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Abstract 
Procedures of the court, whether criminal or civil, are the processes that are 

used for the court system to process the collection, distribution, or protection 

of rights of a person or thing. The research seeks to measure plaintiffs and 

defendants’ trust in court, the extent of the performance of court sanction of 

court employees and access to justice and to explore overall confidence. The 

study collected quantitative data using the purposive sampling technique with 

the help of quantitative survey (N=57) in Tangail district court. The main 

findings show that 85.2% of respondents are men, and the majority (36.7 and 

35.5%) are between the ages of 21-30 or 31-40 years, and 65% live in rural 

areas. Although the majority of cases are that of property-related crimes 

(63.3%) or riot (33.3%). The level of confidence in court is mostly moderate, 

and judges’ performance ranks low. Respondents identify high costs (40.4%) 

and the length of the process as significant obstacles. Confidence rate is lower 

across all procedural stages and level of information about the process is 

restricted (57.9%). To get better, the government needs to tackle caseloads, 

delays, costs, corruption and other issues to promote a more accessible and 

credible system.

 Plaintiff, Defendant, Trust, Confidence, Knowledge. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

The criminal justice system is the system or process in the community by which crimes are investigated, 

and the persons who are suspected are taken into custody, prosecuted in court, and punished, in case of 

guilty, preparation is made for their correction and rehabilitation.  In another word, the criminal justice 

system is a network of public and private organizations designed to handle criminal suspects and 

offenders. Delivering justice to the person who has been accused of a crime is also known as criminal 

justice.  Major components of the criminal justice system are the police, the court, and the correction.  

The judiciary system is one of the most important parts of the criminal justice system. The judicial 

system of Bangladesh is based on the constitution of the people’s republic of Bangladesh, and the law 

are acted by the legislature and interpreted by the higher court.  The judiciary system always tries to 

ensure citizens rights and proper justice.  A citizen has the right to fair justice or effective remedy by an 

appropriate tribunal.  The constitution of Bangladesh declares that every person shall have the right to a 

speedy and public trial through an independent and impartial court established by law.  There is no 

alternative to an effective judiciary to protect and enforce the rights of citizens or victims.  Only an 

effective judiciary can give justice to the victims.  The effective judiciary is related to the victim’s 

confidence. 

Legislative, judicial, and executive are the three key branches of the state.  One of these is the 

judiciary, which is vital to protecting people’s rights when those rights are violated by an individual, a 

state department, or the State itself (Akram, 2017).  The present judiciary proceedings of Bangladesh 

are not functioning properly.  It is not accessible to needy people.  The informal and formal routes 

through which one can reach justice are not easy (Alim & Ali, 2007).  For example, 61% of 

disadvantaged urban women experience spousal violence, until now most of these women choose not to 

use formal or informal judicial systems out of shame and a perception that their efforts will be in vain 

(Bhuiya et al., 2003).  Trust or confidence is the most significant component of an effective judiciary 

system.  If there have no trust in any organization, then anyone doesn’t go to this organization to take 

service.  For an effective judiciary system, the government should earn trust or confidence.  If the public 

has confidence in a public institution, then it will be easy for the institution to give service.  On the other 

hand, if there has no confidence in judiciary proceedings or the judiciary system it will be difficult to 

give service.  Organized society is one where citizens have confidence or trust in the social organizations 

and when there is no corruption in social organization.  Corruption and confidence are strongly related 

to any organization (Sinha & Bangladesh, 2019).  The case management procedure in the current justice 

delivery system is so long, expensive, and time-consuming.  A person views it as a tool of harassment 

and a difficult adventure in filing or defending a lawsuit before any court of the nation.  In Bangladesh, 

there are approximately 100 Supreme Court judges, 1400 District Court Judges are facing 0.38 million 

active cases.   2.7 million cases are to be considered and resolved.  Current there almost 3 million cases 

are pending in the supreme court and lower courts (Sinha & Bangladesh, 2019).  

The level of confidence in the higher judiciary is still not very high.  The level of confidence in the 

higher judiciary has declined from 86% in 2010 to 78.7% in 2015.  These create negative perceptions 

about the lower courts and affect the mentality of the citizens (Akanda, 2016).  

In this study, I try to measure the level of confidence in the plaintiff and defendant.  The plaintiff is 

the person or being that file the lawsuit.  The defendant is the person or entity being sued.  Court or 

judiciary proceedings work to keep the rights of the victim or plaintiff and punish the criminal.  This 

study tries to measure the trust level of the plaintiff and defendant.  This study also tries to know how 

much the plaintiff and defendant get access to justice and how many rights the court can fulfil.  Authority 

also can know where they should increase their supervision for making an effective judiciary system 

from this study. 
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1.1. Statement of the Problem 

The executive, judicial, and legislative branches of the state are each significant.  One of the most vital 

components of the criminal justice system is the judiciary or court system, which also plays a vital role 

in protecting citizens' rights when such rights are violated either by a single person, a group of people, 

or any State department.  In Bangladesh, the Supreme Court and the lower courts can greatly expand the 

broad judiciary.  It has been observed that Bangladesh’s judiciary is not effective.  It is also observed 

that this judiciary system could not adequately protect and ensure the rights of the citizens (Hossain 

Millan, 2017). 

Opinions and confidence levels can be influenced by knowledge of the legal system.  A confident 

attitude toward the system likely reflects a favourable outlook. Individual (who take service) trust is 

necessary for government institutions to function effectively.  For there to be effective government, 

citizens trust in those institutions is essential. As representatives of a government institution, government 

officials are the main source of support for government institutions.  If citizens have confidence in 

government institutions (Judiciary system) then became easier for the government to establish better 

Government and good governance.  So, like other developed countries, Bangladesh’s government also 

needs to establish trust between the individual (plaintiff and defendant) and the judicial court system. 

