe citizens
to protect their rights in court, the application ofthe law by the court in an appropriate
and effective manner, equality and non-discrimination before the law, the legality
of the judgments, the effective struggle of the state with corruption, etc.

To determine the level of assessment of Ukrainian citizens’ confidence in the
judicial system, it is expedient to use the given experience and take into account
the indicator - ajudicial experience of the person; pointing out such categories
of the respondents as: 1) persons without legal experience; 2) persons with
judicial experience in the past; 3) persons who are in the trial at the time of the
survey.

Besides, it is proposed to divide all the audience into 2 categories - ordinary
citizens and the persons with the professional experience in the field of judicial
power (jurists, lawyers, judges, retired judges, experts, officials of the judiciary).

For the survey, it is proposed to apply the methodology of the Eurobarometer
and formulate one main question as follows: «Do you trust the Ukrainianjudiciary?»
with the options for answers. Depending on the answer provided by the respondent,
the next question will clarify the reasons that create confidence (or distrust) of the
respondent in the judicial system of Ukraine and then to propose to assess the degree
of influence of these reasons in the opinion of the person.

Taking into account these circumstances in the statewide monitoring it is
expedient to use the following indicators of the phenomenon of confidence in
court: general level of confidence in court; comparison ofthe levels of confidence
in court and other public institutions; factors of confidence in court; the dependence
of general assessments and assessments of certain measures ofthe court’s activity;
the influence of the presence ofthe court experience on the level of confidence in
court(population); additionally the differences in the level of confidence in court
are analyzed depending on the peculiarities ofjudicial experience: the resultativeness
of the applying to the court; jurisdiction and authority; assessment of the main
dimensions ofthe court’s activity by the participants ofthe court sessions; confidence
in court of the professional participants in the court proceedings (lawyers, jurists,
prosecutors); assessment of the main dimensions of the court’s activity by the
professional participants of the court sessions.
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BonsHckasa EneHa BnagnmupoBsHa, KaHAN4AT COLMONOTMUYECKUX HAYK, AOLEHT,
[JOLEHT KageApbl COLMOMOTMA U MOANTONOTMN HaLLMOHANBHOTO KOPUANYECKOT0
YHuBepcuTeTa umeHun Apocnasa Mygporo, . XapbKoB, YKpanHa

Moakypkosa MpnHa BanepbeBHa, KaHAMAAT COLMONOTNUYECKUX HAYK, AOLEHT,
[OLEeHT KaeLpbl COLNONOTAN 1N MOAUTONOTMN HaunOoHANbHOT0 KPUANYECKOTO
yHUBepcuTeta nMeHun Apocnasa Myaporo, r. XapbKoB, YKpavHa

VMHONKATOPBI AOBEPUA K CYAY B COUMNONTIOTMYECKINX
NMCCNEOOBAHUWAX

OueHKa foBepus K cydy Npr3HaHa B Ka4ecTBe N3MepeHUs BepXoBeHCTBa npasa (npa-
BOBNAcTMA). TaKoin NOAXO0A NPUMEHAETCS BPa3NNUHbIX MEXKAYHAPOAHbIX U HALUMOHANbHbIX
NPaKTUYECKNX MHCTPYMEHTaxX OLEHKN AEMOKPATNYECKNX PEXKUMOB. B gaHHOI cTaTbe
(hopMyNMpYTCA OCHOBAHWS HaLMOHabHOrO MOHMTOPWHIA YPOBHS [AOBEPUS K Cyay U Cy-
[e6HOI cMcTeMe Ha OCHOBE aHa/n3a, BO-NePBbIX, Hanbonee 13BeCTHbIX MEXKAYHAPOLHbIX
COLMONOrMYecKnx MeTOA0NOMMIA 11, BO-BTOPbIX, OCOOEHHOCTEN YKPaNHCKOA cnTyauum
B 3TOI1 cchepe.

KntoueBble cnoea: fJOBEpUE K Cydy, MHCTUTYLMOHANLHOE A0BEPHE, MEXKAYHAPOAHbIN
ONbIT OLEHKV YPOBHA [A0BEpUs K Cydy, HaLUMOHa/bHbIE UHCTPYMEHTbI UCCNEA0BaHMA [0-

BEpUS K Cyfy.

