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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
• Since 2012, the CEELI Institute has supported the establishment of the Central and 

Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network. As noted on the CEELI Institute website, 
the network was formed to provide support for Central and Eastern European non-
high court judges and court administrators in their efforts to improve and reform their 
legal systems. 

• In June 2022, the CEELI Institute commissioned an independent piece of research 
involving the collection and analysis of primary data towards monitoring and 
evaluating the past 10 years of the Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange 
Network. The research team was composed of Dr Emma Rowden (acting as the 
independent researcher), Dr Freda Grealy (CEELI Institute staff) and Frederick 
LaViolette (CEELI Institute intern) and the research was conducted between June and 
August 2022. 

• The qualitative and quantitative evaluation of the network involved a short online 
survey sent to all past and present network members in conjunction with a series of 
semi-structured 30-90 minute interviews with a small number of deep stakeholders—
so-called ‘core members’, a group of 10 to 15 members that acts as a steering group 
for the network—analysed against an evaluative framework.  

• The evaluative framework sought to understand the impact of the network across four 
key perspectives or ‘frames’. These frames guided the formation of six research 
questions and were identified as: 
o Professional Groups (judicial networks) 
o Peer-to-Peer Relationships (collegiality) 
o Individual Members (personal and professional development) 
o The Institution: The CEELI Institute (the supporting organisation that facilitates 

the activities of the network). 
• The qualitative data collected across the interviews and open-ended survey questions 

were analysed for thematic content and the quantitative survey data were analysed 
descriptively. Of a potential 358 members, 78 participants completed the online survey 
and the independent researcher conducted in-depth interviews with seven of the core 
members of the network.  

  
KEY FINDINGS 
The statements below are supported by the results of the survey and 
interpretation of the interview data; however, these statements should always be 
contextualised by the limitations and caveats regarding the data collection and 
analysis, as discussed at the end of the report: 
 
1. Overall, the data suggest that the network is viewed as a positive initiative 
that is valued by its members: 
• The network appears to provide its members with a unique and useful platform for 

exchanging knowledge and experience, as reported in the survey and interview 
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data. The network appears to create valuable opportunities for members to connect 
with peers, regionally and internationally. 

• Members see the network as a vehicle for self-improvement and professional 
advancement. The network appears predominantly to have a ‘positive’ or ‘very 
positive’ influence on a range of tangible and intangible indicators of both personal 
and professional development for most survey respondents. The positive impacts of 
the network are most clearly identified in the standing of members with colleagues 
internationally, sense of collegiality with peers, and their professional skills. These 
findings were further supported by the core member interview data.  

• The data suggest the network is actively promoting the democratic values of the 
rule of law, anti-corruption, and judicial independence in the Central and Eastern 
European region, and beyond. Most members who answered the survey appeared to 
perceive it as a ‘positive’ or ‘very positive’ influence on their understandings and 
appreciation of several key democratic principles such as advancing the rule of law, 
fighting corruption and defending judicial independence. Some of the core member 
interview data additionally supported this assertion by giving detailed description to 
how the work of the network was influential, including assisting individuals’ attempts 
to promote the rule of law, fight corruption, promote and enforce international human 
rights instruments, and ensure judicial independence.  

• For deep stakeholders (core members), their responses indicate the network is 
highly-valued and important to them for myriad reasons. Core members variously 
described being honoured to be asked to contribute to the network, and that their 
involvement and achievements through the network were a source of pride.  

• More than just a professional network, the interview data indicated that some 
members have forged significant relationships and friendships through their 
involvement with the network. Some members talked of the network providing 
them with a sense of community, a sense of belonging and some core members even 
went so far as to talk in terms of kinship, expressed as their feeling part of ‘the CEELI 
family’. 

• The data suggest the CEELI Institute can play an important role in supporting 
members in their fight against corruption, attacks on judicial independence or 
their defence of the rule of law. This support was perceived as both validating and 
legitimising member efforts locally, helping profile their struggle regionally, and 
ensuring that their efforts were being contextualised internationally. 

• The data suggest the network is valued by, and is beneficial to, most of its 
members, with just under 90% describing themselves as direct beneficiaries of their 
involvement. Of those who attempted to articulate the most valued aspect of their 
membership, the responses were, however, somewhat varied. The majority of 
members who did attempt to describe what they most valued noted the exchanging of 
experiences and practices and/or the opportunity to connect with, and learn from, 
their peers and other experts, both regionally and internationally. 

• Survey and interview respondents felt that membership has many perceived 
beneficiaries, not just individual members, but particularly national judiciaries of 
members states, and court users more broadly. 
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• According to the survey results, the majority of surveyed members attend 
network events annually and as participants in a training event either in person 
or online. 

• The network appears to be active outside of formal events. A large majority of 
members kept in touch with other members through other channels such as email or 
social media, suggesting conversations amongst members were continuing outside 
the formal network events organised by the CEELI Institute. 

• Surveyed members tended towards mid to late career stage. Of those surveyed, 
the career stage of respondents were: early (9%), mid-career (42.5%) and late-career 
(47.5%). Some 51.5% were at early to mid-career stage. While ostensibly targeted 
towards early to mid-career stage membership, the larger number of respondents 
identifying as late-career may in part be explained by the longevity of the network 
spanning over 10 years.  

• Over 50% of members appear to be recent recruits having joined in the last 2-3 
years. This may suggest a positive take up of the outreach and online activities 
undertaken by the network during the pandemic.  

• The network’s publications and outputs are reported in the survey and interview 
data as being of value to members. In some countries, they are reportedly 
influencing policy. The data confirm that the three publications (two guidelines and 
one manual with accompanying addendum) that the network has produced may have 
broader appeal, with use noted by other judges outside of the network, as well as by 
parliaments and other institutions. Members involved in the production or translation 
of the publications noted them as a worthwhile endeavour. As resources, they appear 
to be perceived by a large majority of survey respondents as either ‘useful’ or ‘very 
useful’. There is evidence that at least one publication—the most recent publication 
on Remote Judging—is influencing policy and legal statutes in some member states.  

• Many of the members surveyed and interviewed expressed their support of the 
network, and many expressed a desire to see it continue and develop into the 
future. 

 
2. Nonetheless there are several ways in which the Network might be 
improved upon in the future, as identified by members in the survey or in the 
core member interviews:  
• Online events were particularly important during the pandemic to connect 

members. While seen as providing convenience, reducing travel costs, and facilitating 
involvement for some members which would have been prohibitive otherwise, 
members were keen to see in-person events restart and continue, perhaps in 
tandem with online ones. In-person events were seen to provide important and 
valuable moments to socialise and facilitate incidental opportunities to extend and 
develop professional relationships across the network.  

• While the events and activities centred in Prague were highlighted as beneficial to 
members, the presence of the CEELI Institute and the Network could be further 
enhanced by more localised events and meetings held in member states 
according to some members. This was felt to be important to both expand the reach 
of the Network; to enable further recruitment; to highlight and elevate the profile 
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regionally of the network and of the CEELI Institute; but also, as more inclusive of 
those who wished to take part but for whom trips to Prague were not possible. 

• Other learning events and platforms might be explored as part of the network’s 
program of activities. Suggestions included: more practical hands-on interactive 
workshops, establishment of web-based chatrooms, and expansion of the case-based 
approaches to learning.  

• Several new topics were put forward and several for further consolidation were 
noted. These included: case management, judicial ethics, innovative methods of 
judicial administration, European regulations on civil law, reconciling judicial 
independence with media freedoms, insolvency, artificial intelligence (AI) for 
judgements, and comparing approaches between new and old democracies. While the 
current forays into new and emerging topic areas relevant to the judiciary were 
welcomed, there was also a strong feeling amongst some members that there was a 
parallel need to maintain a certain focus on the rule of law, judicial 
independence, and anti-corruption, particularly given the current regional threats to 
all three. A network focus on analysing which of the different international political, 
organisational, and policy matrixes provide stronger protections of judicial 
independence might be fruitful in this regard.  

• Members noted positively the expansion into other geographic regions and 
several suggested new areas to focus recruitment attention across the data. 
Particular gain was seen to be had by reaching out to former communist countries in 
the region that were yet to join as well as venturing into Central Asia. Members also 
stated a wish to hear more from colleagues in ‘less popular’ countries currently 
represented across the network. Core members particularly expressed their 
appreciation of the experiences they had through the network of being able to share 
their expertise and knowledge on an international stage as faculty or trainers. The 
establishment of the African Judicial Network based on the CEE model was viewed 
positively in interviews, as were the collaborations and colloquia with judiciaries in 
other countries further afield such as Syria, Tunisia, and Myanmar.  

• Publications were highly regarded, but members had suggestions as to how their 
design and dissemination could make them even more impactful. These included: 
considering the length of publications against useability, the need for further 
translated editions in all national languages represented across the membership, a 
dissemination strategy to include targeting all judicial academies and councils, as well 
as the need to update them regularly. 

• Expansion of the membership was encouraged. While it was noted that CEELI’s 
support of younger and lower-tier judges was viewed very positively, expansion of the 
remit to include prosecutors as worthy of CEELI Institute support should be 
considered going forward. This is because of the critical role they can play in the 
fight against corruption, particularly in countries with civil law traditions in 
which the prosecutor has important investigatory powers and their 
independence also needs to be supported. Other suggestions for member expansion 
included ‘other groups working on court-related issues’ as well as noting the need to 
reach out to ‘a wider circle of users’. 
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• While the financial support given to members was very much appreciated, it was 
noted that for some potential participants who lived in remote areas, the cost of 
reaching the airport to fly to Prague was prohibitive. Exploring mechanisms to 
further support colleagues attending by covering all travel costs would enable 
wider participation. Keeping online events as part of the overall program of network 
events may also help widen membership and enable participation of those who may 
experience other barriers to attending in person.  

• As alluded to above, the CEELI Institute and the CEE Judicial Exchange Network are 
perceived by some members to play an important role in validating the work of 
individual judges in the fight against corruption and in defence of judicial 
independence. As such, a more public acknowledgment of members and their role 
in the network, on the CEELI Institute website and across other CEELI Institute 
publication materials, was proposed as a way of cementing, elevating, and 
publicising member contributions and work in this field. This was also seen as a 
potential useful recruitment strategy. It was suggested that better publicising well-
known regional judges on the CEELI Institute website might make the Institute less of 
an unknown entity to judicial networks in neighbouring countries in the region that 
are not yet represented in the network membership. One interviewee also mentioned 
that there was a need to define what it means to be ‘a CEELI judge’ (as they saw this 
term being used in different contexts) and that establishing a commonly understood 
meaning that could be promoted on the CEELI Institute website could help clarify the 
definition.  

• Sending more regular updates and newsletters to the main judicial networks and 
ministries of justice, updating these principal institutional networks across members 
states of the network’s recent activities and outputs, would be of benefit and could be 
done perhaps on a quarterly basis.  

 
 

3. In conclusion, the survey and interview data support the claim that the 
network’s aims and objectives appear to have largely been met.  
 

• The end of the report highlights the caveats and limitations of the research, such as 
the potential for the survey sample not to be as representative as possible of the 
overall membership, the short time frame for the research, the gaps in some of the 
data, and the need for further data collection endeavours to confirm, supplement, and 
extend the initial findings made in this report.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
In June 2022, the CEELI Institute approached Dr Emma Rowden1 to conduct an 
independent monitoring and evaluation of the past 10 years of the Central and Eastern 
European Judicial Exchange Network. Dr Rowden’s collection and analysis of original data 
for this work was supported by an internal CEELI Institute research team of Dr Freda 
Grealy and Frederick LaViolette. The independent researcher and the Institute agreed on 
the terms of the evaluation—the evaluative framework, research questions to be adopted, 
and the relative roles of the research team. After the CEELI Institute’s internal ethical 
review, the team conducted the evaluation between late June 2022 and early September 
2022. The independent researcher drafted this document summarising the evaluation and 
its findings, and CEELI Institute staff, led by Dr Grealy, checked it for sense and factual 
accuracy prior to its final issue.  
 
The qualitative and quantitative evaluation of the network involved a short online survey 
sent to all past and present network members in conjunction with a series of semi-
structured interviews of 30-90 minutes with a small number of deep stakeholders—so-
called ‘core members’, a group of 10 to 15 members who act as a steering group for the 
network—analysed against an evaluative framework. Of a potential 358 respondents, 78 
completed the online survey and the independent researcher conducted in-depth 
interviews with seven of the core members of the network. The qualitative data collected 
across the interviews and open-ended survey questions were analysed for thematic 
content and the quantitative survey data were analysed descriptively. 
 
The evaluative framework sought to understand the impact of the network across four key 
perspectives or ‘frames’. These frames guided the formation of six research questions 
which are then answered in the concluding section.  
 
 

2. A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE JUDICIAL EXCHANGE NETWORK 
 
The CEELI Institute is a not-for-profit organisation based in Prague, Czech Republic, and 
founded more than 20 years ago. The Institute grew out of another organization that had 
a presence in the region starting in the early 1990s. Its remit is to support the 
advancement of the rule of law through professional legal education. As stated in its latest 
annual report, the Institute’s mission is: 

… to advance the rule of law in the world in order to: protect fundamental rights and 
individual liberties; promote transparent, incorruptible, accountable governments; lay the 

 
1 Dr Rowden is a Senior Lecturer at the School of Architecture, Oxford Brookes University. However, this work was 
undertaken as an independent research consultancy.  
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foundation for economic opportunity and growth; and encourage peaceful resolution of 
disputes (CEELI Institute Annual Report, 2021-22). 