When citizens do not get the desired services in government institutions (judiciary system) or do not 

get services on time or face some illegal practices, then there is create a mismatch between their 

expectation of receiving quality services and the services provided by a government institution.  Because 

of this mismatch, a perception is created in the minds of citizens that government officials lack 

transparency, accountability, and efficiency and they feel that government officials are strict, corrupt, 

and do not care about the welfare of citizens (Kim, 2010).  Plaintiff and defendant’s trust in the judiciary 

system may depend on the degree of responsiveness and satisfaction of the people. Without trust, a 

judiciary may become a source of dissatisfaction to the people of a country and may gradually lose its 

effectiveness and future sustainability. If the courts or judiciary are not active enough to provide effective 

services to the citizens and if there are mismanagement and corruption, it can cause distrust in the minds 

of the citizens about the judiciary.  

This research or study will try to assess the level of trust or confidence in the judicial system.  But a 

certain level of confidence is needed to create a collaborative environment between citizens (plaintiff 

and defendant) and the judiciary.  A lot of work has already been done on various public institutions.  

Many articles and journals research has been done on it, but no specific academic work has been done 

and there is still a lack of study to find out the real reasons behind the confidence or distrust of the 

plaintiff and defendant.  This study maps the trust perception of the plaintiff and defendant over the 

judiciary system. 

Judicial proceedings are responsible for providing legal services.  The Government of Bangladesh is 

committed to ensuring services to the citizens increase the trust of the citizens (Plaintiff and defendant) 

in the court system for an effective judiciary system and proper judicial rights.  But there is no available 

study conducted about the factors that are responsible for trust or mistrust of plaintiff and defendant in 

the court in Bangladesh.  There is a research gap.  This study addresses this gap and is no doubt that the 

plaintiff defendant’s confidence in the judiciary system is very important.  The court system needs to be 

effective that provide every judiciary right to the people.  So, this is very important to study confidence 

over judicial proceedings on the theory of the plaintiff and the defendant. 

 

1.2. Significance of the Study 

Every person in society has the right to legal protection.  Nobody can violate others rights.  Sometimes 

we see that there occurred some unexpected or illegal activities which violate other rights.  When anyone 
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violates others rights then he or she complains against them. The main function of the court is to protest 

one’s rights. Sometimes there some people complain against anyone only for harassment. In this 

situation, the court decides what happened or what should be done about this. That means the court will 

play a vital role in our society for protect rights.  There is little research on it. Though this study focuses 

on the plaintiff and defendant’s confidence in the judicial system only in Tangail Court, this will give a 

broad idea about the current situation of individuals confidence in the court system. This study will give 

an idea to the state authority to reform the activities and performance of the court system of Bangladesh.  

Some research has already been conducted about public institutions and trust in Bangladesh and globally.  

There has also been some study about public perception of the court system.  But there has been no study 

on the plaintiff and defendant’s confidence in judicial proceedings. This is a research gap.  This study 

addresses that gap and there is no doubt that plaintiff ad defendant confidence in the judicial system is 

very important. So, it is important to analyse the things that may influence the level of trust of the plaintiff 

and defendant in the court system. 

As a student of criminology and police science, it is also very important to research the judicial court 

system.  This discipline not only teaches us about the causation of crime and prevention of crime but 

also teaches about the activities of the police, court, and correction system as a criminal justice system.  

As a part of the criminal justice system, it is also very important to study about judicial court system or 

judicial proceedings.  This study gives an idea and maps the truest perception of the plaintiff and 

defendant on the court system and tries to assess the level of their trust or confidence in the judicial 

system. 

 

2.  LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL OVERVIEW  

The literature review provides us with a handy guide to a particular topic.  A literature review discusses 

published information in a particular subject area, and sometimes information in a particular subject area 

within a certain period. The judiciary system and the confidence of the plaintiff and defendant are 

reviewed to make the current research relevant, particular and reliable and to lay the foundation for the 

current study.  However, very little relevant literature is found in the case of the Bangladesh judiciary 

system and very little work has been done.  So, it’s too difficult to research this subject.  This literature 

review gives a broad idea about the understanding of the plaintiff and defendant in the judicial system 

of Bangladesh, what factors affect the public victim trust in the judicial system, and the effect of different 

processes of court on plaintiff and defendant confidence.  On the other hand, a Literature review helps 

to describe how the study is related to prior research.  It also helps to find out the research problem.  
 

2.1. General Understanding of Confidence and Judiciary System 

One of the most vital components of the criminal justice system is the judiciary or court system.  Public 

trust in the legal system varies depending on several variables.  A reliable predictor of institutional 

legitimacy is the confidence indicator.  A legitimate institution is positively correlated with confidence, 

although it is not essential to its ability to carry out its activities.  Judicial policy judgments are not 

correlated with trust in the Court (Gibson et al., 2003). 

A crucial component of institutions, society, and the economy is trust or confidence.  The productivity 

of government institutions depends on public confidence. (Van De Walle, 2009). Confidence or trust 

refers to the level of weakness of a person who has expressed himself in front of some other person or 

institution.  These people and organizations can damage him.  However, he thinks that if he relies on 

someone or something, that person or thing won’t betray him (Levi & Stoker, 2000). The belief of 

citizens in public institutions is crucial to ensuring good governance.  Government institutions rely 

mostly on government officials because government officials are representatives of a government 

institution.  If citizens have confidence in government officials or government institutions, then became 
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easier for the government to establish better Government and good governance.  So, for a developing 

country, Bangladesh needs to build a bridge of trust between the citizens and the public institution 

(Akanda, 2016).  In democracies, the legal system has a significant impact. In many nations, the judiciary 

is the last option when it comes to argumentative issues, which are frequently of significant political and 

societal importance (Benesh, 2006). 
 

