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Description and objectives of the AIAKOS Programme 
The EJTN AIAKOS Programme is addressed specifically to future and early-career judges, giving them the 
opportunity to learn about other judicial systems and training curricula, enhance their knowledge of EU 
law and judicial cooperation instruments as well as meet with their counterparts and develop useful 
contacts for their future professional life.  
 
The AIAKOS Programme’s objectives are: 

- To bring together future or newly appointed judges from different EU Member States;  
- To foster mutual understanding of different European judicial cultures and systems;  
- To raise awareness of the European dimension of their (future) work. 

 
Specificity of the host institution 
 

Our programme is conceived as a proper exchange. This means that we, in the SSM, identify not only 
the subjects matter of the exchange (effectiveness of criminal justice, effectiveness of civil justice, Rule 
of Law, Quality of Justice and ethics and social media)  in advance but also a list, supported by a 
description, of the relevant topics per subject matter (session). This concept note is sent to the 
participants some weeks ahead of the exchange. Participants are asked to prepare a presentation on 
certain selected topics. The presentation should not exceed 10 minutes for each participant and is 
followed by a discussion facilitated by the expert coordinator of the session. 
 
We ensure a diversified and proportionate contribution, in term of Countries represented in the 
exchange, in each session. 
 
All participants, European and Italian, have a role in exchange.  
 
The facilitators are among our best national experts in the field. They are appointed and remunerated 
by the SSM (fees and expenses). 
 
The presentations by the participants take place in three morning days. 
 
In two sessions held in one afternoon and one morning (on Wednesday and Friday), participants take 
part in groups’ work about Rule of Law and Ethics and social media. They work on a case studies, being 
asked to reply to two open questions, according to the snowball methodology.  
 
One day is devoted to visiting the courthouse and attending hearing. For the participation in the 
hearing, a short description note is usually prepared in advance. Before and the haring a judge or a 
prosecutor discusses with the participants the main outcomes of the hearing and the specificity of the 
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Italian procedural law. 
 
Two afternoons are left free for social activities, recommended or organised by the SSM.  
A social dinner is organised by the SSM.  
 

 

• Key points for the host institution’s programme  
 

Participants are invited to select one of the following topics and prepare an oral presentation of 10 
minutes that will be followed by a discussion with all the participants. The topics have been identified 
considering potential tensions between different requirements that have to be fulfilled to achieve a 
high quality of justice understood as efficient, timely and lawful decisions taken by impartial and 
legitimate judges. The exercise is not addressed to find “the one best way” to solve the tensions but to 
trigger the discussion and the reflection among participants in a collaborative learning environment. 
 
The list of the topics is not exhaustive. If participants want to develop a different topic, they can write 
an email to the SSM to agree on a different one. Please, note that, for the sake of simplicity, in the 
outlines the topics we have mostly used just the terms judge/ judicial. However, the same topics are 
relevant and can also be developed for prosecutors and prosecutors’ offices.  
 
First  session  -  Effectiveness of Criminal Justice  
 

1) Common principles of cooperation in fighting transnational crimes and the use of Joint 
Investigation Teams. 

2) The role of Eurojust, European Judicial Network, Interpol and Europol in matter of investigative 
cooperation in fighting criminal activities. 

3) Cooperation tools in criminal matters in the European judicial panorama: European Arrest 
Warrant (EAW), European Investigative Order (EIO) and Freezing Orders (FO). 

4) Searching and confiscation of illicit assets as fundamental instrument in fighting organised 
crime. 

5) Victims protection in the European judicial panorama: from witness protection programs to the 
incentives for those who decided to cooperate with justice. 

6) Conflicts of jurisdiction between EU States and mutual trust: between mandatory prosecution 
and lack of a European judge able to regulate them. 

7) “National” or “European” magistrate? The need for a common training in criminal field. 
8) The independence of judges and prosecutors as fundamental guarantee for an efficient and fair 

criminal trial. 
9) Procedural tools to speed up the criminal trials.  
10) The slowness and inefficiency of criminal justice and the damage to the honest people. 
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Second session – Rule of Law 
 

1) Independence of Judges and prosecutors. Role of the Judicial Councils. Composition, systems of 
elections. Competences1. 

2) Accountability of Judicial Councils: transparency towards judges and society. Pre-established 
procedures and reasoned decisions2. 