Whilst initially primarily focused on the Central and Eastern European region, the 
Institute’s activities are now global in reach. Since its inception, it has engaged 15,000 
participants from over 50 countries worldwide; in 2021 alone its activities of over 60 
different programs reached more than 1,800 participants from 45 different countries 
(CEELI Institute Annual Report, 2021-22)2. It derives its funding from a range of sources, 
including government grants, corporate sponsorship, and individual donations.   
 

2.1 The Central Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network: a CEELI-supported initiative 

Since 2012, the CEELI Institute has supported the establishment of the Central and 
Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network. As noted on the CEELI Institute website, the 
network was formed to provide support for Central and Eastern European non-high court 
judges and court administrators in their efforts to improve and reform their legal systems:  
 

In November 2012, the CEELI Institute launched the Central & Eastern European Judicial 
Exchange Network to support non-high court judges and court administrators working to 
improve judicial integrity and court efficiency. With financial support from the U.S. 
Department of State, Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs, CEELI 
brought together thirty-two men and women who have demonstrated in their work a 
commitment to improving judicial integrity and court efficiency.  We believe that promoting 
best practices and helping these reform-minded individuals build a sense of solidarity will 
support their great work and ultimately enhance judicial integrity and public support for the 
judiciary in the region (CEELI Institute, 2022a). 

 
The following, updated description of the network’s latest activities is taken from the 
section about the network in the most recent CEELI Institute Annual Report:  
 

For almost a decade, the CEELI Institute has fostered and supported its Central and Eastern 
European Judicial Exchange Network, comprised of some of the best and brightest rising 
judges from twenty-one countries in the region who regularly come together to share best 
practices on issues of judicial independence, transparency, accountability, efficiency, and 
ethics. The Network facilitates career growth and development for the judges, fosters peer 
engagement, and produces concrete tools to better assist the judges in performing their 
duties. Network judges often undertake innovative projects in their own countries, and the 
CEELI Institute supports them in their efforts. To date, over 350 judges have directly 
participated in Network events and projects. 

 
The Network offers judges the space to freely engage with one another about the most 
pressing professional issues they face. In 2021, Network members were increasingly 

 
2 According to the 2021-22 Annual report, participants and faculty represented: Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, 
Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ethiopia, France, The Gambia, 
Germany, Georgia, Ghana, Hungary, India, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kosovo, Latvia, Lithuania, Malaysia, Malta, 
Mexico, Moldova, Montenegro, Myanmar, the Netherlands, Nigeria, North Macedonia, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, 
Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Syria, Tanzania, Turkey, the UK, Ukraine, and the US. 
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concerned about how to keep their courts functioning during the pandemic, conduct remote 
hearings, ensure access to justice despite unprecedented conditions, and continue to 
guarantee the rights of citizens to open and fair hearings. This is in addition to the ongoing 
external pressures—from politicians, society, and the media—that work to undermine 
judicial independence in the region. Among the specific topics addressed within the Network 
are remote judging; judicial ethics; management of conflicts of interests and outside 
activities; procedures for discipline and dismissal of individual judges accused of corruption 
or malfeasance; appropriate communication by judges with the press and public; the impact 
of social media on the judiciary; the implications for judges of asset disclosure requirements; 
and standards for lustration procedures. 

 
The Network judges themselves drive the agenda. Network activities include substantive 
roundtables, in-country events organized by Network members, and the drafting of practical 
judicial tools to address needs identified by the Network, including our latest Guidelines on 
Remote Judging. The Institute also mentors individual Network members, and incorporates 
them as faculty in a wide range of the substantive programs offered by the Institute (CEELI 
Institute, 2022b, pp12-13). 

 
As is clear from the above statements, the CEELI Institute supports the Central and 
Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network—its members and their activities—in 
substantive and concrete ways. It not only facilitates and provides space in its Prague 
headquarters for members to host their training and roundtable events, but also covers 
much of the accommodation, food, and travel costs that attendance at Network events 
would normally incur to its members. In addition, the Institute provides key logistic, 
organisational, and administrative support towards the successful running and 
management of Network events and activities. The Institute also provides the 
administrative framework for the Network, including hosting core member meetings and 
encouraging in-country activities. A further example of its support is the funding and 
coordination the CEELI Institute provides for Network members to attend and contribute 
to their colleagues’ efforts as presenters or participants at various regional events, such as 
national and international judicial conferences. It should be noted that the work of the 
Judicial Exchange Network has been made possible by support from the U.S. Department 
of State’s Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL).  
 
While in the past, the Judicial Exchange Network events and activities were solely held in 
person, since the pandemic, the Network has operated on a ‘blended model’ that 
incorporates online courses, web-based learning resources, and other online, moderated 
forums (incorporating software platforms such as Moodle, Panopto, and Zoom). While 
most events have been hosted or located in the Prague headquarters of the CEELI 
Institute, from time to time satellite events have been held in regional centres. Please 
refer to Appendix 1 for a full summary of the Judicial Network’s activities and events of the 
past decade, as provided by the CEELI Institute, for more details.  
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The CEE Judicial Exchange Network recruits rising judges from twenty-one countries in the 
region to engage in the activities it organises to tackle matters of judicial independence, 
impartiality, integrity, and accountability. New members are added based on their 
application to participate in a particular training program (such as the recent Digital Justice 
and Remote Judging courses, or judicial workshops), recommendations of current Network 
members, or referrals from national judicial institutions or U.S. Embassies. Members are 
added to the Network after each new training activity, as new participants are given the 
opportunity to elect to join the Network.  
 

2.1.1 The Network’s ‘Core Members’ 

The Network is led internally by a Core Group, or steering group, of 10 to 15 members. 
Core membership has changed and developed organically over the years, and aside from 
a number of suitably qualified judicial experts, most core members, past and present, are 
judges. Core members meet regularly to discuss potential direction of the Network, 
supporting the work of the CEELI Institute’s program administrators to plan the Network’s 
annual activities and events.   
 
The Institute actively endeavours to identify new candidates to join the Network’s Core 
Group. With the continued need for hybrid and online programming, there has been a 
recent influx of judicial attendees from typically less well-represented countries. This influx 
and the steady participation of judges from all regions during the COVID-19 pandemic has 
encouraged the Network’s Core Group to expand its membership, focusing on countries 
that were previously less well-represented, such as Poland and Georgia. All of these judges 
have attended workshop or courses over the last few years and expressed an interest in 
making a more definitive contribution to the work of the Network.  

3. A BRIEF LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
In this context it is important to acknowledge that there are, across the region, other 
judicial networks and self-governing judicial bodies such as the various national judicial 
associations, the pan-European Networks such as the Association of Administrative 
Judges (AEAJ), the European Association of Judges (EAJ), and other bodies such as the 
European Network of Councils for the Judiciary (ENCJ). The Council of Europe also fund a 
number of initiatives such as the Consultative Council of European Judges (CCJE), the 
European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ), and the European Network of 
Councils for the Judiciary (ENCJ), to name a few. As such, there is a parallel growing 
academic interest in ‘judicial networks’ as a phenomenon. While the academic literature 
on judicial networking appears to be a relatively new field of inquiry, there is a steady and 
growing literature on the impacts and implications of their presence and activities.  
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While some scholarship on judicial networks critically examines their remit and function, 
questioning the potential role they might play in judicial and regional governance and 
political landscapes, albeit broadly defined (see for instance Dallara and Piana, 2017), 
other scholars simply seek to explore the perceived role and function of judicial networks 
both for individual members and the broader jurisdictions they serve. Some authors 
within this latter subset of the literature assert that there is an important role that judicial 
networks can play in strengthening democracy and the rule of law through influencing 
judicial behaviour (Ingram, 2016). Judicial networks, for these scholars, form part of a 
host of informal and formal relationships that make a difference to how judges think and 
act such that: 
 

… the regular interaction between individuals and the relationships they share often shape 
who is appointed to the bench; the career prospects of those appointed; the relative 
influence of different ideas, political proclivities or legal interpretations on judicial decisions; 
and even how courts and other legal institutions are administered (Dressel, Sanchez-
Urribarri & Stroh, 2018, p574). 

 
One way of viewing judicial networks, such as the one supported by the CEELI Institute, 
are as ‘transnational epistemic communities that serve as a vehicle for integration’ 
(Scheeck, 2007, p1). Judicial networks are generally seen as having an impact in this 
sense. Particularly in a European context, they have been posited as ‘educational 
interlocutors’ and an important means to ‘Europeanise the outlook of national courts’ and 
to reinforce the role of members as ‘enforcers of European law’ (Visser & Claes, 2013, 
p345).  
 
As learning environments, professional networks such as the Judicial Exchange Network 
being evaluated here can also be interpreted as important for fostering a professional 
‘community of practice’ (Wenger and Lave, 1991) amongst the judiciary. Here members 
learn from each other in a collegiate manner, with social and cognitive presence being as 
significant as a teaching presence for achieving outcomes. Network activities should also 
be viewed as a form of continuing education for the judiciary and other court-related 
professionals, activities which by their nature increase the capabilities that can improve 
the productivity and quality of work achieved (Havea and Mohanty, 2020). This evaluation 
commissioned by the CEELI Institute seeks to build upon these understandings regarding 
the influence and potential role that judicial networks can serve for their members and 
the broader groups and communities they serve.  
 
 
 

4. EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RESEARCH DESIGN 
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The overarching aim of the evaluation research is to assess how successful or effective the 
CEELI Institute has been in supporting the goals and ambitions of the Central and Eastern 
European Judicial Exchange Network, and vice versa, and to gauge the value of the 
Network for both individual members and their broader communities. Reponses from 
Judicial Exchange Network members on their views about the Network and their 
membership were sought in July 2022. The data collected were analysed qualitatively and 
quantitatively with reference to the research questions that emerged from the evaluation 
criteria, as developed below.  
 

4.1 Developing the Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria were formed from the key goals and ambitions of the 
establishment and maintenance of the Network. These goals and ambitions might be 
summarised as: 

• To create and maintain a peer-to-peer network of judges across member states;  
• To create a platform for these judges to exchange and disseminate best practices from 

both academic and practitioner perspectives; 
• To promote among those in the network a focus on judicial independence, anti-

corruption, transparency, accountability, efficiency, and ethics; 
• To develop useful models and tools to better export judicial best practices to their peers 

on an ongoing basis; 
• To provide training and mentoring sessions for judges and judicial associates from 

member states; 
• To promote and support leaders in their efforts to fight corruption and support the rule of 

law in member states.3 
 
Four key evaluation frames for testing the Networks’ activities and impacts are described 
below. These four frames will help examine the Network, as it exists in and as its impacts 
are felt by: 

• Professional Groups (judicial networks) 
• Peer-to-Peer Relationships (collegiality) 
• Individual Members (personal and professional development) 
• The Institution: The CEELI Institute (the supporting organisation that plans the events, 

activities, communications, and international presence that underpin the Network).4 
 

The evaluation criteria have been summarised in the form of eight research questions that 
sit across the above four frames, elaborated in Table 1 below. 

 
3 These frames have been paraphrased from a 2010 CEELI Institute funding proposal provided to the independent 
researcher. 
4 Evaluating the impacts of the Network on the CEELI Institute, as an organisation and on individual staff, was outside the 
scope of this study. 
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THE EVALUATIVE FRAMES 

 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

FRAME 1: PROFESSIONAL GROUPS 
 
Gauging the effectiveness and impact of 
the Network at the level of professional 
groups (‘the judiciary’ as defined at 
international, regional, national or local 
levels). 
 

A) How much influence and penetration 
has the Network achieved across the 
judiciary of Central and Eastern Europe 
(within and without CEELI Institute-
organised activities and events)? 
 
B) What have the institutional benefits 
been to judicial organisations within 
member states of the Network by having 
members of their judiciary active within 
the Network? 
 

FRAME 2: PEER-TO-PEER RELATIONSHIPS  
 
Gauging the effectiveness and impact of 
the Network at the level of peer-to-peer 
relationships (defined as local, national or 
international). 
 

C) Has attending CEELI Institute events 
and activities supported individual 
members making significant and long-
lasting connections with their peers, 
regionally as well as internationally? 
 
D) What have been the tangible and 
intangible benefits of these connections to 
individual members?  
 

FRAME 3: INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS 
 
Gauging the effectiveness and impact of 
the Network on the individual member. 

E) To what extent are Network members 
satisfied with the activities of the Network 
and feel benefits from their association 
with it? 
 
F) How do members characterise the 
particular benefits that have resulted from 
their membership and involvement in 
CEELI Institute-organised events and 
activities for the Network? 
 

FRAME 4: THE INSTITUTION: THE CEELI 
INSTITUTE 
 

G) How effective did members find the 
CEELI Institute’s approach to training, 
programming, hosting, and facilitating the 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 16 

Gauging the effectiveness and impact of 
the design and operation of the Network 
as enabled through the supporting 
organisation.  
 

 

activities of the Network, for the events 
and activities they attended? 
 
H) How can the CEELI Institute better 
support its members in improving their 
professional skills, adopting leadership 
roles amongst their peers, and advancing 
the rule of law? 
 

 
Table 1: Summary of the evaluative framework and research questions 
 

4.2 Research Design  

Original data for this evaluation were gathered by two primary means. First, all current 
and former Network members were invited to fill in an online questionnaire with both pre-
coded and open-ended questions. Second, targeted semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with ‘core members’ invited to take part in the study. The quantitative survey 
data were designed to gauge a broad understanding of member views and attitudes 
towards the Network, whereas the deep stakeholder interviews were designed to add 
qualitative information, giving depth and nuance to the findings of the survey. Interview 
and survey questions were tested by mapping them across the research questions 
identified in the evaluation frame. All research instruments were co-conceived by the 
CEELI Institute research team (Rowden, working with Grealy and LaViolette), and were 
designed with reference to the UK’s Economic Social-Science Research Council’s 
framework for the ethical conduct of research.5 All research instruments and documents 
related to the research were reviewed internally by the CEELI Institute for ethical 
considerations, and were approved by the Institute before being issued to prospective 
research participants. While the collection of the original data was co-managed with 
Institute representatives, after a date and time had been arranged, the independent 
researcher conducted the interviews independent of CEELI Institute staff and likewise 
undertook interpretation of the data contained in this report independent of Institute 
staff and influence. The final report was reviewed internally by CEELI Institute staff for fact 
and sense checking before its final issue.  
 