2.2. Affecting Factors of Trust in the Judiciary System 

A fundamental principle of the Rule of Law is that the public should have faith and confidence in the 

legal system.  Transparency and legitimacy are essential for the Rule of Law to operate effectively.  That 

means the authority should prove itself and the citizens also has the rightful control of power.  Institutions 

(courts) also should prove to the general public that they are dependable and they have rightful authority.  

The courts and judiciary are given institutional responsibility to interpret and apply the law in a society 

that maintains the Rule of Law.  Some people thought that transparency and skilful application of the 

law is the way to winning trust.  But it is also earned by an obvious commitment and the activities of 

each part of the procedure (Wallace & Goodman-Delahunty, 2021).  

 There are three levels of oath or belief.  The first category is interpersonal beliefs, in which people 

have faith in their relatives, close friends, etc.  The second is social belief, in which individuals continue 

to trust strangers.  The third is institutional faith, which refers to people’s faith in many things.  

Institution.  Institutional trust includes, for instance, faith in governmental institutions (Akanda, 2016).  

Confidence in the judiciary system also depends on judicial independence and the accountability of 

the judiciary.  To maintain judicial independence authorities should take proper steps and they should 

also establish an adequate judicial accountability system without declining the judicial independence.  

All public institutions should be held accountable for the use of their legal authority and the fulfilment 

of their public responsibilities to earn the public’s trust in their efficiency and honesty.  Being a 

government institution, the judiciary must also be held accountable. (Akkas, 2002).  

Bangladesh’s judiciary system and judges are not in the debate of the general people for their lack of 

accountability, transparency, and impartiality which work as effective factors of public confidence.  The 

first condition for judicial decision-making is to ensure a high standard of decision-making and public 

acceptance and to build public respect for judicial decisions, increasing public confidence, and 

accountability (Mahmud, 2013).  

Stable or declining confidence in a particular organization can be a factor in responsiveness, openness, 

accessibility, neutrality, and how politically it can be lifted.  On the other hand, if the citizens show 

distrust towards the government officials, it will be very difficult for any government institution 

(Judiciary system) to survive (Jamil & Askvik, 2013). 

Among the socio-economic variables, the study finds that gender and education have a significant 

impact on confidence levels in the court system.  Compared to women, men are less likely to believe in 

governmental institutions.  Men are more at risk of interfering with government institutions because they 

are involved in transactions than women.  So, they can be more aware and aware of institutional customs 

and standards and be critical.  An uneducated or less educated person has no proper knowledge about 

the citizen’s rights, and they don’t know the roles of citizens.  An educated person has proper knowledge 

about citizens’ rights and is aware of the rule’s ad regulation. If there is any deviation from the rules, 

there is a greater chance of dissatisfaction with the performance of government institutions (Judiciary 

system).   

They may have less confidence in public institutions than less educated people.  Transparency and 

accountability of government officials have become very significant factors.  If government officials can 

be transparent and accountable, then they can earn more trust of the people.  Trust depends on public 
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institution and how the citizen or public evaluate the performance of government officials (Akanda, 

2016). 

 

2.3. Performance of Court Personnel 
An essential component of the judiciary is the courts.  To reduce the caseload and an effective judiciary 

system increasing court performance is very essential.  Any organization’s performance is vital to its 

development and to more successfully achieving its goals.  Access to any organization’s performance 

measure is very important.  The concept of court performance has many dimensions (Reiling & Contini, 

2022). 

Another study about the relationship between judicial staff and court performance are conducted in 

Brazil.  The main objective of this study is to know about the performance of the court and its relation 

to judicial staff.  Data from all 27 state courts in Brazil are used in this study.  Data from the Justice in 

Numbers reports covering the years 2003 to 2012 were gathered.  They find that (a) the ratio of judges 

has no bearing on court productivity; (b) the number of assistants has a positive impact on court 

productivity; and (c) the number of assistants moderates the positive correlation between court workload 

and court productivity (de Oliveira Gomes et al., 2016). 

A comparison study is known as “court performance around the world”.  The main purpose of this 

study is to compare court performance in a different country. Researchers try to collect data from 11 

countries.  In this study, they found different levels of court performance in different countries (Dakolias, 

1999). 

The evaluation of court performance and court personnel cab be conducted at three levels.  These are: 

At a national level, at a court level, and the individual department level of a court.  (Albers, n.d).  The 

main objective of this study is to measure court performance at a different level.  To measure court 

performance, use primary and secondary data collection methods.  This study found that efficiency and 

court personnel performance are correlated.  And it is not possible to measure court performance without 

reliable information.  

 
 

2.4. Access to Justice 

To assure that every individual has meaningful access to justice, mechanisms and systems need to be 

obtainable for the fair resolution of disputes, compensation for human rights violations, and 

accountability for misconduct.  People must be informed about their rights, given the freedom to exercise 

their rights, and allowed to do so.  States agree to ensure access to justice for all under SDG 16 (Peace, 

Justice, and Strong Institutions), acknowledging that it is a crucial sign of an inclusive and peaceful 

society (UNDP, n.d). 

