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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. On the initiative of Judge C. G. Weeramantry, former Vice-President and Judge 
Ad-Hoc of the International Court of Justice and Chairman of the Judicial Group on 
Strengthening Judicial Integrity, a Round-Table Meeting of Chief Justices was convened 
in the Japanese Room of the Peace Palace at The Hague, Netherlands, on November 25 
and 26, 2002. The meeting was facilitated by a grant from the Department for 
International Development, United Kingdom, and supported by the United Nations 
Centre for International Crime Prevention, Vienna, and the Office of the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Human Rights, Geneva. The meeting was organized with the 
assistance of the Carnegie Foundation at The Hague. The working languages were 
English, French and Spanish. The purpose of the meeting was to seek and obtain the 
views of a representative group of Chief Justices (or senior Justices) from legal systems 
and traditions outside the common law system on the Bangalore Draft Code of Judicial 
Conduct prepared by a group of eight Chief Justices from common law jurisdictions (The 
Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity). 
 
 
MEMBERSHIP 
 
2. The Round-Table Meeting was chaired by Judge Weeramantry. The other 
participants were: Justice Vladimir Passos de Freitas (Brazil), Chief Justice Iva Brozova 
(Czech Republic), Chief Justice Mohammad Fathy Naguib (Egypt), Justice Christine 
Chanet (France), Chief Justice Genaro David Gongora Pimentel (Mexico), Chief Justice 
Mario Fumo Bartolomeu Mangaze (Mozambique), Chief Justice Pim Haak 
(Netherlands), Justice Trond Dolva (Norway), and Chief Justice Hilario G. Davide Jr 
(Philippines). Chief Justice Gunter Hirsch (Germany), who had also agreed to participate, 
was unable to attend the meeting. 
 
3. Eight Judges of the International Court of Justice attended and participated in one 
session. They were Judge Raymond Ranjeva (Madagascar), Judge Geza Herczegh 
(Hungary), Judge Carl-August Fleischauer (Germany), Judge Abdul G. Koroma (Sierra 
Leone), Judge Rosalyn Higgins (United Kingdom), Judge Francisco Rezek (Brazil), 
Judge Nabil Elaraby (Egypt), and Judge Ad-Hoc Thomas Frank (United States of 
America). The Registrar of the International Court of Justice, Mr Philippe Couvreur, was 
also present. 
 
4. Dato' Param Cumaraswamy, UN Special Rapporteur on the Independence of 
Judges and Lawyers, participated as an Observer, and Dr Nihal Jayawickrama, Co-
ordinator of the Judicial Integrity Programme, served as Rapporteur.  
 
5. Justice Adel Omar Sherif (Egypt) and Justice Reynato S. Puno (Philippines) 
assisted their respective Chief Justices. Mr Jeremy Pope, Executive Director, Centre for 
Innovation and Research, Transparency International, London, Mr Michael Anderson, 
Senior Justice Advisor, Department for International Development, United Kingdom, Mr 
Jan van Dijk, Deputy Director, UN Centre of International Crime Prevention, Vienna, 
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and Dr Petter Langseth, Programme Manager, Global Programme Against Corruption, 
UN Centre for International Crime Prevention, Vienna, served as resource persons. 
Others present were Dr Edgar Corzo Sosa, Director General of International Relations, 
Supreme Court of Mexico, Mr Jorge Camargo Zurita, Assistant to the Chief Justice of 
Mexico, and Mr Simon Tucker, Office Manager, Centre for Innovation and Research, 
Transparency International, London. 
 
 
DOCUMENTATION 
 
6. In addition to the Bangalore Draft Code of Judicial Conduct (in English and 
French), the Round-Table Meeting had before it the following documents: (a) The 
Comments of the Working Party of the Consultative Council of European Judges (CCJE-
GT) on "Code of Judicial Conduct: The Bangalore Draft"; (b) Opinion on "The Code of 
Judicial Conduct: The Bangalore Draft" prepared by CCJE-GT specialist, Denis Salas; 
(c) Annotated version of the Bangalore Code of Judicial Conduct containing comments 
made by Judges and Judges Associations, including Judges of Central and Eastern 
European Countries; (d) Observations of Justice Michael Kirby, Judge of the High Court 
of Australia and Rapporteur of the Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity; (e) 
UN Basic Principles on the Independence of the Judiciary; (f) UN Basic Principles on the 
Role of Lawyers; (g) UN Guidelines on the Role of Prosecutors; and (h) the Draft 
Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct. 
 