4.2.1 Online Questionnaire 

An online questionnaire was devised and an invitation to complete it was issued to 370 
members via an email link, with the survey hosted on the CEELI Institute’s Survey Monkey 

 
5 https://www.ukri.org/councils/esrc/guidance-for-applicants/research-ethics-guidance/  
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account. An invitation by Institute staff to complete the questionnaire with a link to the 
online survey was emailed to former and active members of the Judicial Network. 
Members were given a three-week window to complete the short survey with two 
reminders sent nearer to the survey closing. The short anonymous questionnaire was 
designed to be completed in around 7 to 10 minutes and consisted of a mix of closed-
ended questions as well as open-ended questions to elicit qualitative information about 
user views on of the perceived value of the Network and ways in which it might be 
improved (see Appendix 2). The closed pre-coded survey answers were analysed and 
described, and the open-ended questions were analysed and coded thematically.  
 
The Online Survey Sample 
Of the 370 possible participants emailed an invitation to take part, 12 emails bounced, 
making the total population targeted 358 people. Of those potential 358 respondents, 78 
Network members completed the survey, representing just under 22% of the total 
possible respondents. Of these, around 75% were judges or trainee judges (n=59), with 
just over 6% identifying as an academic or legal expert (n=5) and just over 5% identifying 
as a judicial assistant or advisor (n=4). Over 12% of respondents identified as ‘other’ 
(n=10)6. This roughly coincides with the skewing of the current active membership 
towards the judiciary, with the current total active membership population comprising 
79% judges and 20% judicial advisors or assistants, legal experts, academics or ‘other’. In 
terms of gender, 37% of respondents were male while the majority of respondents were 
female (62%).7  This not too far from the overall gender make-up of the Network’s 
membership, which is 55% female and 45% male, with a slightly more exaggerated skew 
towards female respondents in the sample. The sample also appears somewhat 
representative in terms of nationality of the Network membership also, although 
proportions are not always closely matched (see Table 2 and, for a visual comparison, 
Graphs 1 and 2 below). For example, the sample of respondents skews towards much 
higher representation from Bosnia and Herzegovina as compared to total population in 
particular, but also higher representation of members from Albania and Croatia than 
exists in the overall membership.  
 
 

COUNTRY % OF TOTAL 
MEMBERS FROM THIS 

COUNTRY (n=358) 
(excl. countries with < 1% 

% OF TOTAL 
MEMBERS WHO 

COMPLETED THE SURVEY 
FROM THIS COUNTRY   

(n=78) 
(excl. countries with < 1%) 

Albania  7.3 13.2 

 
6 It should be noted that no respondents selected the option listed in the questionnaire of ‘Judicial Academy / Institute 
Personnel’ when selecting the option best suited to their current position or role. 
7 One respondent self-described.  
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Armenia  2.8 1.3 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 3.9 13.2 
Bulgaria  7.3 1.3 
Croatia  8.4 14.5 
Czech Rep  4.5 3.9 
Georgia  9.8 7.9 
Hungary  2.5 1.3 
Kazakhstan  1.1 1.3 
Latvia  2.5 1.3 
Lithuania  4.7 3.9 
Moldova  6.4 6.6 
North Macedonia  4.7 6.6 
Poland  7.3 9.2 
Romania  3.1 5.3 
Serbia  7.8 6.6 
Slovakia  2.5 1.3 
Slovenia  2.8 3.9 
Ukraine  4.5 2.6 

 
Table 2: To show the country breakdown of membership against the country breakdown of 
survey respondents to gauge how representative the survey sample was against the overall 
Network population. 8  

 
It is assumed, however, for the purposes of this evaluation that overall the sample 
provides a fair representation in several primary aspects of the overall population being 
sampled in the survey (namely their employment, and to a lesser extent their gender and 
their country). However, it should be noted when reading the below interpretations of the 
survey data that the sample population may be not entirely representative of the overall 
population in other respects that are not fully gauged or appreciated here. 

  

 
8 Representation for the countries of Belarus, Cyprus, Kyrgyzstan, Kosovo, Montenegro, and Uzbekistan of the survey 
against membership were not included in the above summary table as either the number of members filling in the survey 
from these countries was zero, or their overall membership is under 1%. 
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4.2.2 The Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were designed to capture the views of ‘deep stakeholder’ 
members. Particularly given the short time frame for the evaluation, the research team 
agreed that seeking in-depth responses from those stakeholders who had invested the 
most time and energy into the Network would provide valuable insights. Information 
sought from this group included what they thought was working well, in addition to what 
they thought could be improved upon in the organisation, management, outreach, 
engagement and dissemination of the Network’s activities and findings.  
 
The ‘core members’ were those identified by CEELI Institute staff in the research team as 
the appropriate ‘deep stakeholders’ of the Judicial Exchange Network to interview. Core 
members were approached by personalised email and invited to take part in the 
interview. All were sent a full interview package with a Participant Information Form, a 
consent form, and a privacy notice, as well as a list of proposed interview questions (see 
Appendix 3), to help inform their decision as to whether to take part. It was made clear to 
interviewees that their participation was voluntary, that their involvement would have no 
bearing on their relationship with CEELI or the Network, that their involvement in the 
study would be kept confidential, and that their opinions would be reported only 
pseudonymously and only with their consent.  
 
The research team used email to arrange the interviews, which were conducted by the 
independent researcher, Dr Emma Rowden. Interviews largely followed the proposed list 
of interview questions, with follow-up questions added as they arose in the course of the 
discussion. Interviews were purposefully ‘dialogic’ in manner (Lather, 1991), in that 
meanings were being actively co-constructed between the interviewer and interviewee. At 
strategic points the interviewer would ask follow-up questions or paraphrase back to the 
interviewee what they had said to check that the interviewer was accurately 
understanding and interpreting the meanings being conveyed. The independent 
researcher conducted a total of seven interviews lasting between 30 and 90 minutes in 
late July 2022. Interviews took place over Zoom and were audio- and video-recorded and 
auto-transcribed through Panopto, only with the participant’s informed consent. 
Interview transcripts were later checked by the research team for accuracy and 
pseudonymised transcripts were then coded by the independent researcher for thematic 
content. Square brackets used in the interview quotations cited below indicate either the 
addition of missing words from speech to enhance readability of the text, or redacted 
information to enable further de-identification of the data.9 While some of the core 

 
9 Due to the small possible sample size of this cohort, additional steps in pseudonymisation have been taken with the 
interview data to avoid jigsaw identification. This included removing specific references to countries, regions, roles, 
position or job status information, genders, organisations, or specific legislation or codes. In some instances, which 
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members interviewed had been involved with the Judicial Exchange Network from the 
first few years of the Network’s history, others were newer members, so the research team 
views the data as representative of a good range of experience of the Network and its 
organising institution, the CEELI Institute, across the Network’s ten-year history.     
 
 
 
 
 

5. THE FINDINGS 
 
While the survey and interviews were analysed separately, many of the themes that 
emerged in the analysis crossed over both data sets, and for clarity of presentation the 
discussion of the findings and results of both data collection exercises have been 
combined here. A summary of the combined findings can be found above in the executive 
summary, whereas a more detailed thematic exploration of the key findings follows here.  
 
The below subheadings, or themes, are presented as claims, with the supporting evidence 
for their assertion outlined underneath. However, while the statements below are 
supported by the results of the survey and interpretation of the interview data, these 
statements should always be contextualised by the limitations and caveats regarding the 
data collection and analysis, as discussed at the end of the report. 
 
 

5.1 Key findings from the survey and the interviews 

 
Overall, the survey highlighted that by several quantitative measures the Network can 
claim to be successful in achieving many of its stated aims. Notable in the findings was a 
lack of any negative responses to questions regarding the perceived impacts of Network 
membership across key aspects of professional and personal development indicators, and 
that participants both saw a wide range of beneficiaries to their involvement, and a wide 
range of identifiable and measurable benefits.  
 
Equally, the qualitative interview findings supported much of the findings of the survey 
data and, in addition, provided a more nuanced understanding of some of the themes 
that were emerging in the largely quantitative survey questions (see tables 3, 4, and 5 
below). A full table of themes (with listed sub-themes) that emerged from the interviews 

 
interviewee gave the quotation has been further redacted. The research team with access to the identifiable data also 
signed confidentiality agreements.   
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with seven of the core members (pseudonymised across the report as ‘interviewees A, B, 
C, D, E, F, and G’) can be found in Appendix 4, where it is noted in which interviews these 
themes arose and how frequently they came up across the data set.  
 
A unique and useful platform for knowledge exchange and connecting with others 
Striking across both data sets was the prevalence of the sentiment amongst members of 
the positive role the Network played in facilitating connections to exchange knowledge 
and experience with colleagues. The majority of answers to the open-ended question 
regarding what participants most liked or valued about the Network spoke of the 
opportunity the Network provided for connecting with their regional and international 
peers in this way. What survey respondents valued most about the Network varied, 
however, and Table 3 below summarises the range of comments regarding where the 
most value in their membership was found, and how frequently each factor appeared in 
the survey data. Individual comments have been paraphrased here for the sake of brevity. 
 
 
 
 

What do members ‘like or value the most’ about being 
a part of the Central and Eastern European Judicial 
Exchange Network? 

Number of survey 
respondents with this 

(or similar) 
comments 

  
EXCHANGE OF IDEAS / SHARING EXPERIENCES: common 
issues in different countries; exchanging experiences and 
sharing practices especially online proceedings; 
compilation of different experiences; to realize that most 
problems are similar among Network participants; 
sharing best practice. 

26 

CONNECTION WITH COLLEAGUES: feeling of open 
collaboration; ability to ask questions of colleagues who 
give lectures and testing own opinions with other 
colleagues; cherished Networking opportunities with 
international and regional colleagues and opportunities 
to develop the connections further. 

15 

FURTHER LEARNING AND TRAINING: being inspired to 
further reading and learning; learning from highly 
qualified lawyers; opportunities to improve legal English; 
new and fresh perspectives; different training 
opportunities; to study cases in short and simple 
training/workshops; to learn more about judicial 

8 
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problems, solutions and standards in judicial systems 
abroad, to be informed with the latest information; new 
knowledge, new experiences from others. 
ADVANCING THE RULE OF LAW: ability to talk about 
importance of rule of law and everyday judicial 
situations; exchanging professional experience and 
information regarding independence of the judiciary and 
rule of law in other countries; the opportunity to discuss 
important aspects of judicial independence, ethics and 
transparency and actively contribute to advancing the 
rule of law and change the status quo; the opportunity to 
express thoughts and ideas related with the judiciary, in 
particular with the judiciary in own country, and how can 
the situation be improved in reality; open discussions on 
important rule of law issues at a high professional level; 
common values with peers. 

7 

SUPPORTING CAREER ADVANCEMENT AND 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT / SKILLS ACQUISITION; 
opportunities to share opinions and ideas 

7 

HIGH QUALITY ORGANISATION AND EVENTS: informed on 
time of events and kept up to date with the agenda; 
professionalism of its members and of its organisers; the 
organisations of the events overall are very good; 
programming and conferences were noted positively. 

4 

IN PERSON MEETINGS AND CONFERENCES 1 
TAKING NEW KNOWLEDGE AND APPLYING IT IN THEIR 
COUNTRY 

2 

IMPROVE VISIBILITY AND STANDING WITH COLLEAGUES 
AND COURT STAFF 

1 

RELEVANCE OF TOPICS: issues relevant to the challenges 
facing courts 

1 

 
Table 3: To summarise what respondents ‘liked or valued most’ about their membership 
of the Network (Survey Question 10)10 

 
The interviewees were unanimous in citing the important role that the Central and 
Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network played in creating the forum to share 
knowledge and connect with peers, and all seven interviewees contributed further 
information on why this was of such value to members. Similar to the findings of the 

 
10 While 45 (57%) of survey participants responded; 33 (42%) participants skipped the question. 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 23 

survey, what core members seemed to most appreciate about the Network was its 
capacity to bring people together to learn from each other, discover the commonality of 
experience, discuss problems, and share solutions. For instance, when asked to describe 
what they valued the most about the Network, one interviewee stated: ‘Communication 
with other colleagues to hear what are they dealing with in their judiciaries. And I found out 
that we all have so many in common topics’ [INTERVIEWEE G]. Or, as another put it: ‘That 
this is, I think, very important that we can exchange, that we can see that [there are] other 
approaches and that it’s not always the best way how we handle our issues here in our 
country’ [INTERVIEWEE B]. Value was also perceived in learning not just from their 
immediate regional contexts, but also through international examples of more mature 
democracies: 

[…] sharing ideas with other judges from other countries was so great. And to see and to 
understand how judicial systems [are built] in other countries. And to see their problems. To 
realize that, in fact, there are some common problems, it [was] so great. And, in fact, I realize 
now that CEELI always has one a special guest from United States. So, for us, let’s say former-
communist countries, it’s so great to see one or two judges from [the] United States invited 
[to] our events, sitting with us together, sharing all [that] information from say [‘the old’] 
democracy to the new democracy. Was so, so great [INTERVIEWEE F]. 