BonsHcbka OneHa BonogumipiBHa, KaHANAAT COLIONOTiYHMX HAYK, JOLEHT,
[OLUeHT Kathegpu couionorii Ta noniTonoriitHalioHanbHOro KPUANYHOTO
YHiBEpCUTETY iMeHi ApocnaBa Myaporo, M. Xapkis, YKpaiHa

Migkypkosa IpnHa BanepiiBHa, kaHauAaT cOLIONOTIYHNX HayK, AOLEHT,
[OUEeHT Kathegpu couionorii Ta noniTonoriitHawlioHanbHOro KPUANYHOTO
yHiBepcUTETY iMeHi Apocnasa Mygporo, M. Xapkis, YKpaiHa

MOKA3HWKW JOBIPV 40O CYAY B COLIONOTIYHNX
NOCTIAKEHHAX

MocTaHoBKa Npobnemun. AKTYyasbHICTb aHasnisy cy4yacHoro JOCBifly COLioNnoriyHmx
OLLIHOK piBHA [0BipK A0 couianbHUX IHCTUTYTIB, 30Kpema, [0 cydy, NoBH3aHa 3 TUM, Lo
NS GiNbLIOCTI €BPONECbKMX KpaiH CTae BCe Oinbll XapaK TEPHUM Takuii napagokc
MacoBOI CBIIOMOCT: BMEBHEHICTb Y CyAi Ta NOro piLLeHHsX 3MEHLLIYETbCS HAaBITb BYMO-
Bax NiJB1LLEHHA epeKTUBHOCTI, JOCTYMNHOCTI, CNpaBesaMBoOCTIi Npasocyaas, Wwo 3adik-
COBaHO y pesynbTaTax CoLioNoriyHnx AocnifxKeHb npobnem cynosoipeopmu. Bumoru
Ta OviKyBaHHS 3pocTaTh (0C06MMBO cepen BinbLi OCBiYeHNX abo colianbHO aganToBa-
HUX KaTeropili HaceneHHs), 3a TakKnxyMoB iCHye MMOBIPHICTb HEBIANOBIAHOCTI TeMMIB
pehopm Ta HasBHOCTI MO3NTUBHOI AMHAMIKW [0BipY 40 cydy.
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Couionoris

AHani3 ocTaHHiIX gocnig>keHb Ta nybnikauiin. Mpobnema A0BipK A0 NOAITUYHUX
| NPaBOBWX IHCTUTYTIB CTa/a OAHIE 3 (PyHAAMEHTaIbHUX Y JOCNig>KeHHsX E. [lopk-
reiima, ®. dykyamm, . InbiHa, KO. FoTbe. Llei acnekT € npeAMeTOM iHTepecy CyyacHux
K 3apybi>KHMX, TakKi yKpaiHCbKnX BUeHUX, cepen sikmx . Anbepc, O. T. A>K. CeHIok,
I. NaBpiHeHko, /1. Mocksuy, O. Cepatok, M. Orail Ta iH.

MeTot0 JaHoi cTaTTi € DOPMY/IHOBAHHS OCHOBHUX NMPUHLMNIB HALiOHANbHOrO MOHi-
TOpPWHIY PiBHA A0BipW [0 Cyay Ta CyA0BOi CMCTEMM Ha OCHOBI aHani3y, no-nepue, Hai-
6inbL BiAOMUX Mi>KHAPOAHMX COLIONONIYHMX MeTOA0NOTIA, No-Apyre, 0C06AMBOCTEl
MOTOYHOIYKPAIHCLKOT CUTYauii B Liii obnacTi.

Buknag 0CHOBHOro MaTepiany. 3asHayaeThCA, WO NOHAT TS JOBIpU NPUAHATO pO3-
rNA4aTy Ha MiXKOCOBUCTICHOMY Ta IHCTUTYLIiHOMY PiBHI, MPUYOMYY NnepLUOMy BUNaj-
Ky NPOCTIip A0BipY NPOSBASETLCA YacTiwe, TOA4i AK Ha IHCTUTYLiIAHOMY PiBHI 3pOoCcTae
HeaoBipa, L0 3yMOBIHOE COLjiaNbHY HECTabINbHICTb.