3) Council for prosecutors3. 
4) Political pressures, reforms and judicial independence.4 
5) Internal independence and impartiality of judges (and prosecutors)5. 
6) Internal independence of judges and prosecutors: the career6. 
7) Internal independence of judges and prosecutors: the career. The appointment of Presidents of 

courts and Chief prosecutors7. 
8) Judicial accountability vs judicial independence.8 

                                                 
1 Councils for the judiciary are independent bodies, established by law or under the constitution, that 
seek to safeguard the independence of the judiciary and of individual judges and thereby to promote 
the efficient functioning of the judicial system. 
Possible questions: in order to safeguard the independence of the judiciary, how should be the 
composition of the Councils?  What the best system for the  election of its members? What 
competences should the Councils be tasked with?   
2 Councils for the judiciary bear an important task: ensuring the judicial independence. At the same 
time, Councils for the judiciary should not affect the independence of the individual judge.  
Possible questions. Should the Councils be accountable, vis a vis the individual judge and the society as 
a whole? Which system could ensure such accountability?    
3 In some European Countries, independent Councils for prosecutors are established; in other Countries 
(like Italy and Romania) the same Council “governs the careers” of both judges and prosecutors.    
Possible questions. Should the independence or autonomy of prosecutors be ensured by Councils for 
prosecutors, similar to those for judges? Should judges and prosecutors be “governed” by the same 
Council?  
4 Judicial independence at the service of the impartiality and neutrality of the judge is a pre-requisite of 

justice administration. Nevertheless, in some European judiciaries, there are attempts to undermine 

independence (more generally judicial safeguards) and transform the judge into a bureaucrat accountable 

to the judicial hierarchy and, or, to the government.  

Possible questions. Have you experienced this kind of pressures in your country? How are they affecting 

the quality of justice? Are senior judges (head of the offices/division, senior judges, the court of appeal) 

making pressures on "junior" judges to decide cases in a given way? Is the professional evaluation of 

judges considering the content of the decisions? How this is affecting the delivery of justice?  
5 Possible questions. Are   hierarchical judicial organisation compatible with individual independence? 
And with the autonomy of prosecutors? Can superior courts address instructions to judges, to which  
extent? What about prosecutors? What criteria should guide the allocation of cases to judges and the 
withdrawal of cases from judges? What about prosecutors?  
6 Possible questions. Which criteria should guide the appointment of judges and of prosecutors? Should 
judges and prosecutors be subject to a career system? How do you intend the concept of promotion of 
judges and prosecutors? What criteria should guide the promotion of judges and prosecutors? 
7 Possible questions. What qualities a President of court or a Chief prosecutor should be vested with?  
Which criteria should guide the appointment of Presidents of court or Chief prosecutors. 
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9) Individual accountability of judges and prosecutor. Discipline and ethics9. 
10) Individual accountability of judges and prosecutors. Individual professional evaluation10. 
11) Civil and criminal  liability of judges and prosecutors11. 
12)  Professional organisations.12  

 
Third session – The quality of Justice  
 
1) Predictability of Justice (and independence).13 
2) Appeal reversals, judicial errors, and impartiality.14  
3) Procedural justice and legitimacy.15  

