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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Since 2000 UNODC has promoted the development and dissemination of international standards
aimed to strengthen justice sector integrity and capacity, as well as tools for their effective
implementation at the domestic level. At the international level, UNODC has facilitated the
development of a range of policy guidance documents,1 including an outline for assessing justice
sector integrity and capacity,2 the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct,3 a code of conduct for
court employees,4 a Commentary on the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct, as well as a
training manual on judicial ethics. Other forthcoming tools include an e-learning tool on judicial
5
ethics and a technical guide for the strengthening of judicial integrity and capacity.
Besides assisting in policy development, UNODC provides technical assistance related to
improving access to justice, enhancing the quality and timeliness of justice delivery, strengthening
public trust in the judiciary, establishing safeguards for professional ethics, and facilitating
coordination across justice sector institutions.6 In this context, UNODC has been cooperating with
the Nigerian Judiciary since 2001 through two projects aiming to strengthen judicial integrity and
capacity (phase one 2001-2003 and phase two 2006-2010). While the first project phase was
supported by the Governments of The Netherlands and Norway, the second phase was funded
primarily by the European Union with smaller contributions provided by the Governments of the
United Kingdom and Norway.
The project has supported the Nigerian Judiciary and other stakeholders in the process of strategic
planning of judicial reform, implementation and monitoring, both at the national level and within
pilot states; initially Borno, Delta and Lagos states an later joined by Anambra, Benue, Enugu,
Kaduna, Katsina, Rivers, and the Federal Capital Territory (FCT) during the second phase of the
project.
As a first step UNODC supported in 2002 the conducting of a comprehensive assessment of
justice-sector integrity and capacity in three Nigerian states. This study aimed to produce a
comprehensive and detailed picture of the status quo of the justice sector in these states, adopting a
7
variety of approaches including desk research, surveys and focus groups. As such it served both as
the basis for the design of action plans for strengthening judicial integrity and capacity, as well as a
baseline against which the impact of reforms can be measured. During the second phase of the
project, the assessment was repeated in 2007 and extended to the additional pilot states.

1

First Meeting of the Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity, Vienna, April 2000. Available at
www.unodc.org/pdf/crime/gpacpublications/cicp6.pdf
2
Second Meeting of the Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity, Bangalore, February 2001. Available at
www.unodc.org/pdf/crime/gpacpublications/cicp5.pdf
3
Third Meeting of the Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity, Colombo, January 2003. Available at
www.unodc.org/pdf/crime/corruption/judicial_group/Third_Judicial_Group_report.pdf
4
Fourth Meeting of the Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity, Vienna, 27-28 October 2005. Available at
www.unodc.org/pdf/corruption/publication_jig4.pdf
5
For further information on the work of the judicial group on strengthening judicial integrity and capacity,
http://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/corruption_judiciary.html
6
For further information on technical assistance provided by UNODC in the area of judicial integrity and capacity, see
http://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/corruption.html
7
UNODC, ‘Assessment of the Integrity and Capacity of the Justice System in Three Nigerian States’, technical
assessment report, Vienna, January 2006.
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This report provides a comparative overview of the findings of the first and second assessments.
The survey instruments were administered to a large set of stakeholders both inside and outside the
justice sector, including judges, prosecutors, police court staff, lawyers, business people, court
users (e.g. litigants, accused, witnesses and experts) and prisoners awaiting trial.
The assessment covered the following issues:
•
Access to justice
•
Timeliness of justice delivery
•
Quality of justice delivery
•
Independence, impartiality and fairness of the courts
•
Integrity, accountability and oversight
•
Coordination and cooperation across the justice sector institutions
•
Public trust in the justice system
The assessment methodology relied strongly on local ownership, which was fostered through a
participatory review and adaptation of the survey instruments, as well as through participatory data
analysis conducted by focus groups.
While 5,766 stakeholders were interviewed in Lagos, Delta and Borno states in 2002, a total of
10,000 stakeholders were interviewed across 10 states in 2007.
As far as access to justice is concerned, the assessment explored the coverage of the territory by the
courts; the affordability of court and lawyer fees; the ease of access to information on basic rights,
the functioning of the justice process and the statutes affecting one’s own case as well as the access
of prisoners awaiting trial to legal services, their knowledge about the possibility to apply for bail,
and the average number of months they spent in remand.
Access to justice was found to be a major problem, with access to information constituting a more
significant barrier than physical or economic factors regarding the access to the courts.
Affordability turned out to be more closely related to the number of times a court adjourned a case,
than to lawyers’ fees. In 2007 access to justice had improved significantly from 2002, with the
average time prisoners had to spend in remand reduced from 30 months in 2002 to less than 12
months in 2007. Moreover, the prisoners’ general awareness of bail had increased with 68% of the
respondents being aware of their right to apply for bail in 2007, compared to 43% in 2002. Finally,
the prisoners’ access to legal assistance improved, with 56% being represented by a lawyer in
2007, as opposed to 38% in 2002.
Similar improvements were registered regarding timeliness and quality of justice delivery. The
time in which the court resolved a legal matter was reduced from 27 months in 2002 to a little over
12 months in 2007. Also the court users’ perceptions concerning the timeliness of the courts has
improved significantly over the reference period, as the number of court users perceiving courts
never or seldom quick was reduced from 67% in 2002 to 30% in 2007. Progress was also confirmed
with regard to the working conditions of judicial officers, with 87% of judicial officers finding the
record-keeping in their respective court efficient or very efficient in 2007, as opposed to 44%
sharing this opinion in 2002. Over the period under review, basic IT infrastructure in the courts had
been upgraded, with almost a third of the judicial officers having access to a personal computer in
2007, as opposed to only 9% in 2002. One of the main problems which continues hampering the
computerization of courts, is the lack of coherent ICT policies for the judiciary, including preestablished standard requirements of hardware and software to be purchased as well as the
availability of reliable electricity. This has lead in some cases to the purchasing of the wrong or
incompatible equipment. Moreover, the lack of thorough needs assessments and maintenance
6