 
INAUGURAL SESSION 
 
7. The Chairman, Judge Weeramantry, welcomed the participants and noted that it 
was rarely that both national and international judges met together for a common 
purpose. He explained the reasons for undertaking the task of preparing a statement of 
principles of judicial conduct. He referred to public perception surveys which indicated 
that in many parts of the world people were losing confidence in their judicial systems. 
Following a workshop on corruption in the judiciary held during the 9th International 
Anti-Corruption Conference in 1999, and an expert group meeting convened by the 
International Commission of Jurists in early 2000, the United Nations Centre for 
International Crime Prevention, in collaboration with Transparency International, invited 
a group of Chief Justices from common law countries to a preparatory meeting in Vienna 
to consider formulating a concept of judicial accountability. This group - The Judicial 
Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity - recognized the need for a code against which 
the conduct of judges could be measured. At a second meeting held in Bangalore, the 
Judicial Group agreed on a draft code of judicial conduct - The Bangalore Draft. The 
purpose of this meeting was to enable a group of Chief Justices from the civil law and 
other legal systems to review the Bangalore Draft and agree upon a text that would be of 
universal applicability. He noted that the UN Basic Principles on the Independence of the 
Judiciary were addressed to states, and that as yet there was no international instrument 
which required judges to be accountable for their own conduct. It was proper that such an 
instrument should be drafted and implemented by judges. 
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8. Mr Jan van Dijk, Deputy Director of the UN Centre for International Crime 
Prevention in Vienna, said that strengthening judicial independence, integrity and 
accountability was an integral element of the Global Programme Against Corruption 
which UNCICP initiated in 1999. It was the belief that true judicial independence could 
not be achieved without at the same time ensuring judicial accountability that led 
UNCICP to host the first meeting of the Judicial Group in 2000. He noted that the UN 
Basic Principles on the Independence of the Judiciary remained silent on issues relating 
to integrity and accountability. He proposed, therefore, that the draft statement of 
principles of judicial conduct adopted at this meeting be submitted to the UN General 
Assembly. He suggested that the appropriate channel for reaching the General Assembly 
would be the UN Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice - the governing 
body of UNCICP - which had already secured General Assembly endorsement not only 
of the Basic Principles on the Independence of the Judiciary, but also of Procedures for 
their Effective Implementation, as well as the Basic Principles on the Role of Lawyers 
and the Guidelines on the Role of Prosecutors. 
 
9. Dato' Param Cumaraswamy, United Nations Special Rapporteur on the 
Independence of Judges and Lawyers, said that in the execution of his mandate, a 
common concern often expressed to him by governments had been the lack of judicial 
accountability. But while the executive is often apprehensive of judicial independence, 
the judiciary is no less apprehensive of calls by governments for judicial accountability. 
In that context, the work of the Judicial Group was both relevant and important. The 
Bangalore Draft was the product of Chief Justices from the common law system. He 
referred to discussions on the Bangalore Draft held in June this year in Strasbourg with 
the Working Party of the Consultative Council of European Judges which advises the 
Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe on judicial matters, and the exercise 
undertaken earlier in the year in which the views of judges of Central and Eastern Europe 
were sought through the American Bar Association's Central and East European Law 
Initiative. It was his intention to submit the draft finalized at this meeting in The Hague - 
the seat of international justice - as an attachment to his report to the next session of the 
Commission on Human Rights. It was his hope that the Commission would endorse the 
draft. 
 
 
WORKING SESSIONS 
 
10. At four working sessions - two on Monday 25 November, and two on Tuesday 26 
November, the participants reviewed and revised the Bangalore Draft. The Judges of the 
International Court of Justice referred to above participated in the first session. It was 
agreed that the following amendments be made to the Bangalore Draft: 
 
Title and Structure 
 

(1) Delete all references to a ‘code’ of judicial conduct’, and describe the 
document as ‘principles of judicial conduct’. 
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(2) Move the explanatory note from the beginning to the end of the document. 
(3) Re-prioritize the values as follows: 1. Independence; 2. Impartiality; 3. 