                                                                                                                                                             
8 Judicial accountability is often considered to contrast judicial independence and, as such, may 
represent a threat to a delivery a justice of high quality. On the other hand, independent judges and 
judicial institutions require effective forms of accountability to grant transparency and allow the public 
scrutiny on individual and institutional behaviors.  If both principles have to be fulfilled at the same time 
some sort of balancing or harmonization has to be identified.  
Possible questions. Is the tension independence and accountability affecting your justice system? How 
is it affecting your justice systems? Are in place effective accountability mechanisms? Which types of 
accountability mechanisms are compatible with independence and impartiality.  
9 Possible questions. What is the difference between disciplinary and ethical rules for judges and 
prosecutors? What are the conditions for ensuring disciplinary accountability of judges and prosecutors 
without infringing their independence? Is it advisable to use the feedbacks of the lawyers in the judicial 
evaluation process as with the 360 degrees evaluation methods? 
10 Possible questions. Should judges and prosecutors be periodically assessed for their performance? 
According to which criteria and which procedure. Is it advisable to use the feedbacks of the lawyers in 
the judicial evaluation process as with the 360 degrees evaluation methods? 
11 Possible questions. Would it be appropriate for a judge or a prosecutor  to be exposed, in respect of 
the purported exercise of judicial functions, to any personal civil or criminal liability, even by way of 
reimbursement of the state? 
12 Possible questions. Should judges and prosecutors be free to form and join professional organisations 
whose objectives are to safeguard their independence, protect their interests and promote the rule of 
law? What task these organization should perform? 
13 Predictability of judgments (or legal certainty) is a key requirement of well functioning judicial 
systems. However the multi-layered complexity of legal sources (national and European), together with 
the variety of jurisprudential orientations  - protected by judicial independence - may lead to low a 
predictability of judgments. Hence, predictability and judicial independence may enter into conflict.  
Possible questions. Is this dynamic affecting your judiciary? In which way? Which mechanisms are in 
place to improve (or keep high) the level of predictability (ex. advise of senior/specialized judges, 
chamber meeting, etc.)? Are there interactions if such mechanisms with independence and impartiality?   
14 The Appeal review is the traditional means to check the quality of judicial decisions. In some European 
countries, however, appeal reversal rate, or similar indicators are used to evaluate the performance of 
individual judges.  
Possible questions. To what extent reversals indicators can be used to evaluate the judge(s) who made 
the quashed decision(s)? To what extent-  or in which cases - quashed decisions entail judicial errors? 
How does the use of appeal judgments to evaluate judges interacts with independence and impartiality? 
Are there smart ways to use the feedback provided by the courts of appeal to improve legal quality? 



 

 
With financial support from the Justice Programme of the European Union 

European Judicial Training Network 

4) Public opinion, trust in judicial institutions and the media.16 
5) Artificial intelligence and quality of justice.17 
6) Productivity pressure and legal quality.18 
7) Political pressures, reforms and judicial independence,19 

                                                                                                                                                             
15 No doubt, European judges are legitimate from a legal perspective. They have been appointed 
following legal procedures, cases are assigned based on national rules, and judicial procedures establish 
mechanisms that allow the judge to abstain from deciding a given case or the case parties to challenge 
the judge. But is this enough or the judge (magistrate) should also be legitimate in front of the parties? 
Procedural justice research (Tyler year, AJA year) shows that small changes in judicial behavior 
significantly increase the social legitimacy of the judge and the effectiveness of judicial remedies. 
Possible questions. Are procedural justice or the legitimacy of judicial institution an issue in your 
country? Do you think the parties believe the judge is a neutral, respectful, knowledgeable adjudicator 
and hence legitimate from a social perspective? Are there policies or guidelines to promote procedural 
justice in your country? To what extent procedural justice may increase the effectiveness of the justice 
system?  
16 As revealed by Eurobarometer surveys while the public trust of some European judiciary is high in 
other is very low. The lack of public trust or the idea that judges are not independent undermines 
legitimacy and effectiveness of the system with negative consequences on the quality of justice. This 
dynamic can be the consequence of multiple factors as media representation of the judiciary, political 
confrontations, and unpopular judicial decisions, as well as of cases of judicial corruption, or unethical 
behaviors criticized by public opinion to mention a few possible causes.  
Possible questions. Is a low level of trust, or a reduction of such level an issue in your country? For 
which reasons? How is it affecting the quality of justice? Are there initiatives taken to rebuild trust? Is 
there a judicial responsibility in current the level of confidence in the judicial institution? 
17 Some judiciaries already use artificial intelligence to support judicial decision-making. The promise is 
ambitious: provide objective information to the decision maker about case law and evidence checking, 
predict judicial decisions and behavior, but also profile judges and lawyers regarding jurisprudential 
orientations, strategies, personal networks, preferences.  Decision predictability, individual 
accountability, as well as effectiveness and efficiency,  are some of the AI promises, but the risk of 
undue influence on judicial proceedings is there. 
Possible questions  Is AI already used in your judiciary? Do you think AI will affect the quality of justice? 
In which way? What measure can be taken to make AI serving high-quality justice? And what actions can 
be taken to avoid having judges "manipulated" or influenced by technology?  
18 The productivity pressure to decide more cases in less time is a common state of affairs in European 
judiciaries. Justice delayed is justice denied. This pressure, however, often reduces the time individual 
judges have to collect evidence, study the legal aspects of the case, write understandable and well-
motivated decisions, or act based on the principles of procedural justice. The dynamic may lead to unfair 
decisions or unfair procedure, two other ways to deny justice.  
Possible questions. Is this dynamic ongoing also in your country? How is it affecting the handling of 
judicial procedures and decisions? Are there means to balance productivity and legal quality? Are such 
means working well? Are there means, approaches that can help to improve productivity and legal 
quality at the same time? 
19 Judicial independence at the service of the impartiality and neutrality of the judge is a pre-requisite of 
justice administration. Nevertheless, in some European judiciaries, there are attempts to undermine 
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8) Co-production and institutional cooperation vs. independence and impartiality.20 
9) Judicial accountability vs judicial independence.21 
10) Access to justice. 22  
 