plans have lead to situations where equipment is not being utilized effectively or malfunctioning
equipment cannot be repaired as no budgetary provisions have been made for that purpose.
Another focus of the assessments was the frequency, nature, cost and causes of corruption in the
courts. The intention was to explore where and how corruption occurs with a view to identifying
counter-measures. For that reason, experience and perception of corruption were both explored. In
2002, significant percentages across all categories of respondents had experienced bribery. The
main reason for paying bribes was to expedite the court process or to be granted bail. Other courtrelated procedures identified as related to corruption included: delays in the execution of court
orders; prisoners not being brought to court; lack of public access to copies of court orders and
decisions; disappearance of files; unusual variations in sentencing; delays in the delivery of
judgments; high rates of decisions in favor of the executive; and appointments resulting from
political patronage. In 2002, 77% of lawyers and 43% of court users claimed that within the last 12
months prior to the interview they had been approached for the payment of a bribe in the context of
a court case. When these stakeholders were asked the same question in 2007, only 16% of the
lawyers and only 2% of the court users admitted that they had been approached for the payment of a
bribe. Not only the vulnerability of the justice system to corrupt practices has reduced
significantly, but also the overall accountability and governance has improved: e.g. the percentage
of judicial officers who were evaluated at least once a year has increased from 61% in 2002 to more
than 90% in 2007. At the same time, those judicial officers who never had been evaluated during
their entire career reduced from 32% in 2002 to 3% in 2007.
With regard to the independence, impartiality, and fairness of the courts, in 2002 both users and
operators were skeptical, with half of the judges agreeing that government controlled the judiciary
and more than half of the lawyers regarded courts’ decisions influenced by politics. In 2002, 19%
of the judges felt that judicial appointments were politically influenced and not based on merit,
while 50% of the lawyers claimed to know of judicial decisions that had been inspired by politics.
However, in 2007 findings suggested that judicial independence had been strengthened. Only 8%
of the judicial officers interviewed claimed to be aware of a judicial appointment having been
influenced by political considerations rather than merit, and 24% of lawyers stated that they were
aware of a judicial decision during the last 12 months which, in their opinion, had been influenced
by politics. Thus, contrary to the concerns voiced by some judges at the outset of the project, it was
possible to enhance accountability without jeopardizing judicial independence. As a matter of fact,
it turned out that, if carefully designed, measures aimed to increase accountability of judges, at the
same time can strengthen judicial independence.
All of these improvements have helped to enhance public confidence in the justice system. More
specifically, the percentage of court users who stated that they had not used the courts during the
last two years despite a need to do so reduced from 42% in 2002 to 36% in 2007. At the same
time, those court users who indicated that they would use the courts again based on their
experience, increased from 58% in 2002 to 69% in 2007.
However, despite all progress, data also shows that further advancements remain a must. Still the
percentage of prisoners awaiting trial in remand remains very high, witnesses in most states do not
receive adequate compensation for their inconveniences, adjournments (even if less frequent)
unnecessarily prolong disputes, political interference with judicial appointments and judicial
decision-making remain an issue, both in the eyes of judicial officers and the bar, coordination
among the various justice sector institutions poses continuous challenges, and while the judiciary
was able to significantly reduce the vulnerability of courts to corrupt practices, the problem is by
far not to be considered under control, in particular when taking into account the comparatively
high percentage of judicial officers (23%) who indicated in 2007 that they were aware of court
7

users being requested for the payment of a bribe during the last 12 months prior to the interview.
Gains in terms of increased integrity and accountability of the courts risk being short-lived in view
of the low salaries of court staff and poor working conditions of the lower bench as well as a system
of integrity safeguards which remains reactive relying on complaints coming from the public
before taking remedial action.
Moreover, with economic growth and social changes the demands on the justice system by citizens
and businesses are on the increase. Thus, improvements might turn out to be insufficient and
unsustainable. The need for a functioning court system capable of supporting a rapidly growing
economy, guaranteeing basic human and political rights of individuals and providing security and
justice to all, makes continuing reforms an imperative.
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INTRODUCTION
This assessment followed a similar study of integrity and capacity in the justice sector which was
conducted by UNODC in cooperation with the Nigerian Institute for Advanced Legal Studies in
2002 in Borno, Delta and Lagos states under the first project on “Strengthening Judicial Integrity
8
and Capacity in Nigeria (2001-2003).
This is one of two reports presenting the findings of the second assessment of capacity and integrity
of the justice system in nine Nigerian states and the Federal Capital Territory (FCT) conducted in
2007 under the second project on “Support to the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission and
the Nigerian Judiciary (2006-2010).
The findings of the second assessment are captured in two reports, namely:
a.

Baseline assessment of the integrity and capacity of the justice sector in the Federal Capital
Territory, Anambra, Benue, Enugu, Kaduna, Katsina and Rivers states. The baseline
assessment produced descriptive data on the current conditions of the justice sector in these
9
states.

b.

Impact assessment of justice sector reform in three Nigerian states. This progress
assessment produced information on the current state of the justice system in Borno, Delta
and Lagos states and a comparison of the results with the findings of the previous
10
assessment in those states conducted in 2002.