 A study about access to justice in Bangladesh tries to measure the level of access to justice and 

identified the gateway through which an individual can access justice for protecting his/her rights.  In 

this study, they use primary and secondary data collection methods.  This study found that due to the 

current state of affairs increased procedural obstacles and the length of time required for litigation, access 

to justice has become incredibly painful (Akram, 2017) 

One of the fundamental tenets of the rule of law is access to justice.  People are unable to exercise 

their rights, speak out against injustice, or hold decision-makers responsible in the absence of access to 

justice.  The High-Level Meeting on the Rule of Law’s Declaration highlights everyone’s equal right to 

access justice, including those who belong to vulnerable groups.  It also reaffirms Member States 

commitment to taking all necessary measures to offer services that are fair, transparent, effective, non-

discriminatory, and accountable to advance access to justice for all.  Obstacles to access to justice are 

lengthy procedures in the justice system, corruption, and the cost of legal advice (United Nation, 2019). 
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A study in the USA of this relevant topic is making justice accessible.  In this study, they try to find 

out the relationship between rising income inequality and access to the legal system.  Growing income 

inequality increases the justice gap. It is very difficult for lower-income people to access justice.  Lower-

income people and struggling people need help in solving legal problems.  The Government should try 

to reduce the cost of easy access to the justice system for all classes of people (Frank, 2019). 

 

2.5. Level of Confidence over Judicial Court System in Different Countries 

A study in Brazil titled confidence in the judicial system and court experience.  The purpose of this study 

is to focus on the causal relationship between confidence in the judicial court system and utilization of 

the judiciary of Brazil.  They use the quota sampling method and collect data by phone.  They also 

collected data by analysing the main newspapers of the country about government corruption from 2010 

to 2013.  They collected data from several 7 states.  They revealed that confidence in the judicial system 

has a positive impact on the utilization of the judiciary.  (Sampaio et al., 2014) they also find that those 

people who have a higher level of confidence in the judiciary system have a great tendency to seek the 

judiciary.  They also found a positive relationship between the confidence in the judicial court system 

and utilization of the judiciary for some demographic characteristics like as income, education race, and 

age. 

Another study in the USA on this relevant topic is public confidence in the USA supreme court: A 

new look at the impact of the court decision.  In this study, researchers try to find out the nature of public 

confidence in the court and the impact of court decisions on public confidence.  They use the secondary 

data collection method.  They focus on the impact of several high-profile decisions by the court matters 

over the last 35 years.  They also try to collect aggregated level time series data of public opinions as 

well in place of individual-level data.  The findings of this study are, public confidence may have been 

significantly impacted by court decisions. There are two implications: (I) Even when survey participants 

are unaware of the judgment, court rulings can affect public trust in the court, and (II) decisions do not 

have to lead to a decline in confidence, decisions can also contribute to an increase in confidence 

(Stoutenborough & Haider-Markel, 2008). 

A study about confidence in the criminal justice system of the citizens occurred in England.  The 

purpose of this study is to examine the citizen’s experience of the criminal justice system on their 

judgment of the criminal justice system in England and Wales.  In this study, they use primary and 

secondary data collection methods.  They use data from the 2005-06 British crime survey.  They also try 

to see the level of fairness, efficiency, and effectiveness of the criminal justice system through the survey.  

In this article, they see that Lack of knowledge is to blame for low levels of confidence in the judicial 

system. (Van De Walle, 2009) confidence can be improved by changing enormous and incorrect 

perceptions. 

(Roberts, 2007) In his articles, he tries to identify the confidence level of Canadians in the judiciary 

system.  In his article, he shows that a large number of people are more pleased than dissatisfied with 

the criminal justice system.  Some people are dissatisfied because the criminal justice system doesn’t 

practice in the accurate way which people want. 

In another study about the relationship between political awareness and public confidence in the 

judiciary democracy level.  This study’s goal is to determine whether and to what extent the degree of 

democracy in a nation affects how political awareness affects public trust in the judiciary.  This study 

uses data from the World Values Survey (2005-2009) for 49 countries and a variety of other data sources 

to analyse the interaction between personal and national level characteristics.  In this study, they found 

that democracies public trust in the court is positively impacted by political awareness factors including 

education and political activity.  Higher levels of political awareness and weak democratic countries 

increased sarcasm about the judiciary system. (Aydın Çakır & Şekercioğlu, 2016). 
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Explaining the theoretical framework is one of the important tasks of research, which can help to verify 

our research findings and analysis.  Judiciary proceedings are one of the significant parts of the criminal 

justice system.  Client trust or confidence must be needed for any effective governmental institution.  

The due process model and the cultural theory are suitable to describe the Plaintiff and defendant’s 

confidence in the judicial court system. 
 

3.1. Cultural Theory 

This theory was first explained in the book ‘natural symbols’, written by anthropologist Mary Douglas 

in 1970.  This theory was developed by Mary Douglas, Michael Thompson, and Aaron Wildavsky.  The 

cultural theory begins with an analysis of how we understand and assess risk and how we make decisions 

based on that understanding and assessment.  Case, Cultural theory has developed over the last 20 years 

to become an important framework for understanding how people in society tend to understand and 

interpret risks and the tendency to build trust or distrust in building institutions (Tansey & O’Riordan, 

1999).  Cultural theories are divided into macro and micro variants as subsets.  Macro-cultural theories 

emphasize the shift of trust between individuals within a society.  Micro-cultural theories focus on 

political beliefs as well as differences in society (Mishler & Rose, 2001). 

 According to this study, the plaintiff and defendants are trying to understand the court system and 

make appropriate observations and evaluations.  Based on this, the foundation of individual trust and 

distrust is established.  In this case, the cultural theory includes patterns of both trust and distrust and is 

going to be valuable.  Cultural theories of trust differ from institutional theories because they basically 

abandon all political factors of the relationship of trust between individuals and government institutions.  

It is in many ways closely related to the generalization of trust and it emphasizes external determinants 

of trust in government institutions. 
 