 

• Content of the host institution’s programme 
 

See last agenda below. 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
independence (more generally judicial safeguards) and transform the judge into a bureaucrat 
accountable to the judicial hierarchy and, or, to the government.  
Possible questions. Have you experienced this kind of pressures in your country? How are they affecting 
the quality of justice? Are senior judges (head of the offices/division, senior judges, the court of appeal) 
making pressures on "junior" judges to decide cases in a given way? Is the professional evaluation of 
judges considering the content of the decisions? How this is affecting the delivery of justice? 
20 The administration of justice requires the cooperation of several independent institutions. From an 
organizational perspective, the outcomes of the justice systems are always the result of a co-production 
of judges, prosecutors, and lawyers. At the same time, the institutions and the professionals involved 
require independence and functional autonomy that may hinder the cooperation needed to deliver 
high-quality services. These phenomena occur at any level: governance bodies, courts-prosecution office 
- bar, but also at the individual level among judges, prosecutors, and lawyers.  
Possible questions. Which is the state of affair in your country? What is the level of collaboration 
between the governance bodies (ministry/council/national bar)? Are improvements needed? If yes, 
which one? In which areas? And what should be the role of the judge? Should she meet 
lawyers/prosecutors to discuss a better organisation of the procedures assigned to her or her chamber? 
May such meetings impact the perception of independence and impartiality? 
21 Judicial accountability is often considered to contrast judicial independence and, as such, may 
represent a threat to a delivery a justice of high quality. On the other hand, independent judges and 
judicial institutions require effective forms of accountability to grant transparency and allow the public 
scrutiny on individual and institutional behaviors. If both principles have to be fulfilled at the same time 
some sort of balancing or harmonization has to be identified.  
Possible questions. Is the tension independence and accountability affecting your justice system? How 
is it affecting your justice systems? Are in place effective accountability mechanisms? Which types of 
accountability mechanisms are compatible with independence and impartiality? Are salaries based on 
individual performance acceptable? Is it advisable to use the feedbacks of the lawyers in the judicial 
evaluation process as with the 360 degrees evaluation methods?  
22 More and more often, cash-strapped parliaments increase court fees, downgrade fee-waivers 
programmes, or the right to appeal with degrading consequence on the legal safeguards. This common 
choice affects the quality of justice in various ways: fewer cases means improved timeliness and more 
time to dedicate to the case parties and the study the facts, but also a reduction of the legal safeguards 
the state can offer to the citizens (justiciables).  
Possible questions. How this dynamic is affecting your country? In which ways access interacts with 
other key values to be fulfilled by the justice system? Which are the consequences on the quality of 
justice? Is it possible to improve the quality of justice without reducing access to justice? 
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PROGRAMME 

 

 

MONDAY - 15TH NOVEMBER 2021 

First session - Judicial systems: a comparative overview 

 

Coordinator: Paolo Bruno, Justice Counsellor at the Permanent Representation of Italy to the EU  

3,00 p.m. - Welcome and introduction to the AIAKOS programme.  

3,15 p.m. - judicial systems: a comparative overview  

4 Interventions (15 minutes each) prepared by trainees on the topic of the session. 

 

4,15 p.m. - Debate 

5,30 p.m. - Wrap up of the session by the session’s coordinator 

6,00 p.m.- End of the first day 

 

*** 

 

TUESDAY - 16TH NOVEMBER 2021 

Second session - Judgecraft common session  

Tuesday, from 09:30 - 12:30 (Brussels time)  

Common session on judgecraft. The judgecraft trainer will provide a three-hour presentation, 

including breaks. The presentation would be very interactive and tailored on a large number of 

participants. The topic of the session would be the “unconscious bias”. The presentation would cover 

several arguments as confirmation bias and cognitive process, with interactive and individual 

exercises (i.e., pools). The aim is to help trainees understand how bias is a good decision-making 

factor and how it can shape the decision-making. 