This report compares findings from the two assessments, aiming to capture the trends and
developments that have taken place over the five years reference period, as concerns (1) access to
justice, (2) timeliness of justice delivery, (3) quality of justice delivery, (4) independence,
impartiality and fairness of the courts, (5) integrity, accountability and oversight, and (5) public
trust in the justice system.

8

Assessment of the Integrity and Capacity of the Justice System in Three Nigeria States: Technical Assessment
Report, UNODC, Vienna. 2006
9
Assessment of Justice Sector Integrity and Capacity in Ten Nigerian States, EU, UNODC, NJI and LEDAP, Abuja,
2007
10
See footnote No.8
9

METHODOLOGY
Survey sample size
In the 2007 assessment a total of 10,000 stakeholders were interviewed in the 9 states and the FCT.
The survey target groups were judicial officers, lawyers, prosecutors, courts staff, police, court
users and prisoners awaiting trial. In 2002, the assessment was conducted in three Nigerian states,
Borno, Delta and Lagos, and a total of 5,766 stakeholders were interviewed.
Each sub-group was allocated a sample size according to its estimated universal population within
11
the state. The sample size distribution was determined by the size of the target population in each
state, calculated on Confidence Level of 95% and Confidence Interval of 5%, with a set minimum
12
sample size per state of 384.
The questionnaires covered descriptive, experiential or evaluative information on each of the 7
general themes of the assessment, namely
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Access to justice
Timeliness of justice delivery
Quality of justice delivery
Independence, impartiality and fairness of the courts
Integrity, accountability and oversight
Coordination and cooperation across the justice sector institutions (2007 only)
Public trust in the justice system

The questions were framed in diverse data-gathering formats (closed ended, multiple choice,
numeric open-ended and test open-ended). Those questions which required the respondents to give
a rating or grading of their perceptions and experiences allotted values of 1-5, with the most
negative value being 1 and the most positive being 5.

11

The target sub groups are the key stakeholders to whom the field researchers interviewed, namely, judicial officers
(judges, magistrates, areas/Sharia/customary court presiding officers), lawyers, prosecutors, police, prisoners
awaiting trial, court staff and court users.
12
Using the Sample Size Calculator of The Survey System by Creative Research Systems (www.surveysystems.com).
The population of each state is estimated from the 1991 Census figures at 2.9% annual growth rate. Source: Nigerian
Population Commission (NPC) website: www.population.gov.ng/population. At the time of determining the sample
sizing for the survey, the result of the 2006 census had not been released. The Nigerian Population Commission
recorded 2.9% annul population growth rate since 1991, with estimate of the country’s 2003 population of 126,
252,884. The rate of growth between 1991 and 2003 was therefore 70.4%. This figure has been used to estimate
population of each state. The population of the states in the 1991 NPC table was based on 30-state structure of the
country, out of which 6 more states were created in 1992. States from which new states were created were calculated as
comprising 50% of the 2003 NPC estimate. By the 2006 figure, the population of the pilot states was 47,371,433 as
shown in table in appendix: Table I-A: Sample sizes of the states.
10

The progress assessment
This report presents the results of the progress assessment. These results have been produced by
comparing the findings of the survey conducted by the Legal Defence and Assistance Project
(LEDAP) on behalf of UNODC in 2007 with those of the one conducted by the Nigerian Institute
13
of Advanced Legal Studies on behalf of UNODC in 2002.
The progress assessment puts side by side the responses received by identical stakeholder groups
to the same or similar questions in 2002 and 2007. The findings are then compared with each other
with a view to determine trends in terms of improvements or deteriorations in the perceptions and
experiences of stakeholder groups over time.

13

See Assessment of Justice Sector Integrity and Capacity in Ten Nigerian States, EU, UNODC, NJI and LEDAP,
Abuja, 2007; and Assessment of the Integrity and Capacity of the Justice System in Three Nigeria States: Technical
Assessment Report: United Nations Office on Drug and Crime, Vienna. 2006
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CHAPTER 1.

ACCESS TO JUSTICE

In order to determine the accessibility of the justice system, court users, prisoners awaiting trial and
lawyers were surveyed about their experiences and perceptions when using the justice sector
institutions. The court users and prisoners awaiting trial were asked, in both 2002 and 2007, about
the ease of reporting cases to the police, the affordability and accessibility of the courts, as well as
the availability of legal services.

1.1.

Access of the public to the police

The experience of court users with respect to access to the police showed no significant changes
between 2002 and 2007. In both years, court users were asked to rate the ease with which they
reported cases to the police on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = very difficult and 5 = very easy). On average, in
2002, court users in the 3 states rated the ease with which they reported cases to the police as 2.58,
while in 2007, the rating was 2.89. While court users in Borno and Lagos states recorded some
improvements in their access to the police, those in Delta state felt that the access to the police had
become more difficult between 2002 and 2007.
Figure 1: How easy or difficult was the reporting process to the police? (CU27/2007 and Figure
63/2002)
National Average

Borno
Delta
Lagos
Three States Average
1.00

2.00
Three States
Average

Borno

3.00

4.00

5.00

Delta

Lagos

National
Average
3.21

2007

2.89

3.16

2.56

2.95

2002

2.58

2.68

2.78

2.29

1.2. Affordability of the justice system
14

Court users were also asked, in 2002 and in 2007, to rate the affordability of the courts. In 2007, on
the national average, 47% indicated that the courts had been sometimes affordable, while 30%
were of the opinion that the courts were never or seldom affordable. The minority, 23% stated that
the courts had always or usually been affordable.