Integrity; 4. Propriety; 5. Equality; and 6. Competence and Diligence. Delete 
Value 7 ‘Implementation and Accountability’. 

(4) Each ‘value’ and ‘principle’ to be followed by its ‘application’ (instead of 
‘code’)1. 

 
Preamble 

 
(5) In paragraph 2, insert the words ‘without undue delay’ which appear in 

ICCPR 14(3)(c), so that the new paragraph reads: ‘WHEREAS the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights guarantees that all 
persons shall be equal before the courts, and that in the determination of any 
criminal charge or of rights and obligations in a suit at law, everyone shall be 
entitled, without undue delay, to a fair and public hearing by a competent, 
independent and impartial tribunal established by law’. 

(6) Delete paragraph 52, and substitute the following new paragraph: ‘WHEREAS 
a competent, independent and impartial judiciary is likewise essential if the 
courts are to fulfil their role in upholding constitutionalism and the rule of 
law’. 

(7) Delete paragraph 63, and substitute the following new paragraph: ‘WHEREAS 
public confidence in the judicial system and in the moral authority and 
integrity of the judiciary is of the utmost importance in a modern democratic 
society’. 

(8) Delete paragraph 74, and substitute the following new paragraph: ‘WHEREAS 
it is essential that judges, individually and collectively, respect and honour 
judicial office as a public trust and strive to enhance and maintain confidence 
in the judicial system’. 

(9) Add the following two new paragraphs after paragraph 7: ‘WHEREAS the 
primary responsibility for the promotion and maintenance of high standards of 
judicial conduct lies with the judiciary in each country’; and ‘AND 
WHEREAS the United Nations Basic Principles on the Independence of the 
Judiciary are designed to secure and promote the independence of the 
judiciary, and are addressed primarily to States’. 

(10) Delete the original paragraph 85, and substitute the following new paragraph: 
‘THE FOLLOWING PRINCIPLES are intended to establish standards for 

                                                 
1 Other terms considered and not found acceptable included ‘rules’ and ‘commentary’. 
2 ‘WHEREAS an independent judiciary is likewise essential if the courts are to fulfil their roles as 
guardians of the rule of law and thereby to assure good governance’. 
3 ‘WHEREAS the real source of judicial power is public acceptance of the moral authority and integrity of 
the judiciary’. 
4 ‘AND WHEREAS consistently with the United Nations Basic Principles on the Independence of the 
Judiciary, it is essential that judges, individually and collectively, respect and honour judicial office as a 
public trust and strive to enhance and maintain confidence in the judicial system’. 
5 ‘The following principles and rules are intended to establish standards for ethical conduct of judges. They 
are principles and rules of reason to be applied in the light of all relevant circumstances and consistently 
with the requirements of judicial independence and the law. They are designed to provide guidance to 
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ethical conduct of judges. They are designed to provide guidance to judges 
and to afford the judiciary a framework for regulating judicial conduct. They 
are also intended to assist members of the executive and the legislature, and 
lawyers and the public in general, to better understand and support the 
judiciary. These principles presuppose that judges are accountable for their 
conduct to appropriate institutions established to maintain judicial standards, 
which are themselves independent and impartial, and are intended to 
supplement and not to derogate from existing rules of law and conduct which 
bind the judge’. 

(11) Delete the original paragraph 96. 
 

Independence 
 

(12) Reformulate the principle in the following terms: ‘Judicial independence is a 
pre-requisite to the rule of law and a fundamental guarantee of a fair trial. A 
judge shall therefore uphold and exemplify judicial independence in both its 
individual and institutional aspects’.7 

(13) Re-number paragraph 2.1 as paragraph 1.1. 
(14) Delete paragraph 2.28, and substitute the following new paragraph 1.2: ‘A 

judge shall be independent in relation to society in general and in relation to 
the particular parties to a dispute which the judge has to adjudicate’. 

(15) Insert the following new paragraph 1.3: ‘A judge shall not only be free from 
inappropriate connections with, and influence by, the executive and legislative 
branches of government, but must appear to a reasonable observer to be free 
therefrom’. 