 
In the interviews, core members also identified as benefits the ability of the forum to:  

• internationalise their perspective (this was described in terms of being exposed to legal 
precedents and how the rule of law operates in mature democracies, as well as the 
opportunity to explore in detail internationally relevant principles, statutes, and laws that 
can be brought to bear on local situations); 

• realise and capitalise on their important expertise in moving from anti-democratic to 
democratic legal systems to share with other emerging democratic societies through the 
work of the Network internationally;   

• provide valued opportunities to broaden their sphere of influence and hone their 
professional skills;  

• create much needed and appreciated opportunities for junior and lower-tier court judges 
to extend themselves and to reach an international audience; and 

• successfully combat the potentially isolating experience of the judicial role.  
 
Several core member judges spoke on this final point very eloquently and poignantly. One 
likened their role and their isolation in the courtroom to a quasi-monastic existence, and 
the opportunities that the CEELI Institute provided enabled them both to connect with 
others and to ‘open their mind’: 

I am, this is my courtroom […] I’m close here with, with my files, cases with my parties. It is 
okay, I’m not complaining, but I am here, like, in [a] monastery. So, this is kind of initiative 
open my mind. It opened my mind. Here, I have like my cases, and I can do all day this, that’s 
fine. But it’s not enough for a person, for me, [the] kind of person I am, I really need 
something more. And this initiative really helps me to meet other colleagues, to [be met with] 
other ideas, to improve my ideas, to improve [my mind]. So, this is for me it’s very, very 
valuable [INTERVIEWEE E]. 
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Another judge described this need in terms of the independence of judges, the somewhat 
individualistic nature of judging and judge-craft, and the need to create unions of judges 
to better combat the threats to judicial independence: 

I came to [the] conclusion already a very, very long time ago that it is very important for 
judges, because of their, of their, let’s say, nature of work, because their work is very 
individualistic and they are very, let’s say, separated, and it is very important for them to 
exchange their experience and to think very thoroughly what can be, let’s say, dangerous for 
[the] independence of judiciary and, in this sense, I came a long time ago to a conclusion that 
it is very important for judges, for example, to be members of [a] Union of Judges in different 
countries [INTERVIEWEE B]. 

A third described the issue as judges being isolated on ‘islands’:  
They always say, ‘if you are a judge, you [are] an island,” but when you are connected with 
[a] community of judges from around the world, then you are no longer an island, and that is 
what is significant for me. That I don’t feel any more like an island’ [INTERVIEWEE G]. 

 
A vehicle for self-improvement and professional advancement 
In the survey, a matrix question was designed to ascertain the influence the Network was 
having across a range of dimensions for its members. For each field, respondents were 
asked in a compulsory question to identify across a five-point Likert scale—covering very 
negative to very positive with a neutral midpoint option—the impacts they believe their 
involvement with the Network has had for them personally. Some of these questions 
sought to find out how well the aims and objectives of the CEELI Institute—to combat 
corruption, to support the rule of law, and to foster judicial independence—were being 
experienced by Network members at an individual level; other questions were designed to 
ascertain the acquisition of personal and professional skills, or of perceived prestige and 
status. The responses to these questions can be found in Graph 3 below (noting that the 
questions appeared in the survey in the reverse order than they do here in the chart 
below, starting with ‘my professional skills’). 
 
The majority of the abovementioned matrix questions in survey question 6 directly 
addressed what might be termed the perceived tangible and intangible benefits of 
membership: whether or not the Network had fostered skills acquisition, personal and 
professional development, and peer-to-peer relationships. It was, again, felt by a very 
large majority of respondents across all eight remaining questions in the matrix on these 
topics that participants felt the impacts of their involvement with the Network were either 
‘positive’ or ‘very positive’. This was evident in the combined positive and very positive 
ratings of: professional skills (97%); ability to mentor peers and junior colleagues (85%); 
sense of collegiality and connection with their peers (88%); standing with colleagues 
nationally (83%) or internationally (94%); career advancement and professional 
development (82%); confidence in their work practices and processes (94%); and 
confidence in presenting their work and sharing with peers (91%). Again, no respondents 
felt that their involvement with the Network had impacted negatively, or very negatively, 
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in any category pertaining to personal development and professional advancement. 
Additionally, under 20% of respondents in all questions thought their involvement had a 
neutral (neither positive nor negative) impact on these criteria (see Graph 3).  
 
As was also noted in some of the open-ended responses of the survey, several core 
members similarly appreciated that the CEELI Institute and the Network reached out to 
both younger judges and first instance judges who might not otherwise have 
opportunities to work at a regional or international level. To senior and junior judges 
alike, the Network was valued as providing an important platform to gain greater, ‘higher 
level’ discourse and to extend oneself. As another core member expressed it:  

[…] because it allows me to introduce myself and my knowledge and my experience to a 
broader audience […] You have a saying like this pond is too small, you know, for ambitious 
judges [like] me [INTERVIEWEE A]. 

Several interviewees noted that they valued the opportunities the Network provided them 
in terms of gaining international perspective and experience, as well as providing them 
with opportunities to bring their experiences and expertise in transitioning from non-
democratic to emerging democratic judicial systems to other nations or to other judicial 
contexts internationally. Some spoke of the additional skills these experiences afforded 
them, while others highlighted the benefits of peer-to-peer exchange. The establishment 
of the African Judicial Network based on the CEE model was viewed positively in 
interviews in these terms, as were the collaborations and colloquia with judiciaries in 
other countries such as in Myanmar, Syria, and Tunisia. 
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Graph 1:  This matrix demonstrates the perceived impacts of the members’ 
involvement with the Judicial Exchange Network on various aspects of personal 
and professional development. The four questions pertaining to the promotion of 
democratic values and ethics are highlighted in pale blue; the remaining questions 
pertain to building peer-to-peer relationships and to professional skill acquisition 
(Survey Question 6). 
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Interestingly, one interviewee highlighted the important role the Network had played in 
expanding their knowledge of the international instruments available to promote human 
rights in their country. This example is worth exploring in some detail over this and the 
next section. The interviewee first discussed the power of the Network in facilitating self-
improvement that could have profoundly important knock-on effects for their citizenry: 

[…] the thing that I appreciate most about CEELI—because they give you the perfect 
opportunity to grow. You can choose—if you are not a person of capacity, you can just attend 
and listen, but if you want, if you choose to grow and move forward to stretch yourself […] it 
was like eye-opening for me because I finished my law school in [redacted city, country] and I 
worked my whole career in [same redacted country], but only when I started to work with 
CEELI, I realized that how big opportunities are and how much can we do for our own country 
if we choose to learn internationally all those standards […] and go back home and to give 
all that knowledge to our colleagues and to our citizens. Because when you are improving 
yourself, when you learn in such a beautiful environment speaking with colleagues from all 
over the world, you stretch yourself in your mind, in your thinking and you are more capable 
when you go back to your work in your own country, to give more of yourself to your citizens 
in your respective country. 

Here the interviewee is making a clear connection between the exposure to international 
ideals and standards they experienced at CEELI Institute-organised Network events, and 
how they feel this new knowledge empowered them to bring those ideas home in order to 
apply these principles and laws to cases in their own jurisdiction. 
 
An effective platform to promote the democratic values of the rule of law, anti-
corruption, and judicial independence 
A large majority of respondents in all four categories that tested for these potential 
impacts felt that their involvement with the Network had either positively or very 
positively affected their understanding of these key democratic values. The combined 
figures of positive and very positive ratings were very high: for their understanding of and 
belief in the rule of law (99 % of respondents); their understanding of and belief in judicial 
independence (97%); their sense of ethics and professional responsibilities (94%); and 
their ability to identify and respond to corrupt practices (85%). In all four questions 
(highlighted in Graph 3 in pale blue), large percentages of respondents answered ‘very 
positively’, with over 60% of respondents so answering to the questions on rule of law and 
judicial independence. Significantly, none of the 78 respondents to this question felt that 
their involvement with the Network had impacted negatively or very negatively in any 
category pertaining to democratic values, with under 20% in all four categories saying 
that membership only had a neutral effect (neither positive nor negative) (see Graph 3).  
 
The interviews further illustrate how the Network was instrumental in promoting 
democratic values such as the protection of human rights. When asked for a concrete 
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example of how they felt the benefits of the international perspective that the Judicial 
Network provided had influenced their practice, the previously-described interviewee 
stated:  

[…] for example, I think about these international standards—European Convention of 
Human Rights in basic freedoms, for example. I had one case in my own Court about 
inclusive education […] In that particular case. It was a problem—that we had it all in our 
laws but they did not know how to make it in real life and they refused to give it to that 
child—inclusive education—and, of course, the child and [their] parents and [their] lawyer—
they addressed to my court because it is my, our jurisdiction, to decide on that type of case 
and I […] directly said that we have to do it, no matter what. And because, besides our 
domestic national law, we have this UN Convention about rights of the child, and it is one of 
the rights of the child is right to an education and it’s, of course, inclusive education is 
considered as part of the education and as a result of that, my verdict, that child received an 
inclusive education in a very short period of time.  It was funny that—interesting, actually … 
[a] few months ago … one of the lawyers … of that child. … approached me and said that 
[they were] so thrilled with that decision and said to me that that decision was an example 
and was disseminated among [their] colleagues, and it was a case study—case law, that was 
basic to the other decision in such matter […]. I don’t think that I would be capable to do so, 
if I wasn’t, if I didn’t receive this eye-opening technique [at the] CEELI Institute. I learned 
there to think wider and not only to speak or think, only you know, in, in, in some closed 
environment. Because I knew that I have, I wanted to find a way to help and to apply the law. 
And it was very difficult because the school said, ‘We don’t have an educated person for that’. 
‘We don’t have enough space’. I said ‘I don’t care, you have it in law, you have to find a way 
to make it real’. And they did. 

It was clear from the interview that in the interviewee’s mind there was a direct link 
between their involvement in CEELI Institute-organised Judicial Network events and 
activities, and the kind of ‘eye-opening’ awareness of the international frameworks of law 
which could be applied to their home jurisdiction.  
 
This example demonstrates the potential power of the regional Judicial Network to 
influence judicial thinking and reference points, with significant follow-on effects to the 
kinds of judgments, precedents, and case law being produced. This possibility was 
explained by the interviewee as the ‘international language’ spoken by Network members 
at Network events, as regional judges seek to engage with each other in a common 
language, found through international laws and conventions: 

[…] when we speak in our group in our, in our Network in [the] CEELI institute, we speak 
internationally. Yes, we can share our national experience. But [the] thing is that we try to 
find the links between all these legislations and the only way to find that link is international, 
was international laws and conventions. 

 
A highly-valued membership for its core group of members 
It was clear from all of the interviews conducted that membership of the Network was 
likely to have high value, and be of great importance, to its core members. Given that the 
interviews were with ‘deep’ stakeholders, who had, by definition, invested a lot of time 
and energy into the Network, this is unsurprising. What was interesting, however, was the 
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diversity of reasons given across the seven interviews for attributing their membership a 
high value. Some interviewees found the value of their membership difficult to describe 
given its multifarious nature:  

That is a—kind of hard to describe in words. Because you cannot describe it with one 
or two or three words. I could probably write a paper on it. Because it is a mixture of 
everything: of possibilities, of interaction, of fulfilment, of being prosperous; being in 
a, in an opportunity to develop yourself, not only as a judge, but also as a person 
[INTERVIEWEE G]. 

Several core members in interviews mentioned being ‘honoured’, or that it was a 
‘privilege’, when discussing their involvement in the Network, or being asked to represent 
it. This feeling was prompted by describing being asked to join the Network; to present 
work at a Network event or annual conference; to be invited to join faculty; or to represent 
the CEELI Institute at an international forum as a CEELI ambassador. Several members of 
the judiciary described their involvement as being significant for them: 

[It] was [an] honour to take part [in] the annual conference, because there was a lot of 
distinguished colleagues, whom I admire. And the level was really high at the annual 
conference […] So working on important [issues, such as the] transparency of [the] judiciary, 
especially in countries, socialist countries, it’s a big issue. So, it was a privilege for me to 
present our experience [to] my colleagues at CEELI. It meant a lot to me [INTERVIEWEE A]. 

Or, as another put it: 
So, I graduate [from] that course and they remembered my name and […] they invited me to 
be Member […] I was very proud of this. It was an honour for me […] so 10 years ago, for a 
judge or prosecutors to be invited in some, let’s say, international event, was something very 
exceptional […] I published my CV in different places, I always put that, mentioned, I was 
part of that European Network, under the umbrella of CEELI […] It’s very important for me 
[INTERVIEWEE F]. 

When one interviewee was prompted further to explain where this sense of honour or 
privilege was derived, the interviewee described it in terms of their position as a 
representative of their court and their country, rather than in terms of personal 
achievement or career advancement: 

It was [a] privilege for me to represent my country and [the] experience [of] our courts. I 
always see my role as a representative of [my country’s] judiciary. So, I don’t see it as a status 
for me or something. Of course, it’s a, it’s a recognition of […] my abilities. Somebody, 
someone, recognized my work and my efforts, so it’s not a mistake […] that I’m there. But 
always, I see myself as a representative of my colleagues, my judiciary, here in my country … 
[INTERVIEWEE A]. 

One judge spoke about the pride they felt in being termed ‘a CEELI judge’ and 
representing the CEELI Institute in international contexts. This interviewee even 
mentioned that there was a need to define what it means to be called ‘a CEELI judge’ (as 
they saw this term being used in different contexts) and this might be something worth 
promoting on the CEELI Institute website to better establish a commonly understood 
definition [INTERVIEWEE G]. It was clear across the interviews that not only did core 
members get a lot out of their connections, but they were giving a lot back. Core members 
appeared to be playing a key role in the Network’s success, being active in the promotion 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 30 

of the Network more generally. This was evident through their recruitment efforts and 
their promotion of the Network’s various publications, podcasts and seminars, as well as 
through their interactions with the CEELI Institute in helping direct the thematic and 
topical content of the online and in-person courses being run through the Network.   
 