3.2. Due Process Model 

Due process is the legal requirement that all the legal rights of an individual should be respected by the 

state.  Due process balances the power of the state and protects the individual from the power of the 

state.  The main goal of this model is to establish a system in which a person is acquitted until proven 

guilty in court.  In the 1960s, lawyer Herbert L. packer created the model to describe the highest 

expectations of the criminal justice system.  A due process model is the justice system that is built on 

the premise that a citizen has certain perfect rights and cannot be deprived of life, liberty, or property 

without proper legal process and protection.  The due process involves both systematic and concise 

aspects.  The due process usually requires fairness in government activities.  A person has the right to 

notice and opportunity at the hearing while he or she is free or the property is at risk.  Laws should be 

applied equally without discrimination for prohibited reasons such as gender, nationality, disability, or 

age.  It helps to ensure fair proceedings in criminal cases that no accused will be given cruel and unusual 

punishment.  This model suggests that the criminal process determines the legal barriers to the state, 

which must be discussed to ensure a conviction. 

According to this study, confidence in the court fluctuates over the various activities of the court 

system.  Court proceedings often determine the plaintiff and defendant’s trust.  Public confidence in the 

court also depends on how the court serves the public and whether its activities are all legal.  Generally, 

this theory is associated with trust such as individual characteristics, and socio and institutional 

demographic features.  Therefore, this research is relevant to this theory because of the variables that are 

connected to the institutions.  These theories use different approaches to explaining the justice system 

which provides a mixed perception of the justice system and this theory will provide a more useful and 

satisfactory framework for studying the generalized trust or confidence in the court system. 
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4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The study is mainly quantitative which is statistics based and collects quantitative data from different 

respondents.  The study is mostly descriptive and describes the confidence of plaintiff and defendant in 

the court system. 

The research has conducted at the Tangail Criminal Court which is situated in Tangail town.  On the 

other hand, the Tangail district is one of the most populated and largest districts in the country.  In 

Tangail, the court comparatively has to face more criminal activities and criminal cases.  That’s why the 

study has been conducted in this specific area. 

Data have been collected mainly from primary sources directed to the respondents in the field level 

of the court system by collecting their experiences.  Primary data are collected from those who faced 

court procedures (plaintiff and defendant) in the Tangail criminal court.  A structured survey 

questionnaire that includes mostly close-ended and some open-ended questions has been used for data 

collection. 

In this study, the respondents are the public who faced court procedures in Tangail Criminal Court 

(Plaintiff and defendants).  Here the total population of this study was unknown as there is no separate 

record of the number plaintiffs and defendants face the judicial process.  This study used non-probability 

purposive sampling techniques where the sample was selected based on a common characteristic, which 

is long duration of case processing.  A total 57 respondents had participated in this study. 

The questionnaire consists of socio-demographic characteristics of the respondent, Information about 

the people about the judicial proceedings, affecting factors confidence, level of confidence in the court 

system, and recommendations.  In the questionnaire, there are 23 questions to ask the respondents.  There 

are several parameters of the data was collected through Likert scale, which ranged from Strongly 

Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5).  Data has collected from face-to-face interviews with a questionnaire 

that included essential and in-depth questions related to the study.  It was very hard to build a rapport 

with the respondent and get information. The data were collected within 7 days.  The collection process 

started on August 20, 2022, and continued till August 26, 2022. 

The data processing started with the beginning of the data collection.  After data Collection, preceding 

and post coding are constructed to analysing the raw data.  After the coding process, the data is imputed 

in the format of the SPSS data editor.  SPSS is a special package for social science in analysing data.  

Descriptive and inferential statistics used for analysing data the result of analysis has been presented in 

many forms related to statistical analysis as various tabular forms like frequency table, cross table and 

so on, percentage with various graph cross-tabulation and others.  These all has been used for showing 

the information collected from the study and the causal relation among variables.  The study has used 

univariate analysis by various analyses for better analysis.  The Likert scale have shown validity as the 

value of Cronbach’s Alpha for each Likert scale exceeds the threshold value of 0.7 (range from 0.741 to 

0.819). 

 

5. RESEARCH RESULTS 

In this section, the findings have been analysed from the collected data and the findings provide socio-

demographic information, trust, performance, access to justice, and overall confidence in the judiciary 

system.  In this chapter, all of the information is represented in the frequency table, bar chart, pie chart, 

and cross-tabulation.  The hypothesis also included in this chapter.  
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Table 1: Socio-demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

Socio-demographic Characteristics Frequency Percent 

Gender of the respondent 

Male 48 84.2% 

Female 9 15.8% 

Others 0 0.0% 

Age of the respondent 

less than 20 years 1 1.8% 

21-30 years 17 29.8% 

31-40 years 17 29.8% 

41-50 years 6 10.5% 

Above 50 years 16 28.1% 

Religion of the respondent 

Muslim 56 98.2% 

Hindu 1 1.8% 

Buddhist 0 0.0% 

christian 0 0.0% 

Marital status of the 

respondent 

Married 46 80.7% 

Unmarried 9 15.8% 

Divorced 2 3.5% 

Separated 0 0.0% 

Family type of the 

respondent 

Nuclear 28 49.1% 

Joined 28 49.1% 

Extended 1 1.8% 

Educational qualification of 

the respondent 

S.S.C 8 14.0% 

H.S.C 16 28.1% 

Graduated 5 8.8% 

Uneducated 19 33.3% 

Others 9 15.8% 

Living area of the respondent 

Rural 37 64.9% 

Urban 12 21.1% 

Sub-urban 8 14.0% 

Others 0 0.0% 

Occupation of the respondent 

Employee 4 7.0% 

Businessman 7 12.3% 

Housewife 4 7.0% 

Farmer 12 21.1% 

Workers 10 17.5% 

Student 5 8.8% 

Unemployed 4 7.0% 

Others 11 19.3% 

Monthly income of the 

respondent 

Less than 5000 taka 18 31.6% 

5001-10000 taka 12 21.1% 

10001-15000 taka 8 14.0% 

15001-20000 taka 4 7.0% 

Above 20000 taka 15 26.3% 

Family income of the 

respondent 

Less than 10000 taka 9 15.8% 

10001-20000 taka 21 36.8% 

20001-30000 taka 7 12.3% 
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30001-40000 taka 6 10.5% 