(16) Delete paragraph 2.39, and substitute the following new paragraph 1.4: ‘In 
performing judicial duties, a judge shall be independent of judicial colleagues 
in respect of decisions which the judge is obliged to make independently’. 

(17) Re-number paragraph 2.4 as paragraph 1.5. 
(18) Re-number paragraph 2.5 as paragraph 1.6, and insert the words ‘in the 

judiciary’ after the words ‘reinforce public confidence’. 
 

Impartiality 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
judges and to afford a structure for regulating judicial conduct. They are intended to supplement and not to 
derogate from existing rules of law and conduct which bind the judge’. 
6 ‘The values which this Code upholds are: Propriety, Independence, Integrity, Impartiality, Equality, 
Competence and Diligence, Accountability’. 
7 The principle in its original form read thus: ‘An independent judiciary is indispensable to impartial justice 
under law. A judge should therefore uphold and exemplify judicial independence in both its individual and 
institutional aspects’. 
8 ‘A judge shall reject any attempt to influence his or her decision in any matter before the judge for 
decision where such attempt arises outside the proper performance of judicial duties’. 
9 ‘In performing judicial duties, a judge shall, within the judge’s own court, be independent of judicial 
colleagues in respect of decisions which the judge is obliged to make independently’. 
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(19) Reformulate the principle in the following terms: ‘Impartiality is essential to 
the proper discharge of the judicial office. It applies not only to the decision 
itself but also to the process by which the decision is made’.10 

(20) Re-number paragraph 4.1 as paragraph 2.1. 
(21) Re-number paragraph 4.2 as paragraph 2.2. 
(22) Re-number paragraph 4.3 as paragraph 2.3. 
(23) Re-number paragraph 4.4 as paragraph 2.4. 
(24) Delete paragraphs 4.511, 4.612 and 4.913, and substitute the following new 

paragraph 2.5: ‘A judge shall disqualify himself or herself from participating 
in any proceedings in which the judge is unable to decide the matter 
impartially or in which it may appear to a reasonable observer that the judge is 
unable to decide the matter impartially. Such proceedings include, but are not 
limited to, instances where 
2.5.1 the judge has actual bias or prejudice concerning a party or 

personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the 
proceedings; 

2.5.2 the judge previously served as a lawyer or was a material witness 
in the matter in controversy; or 

2.5.3 the judge, or a member of the judge’s family, has an economic 
interest in the outcome of the matter in controversy: 

Provided that disqualification of a judge shall not be required if no other 
tribunal can be constituted to deal with the case or, because of urgent 
circumstances, failure to act could lead to a serious miscarriage of justice. 

(25) Move paragraph 4.714 to Value 4: Propriety. 
(26) Delete paragraphs 4.815 and 4.1016. 

                                                 
10 The principle in its original form read thus: ‘Impartiality is essential to the proper discharge of the 
judicial office. It applies not only to the making of a decision itself but also to the process by which the 
decision is made’. 
11 ‘A judge shall disqualify himself or herself from participating in any proceedings in which the judge is 
unable to decide the matter impartially or in which a reasonable, fair-minded and informed person might 
believe the judge is unable to decide the matter impartially’. 
12 ‘A judge shall disqualify himself or herself in any proceedings in which there might be a reasonable 
perception of a lack of impartiality of the judge including, but not limited to, instances where: 
4.6.1. the judge has actual bias or prejudice concerning a party or personal knowledge of disputed 

evidentiary facts concerning the proceedings; 
4.6.2. the judge previously served as a lawyer or was a material witness in the matter in controversy; 
4.6.3. the judge, or a member of the judge’s family, has an economic interest in the outcome of the 

matter in controversy’. 
13 ‘Disqualification of a judge is not required if necessity obliges the judge to decide the matter in 
controversy including where no other judge may lawfully do so or where, because of urgent circumstances, 
failure of the judge to participate might lead to a serious miscarriage of justice. In such cases of necessity, 
the judge shall still be obliged to disclose to the parties in a timely way any cause of disqualification and 
ensure that such disclosure is included in the record’. 
14 ‘A judge shall inform himself or herself about the judge’s personal and fiduciary financial interests and 
shall make reasonable efforts to be informed about the financial interests of members of the judge’s 
family’. 
15 ‘A judge who would otherwise be disqualified on the foregoing grounds may, instead of withdrawing 
from the proceedings, disclose on the record the basis of such disqualification. If, based on such disclosure, 
the parties, independently of the judge’s participation, agree in writing or on record, that the judge may 
participate, or continue to participate, in the proceedings, the judge may do so’. 
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Integrity 