 

*** 
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WEDNESDAY - 17TH NOVEMBER 2021 

Third session - Rule of law 

  

Coordinators: Filippo Donati, Member of the High Council for the Judiciary - President of the 

European Networks of Councils for the Judiciary (online) and Amedeo Arena, Associate Professor 

of European Union Law, University of Naples "Federico II"  

Coordinators of the mock trial: Mariavittoria Catanzariti, Professor at the European University 

Institute and  Francesco Perrone, Judge at the Tribunal of Padova 

 

  

9,00 a.m. - Introduction of the session.  

9,15 a.m. - Rule of law  

4 Interventions (10 minutes each) prepared by trainees on the topic of the session. 

10,15 a.m. - Debate 

10,45 a.m.  - Preparation of the mock trial on the Rule of law 

12,30 a.m. - Lunch 

 

2,00 p.m. - Mock trial on the Rule of law 

4,30 p.m. - End of the third day 

 

*** 

 

THURSDAY - 18TH NOVEMBER 2021 

Fourth session - Preliminary ruling proceedings before the ECJ 

Coordinators: Daniele Domenicucci, Référendaire at the Court of Justice of the European Union 

(online), Massimiliano Puglia, Référendaire at the Court of Justice of the European Union 

(online) and Francesca Fiecconi, Judge at the Court of cassation  
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9,00 a.m. - Introduction of the session.  

9,15 p.m. - Preliminary ruling proceedings before the ECJ 

 

4 Interventions (20 minutes each) prepared by trainees on the topic of the session. 

 

1. Difference between interpretation and validity  

 

2. Faculty and obligation  

 

3.  Practical guidance as to the form and content of requests for a preliminary ruling  

 

4. Admissibility: form and content of the preliminary ruling; orders pursuant to Article 99 of the Rules 

of Procedure  

 

 

 

10,15 p.m. - Debate 

10,45 p.m. - Practical exercise on the preliminary ruling proceedings before the ECJ 

12,30 p.m. - Lunch 

 

2,00 p.m. - Practical exercise on the preliminary ruling proceedings before the ECJ 

4,00 p.m. - Wrap up of the session by the session’s coordinators 

4,30  p.m. - End of the fourth day 

 

*** 

 

FRIDAY - 19TH NOVEMBER 2021 

Fifth session - Ethics 
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Coordinators: Giovanna Ichino, Judge and former Member of the Board of Directors of the Italian 

School for the Judiciary - Chiara Salamone, judge in the Tribunal of Catania and SSM District 

trainer (online) - Antonella Ciriello, Member of the Board of Directors SSM 

9,00 a.m. - Introduction of the session.  

9,30 a.m. - Ethics 

4 Interventions (10 minutes each) prepared by trainees on the topic of the session. 

10,30 a.m. - Debate 

11,30 a.m. - Wrap up of the session by the session’s coordinators 

12,00 a.m. - End of the Fifth day 
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TOPICS FOR THE SESSIONS 

 

Participants are invited to select one of the following topics and prepare an oral presentation of 

10 minutes that will be followed by a discussion with all the participants. The topics have been 

identified considering potential tensions between different requirements that have to be fulfilled to 

achieve a high quality of justice understood as efficient, timely and lawful decisions taken by 

impartial and legitimate judges. The exercise is not addressed to find “the one best way” to solve the 

tensions but to trigger the discussion and the reflection among participants in a collaborative learning 

environment. 

The list of the topics is not exhaustive. If participants want to develop a different topic, they 

can write an email to the organizers to agree on a different one 

(gianluca.grasso@scuolamagistratura.it).  

Please, note that, for the sake of simplicity, in the outlines the topics we have mostly used just 

the terms judge/ judicial. However, the same topics are relevant and can also be developed for 

prosecutors and prosecutors’ offices.  

In the first session - Judicial systems: a comparative overview, a general overview of the Italian 

judicial system will be provided. Participants from each Country are invited to present their judicial 

system for an in-depth discussion. 