The Network can facilitate important relationships and a sense of belonging: the 
‘CEELI Family’  
Core member interviews gave a strong sense that these deep stakeholders saw the 
Network as more than just a professional organisation in which they were involved. Many 
spoke of the Network and the CEELI Institute interchangeably in such discussions. One 
interviewee described the Network as ‘probably one of the crucial parts of my professional, 
you know, existence’ [INTERVIEWEE D]. Another suggested it was more than just a network 
of professional colleagues but of friends: ‘[N]ot only [a] professional network but also [a] 
friendly network’ [INTERVIEWEE E]. This interview later clarified that their friendships 
extended not only to their Network peers but that they had also formed friendships with 
CEELI Institute personnel. Some went further. When being asked to think if there was 
anything more to add at the close of one interview, such was the depth of feeling that the 
core member had of the relationships with the CEELI Institute and the Network it supports 
that they spoke of it in very personal terms: ‘[…] of course, we could speak about it [for] 
hours and days—and I [have] always said that when I speak about CEELI, I consider them as 
my second family’ [INTERVIEWEE C]. This term was echoed by another who mentioned:  

You know, there is a term, “CEELI family” And you often, so to say, stumble across 
that CEELI family. Because I can easily contact now, if I have any kind of question, or 
we could organize some roundtable on some lectures with colleagues that I met at 
CEELI [INTERVIEWEE G]. 

The claim of family was in part justified as they saw the CEELI Institute as protecting their 
family members: ‘they also stay behind the CEELI Members when they got in trouble in their 
own countries because of their activities’ [INTERVIEWEE G]. 
 
Many core member interviewees noted the importance of the informal activities that 
happen around the formal meeting structures to help foster the strong sense of 
community and belonging that the Judicial Network and, by its supporting role, the CEELI 
Institute helped provide its members. As put by one interviewee: 

And we had a great time at CEELI at the dinners afterwards. That is all important, it’s not just 
lectures it’s also the time you spend with those colleagues after the formal part of the 
meetings […] Well, you know, I think that that is a need that has the roots in some ancient 
times. When, you know, when you had some manufacturers and they had their associations, 
from medieval times, so you have actually for judges—European organization of judges—you 
have a world organization of judges, but you don’t get it—[the] kind of bonds between 
judges, because we can’t all be a part of those activities. We don’t go to European judge’s 
meetings. But at CEELI you always get someone new in the community. There is always—the 
community is always spreading, changing. Someone left [the] community of CEELI members, 
someone came in, and you always meet new people [INTERVIEWEE G]. 
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One interviewee described the kinds of discussions that happen when determining the 
program as an ideal, egoless sort of community where everybody is pulling together 
toward one common goal. They described a supportive and positive space in which 
members are enabled to do things productively, supported by the atmosphere created by 
what they called a ‘one-of-a-kind’ organisation, noting: ‘… in here everyone has a voice. In 
CEELI everyone has a voice’ [INTERVIEWEE G]. The other interviewee who had a strong 
sense of being part of the CEELI Institute family noted that the successful community 
feeling was in part about feeling valued and appreciated for your contributions: 

Because every one of us needs attention we all need to feel that we are appreciated, that we 
are important and I try, and trying to make real that sense of community that I felt in CEELI 
Institute. That we all, each member of our community, that it is of [the] highest importance, 
because if that’s the truth, we cannot function without each other—right? We give best 
results if we are all included, and if we are all satisfied, and I think that those forums […] 
showed us how we can do that. Because that is a perfect way where every each one of us had 
an opportunity to express herself or his opinion, give some suggestions and feel that he or 
she is [a] very important and valuable member of that community [INTERVIEWEE C]. 

 
The CEELI Institute and the Network play an important role in validating judges who 
fight for democratic values 
It was clear from the interviews that for several core members, the CEELI Institute and the 
Network played an important role in validating and supporting their individual efforts to 
advance the rule of law and promote democratic values in their country and region. It was 
mentioned by more than one judge that the CEELI Institute could more directly and visibly 
highlight on its website the work of core and active members who had contributed 
significantly to events and publications, in order to raise the profile of the Institute and its 
champions. It was seen that this would enhance the legitimating role that CEELI might 
play in supporting judiciaries in their efforts to fight corruption and defend judicial 
independence. This was also seen as a potentially useful recruitment strategy. Having 
well-known regional judges better publicised on the CEELI Institute website might make 
the Institute less of an unknown entity to judicial networks in countries in the region that 
are not yet represented in the Network membership. 
 
Some judges described this in terms of the abovementioned honour of their membership 
as being akin to a kind of validation of the work they had been doing in their own country 
or region. In particular, for one participant, this was an important part of their 
membership as it helped raise their profile beyond their immediate region, in support of 
their personal efforts to promote anti-corruption policies and the rule of law: 

But when you are invited in these kind of events, when you are [the] leader of some project 
[…] yes, indeed, somehow they validated, CEELI validate my activities, and my importance, 
you know. I’m not so important, only [within my home country], but now I became important 
for this part of Europe, East European countries and, yes, it was[a] very, [great] honour for 
me [INTERVIEWEE F]. 
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One interviewee further discussed the potential role the CEELI Institute might play in 
providing further support to those speaking out against corruption (either through 
protests or strikes) and those facing hardships while defending judicial independence and 
the rule of law at the coalface. 
 
In this context, it was also noted that it might be fruitful to expand the membership to 
include prosecutors at CEELI Institute events and discussions, as they are critical to the 
fight against corruption and to help maintain an independent judiciary. On this final point, 
one interviewee explained this need regarding the distinctions between common law and 
civil law legal systems and the relative role of the prosecutor in bringing corruption cases 
to court: 

I know from the American point of view, there is the distinction between judges and 
prosecutors. But in our former communist countries, prosecutors have a status more closely 
to the status of judges. And okay, their [attributes] are different, the judges sit in chair, they 
decide, and prosecutors accuse, but is very important to have an independence of—
prosecutors who have independent investigation, criminal investigation, against politicians 
and so on. That’s the reason in our countries, in other countries, we have a big focus on 
prosecutors. And we try to [strengthen] their role. But CEELI, till now, they didn’t accept … 
CEELI doesn’t accept to involve somehow prosecutors or to discuss about prosecutors […] 
From my point of view … it’s impossible to discuss … [a] good investigation without the 
independent prosecutors [INTERVIEWEE F]. 

While expansion of the membership and the remit of the Network (even its geographic 
boundaries) were being promoted by some judges in the interviews, these opinions were 
tempered by the views of others that there was still a need to maintain some sort of focus 
on the key themes of the rule of law, the independence of the judiciary, and anti-
corruption as the Network’s core business, particularly given recent threats to all three. 
One mentioned the need to look more structurally at how rule of law was better protected 
in some countries than in others, and to use the platform of the Network to engage in 
discussions to help determine why this was the case—what is the structural mix of 
politics, legislation and organisations that underpin greater stability? [INTERVIEWEE B]. 
 
The Network is likely to be valued by, and is beneficial to, the majority of its 
membership 
It was clear from the above overwhelmingly positive responses from participants 
regarding their opinions of the Network’s impacts that a large majority of participants 
viewed their involvement in the Network in ‘positive’ or ‘very positive’ terms. Network 
membership, by those measures alone, could be interpreted as being of value to 
members. This was particularly evident in the question that sought to gauge impacts 
across the different dimensions that a member’s involvement in the Network might 
influence, as outlined above, but it was also evident in the responses to the open-ended 
questions.  
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As summarised earlier in Table 3, over half responded, some in detail, to the optional 
open-ended question that asked what participants ‘valued the most’ about the Network.11 
Several also stated that what they valued the most was the professionalism of the 
supporting organisation. It should be noted, however, that membership may not be 
universally valued by respondents, as just over 10%12 did not see themselves as direct 
beneficiaries from their involvement with the Network (see Graph 4 below).  
 
Membership likely to have many perceived beneficiaries, not just to individual 
members 
The survey also sought to understand who are perceived as the main beneficiaries of the 
Network’s activities and of membership in the Network. Participants were asked to ‘tick 
all that apply’ from a list of possible beneficiaries, with the results shown in Graph 4 
below. 
 

 
 

Graph 4: To show respondents’ views on who they think benefits from their work 
with the Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network (where 
respondents chose all beneficiaries that apply) (Survey Question 7).13 

 
As discussed, a large majority of respondents saw themselves as directly benefitting from 
their involvement. The next highest number of respondents noted the judiciary of their 
country as a beneficiary (around 65%), and nearly 63% of respondents further noted their 
peers and colleagues at their place of work and/or the members of the Judicial Exchange 

 
11 While 45 survey participants responded to this open-ended question; 33 participants skipped it. 
12 This was a compulsory question and 89.7% of respondents ticked ‘myself’ as being a direct beneficiary of their 
involvement in the Network; meaning just over 10% of respondents did not see themselves as benefitting from their 
membership.   
13 In response to ‘Other, please specify’, two participants noted, separately, a national association of judges and the media. 
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Network as beneficiaries. Some 52% of respondents saw court users as beneficiaries, and 
‘court staff and personnel’ had 41% respondents agreeing they were also beneficiaries. 
The ‘judiciary internationally’ had 33% of respondents while ‘the wider public in my 
country’ and ‘Civil Society Organisations’ were felt to benefit by some 28% and 26% of 
respondents respectively. No respondents felt that nobody benefitted.  
 
Majority likely to attend Network events annually and as participants in person or 
online 
Many respondents attended Network events (both online and in person) annually (44%), 
with around 25% of respondents attending less frequently than this, around 22% 
attending more frequently, and the remainder preferring not to say (see Graph 5 below for 
the full breakdown).  
 

 
 
Graph 5: To show the online survey sample population’s frequency of attendance 
at Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network events (Survey 
Question 5) 

 
Of those who filled in the survey, most had participated in training events either in Prague 
or online. The full breakdown of events and activities engaged with by survey respondents 
can be found below in Graph 6. 
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Graph 6: To show respondents’ experiences with the Network and its activities, as 
disclosed by survey respondents; respondents were asked to ‘tick all that apply’ 
(Survey Question 4).14 

 

Members likely to maintain connections outside of Network events 
It was clear from the survey results that some members were active in maintaining links 
with other Network members outside of Network events. At least for survey responders, 
engagement with formal Network events is most likely to happen only on an annual or 
less frequent basis, but it appears that there exists a shadow network of peer-to-peer 
dialogue across the membership that happens outside the Network’s formal program. 
Nearly 73% of those surveyed claimed that they maintained contact with other Network 
members outside of Network events, whereas the remaining 27% do not. Those who do 
keep in contact were asked to indicate the various means by which they do so (ticking all 
modes of contact that apply to them). Here the results show that where contact is 
maintained outside the events, it is most commonly maintained via email (for 75% of 
respondents), while 50% use social media, 39% online and in-person meetings, 34% other 
formal events such as conferences, and 23% social gatherings. This is yet another 
indicator that the connections that members have forged through the Network are valued 
as they are being pursued on a private and personal scale through different mediums to 
‘keep the conversation going’. 
 
Members likely to be mid to late career and recent recruits 
The survey data suggest that membership may have been given a significant boost by the 
training, online events and other recruitment activities of the past two years, as the 
majority of respondents (around 53%) indicated they had joined the Network in the past 2 
years (see Graph 7). The impetus for joining may have stemmed from the pandemic and 
the intensified need it created for people to connect with colleagues, as well as from 
increased efforts of organising institutions to connect with members and others outside 

 
14 In ‘other’, respondents specified things such as helping organise a conference for the CEELI Institute, promoting 
guidelines, participating in annual conferences, and translating other CEELI Institute-organised publications. 
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the Network. A further 14% of respondents stated they were members for three to four 
years, and nearly 15% of respondents have been members for five years or more. 
 

 

Graph 7: To show the number of years online survey respondents have been with 
the Network (Survey Question 3) 

 
When asked to indicate their level of experience, the largest group (47.5%) indicated that 
they were in the later stages of their career with more than 15 years’ experience in their 
current role, while just over 42.5% were mid-career (5-15 years’ experience) and just under 
9% were early career (less than 5 years’ experience)15.  
 
 
Utility and usefulness of publications 
The majority of survey respondents saw the publications16 emerging from Network events 
and activities as either ‘useful’ or ‘very useful’. Again, it was striking that none of the 78 
respondents saw any publication as ‘not useful’. Only a small margin – less than 10% 
across the board (and as little as 2.6% for the Remote Judging publication) – saw the 
publications as being only ‘somewhat useful’ (see Graph 8 for the full breakdown of 
respondent views by publication below, including the proportion of respondents who 
were ‘unable to say’).17 Members were further asked to give their opinions on the 

 
15 1% of respondents preferred not to say. 

16 Network publications; A. Judicial Manual and Addendum, available https://ceeliinstitute.org/manual-on-independence-
impartiality-and-integrity-of-justice-a-thematic-compilation-of-international-standards-policies-and-best-practices/ B. 
Practical Guidelines on Use of Social Media by Judges: Central and Eastern European Context, available 
https://ceeliinstitute.org/practical-guidelines-on-use-of-social-media-by-judgesentral-and-eastern-european-context/ 
C. Practical Guidelines on Remote Judging in CEE, available https://ceeliinstitute.org/practical-guidelines-for-remote-
judging/ 
17 There were an equally small number of respondents who opted for ‘unable to say’. 
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publications in an open-ended question, answers for which have been summarised and 
paraphrased below in Table 4. 
 