14

In 2007, court users were asked more specifically to rate the affordability of the justice system during the last 12
months prior to the interview.

12

The changes observed between 2002 and 2007 in the perception of court users of affordability of
justice system differed to some extent from state to state, while on national average the perceptions
remained unchanged.
In Borno state, the percentage of court users who felt that the justice system had been usually or
always affordable decreased by almost a third, from 39% in 2002 to 27% in 2007. On the other
hand, respondents in Lagos state evaluated the affordability of the courts more positively with 25%
considering the courts to be affordable in 2007, up from 17% in 2002.
Figure 2: From your experience in the last 12 months, do you consider the court has been affordable
for you? Court users responding with “always or usually affordable” (CU16/2007 and Figure
59/2002)

From 2002 to 2007, those who felt that the courts were never or seldom affordable decreased from
52% to 33% in Lagos state, while in Delta state perceptions of affordability deteriorated with 44%
of court users indicating in 2007 that the courts had never or seldom been affordable to them, as
opposed to 29% in 2002 (see Figure 3).

13

Figure 3: From your experience in the last 12 months, do you consider the court has been affordable
for you? Court users responding with “never or seldom affordable” (CU16/2007 and Figure
59/2002)

1.3. Access to legal services
As concerns access to legal services, prisoners awaiting trial were asked whether they had retained
a lawyer, and if so, who was paying for their lawyer’s fees. In this regard significant improvements
were discovered. While in 2002 35% of the prisoners awaiting trial in Borno, Delta and Lagos
states had retained a lawyer, in 2007 52% of the respondents indicated that they were represented
by a lawyer. The improvements in Lagos and Borno states were most significant, while in Delta
state access to legal services by prisoners awaiting trial declined.
Figure 4: Have you retained a lawyer? (PAT5/2007 and Figure 73/2002)

14

This improvement in legal representation is primarily due to an increased readiness of the legal
profession to provide pro-bono services. While Government-provided legal services decreased
rather dramatically between 2002 and 2007 across the three states, the percentage of prisoners
awaiting trial who benefited from pro bono legal services increased from 3% in 2002 to 22% in
2007.
Figure 5: If you retained a lawyer, who pays your lawyer's fees? Prisoners awaiting trial responding
with “Government”(PAT6/2007 and Figure 74/2002)

Particularly encouraging is the development in Borno and Lagos states where in 2007 43% and
13% of the prisoners awaiting trial respectively were receiving pro bono legal services as opposed
to 7% and 0% in 2002.
Figure 6: If you retained a lawyer, who pays your lawyer's fees? Prisoners awaiting trial responding
with “Pro-bono” (PAT6/2007 and Figure 74/2002)
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1.4. Access to information
Another indicator of access to justice is the ease with which the users of the courts can access
information relevant to their cases. Prisoners awaiting trial were therefore asked in both
assessments about their level of awareness concerning the possibility and conditions of obtaining
bail.
In 2007, when asked whether they were aware of the possibility of applying for bail, 58% of the
respondents on average across the 3 states responded affirmatively, as opposed to 45% in 2002.
Most significant were the improvements in Borno and Lagos states with 71% and 64% of the
prisoners awaiting trial respectively being aware of the possibility of applying for bail in 2007 as
opposed to 48% and 36% in 2002. On the other hand, the level of awareness of bail conditions
among prisoners awaiting trial in Delta state deteriorated from 52% in 2002 to 40% in 2007.
Figure 7: Are you aware of the possibility of applying for bail? (PAT9/2007 and Page 78/2002)

Moreover, both in 2002 and in 2007 prisoners awaiting trial were asked whether they were aware
of the general conditions under which bail could be granted. Again, improvements were recorded
in Borno and Lagos states, while in Delta state the average awareness of prisoners concerning bail
conditions had deteriorated (see Figure 8).

16

Figure 8: Are you aware of the general conditions under which bail might be granted?
(PAT10/2007 and Figure 75/2002)

1.5. Access to justice by prisoners awaiting trial
Prisoners awaiting trial typically face greater difficulties in accessing the justice system than other
court users. The survey instrument for prisoners awaiting trial therefore included a number of
additional questions aimed to assess their current level of access to the courts.
As a key indicator of access to justice, prisoners awaiting trial were asked about the time they had
already spent in remand by the time of the interview. The average period of time spent in remand in
2007 across the three states was 9 months, while in 2002 it had been 30 months. The situation
improved in all 3 states both against their own benchmark as well as against the national average.
Particularly remarkable is the reduction of the time spent by prisoners in remand in Lagos state
from more than 47 months on average in 2002 to roughly 11 months in 2007 (see Figure 9).

17

Figure 9: How long have you been in remand? (PAT2/2007 and Figure 124/2002)
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CHAPTER 2. TIMELINESS OF JUSTICE DELIVERY
In order to assess the timeliness of justice delivery, the various stakeholders were asked about their
experiences and perceptions of the speed with which different justice sector institutions resolved
disputes and responded to complaints, as well as about the frequency of delays.