 
(27) Reformulate paragraph 3.1 in the following terms: ‘A judge shall ensure that 

his or her conduct is above reproach in the view of a reasonable observer’.17 
(28) Delete paragraph 3.3.18 

 
Propriety 

 
(29) Re-number paragraph 1.1 as paragraph 4.1. 
(30) Re-number paragraph 1.2 as paragraph 4.2. 
(31) Delete paragraph 1.319, and substitute the following new paragraph 4.3: ‘A 

judge shall, in his or her personal relations with individual members of the 
legal profession who practise regularly in the judge’s court, avoid situations 
which might reasonably give rise to the suspicion or appearance of 
favouritism or partiality’. 

(32) Delete paragraph 1.420, and substitute the following new paragraph 4.4: ‘A 
judge shall not participate in the determination of a case in which any member 
of the judge’s family represents a litigant or is associated in any manner with 
the case’. 

(33) Delete paragraph 1.521, and substitute the following new paragraph 4.5: ‘A 
judge shall not allow the use of the judge’s residence by a member of the legal 
profession to receive clients or other members of the legal profession’. 

(34) Delete paragraphs 1.622, 1.723 and 1.824, and substitute the following new 
paragraph 4.6: ‘A judge, like any other citizen, is entitled to freedom of 

                                                                                                                                                 
16 ‘Save for the foregoing, a judge has a duty to perform the functions of the judicial office and litigants do 
not have a right to choose a judge’. 
17 Paragraph 3.1 in its original form read thus: ‘A judge shall ensure that his or her conduct is above 
reproach in the view of reasonable, fair-minded and informed persons’. 
18 ‘A judge, in addition to observing personally the standards of this Code, shall encourage and support 
their observance by others’. 
19 ‘A judge shall avoid close personal association with individual members of the legal profession, 
particularly those who practise in the judge’s court, where such association might reasonably give rise to 
the suspicion or appearance of favouritism or partiality’. 
20 ‘Save in exceptional circumstances or out of necessity, a judge shall not participate in the determination 
of a case in which any member of the judge’s family represents a litigant or is associated in any manner 
with the case’. 
21 ‘A judge shall avoid the use of the judge’s residence by a member of the legal profession to receive 
clients or other members of the legal profession in circumstances that might reasonably give rise to the 
suspicion or appearance of impropriety on the part of the judge’. 
22 ‘A judge shall refrain from conduct such as membership of groups or organizations or participation in 
public discussion which, in the mind of a reasonable, fair-minded and informed person, might undermine 
confidence in the judge’s impartiality with respect to any issue that may come before the courts’. 
23 ‘A judge shall, upon appointment, cease all partisan political activity or involvement. A judge shall 
refrain from conduct that, in the mind of a reasonable, fair-minded and informed person, might give rise to 
the appearance that the judge is engaged in political activity’. 
24 ‘A judge shall refrain from: 
1.8.1. membership of political parties; 
1.8.2. political fund-raising; 
1.8.3. attendance at political gatherings and political fund-raising events; 
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expression, belief, association and assembly, but in exercising such rights, a 
judge shall always conduct himself or herself in such a manner as to preserve 
the dignity of the judicial office and the impartiality and independence of the 
judiciary’.  

(35) Insert paragraph 4.7 as the new paragraph 4.725. 
(36) Re-number paragraph 1.9 as paragraph 4.8. 
(37) Re-number paragraph 1.10 as paragraph 4.9. 
(38) Delete paragraph 1.1126. 
(39) Delete paragraph 1.1627, and substitute the following new paragraph 4.10: 

‘Confidential information acquired by a judge in the judge’s judicial capacity 
shall not be used or disclosed by the judge for any other purpose not related to 
the judge’s judicial duties’. 