Above 40000 taka 14 24.6% 

The monthly expenditure of 

the respondent 

Less than 10000 taka 12 21.1% 

10001-20000 taka 24 42.1% 

20001-30000 taka 8 14.0% 

30001-40000 taka 5 8.8% 

Above 40000 taka 8 14.0% 

Source 1:Data Collected by Authors 

The dataset provides a rich overview of the socio-demographic characteristics of respondents.  Gender 

distribution shows that 84.2% are male, while females account for only 15.8%, with no representation 

from other genders.  In terms of age, the majority of respondents are between 21–40 years, with both the 

21–30 and 31–40 age brackets constituting 29.8% each.  This means nearly 60% of the sample falls into 

the working-age group.  Respondents above 50 years represent 28.1%, while the youngest group (less 

than 20 years) is underrepresented at 1.8%.  Religious affiliation is highly homogeneous, with 98.2% of 

respondents identifying as Muslim.  The only minority group, Hindus, represents just 1.8%, while no 

respondents identify as Buddhist or Christian.  Regarding marital status, 80.7% of respondents are 

married, while 15.8% are unmarried.  Only a small fraction is divorced (3.5%), and none are separated.  

This suggests that marital responsibilities heavily influence the socioeconomic behavior of most 

respondents.  Family structure shows a balance, with nuclear and joint families each representing 49.1% 

of the sample.  Extended families are rare, at only 1.8%, highlighting a shift toward smaller family units.  

Educational attainment is a key concern.  A significant proportion of respondents (33.3%) are 

uneducated, which may limit access to better economic opportunities.   

Those with higher secondary education (H.S.C.) make up 28.1%, while only 8.8% are graduates.  This 

indicates educational challenges, with most respondents achieving only basic or no formal education.  

Living area data highlights that 64.9% reside in rural areas, while 21.1% are from urban settings and 

14% from suburban areas.  In terms of occupation, farmers form the largest group (21.1%), followed by 

workers (17.5%).  Other notable groups include businessmen (12.3%) and those categorized as "others" 

(19.3%), which may include informal or undefined jobs.  Students, housewives, and the unemployed 

each make up around 7–9%, reflecting a mix of traditional and modern roles Monthly income reveals 

economic disparities.  About 31.6% earn less than 5000 Taka, marking them as low-income earners.  At 

the higher end, 26.3% earn more than 20000 Taka, while middle-income brackets (5001–20000 Taka) 

together account for around 42.1%.  Family income mirrors individual income patterns, with 36.8% 

earning 10001–20000 Taka and 24.6% exceeding 40000 Taka.  At the lower end, 15.8% earn less than 

10000 Taka, suggesting some level of financial stability for the majority of families, but with notable 

disparities.  Monthly expenditure aligns with income levels.  Most respondents (42.1%) spend 10001–

20000 Taka, while 21.1% spend less than 10000 Taka.  A smaller group (14%) reports expenditures 

exceeding 40000 Taka, suggesting limited disposable income for most households. 
 

5.1. Assessment of the Activities of the Court Based on Trust 

Table number 2 illustrates that, In the case of accountability 19.3% of the respondents assess the 

accountability of court as very low, 10.5% of the respondent’s assessment is low, 28.1% assessment is 

Average, 33.3% of the respondents think it is high, 7.0% of the respondent think it is very high and 1.8% 

of the respondents don’t know about this.  In the case of transparency, 8.8% of the respondents said that 

court transparency is very low, 29.8% respondent assessment is low, 22.8% of the respondent assessment 

is average, 26.3% of respondents think it is high, 5.3% told it’s very high and 7.o% respondents don’t 

know.  In the case of legitimacy, 3.5% of respondents think the legitimacy of the court is very low, 5.3% 

of the respondent assessment is low, 29.8% of respondents think its average, 28.8% of the respondent 

assessment is high and 33.33% of the respondents don’t know about it.  In the case of impartiality, 10.5% 
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of the respondents think that impartiality in court is very low, 8.8% of the respondent assessment is low, 

28.1% of respondents think its average, 22.8% of the respondent assessment is high, 5.3% of the 

respondent assessment is very high and 24.6% of the respondents don’t know.  

In the cases of fairness in the court, 3.5% of the respondent assessment is very low the fairness in the 

court: 14.05% of the respondents think it is low, 31.6% of respondents think it’s average, 15.8% of the 

respondent assessment is high, 10.5% of the respondent assessment is very high and 24.6% of the 

respondents don’t know about it.  On the performance of effectiveness, 5.3% of respondents said it is 

very low, 26.3% said it is low, 19.3% said it’s average, 24.6% respondents said it’s high, 7.0% f 

respondents said it’s very high and 17.55 respondent don’t know.  Finally, in the case of respectfulness, 

5.3% of the respondents said that respectfulness in court is very low, 17.5% of respondents said it’s low, 

followed by 19.3% are average, 33.3% are high, 19.3% are very high and 5.3% of the respondents don’t 

know. 