2.1. Perceptions of the timeliness of the courts
In assessing timeliness of justice delivery, court users were asked both in 2002 and 2007 whether
from their experiences during the last 12 months, they would consider the courts having been quick
in handling cases.
In 2007, 50% of respondents indicated that the courts had been sometimes quick, 20% said the
courts were always or usually quick, while 30% said the courts were seldom or never quick.
Significant improvements in terms of court users’ perceptions were recorded across all 3 states,
with the percentage of court users considering courts never or seldom quick in the dispensation of
justice reducing from 67% in 2002 to 32% in 2007.
Figure 10: From your experience in the last 12 months, do you consider the court has been quick?
Court users responding with “never or seldom quick” (CU20/2007 and Figure 104/2002)

Lagos and Delta states recorded an increase from 2002 to 2007 in the court users who indicated that
the courts were usually or always quick in delivering justice, whereas in Borno no significant
changes occurred as concerns those court users who felt that the courts had always or usually been
quick (see Figure 11).

19

Figure 11: From your experience in the last 12 months, do you consider the court has been quick?
Court users responding with “always or usually quick” (CU20/2007 and Figure 104/2002)

2.2. Experiences of timeliness of the courts
The improvements in terms of perceptions of timeliness can be explained when comparing them
with the actual experiences of court users. In 2007 court users indicated that they had filed their
cases on average 12 months prior to the interview. In 2002, on the other hand, court users had filed
their cases on average 27 months prior to the interview.
Figure 11: How long ago was the case filed? (CU8/2007 and Figure 105/2002)

20

CHAPTER 3.

QUALITY OF JUSTICE DELIVERY

With a view to determining the quality of justice delivery, both 2002 and 2007 studies sought to
assess the technical capacities of courts and the professional preparedness of judicial officers to
carry out their functions efficiently, effectively and in full compliance with the laws of the Federal
Republic of Nigeria. As the 2002 assessment did not identify many indicators which directly or
indirectly provided insights into the quality of justice delivery, the progress assessment could only
draw a comparison of access to working tools and materials as well as the quality of record-keeping
in the courts.

3.1. Access to working tools and materials
Access to working tools and materials, in particular basic personal computers, is a necessity in any
work environment.
The judicial officers’ access to personal computers (PCs) was 28% nationally in 2007. In Borno,
Delta and Lagos states, the percentage rose from 9% in 2002 to 54% in 2007. Most significant were
the improvements in Lagos state, where 88% of the respondents had access to a PC in 2007, as
opposed to only 5% in 2002.
Figure 12: Do you have a computer in your office? (J34/2007 and Figure 91/2002)

3.2. Record keeping
Another indicator of quality for the institutions forming the justice system is their ability to
establish, maintain and access case records.
With a view to assess the quality of record keeping, judicial officers were therefore asked in 2002 to
rate how difficult it was to obtain information from the records of the courts. Similarly, in 2007
they were asked to rank the efficiency of the record keeping system in their courts.
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It turned out that in 2007, the majority of judicial officers in Borno, Delta and Lagos states (88%)
indicated that the record keeping systems in their respective workplaces were efficient or very
efficient, as opposed to 44% of respondents in 2002 who shared the same opinion. Similarly, while
in 2002 37% of judicial officials stated that their record keeping systems were inefficient or very
inefficient, the percentage fell in 2007 to 6%.
Major improvements were indicated by judicial officers in Lagos state, where 96% viewed record
keeping positively, up from 46% in 2002.
Figure 13: In general, how efficient is record keeping in your jurisdiction? Judicial officers
responding with “easy/efficient or very easy/very efficient” (J57/2007 and Figure 90/2002)

At the same time, those who felt that record keeping had been inefficient or very inefficient reduced
from 37% in 2002, to only 6% in 2007 across the three states (see Figure14).
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Figure 14: In general, how efficient is record keeping in your jurisdiction? Judicial officers
responding with “difficult/inefficient or very difficult/very inefficient” (J57/2007 and Figure
90/2002)
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CHAPTER 4. INDEPENDENCE, IMPARTIALITY AND
FAIRNESS OF THE COURTS
The level of independence of the judiciary of the executive and other political or extraneous
influences is an important indicator for the fairness and credibility of the justice system, including
its preparedness to uphold basic human and civil rights.

4.1. Independence
In order to assess the independence of the judiciary in the surveyed states, different stakeholders
were asked to evaluate the independence of the courts. More specifically, stakeholders were asked
to assess the degree to which extraneous influences and non-merit based considerations impacted
on judicial appointments as well as judicial decision-making.
As concerns general perceptions of independence by judicial officers, there were quite some
changes, in particular in Borno and Delta states. Both, in 2002 and in 2007, approximately half of
the respondents felt that during the last twelve months prior to the interview the courts had usually
or always been independent.
Figure 15: In the last 12 months, from your experience, do you consider that the courts have been
independent of the executive and political influence? Judicial officers responding with usually or
always (J83/2007 and Figure 142/2002)
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On the other hand, it would appear that those who held a negative view on judicial independence
had become less, with only 18% holding the view in 2007 that the courts had never or seldom been
independent, as opposed to 42% of judicial officers who had either completely or somewhat agreed
15
with the statement “The Government controls the justice system” (see Figure 16).
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While it is not possible to compare the perceptions in 2007 directly with any of the findings in 2002, it nevertheless
appeared that the general opinion of judicial officials concerning judicial independence had Considerably improved
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Figure 16: In these last 12 months, from your experience, do you consider that the courts have been
independent of the executive and political influence? Judicial officers responding with never or
seldom (J83/2007 and Figure 142/2002)
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Judicial officers were also asked whether as of late they were aware of political interference into
judicial appointments. In 2007, only 8% of the respondents indicated that they were aware of a
judicial appointment during the last 12 months which in their view had been influenced by politics,
as opposed to 19% who had shared the same view in 2002.
Figure 17: Are you aware of any judicial appointments/promotions that have occurred in the last 12
months in your jurisdiction, which have been politically inspired or influenced? (J43/2007 and
Figure 146/2002)

between 2002 and 2007. Since in 2002, 50% of the judicial officers somewhat or completely disagreed with the
statement: “The Government controls the justice system”.
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The same question was posed to lawyers. In 2007, 22% of the lawyers indicated that they were
aware of a judicial appointment during the last 12 months prior to the interview which, in their
view, had been politically influenced. This compares to 43% of the lawyers in 2002 who had shared
such opinion.
Figure 18: Are you aware of any judicial appointments/promotions that have occurred in the last 12
months, in your jurisdiction, which have been politically inspired or influenced? (L40/2007 and
Figure 147/2002)