(40) Delete paragraphs 1.1228, 1.1329, 1.1430, 1.1531, 1.1632, and 1.1833, and 
substitute the following new paragraph 4.11: ‘Subject to the proper 
performance of judicial duties, a judge may: 

                                                                                                                                                 
1.8.4. contributing to political parties or campaigns; and 
1.8.5. taking part publicly in controversial discussions of a partisan political character’. 
 
25 See footnote 13. 
26 ‘A judge shall not testify voluntarily as a character witness, except that a judge may testify as a witness 
in a criminal proceeding if the judge or a member of the judge’s family is a victim of the offence or if the 
defendant is a member of the judge’s family or in like exceptional circumstances’. 
27 ‘Confidential information acquired by a judge in the judge’s judicial capacity shall not be used or 
disclosed by the judge in financial dealings or for any other purpose not related to the judge’s judicial 
duties’. 
28 ‘Subject to the proper performance of judicial duties, a judge may engage in activities such as: 
1.12.1 the judge may write, lecture, teach and participate in activities concerning the law, the legal 

system, the administration of justice and related matters; 
1.12.2 the judge may appear at a public hearing before an official body concerned with matters relating to 

the law, the legal system and the administration of justice or related matters; and 
1.12.3 the judge may serve as a member of an official body devoted to the improvement of the law, the 

legal system, the administration of justice or related matters’. 
29 ‘A judge may speak publicly on non-legal subjects and engage in historical, educational, cultural, 
sporting or like social and recreational activities, if such activities do not detract from the dignity of the 
judicial office or otherwise interfere withy the performance of judicial duties in accordance with this Code’. 
30 ‘A judge may participate in civic and charitable activities that do not reflect adversely on the judge’s 
impartiality or interfere with the performance of judicial duties. A judge should not be involved in fund-
raising or membership solicitation’. 
31 ‘A judge shall not serve as the executor, administrator, trustee, guardian or other fiduciary, except for the 
estate, trust or person connected with a member of the judge’s family and then only if such service will not 
interfere with the proper performance of judicial duties’. 
32 ‘Save for holding and managing appropriate personal or family investments, a judge shall refrain from 
being engaged in other financial or business dealings as these may interfere with the proper performance of 
judicial duties or reflect adversely on the judge’s impartiality’. 
33 ‘Except as consistent with, or as provided by, constitutional or other law, a judge shall not accept 
appointment to a government commission, committee or to a position that is concerned with issues of fact 
or policy on matters other than the improvement of the law, the legal system, the administration of justice 
or related matters. However, a judge may represent the judge’s country or the state on ceremonial occasions 
or in connection with historical, educational, cultural, sporting or like activities’. 
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4.11.1 write, lecture, teach and participate in activities concerning the 
law, the legal system, the administration of justice or related 
matters; 

4.11.2 appear at a public hearing before an official body concerned with 
matters relating to the law, the legal system, the administration of 
justice or related matters; 

4.11.3 serve as a member of an official body, or other government 
commission, committee or advisory body, if such membership is 
not inconsistent with the perceived impartiality and political 
neutrality of a judge; or 

4.11.4 engage in other activities if such activities do not detract from the 
dignity of the judicial office or otherwise interfere with the 
performance of judicial duties. 

(41) Re-number paragraph 1.17 as paragraph 4.12. 
(42) Delete paragraph 1.1934, and substitute the following new paragraph 4.13: ‘A 

judge may form or join associations of judges or participate in other 
organizations representing the interests of judges’. 

(43) Re-number paragraph 1.20 as paragraph 4.14. 
(44) Insert the following new paragraph 4.15: ‘A judge shall not knowingly permit 

court staff or others subject to the judge’s influence, direction or authority, to 
ask for, or accept, any gift, bequest, loan or favour in relation to anything done 
or to be done or omitted to be done in connection with his or her duties or 
functions’. 

(45) Re-number paragraph 1.21 as paragraph 4.16. 
(46) Delete paragraphs 1.2235 and 1.2336.  