 
 
Graph 8: To show respondents’ views of the three Network publications (the two 
guidelines and one manual with addendum) (Survey Question 8). 

 
 

Commentary regarding the publications Number of survey 
respondents with this 
(or similar) advice or 

comment 
USEFUL PRACTICAL GUIDANCE: They are practical, 
practice-led, very informative, and internationally 
relevant; useful for work and general education; 
publications have great value for not only judges but 
other participants in court proceedings; the Judicial 
Manual ‘is like an atlas’ for the judicial system’s 
principles and rules. 

7 

GREAT EXPERIENCE TO COMPILE: Working on the 
publications was useful, interesting, and a worthwhile 
endeavour; current process and policy of development, 
translation, and promotion of publications is very 
efficient. 

3 

NEED FOR FURTHER TRANSLATED EDITIONS: 
Publications should be translated into the languages of 
all members of the Network; translation into Albanian 
would be useful as it could make the work accessible to 

3 
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several Albanian-speaking regions; all of them should be 
translated in our national languages and distributed to 
the Judicial Councils, Judges Academy, and judges. 
LENGTH OF PUBLICATION REQUIRES CONSIDERATION: 
The Judicial Manual is so broad that it might be usefully 
re-formatted into a smaller volumes to make it more 
accessible; the Remote Judging and Social Media guides 
are useful due to their succinct length (‘not 
overwhelming’). 

2 

NEED TO KEEP THEM UP TO DATE: As the situation across 
the judiciary globally and regionally evolves and 
changes, so too should the guidelines be revised from 
time to time to keep them updated. 

1 

 
Table 4: To summarise the suggestions made in the open-ended question that 
sought further feedback and commentary on the publications (Survey Question 
9).18  
 

Further areas for improvement 
Many survey respondents stated that nothing should be changed about the Network and 
its organisation. Several survey participants, when presented with this opportunity to 
provide more critical feedback, simply noted that things were satisfactory, or very 
satisfactory, and that the CEELI Institute and Network organisers should simply ‘keep up 
the excellent work’. They did this either without providing any suggestions for 
improvement or after providing one or a series of suggestions in the previous open-ended 
question.19  
 
However, many respondents did use this opportunity to provide valuable information and 
useful feedback on the various ways in which they felt that the Network might be 

 
18 Only a small number of respondents chose to answer this optional question (n=28). 
19 Other encouraging comments in the open-ended responses included: ‘never worked with a better organisation, so 
nothing to improve’; ‘current model is functioning great and it’s very efficient’; ‘CEELI events are very well organised, I am 
very impressed’; ‘experience has been positive’, ‘keep up the good work!’; ‘In fact CEELI is doing the Best, we would like to 
learn their practice and implement in my country’, ‘the online training was very well organised’; ‘[these] 10 years were 
[worthwhile], thank you!’; ‘thank you for your efforts! J’; ‘Great job!’; ‘I hope that CEELI will continue to connect us all in 
this region and further, because that gives me the opportunities to participate in activities that I otherwise would not have 
the opportunity. I like a lot that you invite to activities first instance judges and you give them a chance to show their 
knowledge and capabilities they otherwise wouldn't be able to show’; ‘I hope you will have enough funds and enthusiasm 
to go on with your work for as many years as possible J’; ‘Wishing to continue like this for a long time’; ‘Thank very much 
for the possibility to become a member of CEELI Judicial Network’; ‘Thank CEELI for all opportunities and very useful 
seminars/workshops. Keep going!’; ‘CEELI's Network is unique and very important, it gives us judges from the region an 
opportunity, a platform for exchange, interconnection and sharing’. 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 39 

improved in the future.20 These have been paraphrased and summarised, for the sake of 
brevity, in Table 5 below.  
 
 

General Suggestions to improve the Judicial Network Number of survey 
respondents with this 

(or similar) advice 
OTHER PLATFORMS / FORMATS TO FACILITATE MEMBER 
DIALOGUE AND LEARNING: A chatroom on the webpage 
of the CEELI Institute could be used for the members of 
the Network to ask opinions from other members on 
relevant issues; organising exchange events to network 
for new contacts; more moments to share experiences; 
more interactive / workshop style learning events; more 
connections between academia and practice; more 
participant involvement; combining sessions with 
research about legal education of judiciary.  

7 

EXPANSION OF TOPICS AND LEARNING APPROACHES: 
More topics covered, including: case management, 
judicial ethics, and innovative methods of judicial 
administration (training preferably conducted in person); 
more on European regulations of civil law; program 
could be even more specific for different approaches of 
the same issues in different countries; how to improve 
learning methods for judges— comparing approaches in 
new democracies with old democracies; judicial ethics 
(e.g., reconciling judicial independence with media 
freedoms, use of AI for judgements); insolvency. 

7 

MORE IN-PERSON (OFFLINE) EVENTS: More and more in-
person sessions to share international experience with 
participants; more gatherings generally of the Network 
to increase educational opportunities for judges; 
meetings should be held offline; the in-person 
conferences in Prague are very important, but more local 
sessions to be able to reach more CEE judges. 

5 

TO EXPAND THE NETWORK’S GEOGRAPHICAL REMIT: 
Potential places to expand include: Judges from Central 

4 

 
20 Some of the interviewees may have also filled in the anonymous survey. This means they may have made similar 
recommendations in both the survey and the interview, resulting in numbers that might be inflated through double-
counting (i.e., one person making a comment in the survey, and then seeing the same point made in the interviews does 
not necessarily equate to two people holding this view).  
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Asia; new colleagues from other EU countries, EU 
candidate countries, and Council of Europe countries; 
expand more into the post-Soviet countries; new 
partners in Central and Eastern Europe.  
EXPANSION OF TYPE OF MEMBER POSSIBLE: Involve not 
only court officials, but also other groups working on 
court-related issues; reach out to a wider circle of users. 

2 

EXPAND PROMOTIONAL ACTIVITIES AND OUTREACH TO 
RELEVANT ORGANISATIONS: To inform about the 
developments and activities of the CEELI Institute 
through national legal professional organizations 
(Judges’ training centres/ academies, bar associations, 
prosecutors’ offices, etc.). 

1 

MAINTAIN FOCUS ON CORE ISSUES: Return the focus 
back to the rule of law and independence of judiciary 
issues facing European countries, particularly because 
the situation in both of these areas is getting worse in 
some of these countries. 

1 

ALLOW FOR A GREATER DIVERSITY OF NATIONAL VOICES: 
There are benefits from hearing more from ‘less popular’ 
[less well-represented] countries in the Network, and to 
give the floor more to their representatives, in order to 
better understand the global context and political (and 
implicitly judicial) shifts and trends internationally. 

1 

FURTHER FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR MEMBERS 
ATTENDING: Help with financing travel costs from home 
to airport, they can be huge. 

1 

GREATER PRESENCE IN HOME COUNTRIES: Each year 
should be organized a conference in each country from 
CEE. 

1 

 
Table 5: To summarise respondent suggestions for ways that the Network could be 
improved, and any further constructive comments about the Network (Survey 
Questions 11 and 12).21 
 

 
21 In Question 11, respondents were prompted that their answer could touch upon any aspect, including programming, 
organization, and running of events, activities, conferences, accommodation, staff, communication, or anything else the 
respondent could think of. Question 12 was entirely open, simply asking if there was anything else the survey participant 
wanted to add that the survey had not covered; 42 respondents answered Question 11, while 30 answered Question 12. 
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Core members contributed useful ideas for improving the Network beyond the comments 
and recommendations discussed above. Following are some additional ideas that echoed 
those found in the survey, the below points being paraphrased from the interview data: 

• The need to overcome language barriers to enable wider recruitment and 
participation of members in places where the use of English is not widespread.  

• In the past, the CEELI Institute has helped members organise Network events and 
activities in member countries and across judicial organizations in the region. 
Some interviewees made positive comments about this and stated that they 
hoped it would continue.  

• While keen to acknowledge and show appreciation for the CEELI Institute’s 
support for its members in the form of providing accommodation, travel, and 
catering to attend events in Prague, respondents noted that for some prospective 
members who live in more remote areas, the additional costs involved in attending 
could effectively prohibit their participating in Network activities and events. 
These costs might include transport to and from the airport, sometimes incurring 
hours of travel, and hidden costs such as childcare. As such, providing additional 
bursaries, for which members could apply, to cover such costs might enable more 
potential members to participate in Network events and activities. All processes 
for reimbursement should be smooth, easy, and not time-consuming,  and they 
should avoid creating further barriers to participation.   

• The CEELI Institute were encouraged to consider sending regular newsletters or 
other updates to judiciary and ministries and departments of justice regionally on 
behalf of the Network to make the activities, findings and publications better 
known and more visible regionally. 

 
All of the interviewees spoke very positively about the CEELI Institute as an organisation 
and institution that supported its efforts. Several judges also noted the high quality of the 
support that they received from the Institute; some commented on the professionalism 
and friendliness of its staff. However, it was raised by one respondent that there might 
potentially be a need for more administrative support for the curriculum and programs 
team at CEELI. 
 

6. CAVEATS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH 
 
Due to the tight time frame of this research, several caveats are necessary regarding the 
findings reported above and the conclusions that have been drawn from them, expanded 
upon below.  

• There was insufficient time to robustly test and iteratively refine the wording of the online 
survey and interview questions. Likewise, time was too short to have the survey findings 
feed into the design of the interviews, which could have increased their probity and utility. 
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Particularly given that English is not the first language for many survey respondents, 
future work of this nature should factor in time for the adequate piloting and refining of 
research instruments.  

• All of the research was conducted in English and none of the research instruments were 
translated into participants’ native languages. As such, this may have inadvertently 
caused misunderstandings and misinterpretations between the research team and the 
participants. This was mitigated somewhat in the interviews through the dialogic 
approach, in which meaning-making is shared and interpretation is continually being 
checked during the interview. However, similar mitigation was not possible for the online 
questionnaire due to the limitations of the format.    

• The sample population in the survey (n=78) collected may not present a wholly accurate 
representation of the overall membership population (n=358). There appeared to be a 
partial to fair match on gender and proportional representation of nationality across the 
survey sample when compared with the full membership. Due to the limitations of the 
time and scope of this research it was not possible to fully review the cumulative 
quantitative data the CEELI Institute holds regarding attendance, demographics, and 
engagement of Network members over the past 10 years. 

• Future research work might consider the following areas for data collection and analysis in 
relation to monitoring and assessing the effectiveness of the Judicial Network, its outputs, 
and its activities: 

o The compilation of basic statistics regarding the penetration of Network 
membership at a national level as compared to total national judicial numbers 
was out of the scope of this research. However, as highlighted in response to 
Research Question A, to gauge the scope and influence of the Network more 
accurately across member states, such annual benchmarking figures might be 
usefully added to annual or bi-annual CEELI reporting activities. 

o The CEELI Institute could strengthen its monitoring and evaluation of the program 
by routinely gathering several forms of descriptive statistics about the Judicial 
Exchange Network, including cumulative statistics on who attends what events 
and who contributes to which publications, as well as more comprehensive 
demographic data on members (e.g., who attended what and at what career stage 
were they at the time, when they joined the Network, what role or job they have). 
Future evaluation planning could include more sophisticated analysis of any 
quantitative data collected in which potential relationships between various 
variables might be usefully explored.  

o Collecting annual figures on academic and judicial citations of the works across 
member states might also shed light on the impact of the Network and its 
activities on scholarship (see example below from searching the publications 
using Google scholar) and what is occurring in courts (when and where the reports 
are being cited as evidence). It may also be worth closely tracking and 
documenting the influence of publications in policy circles across member states, 
as interviews seemed to suggest the publications were influencing the drafting of 
legislation. Tracking this sort of influence could provide another potent indicator 
of impact.   
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Figure 1: Image to show screenshot of an example of how citation of CEELI Institute 
reports might be tracked using Google Scholar.  
 

• The interview data collected for this report were very rich in information and the short 
time frame limited the detail that could be included in this report. It would perhaps be 
fruitful for the CEELI Institute in the short term to plan further investigation, analysis, and 
discussion on the summarised interview data to determine how best to capitalise on the 
findings and to identify further recommendations to improve the overall experience and 
effectiveness of the Network. 

 
 

7. CONCLUSIONS 
 
It is clear from the evaluation that the data support the assertion that the key aims and 
objectives of the Network are largely being met. This evaluation found that:  

• This peer-to-peer network of Central and Eastern European judges appears well-
established and actively maintained through both formal and informal channels 
across member states. 

• Of those surveyed, a majority of members view the Network as an important and 
useful platform for exchanging, sharing, and disseminating best practices. They 
appreciate access to academic and expert views on practice, but particularly note the 
benefits of sharing practitioner experiences and perspectives amongst colleagues. 
Interviews further supported this claim. 

• Of those surveyed, a majority reported that their membership in the Network had a 
‘positive’ or ‘very positive’ impact upon their understanding of a range of 
democratic values such as judicial independence, anti-corruption, and the rule of 
law. There is evidence of active and ongoing discussions regarding associated issues 
such as transparency, accountability, efficiency, and ethics that the Network initiates 
and supports through its activities. Again, the interviews further supported this claim. 

• The Network has developed useful models and tools through its in-person and 
online events, and its outreach activities into the region and beyond. In particular, the 
production of its manuals and guidelines that facilitate the sharing of judicial best 
practices across the region appear to be having impact. These activities also seem 
to be both regular and ongoing. 

• The data suggest that the Network, in formal and informal ways,  facilitates the 
training and mentoring of judges and their associates across member states. 
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• Interpretation of the interview data suggests the emergence of leaders who are 
active in their fight against corruption and in their efforts to support the rule of 
law across member states, who may play a role as ‘force multipliers’ by encouraging 
others to similarly fight corruption. 