Moreover, lawyers were asked about their opinions concerning the independence of judicial
decision-making. In 2002, 51% of the lawyers in the three states had indicated that they knew at
least of one judicial decision during the last 12 months which in their mind had been influenced by
politics. In 2007, lawyers’ perceptions had improved significantly with only 20% across the three
states claiming to be aware of politics interfering with judicial decision making, with the most
encouraging improvements taking place in Delta and Lagos states (see Figure 19).
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Figure 19: Are you aware of any judgement of the courts in your jurisdiction in the last 12 months
which have been influenced by politics? (L41/2007 and Figure 148/2002)

4.2. Fairness and Impartiality
Stakeholders were also interviewed about their perceptions of the fairness of the justice system. In
particular, the studies sought to assess the extent to which court users as well as other stakeholders
felt that the courts were able to dispense justice and treat those who seek justice without regard to
their social and economic status, gender, religion and ethnicity. In 2007, court users’ perceptions
across the three states, had improved consistently, with 48% of the respondents disagreeing or
completely disagreeing with the statement that “the justice system works only for the rich and
powerful”, as opposed to 38% in 2002 (see Figure 20).
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Figure 20: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the statement that ‘the justice system works
only for the rich and powerful’? Court users responding with “disagree or completely disagree”
(CU28/2007 and Figure 153/2002)

At the same time, those who agreed or completely agreed with this statement decreased from 44%
in 2002 to 19%
Figure 21: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the statement that ‘the justice system works
only for the rich and powerful’? Court users responding with “agree or completely agree”
(CU28/2007 and Figure 153/2002)

Improvements in perceptions of fairness and impartiality were remarkable in all three states.
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CHAPTER 5.
OVERSIGHT

INTEGRITY, ACCOUNTABILITY AND

Corruption and other forms of misconduct within the judiciary threaten its independence,
impartiality and fairness and undermine the rule of law - a key prerequisite for economic growth
and the eradication of poverty. Corruption in the courts does not only stifle efficiency and
effectiveness, but also undermines the commitment of the personnel, and reduces public trust and
confidence in the justice system.
Both surveys, therefore, sought to assess the vulnerability of the justice system to corrupt practices
as well as the effectiveness of the existing integrity safeguards and oversight mechanisms.

5.1. Frequency of bribery
In order to ascertain the frequency of bribery in the justice sector, various stakeholders were asked
either whether they had been approached for the payment of a bribe, or whether they had direct
knowledge of cases of bribery in the context of the operations of the courts.
In 2002, 44% of the court users indicated that they had paid bribes when coming into contact with
the court system to expedite the court process. In 2007, when asked again whether during the last
twelve months they had been approached for the payment of a bribe or giving of another favor in
order to expedite the court process, they were less forthcoming in admitting such incidents, with
only 2% responding affirmatively.
Figure 22: In the last twelve months have you been asked to give a bribe or favor in order to
expedite the court proceedings? (CU35/2007 and Figure 171/2002)
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Similarly, lawyers reported quite significant improvements as concerns their exposure to bribery in
the courts. In 2002, across the three states, 77% of the respondents indicated that they had paid
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a bribe to expedite the court proceedings. When asked again in 2007 whether they have had similar
experiences during the last 12 months prior to the interview, 16% on national average and 18%
across the three states responded that they or their clients had been approached for the payment of a
bribe.
While the situation improved across all three states, the most dramatic gains in terms of reduced
corruption in the courts were registered in Lagos.
Figure 23: Are you aware of one of your clients (or you on his/her behalf) being asked to pay a bribe
in order to influence or expedite the court proceedings in these last 12 months? (L53/2007 and
Figure 167/2002)
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When interviewing the judicial profession, the situation turned out rather differently. In 2002, only
13% of the judicial officers were willing to acknowledge bribery occurring in the courts with a
view to expedite the court process. In 2007, on national average 23% and 35% across the three pilot
states readily admitted being aware of court users or their lawyers being asked to pay a bribe in
order to influence or expedite the court proceedings.
Thus, when comparing these responses with those of court users and lawyers, it would appear that
judicial officers have become much less tolerant of some of the entrenched corrupt practices in
particular of court staff charging “extra” for services which should be for free.
There were significant differences among the three states, with judicial officers in Borno state
being by far most outspoken and critical about corruption related challenges in the courts.
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Figure 24: Are you aware of court users (or their lawyers) being asked to pay a bribe in order to
influence or expedite the court proceedings in these last 12 months? (J63/2007 and Figure
162/2002)

5.2. Vulnerability of justice sector professionals to corrupt practices
The assessments also explored the vulnerability of individual professional groups in the justice
system to corrupt practices.

5.2.1. Judicial officers
Court users were asked in 2002 and in 2007, whether they have been asked to pay a bribe to a judge
in the context of the current case for which they were in court on the day of the interview. In 2007,
16
1.7% of court users stated that they had been approached to pay a bribe to a judicial officer, as
opposed to 2.3% of the respondents in 2002.