 
Equality 

 
(47) In paragraph 5.1, replace the words ‘A judge shall strive to be aware of, and to 

understand’ with the words ‘A judge shall be aware of, and understand’. 
(48) Delete paragraph 5.337, and substitute the following new paragraph 5.3: ‘A 

judge shall carry out judicial duties with appropriate consideration for all 
persons, such as the parties, witnesses, lawyers, court staff and judicial 

                                                 
34 ‘A judge may form or join associations of judges or participate in other organizations representing the 
interests of judges to promote professional training and to protect judicial independence’. 
35 ‘A judge may receive compensation and reimbursement of expenses for the extra-judicial activities 
permitted by this Code, if such payments do not give the appearance of influencing the judge in the 
performance of judicial duties or otherwise give the appearance of impropriety, subject to the following 
restrictions: (a) such compensation and reimbursement shall not exceed a reasonable amount nor shall it 
exceed what a person who is not a judge would receive for the same activities; and (b) reimbursement shall 
be limited to the actual cost of travel and accommodation reasonably incurred by the judge and, where 
appropriate to the occasion, by the judge’s family. Any payment in excess of such an amount is 
compensation’. 
36 ‘A judge shall make such financial disclosures and pay all such taxes as are required by law’. 
37 ‘A judge shall carry out his or her duties with appropriate consideration for all persons (for example, 
parties, witnesses, lawyers, court staff and judicial colleagues) without unjust differentiation on any 
irrelevant ground, immaterial to the proper performance of such duties’. 
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colleagues, without differentiation on any irrelevant ground, immaterial to the 
proper performance of such duties’. 

(49) Delete paragraph 5.538, and substitute the following new paragraph 5.5: ‘A 
judge shall require lawyers in proceedings before the court to refrain from 
manifesting, by words or conduct, bias or prejudice based on irrelevant 
grounds, except such as are legally relevant to an issue in proceedings and 
may be the subject of legitimate advocacy’. 

(50) Delete paragraphs 5.639, 5.740 and 5.841. 
 

Competence and Diligence 
 

(51) Delete paragraph 6.242, and substitute the following new paragraph 6.2: ‘A 
judge shall devote the judge’s professional activity to judicial duties, which 
include not only the performance of judicial functions and responsibilities in 
court and the making of decisions, but also other tasks relevant to the judicial 
office or the court’s operations’. 

(52) Delete paragraph 6.343, and substitute the following new paragraph 6.3: ‘A 
judge shall take reasonable steps to maintain and enhance the judge’s 
knowledge, skills and personal qualities necessary for the proper performance 
of judicial duties, taking advantage for this purpose of the training and other 
facilities which should be made available, under judicial control, to judges’. 

(53) Delete paragraph 6.444, and substitute the following new paragraph 6.4: ‘A 
judge shall keep himself or herself informed about relevant developments of 
international law, including international conventions and other instruments 
establishing human rights norms’. 

(54) Redraft paragraph 6.6 in the following terms: ‘A judge shall require lawyers 
in proceedings before the court to refrain from manifesting, by words or 
conduct, bias or prejudice based on irrelevant grounds, except such as are 
legally relevant to an issue in proceedings and may be the subject of 
legitimate advocacy’. 

                                                 
38 ‘A judge shall require lawyers in proceedings before a court to refrain from manifesting, by words or 
conduct, bias or prejudice based on irrelevant grounds. This requirement does not preclude legitimate 
advocacy where any such grounds are legally relevant to an issue in the proceedings’. 
39 ‘A judge shall not be a member of, nor associated with, any society or organization that practices unjust 
discrimination on the basis of any irrelevant ground’. 
40 ‘Without authority of law and notice to, and consent of, the parties and an opportunity to respond, a judge 
shall not engage in independent, personal investigation of the facts of a case’. 
41 ‘Without authority of law and notice to, and consent of, the parties and an opportunity to respond, a judge 
shall not, in the absence of the other parties to the proceedings, communicate with any party to proceedings 
in the judge’s court concerning such proceedings’. 
42 ‘A judge shall devote his or her professional activity to judicial duties. Such duties are broadly defined 
and include not only the performance of judicial duties in court and the making of decisions but other tasks 
relevant to the court’s operations or to the judicial office’. 
43 ‘A judge shall take reasonable steps to maintain and enhance the judge’s knowledge, skills and personal 
qualities necessary for the proper performance of judicial duties’. 
44 ‘A judge shall keep himself or herself informed about relevant developments of international law, 
including international conventions and other instruments establishing human rights norms and, within any 
applicable limits of constitutional or other law, shall conform to such norms as far as is feasible’. 
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Implementation 

 
(55) Delete Value VII: Implementation and Accountability, and the Principle and 

Code which follow, and substitute the following paragraph: ‘By reason of the 
nature of judicial office, effective measures shall be adopted by national 
judiciaries to provide mechanisms to implement these principles if such 
mechanisms are not already in existence in their jurisdictions’. 