 
Further, this evaluation has pointed to potential ways in which the above aims and 
objectives of the Network might more efficiently or effectively be met. Addressing some of 
the constructive criticisms offered by Network members in this evaluation might further 
improve member satisfaction, along with helping the CEELI Institute better meet key 
ambitions for the Network to materially assist in advancing the rule of law in the region 
more generally. Finally, the evaluation has shown the true potential of the Network to 
provide judges with a much-needed community of peers. As stated above, one of the 
respondents eloquently underlined the significance of connections provided by the 
Network by noting that she no longer felt like ‘an island’ [INTERVIEWEE G]. It was clear 
from the evaluation exercise that respondents valued and appreciated the opportunities 
provided by the Network to judges, as some of them otherwise find their role solitary and 
isolating. The evaluation contains many strong indicators of a prevalent desire for the 
Network to continue due to the various benefits that participants get from membership. 
 
In order to clarify the conclusions that can be made from the findings, particularly given 
the nature of the data collection exercise upon which they are based and the limitations of 
the data obtained, the following sub-sections of the conclusions will directly address the 
six research questions posed in Section 4.1. These will be organised according to the 
potential impacts of the Network on the four identified frames of influence: professional 
networks, peer-to-peer relationships, individual members, and the role of the institution 
supporting the Network (the CEELI Institute). 
 

7.1 Professional Groups (judicial networks) 

A) How much influence and penetration has the Network achieved across the 
judiciary of Central and Eastern Europe (within and without CEELI Institute-
organised activities and events)?22 
The data revealed useful information regarding how the Network is expanding and why. 
The data suggested core members interviewed are very active in promoting and 
encouraging membership amongst their regional and local colleagues in both formal and 
informal ways. Survey data further revealed a desire, at least among some members, for 
membership type and scope to expand beyond the current make-up to include other roles 

 
22 While the findings collected in this study shed light on this question, it is important to acknowledge that a complete 
answer to this question, in quantitative terms, was beyond the scope of this project. The language barrier and time limitation 
for delivery of this report made it difficult to ascertain and check judicial figures in each of the member countries against 
membership numbers. As such this report does not contain a clear picture of how membership numbers compare against 
total potential membership numbers and, therefore, the percentage of each member state’s judiciary are members. Finding 
this information may, however, be useful for targeting future recruitment activities. 
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(such as prosecutors and other court personnel), as well as to venture into other 
geographic regions, both in the near vicinity—such as other far Eastern European 
countries and Central Asia—as well as further afield. The survey showed also that Network 
activity was not confined to Network-organised formal events. Further, the survey seems 
to suggest that Network membership may have received a significant boost during the 
pandemic years as just over 50% of survey respondents indicated they have been 
members for two years or less. Given the important role that core members appear to play 
in the promotion of the group and its activities, and in recruitment of members, it may be 
that recruitment and appointment of core members from earmarked areas of future 
growth in membership might be a useful strategy to encourage membership in targeted 
regions. The study also suggested that language may be a barrier for increasing 
membership, and that local language events or more simultaneous translation services at 
Prague events23 might increase membership and promote greater access of the Network 
in particular regional areas.  
 
B) What have the institutional benefits been to judicial organisations within member 
states of the Network by having members of their judiciary active within the 
Network? 
Institutional benefits revealed in the data appear to have been broad. They encompass 
the role that publications can play in helping steer legislation and in supporting members 
to bring new knowledge back to their local jurisdiction, and helping influence the way 
local courts operate. The study’s findings also indicated that survey participants 
perceived that members’ involvement indirectly benefitted a range of groups, including 
local colleagues, local court staff, and local and international judiciaries. To a perceived 
lesser extent, these indirect beneficiaries also included court users, the general public and 
civil society organisations. The findings make clear that surveyed members perceive 
Network membership as positively or very positively affecting their understanding of 
important democratic principles such as the rule of law, the independence of the judiciary 
and ethical professional issues. This may then indirectly benefit judicial organisations that 
seek to prevent or fight corruption.    
 

7.2 Peer-to-Peer Relationships (collegiality) 

C) Has attending CEELI Institute events and activities supported individual members 
making significant and long-lasting connections with their peers, regionally as well 
as internationally? 
Interviews with core membership suggests that member connections to the Network can 
be significant, important, long-lasting and substantive. More surveying is needed to 

 
23 The CEELI Institute has noted, however, after reviewing the final draft of this report, that for most training events there 
is simultaneous translation to Serbo/Croatian/ Bosnian, and usually there is Russian translation provided at the annual 
conference of the Judicial Exchange Network. The Institute expects to continue this practice. Due to space limitations, 
having more than two simultaneous language translations is not feasible. 
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determine how widespread this feeling of community and collegiality is, especially among 
Network members not in the core group. Among those who responded about what they 
liked or valued about their involvement in the Network, the most frequent comment was 
the capacity to connect, interact, and share ideas with their peers regionally and 
internationally. Many also liked or valued informal Network activity mainly private but 
also public or semi-public, and taking place through various channels outside the formal 
program of Network events. This suggests that once membership is established, the long-
lasting connections and sense of community that core members refer to does not rely 
solely on CEELI Institute-organised activities but is further fostered by the individual 
actions of its members.  
 
D) What have been the tangible and intangible benefits of these connections to 
individual members?  
Surveyed members indicated a strong feeling that membership delivers both tangible and 
intangible benefits, including fostering of skills acquisition, personal and professional 
development and peer-to-peer relationships, and support for understanding of key 
democratic values and processes. These findings were further reflected in the core 
member interview data, where greater details as to the exact nature of professional skills 
or the kinds of collegiate relationships fostered by the Network for some of its members 
were articulated. They also uncovered further intangible benefits, such as a strong sense 
of belonging or of a community and even, for some, of being part of a second family. For 
other interviewees the Network as a whole and the relationship with the CEELI Institute 
provided important and vital validation for their individual efforts fighting corruption, 
defending the rule of law, and promoting an independent judiciary.   
 

7.3 Individual Members (personal and professional development) 

E) To what extent are Network members satisfied with the activities of the Network 
and feel benefits from their association with it? 
As stated by one survey respondent, ‘I see only advantages of being a part of the Central 
and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network’. This sentence reflects the tone of the 
data set overall. The evaluation exercise was remarkable for the overwhelmingly positive 
responses of respondents to the Network and its activities, a true lack of any major or 
significant negative criticisms, and the constructive nature of any criticisms of the 
Network and its organisation. However, it should be noted again that just over 10% of 
surveyed members indicated that their membership did not directly benefit themselves, 
implying that their membership was of more direct benefit to the membership at large, 
court users, the judiciary internationally, and others24. Further investigation into the 

 
24 This can be said as this was a compulsory question, and while no respondent ticked ‘none of the above’, not every 
respondent noted that they themselves benefitted from their membership and all 78 respondents completed this 
question.  
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causes of this small group’s potential dissatisfaction with membership might be 
warranted in the future.   
 
F) How do members characterise the particular benefits that have resulted from their 
membership and involvement in CEELI Institute-organised events and activities for 
the Network? 
Surveyed members described a wide range of benefits of Network involvement, spanning 
both the professional and the personal. Perceived benefits encompassed the 
abovementioned valued connections with colleagues as well as: the platform to discuss 
problems and issues; the opportunity to learn about the broader regional and 
international judicial contexts in which members are a part; the chance to develop 
professional and personal skills; the opportunities to form and cement professional and 
personal relationships; and a sense of better understanding a range of key democratic 
values, principles, and processes.  
 

7.4 The Institution: The CEELI Institute (the supporting organisation behind the Network) 

G) How effective did members find the CEELI Institute’s approach to training, 
programming, hosting and facilitating the activities of the Network, for the events 
and activities they attended? 
Overall there was very little serious criticism and much praise for the CEELI Institute’s 
management of the Network. Many members simply used the survey as an opportunity to 
say ‘keep up the good work’. In response to the online survey’s open-ended questions, 
several members noted the CEELI Institute’s professionalism and organisational skills, 
and the quality of the sessions, lectures and other aspects of the Network’s activities. 
Online events during the pandemic were particularly welcomed by members as an 
important vehicle for connecting with peers during a difficult period. Overall, members 
appeared to be satisfied with the CEELI Institute as an organisation and the different ways 
it was perceived to support the Network in achieving its aims and objectives. There was 
little negative feedback or dissatisfaction, but the responses included some constructive 
suggestions as to how the Network might be developed and improved going forward.  
 
H) How can the CEELI Institute better support its members in improving their 
professional skills, their adoption of leadership roles amongst their peers, and in 
their work advancing the rule of law? 
As discussed in the key findings above, surveyed members made several suggestions for 
improving various aspects of the Network, including the types of events and activities, 
making publications more accessible through additional translations, targeting 
recruitment, adding other geographic locations, and selecting new topics.  
 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 48 

The CEELI Institute was encouraged to find sources of funding to keep the Network going. 
Those surveyed also identified a need to expand the Network’s reach further into the CEE 
region, to spend more money on translation services, both for publications and for 
making the Network more accessible to judges with weak English skills, and to support 
those who live in remote areas and therefore face expensive travel to Prague. The survey 
indicates that the Network is still growing and is valued by a large majority of the 
members consulted for this report. 
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Appendix 1: Summary of Network Activity for the past ten years 

This document lists the main achievements accomplished on the Judicial Training aspects of 
this project during the five-year period of program (September 26, 2012- September 25, 2017, 
extended to 2022). 

I.  Program Overview  

 Throughout the past ten years the Network judges have met regularly at roundtable events held at 
the CEELI Institute’s headquarters in Prague, and at smaller targeted workshops and conferences 
throughout the region. Additionally, the CEELI Institute has organized a series of webinars, judicial 
working groups and specialized coordination meetings, skills training. Network have collaborated 
in other smaller working groups to develop publications and podcasts and judges also work 
independently on Network related projects.  

A group of Network members have developed practical tools to promote independence, 
impartiality and integrity of justice and to combat judicial corruption. In June 2015 Network 
members published the “Manual on Independence, Impartiality and Integrity of Justice: A 
Thematic Compilation of International Standards, Policies and Best Practices“ (herein, the 
Manual), a signature effort which compiles a wide spectrum of international conventions 
and standards relevant to the independence and integrity of the judiciary. The Manual has 
proved highly useful in societies still undergoing transitions, where the judiciaries are still 
struggling to assert and establish their full independence, where the laws relevant to the 
conduct of the judiciary are still not firmly established or clarified. More recently we 
published and translated into many of the regional languages - two Best Practice 
Guidelines, one on Remote Judging https://ceeliinstitute.org/practical-guidelines-for-
remote-judging/  and other on the usage of Social Media for Judges in the region  
https://ceeliinstitute.org/practical-guidelines-on-use-of-social-media-by-judgesentral-
and-eastern-european-context/.  
 

2. List of program events since 2012 

CEELI also facilitated the participation of dozens of Network judges as faculty - sharing their 
experience and building their leadership skills alongside U.S. judges - in other CEELI Institute 
programs, most notably our programs to promote judicial independence and accountability, held 
for Tunisian, Syrian and African judges and elsewhere at International Conferences in the region. 
Network judges have also been able to share their perspectives on the fight against corruption with 
participants of CEELI’s annual training on investigating and prosecuting official corruption. 

 

 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 52 

Roundtables 

Roundtable Theme: Inaugural Gathering of the Central & Eastern European Judicial 
Exchange Network, December 13-14, 2012, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

Roundtable Theme: Best Practices for Building the Public´s confidence in the 
Judiciary, November 4-5, 2013, Villa Grébovka Prague 

Roundtable Theme: Using International Standards to Strengthen Judicial 
Independence, June 16-17, 2014, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

Roundtable Theme: Balancing Judicial Independence and Accountability, June 6-7, 
2015, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

Roundtable Theme: Practical Anti-Corruption Issues Facing the Judiciary, January 26-
28, 2017, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

Roundtable Theme: Judicial Ethics, September 7-8, 2017, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech 
Republic 

Roundtable Theme: Fighting Corruption through Improving the Quality of Justice, 
February 22-23, 2019, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

Roundtable Theme: Justice in Transition – A Time of Peril and Progress in Central and 
Eastern Europe, 23 June 2021 (Online) 

Roundtable Theme: Building Public Truth and Confidence in the Judiciary: Strategies 
for Strengthening Judicial Independence, May 6-7, 2022, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech 
Republic 

 

Workshops 

Workshop Theme: Benchbook Innovations: Improving Benchbook Development 
and Integration into Practice, July 4-5, 2013, Budapest, Hungary 

Workshop Theme: Strategic Planning, December 7, 2013, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech 
Republic 

Workshop Theme: Best practices for caseload management and organizing the 
service of a judge, October 5 – 6, 2014, Radisson Blu Sobieski Hotel, Warsaw, Poland 

Workshop Theme: Combating Corruption, Handling Public Pressure, February 21-22, 
2014, Tbilisi, Georgia 

Workshop Theme: Use of Manual on Independence, Impartiality and Integrity of 
Justice and Brijuni Statement, June 9, 2016, Skopje Macedonia 

Workshop Theme: Defendant rights under the EU legislation (3 workshops in total 
under this theme). Association of Croatian Judges (ACJ) and the CEELI Institute,  
February, April 2018, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 
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Workshop Theme: Judicial Professionalism and Ethics, Lithuania, on May 24, 2018 

Workshop Theme: Aspects of Best Practice for Remote Judging, April 8-9, 2022, Villa 
Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

Workshop Theme: The Judiciary and Ethics: Unconscious Bias and Conflicts of 
Interest, June 3-4, 2022, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

Workshop Theme: Effective Communication Skills: Dealing with the Media and 
Public, 28-30 October 2021  

 

International Judicial Conferences with CEELI Institute Input  

Conference Theme: Independence and Impartiality of Judges, Communication with 
Media, September 18-19, 2016, University of Zadar, Zadar, Croatia 

Conference Theme: Independence and Impartiality of Judges, Communication with 
Media, September 30 – October 1, 2016, University of Zadar, Zadar, Croatia 

Conference Theme:  Independence of the Judiciary, Judicial Accountability, October 
28-29, 2016, Hotel Gorica, Ohrid, Macedonia 

Conference Theme: Reform of the Judiciary in Syria which was organized by 
Transitional Justice Coordination Group (TJCG) in Istanbul on September 14-15, 2018 

Judicial Integrity – challenges and responses Association of Croatian Judges 
September 14-15  2018, University of Zadar, Croatia  

Conference Theme: The Modern Judiciary and Pubic Trust, September 22-23, 2017, 
University of Zadar, Zadar, Croatia 

Conference Theme: UN Global Judicial Integrity Network, CEELI Panel, Judicial 
Independence, Vienna, April 9-10 UNODC 

Conference Theme: Judicial Independence International Conference of Association of 
Macedonian Judges, November 1-2, 2018, Ohrid, North Macedonia 

Conference Theme: International Bar Association on Anti-Corruption Enforcement and 
Compliance, November 12-13, 2018, Prague, Czech Republic.    