AHaNI3yeThCA Mi>KHAPOAHWIA [OCBIA OLIHKM PiBHS A0BipW 40 cydy. AKLEHTYETbCA
yBara Ha €BpOMNenCbKuX Ta aMepuKaHCbKMX MeTOAMKax Ta IHCTPYMeHT apisix, aKi fo-
3BONANTb MOXKAMBICTb AaBaTy BignoBifi Ha YiTKi NMTaHHA LWo4o A0Bipu/HeaoBipy Yepes
OKpeMi MOKa3HWKK, He 0OMe>KYHUMCh TiNbKK (hikcaLieto 3aranbHOT OLiHKK.

3ocepe>KyeTbcayBara Ha HalioHabHUX IHCTPYMeHTax. 3asHayatoThCsA 0CO6AMBOC-
Ti YKPaiHCbKOr0 KOHTEKCTY AOCNIA>KEHHA A0BipU A0 CYA0BOT CUCTEMU, Cepef AKUX
HaCTYNHI:No-nepLUe, cUTyauis B YKpaiHi Mae 03Haku «banaHCyBaHHA Ha MeXKi neriTum-
HOCTi»; No-Apyre, B YKpaiHi BCe aKTUBHILLE B Jep>KaBHe yNpasiiHHA BNPOBaA>KYETbCA
CTaHAapT OUiHKM edeKTUBHOCTI Yepe3 BUMIPIOBAHHA PiBHSA rPOMaCbKOI A0BIipK, LLO
MOCTYMNOBO BUTICHSAE CYyTO BHOPOKpATWUYHUIA NMiAXih; no-TpPeTe, y cTpaTeriipedopmy-
BaHHS CYJOYMHCTBA, CYLOYCTPOK Ta CyMIdKHUX IHCTUTYTIiB Ha 2015-2020poKu BnepLue
Y CyyacHiin icTopii YKpaiHM Y4iTKO BU3HAHO, LLUO KMHOYOBUM iHAMKATOPOM YCMILLIHOCTI
Cyfi0BOT pedhopMu Mae ByTK JoBipa HaceNeHHs [0 Cydy, a eneMeHTOM yrnpasfiHHA Npo-
LLlecoM pethopm € MOHITOPUHT CUTYaLiT3a MM NMOKa3HUKOM.

BMCHOBKW. IHCTUTYLiiHA foBipa MOXKe PO3rnsfaTucs SiK NEBHWA NOKA3HUK, L0 BU-
3Havae couianbHuii 4O6pobyT HaceneHHs. Kpim Toro, Le Ba>KnmBa ymoBa COLiaibHOI0
CMiNKYBaHHSA, Yepe3 AKY JOCAraeThCA 3rofa, PO3yMiHHA Ta fianor cTOpiH, a ue cTae
MO>K/IMBUM 3aBLSAKM NOLLYKaM HOBUX MOXK/MBOCTEN AN NOLANbLIOIO PO3BUTKY.

3pocTaHHs J0Bipu [0 CY[0BOT CMCTEMM YKPaIHM € OfHIE 3 3aa4 CYA0BOI CUCTEMY,
L0 BM3HAYeHay CTpaTeriyHMx JOKYMeHTax pO3BUTKY CyfL0BOI CUCTeMW YKpaiHu 3a
OCTaHHi poKMu.

OujiHKa foBipy J0 Cyay BU3HAE THCA MipOH0 BEPXOBEHCTBA Npasa. Llevi nigxig Brkopuc-
TOBYETbLCA BPi3HUX Mi>XHAPOLHMX Ta HauioHaNbHUX MPaKTUYHKUX IHCTPYMEHTax oL iH-
KV LEMOKPATUYHUX PEXKUMIB.

Kntouosi cnosa: Aosipa Ao cydy, Mi>XKHapoAHUIA AOCBIL OLIHKM PiBHA [OBIpKU A0 Cyay,
HawioHaNbHI IHCTPYMEHTW JOCNIA>KEHHS JOBIpU [0 cyay.
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