16

The term “judicial officer” encompasses Judges of the High Courts, the Federal High Court and the Federal Court of
Appeal, Magistrates, Judges of the Sharia and Customary Courts.
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Figure 25: In relation to this current case, have you (or your lawyer on your behalf) been asked to
pay a bribe to a Judge? (CU37/2007 and Figures 173, 174, 175/2002)

Judicial officers interviewed in both assessments confirmed these findings. In 2007, when asked
whether they were aware of any concrete case during the last 12 months prior to the interview of
bribe-seeking behaviour of a judicial officer, only judicial officers in Borno state responded
affirmatively. More specifically, 6% of the respondents admitted being aware of a court user
paying a bribe to a judicial officer during the last 12 months prior to the interview.
Figure 26: Are you aware of any concrete case during the last 12 months in which a court user gave
a bribe to a Judge? (J65/2007 and Figure 163/2002)
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5.2.2. Prosecutors
Regarding the prosecutors, 4.3% of the court users had claimed in 2007 that they had been asked
for the payment of a bribe by a prosecutor in the context of their current case, as opposed to 9.8% in
2002. Most notable were the developments in Lagos state, where 2.6% of the court users in 2007
admitted to having been requested for the payment of a bribe by a prosecutor, as opposed to 15.3%
in 2002.
Figure 27: In relation to this current case, have you (or your lawyer on your behalf) been asked to
pay a bribe to a Prosecutor? (CU40/2007 and Figures 173,174, 175/2002)

5.2.3. Court staff
Concerning bribe-seeking behaviour of court staff, in 2007, 9% of court users across the three
states and 8% on national average claimed that they had been approached by a court staff for the
payment of a bribe. This compares to 25% of court users making similar claims in 2002.
This positive trend was also confirmed by judicial officers, with 4% across the three states
admitting to being aware of bribe-seeking behaviour of their staff, as opposed to 18% in 2002. At
the same time this may to some extent also reflect an increased sense of personal responsibility of
judicial officers as concerns the conduct of court staff.
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Figure 28: In relation to this current case, have you (or your lawyer on your behalf) been asked to
pay a bribe to a Court staff? (CU49/2007 and Figure 173/2002)

5.2.4. Police
Among the police the trend is reversed. In 2007 court users claimed much more readily than in
2002 that they (or their lawyers) had been asked to pay a bribe to a police officer in the context of
their current case.
Figure 29: In relation to this current case, have you (or your lawyer on your behalf) been asked to
pay a bribe to a Police Officer? (CU43/2007 and Figures 173,174, 175/2002)

At the same time, when judicial officials were asked whether they were aware of any concrete cases
during the last 12 months in which a court user were asked to pay a bribe to a police officer, their
responses did not confirm the statements made by court users. On the contrary, while in 2002 18%
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of the judicial officers across the three states knew of such incidents, in 2007 only 2% of judicial
officials made similar claims.
Figure 30: Are you aware of any concrete case during the last 12 months in which a court user gave
a bribe to a Police Officer? (J71/2007 and Figure 164/2002)

5.3. Accountability, integrity and oversight of the courts
In order to ascertain the highest levels of integrity and professionalism and to prevent, detect and
respond effectively to all forms of misconduct, justice systems are normally equipped with a range
of mechanisms aimed to enhance accountability, promote transparency, ensure quality service
delivery and safeguard the integrity of its staff.
In order to assess the effectiveness of the existing mechanisms, judicial officers were asked a range
of questions in 2007 concerning the relevant codes of conduct and their enforcement as well as
functioning of the public complaints as well as performance evaluation systems. However, as in
2002 stakeholders were only asked questions concerning the functioning of the performance
evaluation system, the progress assessment could only draw a comparison in this regard.
Again, it was possible to establish a rather positive development in terms of the regular conduct of
performance evaluation. In 2007, more than 80% of the judicial officers confirmed that their
performance was formally evaluated annually or more frequently, while the percentage of judicial
officials who had never been formally evaluated reduced from 32% in 2002 to only 5% in 2007.
While the most significant improvements in terms of regular performance evaluation were
recorded in Borno state, judicial officers in Delta and Lagos states were evaluated more regularly in
2007 (see Figure 31).
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Figure 31: How frequently is your performance formally evaluated in writing? (J50/2007 and
Figure 166/2002)
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CHAPTER 6.

PUBLIC TRUST

The degree of public trust in the justice system was measured by the level of confidence which
court users had in the system, as well as their readiness to use the courts in order to defend their
rights and settle their disputes.

6.1. Confidence in the courts
In order to assess the confidence of the public in the justice system, court users were asked, both in
2002 and 2007, about their perceptions concerning the ability of Nigeria’s justice system to punish
criminals and to protect households from crime during the last two years prior to the interview.
In 2007, court users rated the ability of the country’s justice system to punish criminals and protect
households from crime on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 corresponding to “never” and 5 corresponding to
“always”. The average result was 3.19 across the three states, as opposed to 2.72 in 2002. In this
context, the confidence of court users in Borno and Lagos states improved most significantly,
while in Delta state the level of confidence further improved from an already comparatively higher
level.
Figure 32: Do you think the justice system has been able to punish criminals and to protect
households from crime in the last 12 months? (CU29/2007 and Figure 130/2002)