 
Definitions 

 
(56) Delete the words ‘in this Code’, and substitute the words ‘In this statement of 

principles’. 
(57) Delete the definition of “Judge”’45 and substitute the following new 

definition: ‘ “Judge” means any person exercising judicial power, however 
designated’. 

(58) Redraft the definition of  “Judge’s family” as follows: ‘ Judge’s family” 
includes a judge’s spouse, son, daughter, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, and any 
close relative or person who is a companion or employee of the judge and who 
lives in the judge’s household’. 

 
Explanatory Note 

 
(59) Insert a new explanatory note at the end of the document explaining the 

drafting process and describing the consultations that preceded the Hague 
Meeting. 

 
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
11. Dato’ Param Cumaraswamy informed the meeting that he proposed to attach the 
Principles of Judicial Conduct to his next report to the UN Commission on Human 
Rights, and that for that purpose he would require the document to be translated into all 
the official UN languages before 15 December 2002. It was agreed that this be done.  
 
12. Mr Jan van Dijk suggested the following road map: (1) Request governments to 
seek and obtain the views of their judiciaries on the Principles; (2) Convene an expert 
group of judges to consider the views of judiciaries and make amendments, if any, to the 
Principles; (3) Forward the final draft to governments; (4) Present the final draft of the 
Principles for adoption by the next UN Congress on the Prevention of Crime and the 
Treatment of Offenders in 2005; (5) The Congress on Crime to submit the Principles for 
adoption by the UN General Assembly. He added that step (1) could be taken by the UN 
Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice. These suggestions were noted. It 
was agreed, however, that any decision on whether the route to the UN General 
                                                 
45 ‘”Judge” includes a magistrate, a member of customary or village courts and any person exercising 
judicial office, however designated’. 
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Assembly be through the Crime Commission or the Commission on Human Rights 
should be taken in consultation with the UN Special Rapporteur on the Independence of 
Judges and Lawyers.  
 
13. Reference was made to several forthcoming meetings of judges at which the 
Principles of Judicial Conduct could be disseminated. These included the Conference of 
Chief Justices of Hispanic Countries in Mexico in November 2002; the Conference of 
Chief Justices of Constitutional Courts of Arab Countries in Mauritania in January 2003; 
the Conference of Chief Justices of African Countries in Abuja in February 2003; and the 
Conference of Chief Justices of Asian and Pacific Countries in Tokyo in September 2003. 
The Co-ordinator of the Judicial Integrity Programme was requested to make the 
necessary arrangements for this purpose. The Chairman announced that the Principles 
will be placed before the next meeting of the Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial 
Integrity in Colombo in January 2003. 
 
 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 
14. The Chairman thanked all the participants, including the Judges of the 
International Court of Justice who attended the first session, and the Observer and 
Resource Persons. He also thanked, on behalf of the participants, Mr Steven van 
Hoogstraten, General Director of the Carnegie Foundation and Treasurer of the Hague 
Academy of International Law, for his considerable assistance in the successful 
organization of the meeting; Chief Justice Pim Haak of the Supreme Court of the 
Netherlands for his hospitality; the staff of the Peace Palace and the management of the 
Steigenberger Kurhaus Hotel; Mr Simon Tucker for his secretarial assistance; the 
interpreters, and the Department for International Development, United Kingdom, for 
making it possible for this meeting to be convened and held. On behalf of the 
participants, Chief Justice Davide thanked the Chairman, and Dato’ Param 
Cumaraswamy thanked the Rapporteur. 
 
15. The Round-Table Meeting closed at 6.00 p.m. on Tuesday 26 November 2002. 
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