Conference Theme: Supporting Syrian Judges, December 4-6, 2018, Turkey 

Conference Theme: Freedom of Expression and Judicial Ethics, organized by the 
Council of Europe Tbilisi, July 5-6, 2019, Tbilisi, Georgia 

Conference Theme: Freedom of Expression and Legal aspects of Prison 
Overcrowding, Zadar, Croatia,  September 27-28, 2019 

Conference Theme:  Obstruction of Justice as a Threat to Judicial Independence and 
Transparency’ Association of Macedonian Judges, in Ohrid, Macedonia in November 12-
14, 2019 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 54 

Conference Theme: Judicial Independence: New Challenges and Judicial Governance 
Innovations, UNODC’s Global Judicial Integrity Initiative, February 2020, Doha, Qatar   

Conference Theme: Judicial Association Annual Conference, September 8-11, 2020, in 
Ljubuski City, BiH  

Conference Theme: Positive Experiences of Remote Trials in the U.S., EU and the 
Region, Judges Association of North Macedonian, 11 February 2021(Online)  

Conference Theme: Ethics and Disciplinary Practice, (OSCE and BiH Bosnian Judicial 
Training Institute), November 2021, Sarajevo, Bosnia Y Herzogovina.  

Conference Theme:  Remote Trials in the Modern Judiciary – Challenges and 
Opportunities in North Macedonia, March 04, 2022, Skopje 

Conference Theme:  European Summit for Digitialization of the Judiciary, 12-14 June, 
Ohrid, North Macedonia  

Conference Theme:  Judicial independence through the reform process - 
expectations and reality, March 24-25, 2022 Skopje, North Macedonia 

 

Certificate Courses Online  

Best Practice for Remote Judging in Central and Eastern Europe, 2021- 2022 

Best Practice for Remote Judging in Central and Eastern Europe, 2021- 2022  

Digital Justice in Central and Eastern Europe: Achieving Transparency, Fairness 
and Accountability, May to June 2021 

 
Judicial Case Management - Ensuring Greater Court Efficiency and Accountability, 
May to June 2022 
 

Webinars: 

Webinar theme: Role and Functioning of the Venice Commission, November 28, 2015 

Webinar theme: Evaluation of Judges, 18 December 2015, led by Dr. Pim Albers 

Webinar theme: Evaluation of Judges, 23 March 2016, led by Dr. Francesco Contini 

Webinar theme: Media and Judiciary, 27 March 2017, by Mrs. Monika Hanych 

Webinar theme: Freedom of Expression of Judges, 25 September 2017 led by Dr. David 
Kosar 

Webinar Series 1: Theme: Videoconferencing in Support of Remote Access to Courts 
• Session 1: Overview and Case Study from Hungary, April 7, 2020 
• Session 2: Access to Justice and Fair Trial Rights April 21, 2020 
• Session 3: Legal requirements for videoconferencing in the courts, May 5, 2020 
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• Session 4: practical technological hurdles faced by remote courts, May 19, 2020  
• April 2020 

 
Webinar Series 2: Theme: Access to Justice During and After the Pandemic 

• Session 1: Case Studies from Judges in North Macedonia, Georgia, and Moldova, June 02, 
2020  

• Session 2: Exit strategies and court management post COVID-19 (in Partnership with OSCE) 
June 16, 2020 

• Session 3: e-evidence and witnesses testifying via videoconferencing, June 30, 2020 
• Session 4: Court Operations Post Covid, July 14, 2020 

 

Webinar Series 3: Judiciaries in Peril in CEE 

• Spotlight on Bulgaria 17 November 2020 
• Spotlight on Poland 01 December 2020 
• Spotlight on Romania  26 January 2021 
• Spotlight on Ukraine 8 March 2021 
• Spotlight on Hungary   
• Spotlight on Montenegro  

 

Core Group Coordination Meetings 

December 5-6, 2014, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

March 7-8, 2015, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

July 2-3, 2016, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

January 29, 2017, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

July 7, 2017, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

June 24, 2018, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

October 27, 2018, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

September 23, 2019, Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

June 24, 2020, Online 

September, 2020 Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

07 March 2021 (Online)  

September 23-25, 2021 Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 

March 2022 Villa Grébovka, Prague, Czech Republic 
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CEELI Institute Publications 

Manual on Independence, Impartiality, and Integrity of Justice: A Thematic 
Compilation of International Standards, Policies and Best Practices (“the Manual”) 
(2022 version).  

 and 
Addendum on Independence, Impartiality, and Integrity of Justice: A Thematic 
Compilation of International Standards, Policies and Best Practices (“the Manual’s 
Addendum”) (2022 version) https://ceeliinstitute.org/manual-on-independence-
impartiality-and-integrity-of-justice-a-thematic-compilation-of-international-
standards-policies-and-best-practices/ 

 
Practical Guidelines on Use of Social Media by Judges: Central and Eastern 
European Context, (2022 version). Translated to English, Bosnian, Bulgarian, Czech, 
Macedonian, Polish, Romanian, Serbian and Albanian. 
https://ceeliinstitute.org/practical-guidelines-on-use-of-social-media-by-
judgesentral-and-eastern-european-context/  

 
Practical Guidelines for Remote Judging: Central and Eastern European Context, 
(2022 version). Translated to English, Croatian, and Macedonian. 

https://ceeliinstitute.org/practical-guidelines-for-remote-judging/  
 

‘CEEELI talks’ Podcast Series  

Series 1: Theme, Safeguarding the Rule of Law in Challenging Times, Release date: 
June 2020 

• Episode 1: Safeguarding the Rule of Law 
• Episode 2: Maintaining Access to Justice – Part 1: Criminal Courts 
• Episode 3: Maintaining Access to Justice – Part 2: Administrative Courts 
• Episode 4: Moving Forward After the Crisis 

 
Series 2: Theme, Digital Justice, Achieving Transparency and Accountability, Release 
date; June 2021 

• Episode 1: Human Rights and Digital Justice 
• Episode 2: Where’s the Justice? Safeguarding Fairness in Remote Proceedings 
• Episode 3: Virtual Hearings – Possibilities and Pitfalls 
• Episode 4: Case Management Systems – Increasing Access to Justice? 
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Appendix 2: Online Questionnaire 

 

 



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 58 

  



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 59 

 
  



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 60 

  



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 61 

  



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 62 

  



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 63 

  



Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network – Evaluation Report – October 2022 
 

 64 

Appendix 3: Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

 
1. Can you please tell me a little bit about yourself: what is your name, your position, and 
where are you from? 
 
2. How long have you been a member of the Central and Eastern European Judicial 
Exchange Network? 
 
3. What were your reasons for joining the network? 
 
4. What training events over the past ten years have you taken part in that CEELI have 
organised for the network? Of those you attended, how useful to you did you think they 
were? 
 
5. Have you ever been a member of Faculty, or been invited to speak at a training, or other 
CEELI-run event for the Network? If so, how did you feel about it? 
 
6. Have you ever participated in one of CEELI’s online training events? What are your 
thoughts on how useful these events were? 
 
7. Have you ever help develop / translate / or share CEELI’s publications that have 
emerged from network’s events? If so, how useful do you think those publications are for 
the profession? 
 
8. What is the thing that you value the most about your membership of the Central and 
Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network? What have been the biggest benefits of 
your involvement? 
 
9. Have you identified any benefits of your involvement in the network more generally to 
your colleagues and the judiciary? 
 
10. How do you think that the Central and Eastern European Judicial Exchange Network 
could be improved?  
 
11. As the facilitator of the network, how do you think CEELI could do things differently to 
better support the aims and ambitions of the network? 
 
12. Any final comments or thoughts? 
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Appendix 4: Interview Themes Summary Table 

THEMES / TOPICS 
(subthemes) 

INTERVIEWEE 
A B C D E F G 

HONOURED TO TAKE PART AND/OR BE 
ASKED TO CONTRIBUTE 
 

X   X X X  

PRIDE IN WORK PRODUCED THROUGH 
THE NETWORK 
 

X X X  X X X 

SHARING EXPERIENCES AND MAKING 
CONNECTIONS  
 
• Making connections towards sharing 

knowledge and forming partnerships 
• Sharing experiences of common 

problems towards solving them  
• Taking new knowledge home – sharing 

findings with local peers 
• Importance of network for battling 

isolation of judges 
• Importance of platform for discussing 

complex ethical issues 
• Power of an organized judiciary 
• A community of practice that values its 

members 
• On forming lasting friendships and 

being part of the ‘CEELI family’ 
 

X X X X X X X 

PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
 
• Giving back / gaining new skills 
• Bigger audience / international 

platform / expanded horizons 
• Learning about different contexts / 

broadening knowledge 
• Personal development 

 

X X X X X X X 

NETWORK MEMBERS PROMOTING 
MEMBERSHIP, NETWORK ACTIVITIES 
AND OUTPUTS 
 

X X X  X X  
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• Pathways to recruitment – core 
members recruiting other members 
and the kinds of members being 
sought 

• Dissemination and impacts of reports, 
manuals and guidelines 

• Bringing the network and CEELI to the 
regions 

 
SOME POSITIVE ASPECTS OF ONLINE 
EDUCATION (BUT NOT AS GOOD AS IN 
PERSON) 
 
• Importance of access to online 

training and connection to others 
during COVID 

• Inability for online meetings to 
facilitate incidental / social contact 
between delegates 

• Making online courses engaging 
 

X X X  X X X 

LEGAL CONSERVATIVISM AND 
RESISTANCE TO CHANGE 
 

X X      

DETECTING THEMES, ISSUES AND NEW 
TOPICS FOR NETWORK EVENTS AND 
ACTIVITIES 
 
• Role of core members in setting the 

agenda 
 

X   X X X  

NEW FRONTIERS: EXPANSION OF 
REMIT AND GEOGRAPHICAL REACH 
 

X X X X X  X 

AS STALWART TO CORRUPTION AND 
CHAMPION OF JUDICIAL 
INDEPENDENCE  
 
• Role of CEELI plays in validating role of 

judges fighting corruption at the coal 
face. 

 X    X X 
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• Role of Network to expand discussion 
amongst wider population about rule 
of law (educational role that judges 
can play) 

 
STRATEGIES TO IMPROVE THE 
NETWORK 
 
• Overcoming language barriers  
• Maintain focus on the rule of law, 

independence of the judiciary and 
anti-corruption as core business, 
particularly given threats to all three. 

• Enhancing presence of CEELI in 
member countries and across judicial 
organizations in the region 

• Further funding for prohibitive out of 
pocket travel expenses 

• Potential to provide further support to 
those actively speaking out against 
corruption (protests, strikes) and 
defending rule of law at the coal face 

• Highlight work of core members more 
directly and visibly on CEELI’s website 

• To send regular newsletters / updates 
to judiciary and ministries and 
departments of justice regionally 

• Potential need for more administrative 
support for curriculum and programs 
team at CEELI 

• To expand the invitation to include 
prosecutors to CEELI events and 
discussions as they are critical to the 
fight against corruption and to help 
maintain an independent judiciary 

 

 X X X X X X 

HIGH STANDARDS AND 
PROFESSIONALISM OF CEELI AS 
ORGANISING INSTITUTION 
 

   X X  X 
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Appendix 5: Judicial Exchange Network of Central and Eastern Europe - Core Group 
Members 2012- 2022 

 
We would like to thank the members of the Core Coordination Group of the Network listed below 
for their outstanding contribution to this work. In addition, we thank the many others who have 
provided valuable inputs at various stages over the last 10 years.   
  
Judge Gjorgji Andonov, North Macedonia  
Judge Katica Artukovic, Bosnia and Herzegovina  
Judge Shota Bichia, Georgia  
Andrej Bozhinovski, North Macedonia  
Judge Cristi Danilet, Romania  
Judge Ladislav Derka, Czechia  
Judge Davor Dubravica, Croatia  
Judge Ksenija Flack- Makitan, Croatia  
Judge Domagoj Frntić, Croatia   
Judge Marela Jevtovic, Bosnia and Herzegovina  
Judge Hana Homolova, Czechia   
Judge Levente Simon, Hungary   
Judge Lazar Nanev, North Macedonia   
Judge Natalia Maszkiewicz, Poland   
Bilyana Wergertseder, Bulgaria  

 