At the same time, there was no significant change as concerns the court users’ confidence in the
ability of the justice system to uphold civil rights including contract and property rights (see Figure
33).
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Figure 33: Do you think the justice system has been able to uphold your civil rights, including
contract and property rights in the last 12 months? (CU31/2007 and Figure 129/2002)
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6.2. Readiness to use the courts
Another indicator of the public trust in the justice system is the readiness of the citizens to use the
courts for the settlement of their dispute, to seek redress when they become victims of crime or to
defend any of their basic rights against the state or its institutions. Both studies assessed the
readiness of court users to use the courts in the past as well as their willingness to use them again in
the future.
Court users were asked to indicate whether during the last two years prior to the interview they or
someone in their household had felt the need to use the court system but decided not to do so. 33%
of the respondents across the 3 states of Borno, Delta and Lagos said there had been such instances,
as opposed to 43% in 2002.
Improvements in terms of using the courts were particularly evident in Delta and Lagos states,
while Borno state maintained in this regard a relatively good level of confidence.
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Figure 34: During the past two years have you, or someone in your household, felt the need to use
the court system, but decided not to? (CU57/2007 and Figure 64/2002)

More significant, however, were the changes in terms of the court users’ confidence in the future
ability of the courts to dispose of justice swiftly and fairly. As a matter of fact, on national average
almost 70% of the users confirmed that based on their current experience with the courts, they
would use the courts again in the future.
In the three states public confidence had increased at an encouraging rate, with 76% of the court
users in 2007 confirming their readiness to use the courts again, as opposed to 57% in 2002. Gains
were most visible in Borno and Lagos states while in Delta state public confidence was
consolidated at a comparatively high level.
Figure 35: Based on your experience, do you think you would use the courts again to solve future
disputes or problems? (CU5/2007 and Figure 65/2002)

39

CONCLUSIONS
Overall the assessment confirmed that the Nigerian justice system in general and the judiciary in
particular was able to significantly improve justice delivery between 2002 and 2007. The impact of
the reform efforts carried out both at Federal level as well as within the three states are clearly
visible in terms of improved access to justice, increased timeliness and quality of justice delivery,
and strengthened integrity, accountability and transparency of the courts.
It also is evident that the overall capacity of the justice system in Borno, Delta and Lagos states,
where action plans to strengthen justice sector integrity and capacity had been implemented since
2001, in many aspects improved at a rate which allowed them in 2007 to perform above the national
average. Thus, it would appear that the approach of a participatory, evidence-based and citizencentered reform in the justice sector was capable to deliver more positive results than reform efforts
in general, which were not able to draw on objective data, were not designed by multi-stakeholder
groups, and focused primarily on meeting institutional rather than users’ needs.
However, despite all progress, data also shows that further advancements remain a must. Still the
percentage of prisoners awaiting trial in remand remains very high, witnesses in most states do not
receive adequate compensation for their inconveniences and adjournments (even if far less
frequent) unnecessarily prolong disputes. Political interference with judicial appointments and
judicial decision-making remain an issue, both in the eyes of judicial officers and the bar.
Moreover, coordination among the various justice sector institutions poses continuous challenges,
and while the judiciary was able to significantly reduce the vulnerability of courts to corrupt
practices, the problem is by far not to be considered under control. Gains in terms of increased
integrity and accountability of the courts risk being short-lived in view of the low salaries of court
staff and poor working conditions of the lower bench as well as a system of integrity safeguards
which remains reactive relying mostly on complaints coming from the public before taking
remedial action.
Moreover, with economic growth and social changes the demands on the justice system by citizens
and businesses are on the increase. Thus, improvements might turn out to be insufficient and
unsustainable. The need for a functioning court system capable of supporting a rapidly growing
economy, guaranteeing basic human and political rights of individuals and providing security and
justice to all, makes continuing reforms an imperative.
It was also possible to identify some limitations of the approach. In particular, the findings of the
assessments give only limited insight into the effectiveness of individual reform measures.17 In this
regard, more in-depth analysis, including the conduct of focus groups and expert consultations
may be able to provide additional insights.
The conduct of the assessments in 2002 and 2007 has further evidenced constraints in terms of the
availability of local research capacities. While it was possible to complete the data collection
within the envisaged time frame, transferring this data into data bases, conducting statistical

17

For a more in-depth analysis of the effectiveness of individual reform measures carried out during the last 10 years of
justice sector reform in Nigeria refer to: EU/UNODC/NJI/SJG, Ten Years of Justice Sector Reform in Nigeria – A 360
degree review, 2009
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analysis and drafting the respective reports took significantly longer than what had been envisaged,
preventing the data from becoming available to a larger audience. Consequently, only counterparts
directly involved in the implementation of the EU/UNODC project “Support to the EFCC and the
Nigerian Judiciary” were able to draw from the data, while it remained unavailable to a broader
group of policy makers as well as non-state actors at national and statelevels. It is, therefore,
recommended that future interventions both by the Nigerian Government as well as by
international development partners focus on building dedicated research capacities able to collect,
process, analyze and publish data within an reasonable timeframe.
Moreover, in the course of the conduct of the assessment it became evident that data collection and
processing capacities within the judiciary are weak. Some jurisdictions faced difficulties to
provide even most basic information on cases received and disposed of, backlog, basic budgetary
information as well as other trends relevant to the administration of justice. It would also appear
that while there is some level of collection of data within the state judiciaries, such data is notbeing
communicated to any authority at federal level.
Finally, this very first progress assessment highlights the importance of data gathering over time
for comparative purposes. It is therefore recommended that the assessment is repeated on a regular
basis. In this context, it would also appear advisable to review and simplify the survey tools with a
view to reducing cost and complexity of future assessments and making regular data gathering
exercises sustainable.
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