Preliminary ruling proceedings before the ECJ session will be developed on a Case Law 

approach. 

A a mock trial will be carried out on the topic of rule of law, while an exercise will be conducted 

on the subject of preliminary rulings. 

 

 

First session - Judicial systems: a comparative overview 

 

A general overview of the Italian judicial system will be provided.  

Participants from each Country are invited to present their judicial system for an in-depth 

discussion. 

 

Second session - Judgecraft  

 

Common session on judgecraft The judgecraft trainer will provide a three-hour presentation, 

including breaks. The presentation would be very interactive and tailored on a large number of 

participants. The topic of the session would be the “unconscious bias”. The presentation would cover 

several arguments as confirmation bias and cognitive process, with interactive and individual 

exercises (i.e., pools). The aim is to help trainees understand how the bias is a good decision-making 

and how it can shape the decision-making. 

 

 

Third session - Rule of Law  

 

1) Independence of Judges and prosecutors. Role of the Judicial Councils. Composition, 

systems of elections. Competences1. 

                                                 
1 Councils for the judiciary are independent bodies, established by law or under the constitution, that 

seek to safeguard the independence of the judiciary and of individual judges and thereby to promote the 

efficient functioning of the judicial system. 
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2) Accountability of Judicial Councils: transparency towards judges and society. Pre-

established procedures and reasoned decisions2. 

3) Council for prosecutors3. 

4) Political pressures, reforms and judicial independence.4 

10) Access to justice. 5  

 

Fourth session - Preliminary ruling proceedings before the ECJ 

 

1. Difference between interpretation and validity 

4 judgments (20 min) 

C-219/17 Berlusconi and Fininvest  

C-135/16 Georgsmarienhütte 

C-236/09 Association belge des Consommateurs Test-Achats ASBL 

C-64/16 Associação Sindical dos Juízes Portugueses 

  

2. Faculty and obligation 

4 judgments (20 min) 

 314/85 Fotofrost   

C-210/06 Cartesio 

C-188/10 and C-189/10 Melki and Abdeli 

C-379/15 Association France Nature 

 

Options: 

                                                 
Possible questions: in order to safeguard the independence of the judiciary, how should be the 

composition of the Councils? What the best system for the election of its members? What competences should 

the Councils be tasked with?  
2 Councils for the judiciary bear an important task: ensuring the judicial independence. At the same time, 

Councils for the judiciary should not affect the independence of the individual judge.  

Possible questions. Should the Councils be accountable, vis a vis the individual judge and the society 

as a whole? Which system could ensure such accountability?   
3 In some European Countries, independent Councils for prosecutors are established; in other Countries 

(like Italy and Romania) the same Council “governs the careers” of both judges and prosecutors.   

Possible questions. Should the independence or autonomy of prosecutors be ensured by Councils for 

prosecutors, similar to those for judges? Should judges and prosecutors be “governed” by the same Council?  
4 Judicial independence at the service of the impartiality and neutrality of the judge is a pre-requisite of 

justice administration. Nevertheless, in some European judiciaries, there are attempts to undermine 

independence (more generally judicial safeguards) and transform the judge into a bureaucrat accountable to 

the judicial hierarchy and, or, to the government.  

Possible questions. Have you experienced this kind of pressures in your country? How are they 

affecting the quality of justice? Are senior judges (head of the offices/division, senior judges, the court of 

appeal) making pressures on "junior" judges to decide cases in a given way? Is the professional evaluation of 

judges considering the content of the decisions? How this is affecting the delivery of justice?  
5 More and more often, cash-strapped parliaments increase court fees, downgrade fee-waivers 

programmes, or the right to appeal with degrading consequence on the legal safeguards. This common choice 

affects the quality of justice in various ways: fewer cases means improved timeliness and more time to dedicate 

to the case parties and the study the facts, but also a reduction of the legal safeguards the state can offer to the 

citizens (justiciables).  

Possible questions. How this dynamic is affecting your country? In which ways access interacts with 

other key values to be fulfilled by the justice system? Which are the consequences on the quality of justice? Is 

it possible to improve the quality of justice without reducing access to justice? 

http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=209353&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10011722
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=204381&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10012013
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=80019&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10027881
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=199682&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10012784
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/showPdf.jsf?text=&docid=94312&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=10013119
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=76078&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=10014947
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=80748&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10014682
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=182297&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10014947
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C-461/03 Gaston Schul 

C-322/16 Global Starnet  

C-160/14 Ferreira da Silva e Brito and Others 

C-416/10 Krizan 

 

3.  Practical guidance as to the form and content of requests for a preliminary 

ruling  

(20 min) 

Recommendations to national courts and tribunals in relation to the initiation of preliminary 

ruling proceedings (the intervener should present the main points of the recommendations) 

C-366/14 Herrenknecht  

C-136/12 Consiglio Nazionale dei Geologi  

 

 

4. Admissibility: form and content of the preliminary ruling; orders pursuant to Article 

99 of the Rules of Procedure  

4 judgments (20 min) 

104/79 Foglia Novello 

C-268.15 Ullens de schotens 

C-497/12 Gullotta 

C-177/17 and C-178/17 Demarchi Gino and Garavaldi 

Options: 

C-190/02 Viacom Outdoor – C-134/03 Viacom Outdoor 

 

Fifth session - Ethics 

1) Independence and impartiality6 

2) Integrity and probity fairness7 

3) Respect for and attention to others8 

4) Restraint and discretion9 

5) Advisory bodies on judicial ethics 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 preventing conflicts of interest; internal indipendence; Impact of the judge's social environment on the 

principle of impartiality. Participation of the judge, before the trial, in training activities organised by a 

professional association; Recognitions, distinctions or decorations granted by public institutions to members 

of the Judicial Career. Information obtained outside the process. Use of the Internet to search for information 

about the parties, their lawyers or the object of the dispute 
7 fairness in the judicial activity; Ethical considerations on the acceptance of gifts or hospitality 
8 Respect for the litigant, respect for other professionals of the judicial system, attention to others and 

the entirety of proceedings 
9 The use of social networks; implications of the principles of judicial ethics for the use of social 

networks by members of the judiciary. Freedom of expression of the judge. Participation in a television 

documentary on a criminal case for which he has been an instructor. Freedom of expression of the judge: 

doctrinal criticism of a decision of the Constitutional Court or other courts. Relationship between judges and 

journalists covering court information. Publications in the media and scientific journals based on the 

knowledge of the subjects that have been the subject of judgments 

http://curia.europa.eu/juris/showPdf.jsf?text=&docid=56528&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=10013119
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=198048&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10014947
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=167205&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10013119
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=132341&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=10014947
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:JOC_2019_380_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:JOC_2019_380_R_0001
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf;jsessionid=1ADC76889BCF97CA34F4DE0F1FF2B99E?docid=159553&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=DOC&pageIndex=0&cid=11015311
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=139751&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10012013
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/showPdf.jsf?text=&docid=90593&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=10021182
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=185362&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10021182
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=165453&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10021182
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf?docid=194442&text=&dir=&doclang=EN&part=1&occ=first&mode=lst&pageIndex=0&cid=10021182
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/showPdf.jsf?text=&docid=47777&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=10021182
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/showPdf.jsf?text=&docid=49937&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=10021182


 

 

9 

 

Opinion no. 3 of the Consultative Council of European Judges (CCJE) to the attention of the 

Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe on the principles and rules governing judges’ 

professional conduct, in particular ethics, incompatible behaviour and impartiality 

 

https://rm.coe.int/16807475bb 

 

The Bangalore principles of judicial conduct 2002 

https://www.unodc.org/pdf/crime/corruption/judicial_group/Bangalore_principles.pdf 

https://www.unodc.org/res/ji/import/international_standards/commentary_on_the_bangalore_princi

ples_of_judicial_conduct/bangalore_principles_english.pdf 

 

Recueil des obligations déontologiques des magistrats 

http://www.conseil-superieur-magistrature.fr/publications/recueil-des-obligations-

deontologiques/recueil-des-obligations-deontologiques-des-0 

 

Judicial Ethics Committee 

http://www.poderjudicial.es/cgpj/en/Subjects/The-Judicial-Ethics-Committee/What-is/ 

 

 

Guide to Judicial Conduct – Revised March 2018 (Updated March 2020) 

https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Amended-Guide-to-Judicial-Conduct-

revision-Final-v002.-March-2020.pdf 
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