Table 2: Assessment of the court based on trust 

Assessment 

Performance 
Very low Low Average High Very high Don’t know 

Accountability 19.3% 10.5% 28.1% 33.3% 7.0% 1.8% 

Transparency 8.8% 29.8% 22.8% 26.3% 5.3% 7.0% 

Legitimacy 3.5% 5.3% 29.8% 28.1% 0.0% 33.3% 

Impartial 10.5% 8.8% 28.1% 22.8% 5.3% 24.6% 

Fairness 3.5% 14.0% 31.6% 15.8% 10.5% 24.6% 

Effectiveness 5.3% 26.3% 19.3% 24.6% 7.0% 17.5% 

Respectfulness 5.3% 17.5% 19.3% 33.3% 19.3% 5.3% 

 

5.2. Experience of the Respondents Regarding Access to Justice 

Table number 3 demonstrates that 5.263% of the respondents said that cost of the court system is low, 

21.05% of the respondents said that it is average, 31.58% of the respondents think it is high, 40.35% of 

the respondents said it is very high and 1.745% of the respondents don’t know about it.  In the case of 

corruption shows that 15.8% of the respondents said the corruption rate of the court is very low, 14.0% 

of the respondent said it is low, 19.3% of the respondent said it’s average, 33.3% of the respondents said 

it is high, 12.3% of the respondent said that it is very high and 5.3% of the respondent don’t know about 

it.  In the cases of lengthy procedure, 1.8% of the respondents said that lengthy procedure of the court is 

very low, 3.5% said it is low, 1.8% said it is average, 17.5% of the respondents think it is high and 66.7% 

of the respondents think it is very high.  8.8% of the respondents don’t know about it. 

 

In the cases of risk factors of court activities, 22.8% of the respondent think that the risk factor is very 

low, 22.8% of the respondent said it is low, 19.35 of the respondents said it’s average, 17.55 of the 

respondents said it is high, 12.3% of the respondent said that it is very high and 5.3% of the respondent 

don’t know about it.  In the cases of social impact, 14.0% of the respondent said that social impact for 
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court involvement is very low, 14.0% of the respondent said that is low, 17.5% of the respondent said it 

is average, 15.8% of the respondent said it is high, 14.0% of the respondent said that it’s very high and 

24.6% of the respondent don’t know about it.  

 

Table 3: Experience of the respondents regarding access to justice 

               Assessment 

 

 

       Features 

Very low Low Average High 
Very 

high 
Don’t know 

Cost 0.0% 5.3% 21.1% 31.6% 40.4% 1.8% 

Corruption 15.8% 14.0% 19.3% 33.3% 12.3% 5.3% 

Lengthy procedure 1.8% 3.5% 1.8% 17.5% 66.7% 8.8% 

Risk 22.8% 22.8% 19.3% 17.5% 12.3% 5.3% 

Social impact 14.0% 14.0% 17.5% 15.8% 14.0% 24.6% 

 

5.3. Perception of the respondent on the different professions of court 

Table number 4 shows that in the case of the profession of judge 52.6% of the respondent has a positive 

view of them, 1.8% of respondents have a very positive view of them, 5.3% of respondents had a 

negative view of them, 5.3% of respondents have a very negative view on them, 10.5% of respondents 

have not positive, not negative view on them and 24.6% of the respondent don’t know about it.  In the 

case of the profession of the magistrate, 26.3% of respondents had a positive view of them, 1.8% of the 

respondents had a very positive view, 3.5% of the respondents have a very negative view, 3.5% of the 

respondents has no negative, not positive view and 64.9% of respondents don’t know about the 

profession of the magistrate.  In the case of public prosecutors, 12.3% of respondents had a positive view 

of them, 1.8% of respondents has a very positive view, 5.3% of respondents had a negative view, 3.5% 

of respondents hada very negative view, 88% of respondents have neutral view and 68.4% of the 

respondents don’t know about the profession of the public prosecutor. 

In the case of the lawyer, 35.1% of the respondent has a positive view of this profession, 3.5% of 

respondents havea very positive view, 12.3% of the respondent has a negative view, 10.5% of respondent 

has a very negative view, 21.1% of the respondent has no negative, not positive view, and 17.5% of the 

respondents don’t know about this profession.  In the case of the clerk, 12.3% of the respondents feel 

that the profession of the clerk is positive, 19.3% feel that is negative, 14.0% of respondents feel it is 

very negative, 26.35% of respondents think as  neutral and 28.15% of the respondents don’t know about 

this profession. 
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Table 4: Perception of the respondent on different professions in court 

          Perception 

 

 

Profession 

 

Positive 
Very 

positive 
Negative 

Very 

negative 
Neutral Don’t know 

Judge 52.6% 1.8% 5.3% 5.3% 10.5% 24.6% 

Magistrate 26.3% 1.8% 0.0% 3.5% 3.5% 64.9% 

Public prosecutor 12.3% 1.8% 5.3% 3.5% 8.8% 68.4% 

Lawyer 35.1% 3.5% 12.3% 10.5% 21.1% 17.5% 

Clerk 12.3% 0.0% 19.3% 14.0% 26.3% 28.1% 

 

 

6. BIVARIATE ANALYSIS 

6.1. Educational Qualification and Knowledge About Judiciary Proceedings of the 
Respondents 

Table 5 indicates the relationship between the educational qualification and level of knowledge about 

judicial proceedings of the respondents.  From this table, we see that graduated respondents have a high 

level of knowledge (40.0%) about judicial proceedings. S.S.C level respondents have a low level 

(75.0%) of knowledge about judicial proceedings.  Uneducated respondents also have a low level 

(57.9%) of knowledge about judiciary proceedings.  In the case of H.S.C. level respondents, they also 

have a low level of knowledge (56.2%) about the judiciary system. 

 

Table 5: Educational qualification and knowledge about judicial proceedings of the respondents 

  
 

Knowledge About Judicial Proceedings of Respondents 
 

 

 

           Level of 

           Knowledge 

 

 

Educational 

Qualification 

 

High 

 

Moderate 

 

Low 

 

Don’t Know 

 

Total 

Educational 

qualification 

of the 

respondent 

S.S.C  12.5% 75.0% 12.5% 100% 

H.S.C 12.5% 18.8% 56.2% 12.5% 100% 

Graduated 40.0% 40.0% 20.0%  100% 

Uneducated 5.3% 31.6% 57.9% 5.3% 100% 
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Others 11.1% 11.1% 66.7% 11.1% 100% 

Total 10.5% 22.8% 57.9% 8.8% 100% 

 

6.2. Hypothesis Test 1 

I) Null Hypothesis (H0): There is no association between court corruption and fulfilling the rights of 

the plaintiff and defendant by the court system. 

II) Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): There is an association between court corruption and fulfilling the 

rights of the plaintiff and defendant by the court system 

Table 6: Chi-Square test 

 Value df Asymp. Sig.  (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 33.452a 15 .004 

Likelihood Ratio 39.162 15 .001 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
18.698 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 57   

 

Symmetric Measures 

 

 
Value Approx.  Sig. 

Nominal by Nominal 
Phi .766 .004 

Cramer’s V .442 .004 

N of Valid Cases 57  

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 

 

A Chi-Square test for independence with α=0.05 was used to access whether the level of court 

corruption is related to fulfilling the rights of the plaintiff and defendant by the court system.  The Chi-

Square test was statistically significant, χ2 (1. N=57) = 33.452, p = .004, with the camera’s V confidence 

of .442, indicates that a Medium to large relationship between court corruption and the fulfilled rights 

of the plaintiff and defendant by the court system.  Here the p-value < 0.05, so there is sufficient ground 

to reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis. 

So, it is said that there is a significant relationship between court corruption and fulfilling the rights 

of the plaintiff and defendant by the court system. 
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7. DISCUSSION 

The study indicates 85.2% of the respondents are male and only 15.8% are female.  It shows that the 

highest number of the respondents (29.8%) belongs to the age group between 21-30 years and 31-40 

years combinedly. If we try to see the educational qualification of the respondents then we see that most 

of the respondents (33.3%) are uneducated.  This posits that, in most of the cases male are the participants 

in criminal justice system and women’s participation in this process is rare. 

The socio-demographic part shows that most of the respondents (65%) are living in rural areas and 

the maximum number of respondents (21.1%) are farmers. In the case of the marital status of the 

respondents, it shows that most of the respondents (80.7%) are married. Most of the respondents (31.6%) 

earn less than 5000 Taka but the family income of the respondents, most of them (36.8%) belongs to the 

income range of 10001-20000 Taka.  In this study, 49.1% of the respondents are the plaintiff and 50.9% 

of the respondent are the defendant.  They both are involved with judiciary proceedings for civil or 

criminal cases.  52.6% of the respondents are involved in civil cases and 47.4% of the respondents are 

involved in criminal cases.  In the cases of civil cases, most of the respondents (63.3%) are involved in 

the judiciary system for property-related crimes and in criminal cases, we can see that most of the 

respondents (33.3%) are involved in the riot.  These descriptive statistics have shown that mostly the 

rural poor people are involved in either criminal or civil cases. 

This study shows that the accountability of the court personnel is high (33.3%), and most of the 

respondents think that the transparency of the court (29.8%) is low.  In the case of legitimacy, most of 

the respondents showed average (29.8%) and high (28.1%) legitimacy.  In the case of impartial, fairness, 

effectiveness, and respectfulness its shows that most of the respondents think these are average.  There 

are some different activities of court impact on plaintiff and defendant confidence like responsiveness, 

efficiency, carefulness, and helpfulness.  According to this study, most of the respondents think that the 

responsiveness of the court is average (31.6%) or high (33.3%).  Efficiency is average (29.8%), 

carefulness is also average (42.1%) and helpfulness is low to average.  In the case of access to justice, 

most of the respondents think that the cost of the court system is very high (40.4%), corruption is high 

(33.3%), and the lengthy procedure of the court system is very high (66.7%).  This study also tries to 

know the knowledge of respondents about the court system.  Most of the respondents knowledge is low 

(57.9%) about the court system.  These analysis have revealed that the respondents have mixed 

experiences and insights of due process in court system in Bangladesh.  Almost threefourths of the 

respondents have expressed their deepest concern about corruption in this system.  Lengthy procedure 

of this due process is another severe challenge among others. 

According to this study, most of the respondents have quite a lot of confidence in the pre-trial stage 

(43.9%), post-trial stage (49.1), and hearing (29.8).  most of the respondents (50%) think the court 

can’t fulfill their rights.  

The perception of the respondents about court personnel id differs for different professions.  Their 

perception of the judge is positive (52.6%), most of the respondent’s perception of the lawyer is also 

positive (35.1%) and the perception of clerks is  neutral(26.3%).  The chi-square analysis has found 

significant association between court corruption and fulfilling the rights of the plaintiff and defendant 

by the court system, which refers that corruption shape the responses of cour toward the plaintiff and 

defendant.The findings of this study reflect both the Cultural Theory and the Due Process Model, 

revealing how trust, perception, and institutional experience shape confidence in judicial settings.  

According to Cultural Theory, individuals form trust or distrust toward institutions based on their social 

beliefs and collective experiences.   

The results have shown that confidence levels of respondents were shaped by shared perceptions of 

corruption, lengthy procedures, and inefficiency.  Most participants expressed moderate to low 

confidence, and many associated the court system with high costs and procedural delays, which indicates 
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that distrust is culturally reinforced through negative collective experiences.  Limited legal knowledge 

and the prevalence of rural, less-educated respondents further emphasize how socio-cultural contexts 

influence institutional trust.  The Due Process Model emphasizes fairness, accountability, and equality 

before the law.  These are the principles essential to maintaining public confidence.  However, findings 

in this study reveal that respondents perceive the judiciary as falling short of these ideals.  While some 

respondents rated judicial accountability and fairness as average or high, many doubted the impartiality 

and effectiveness of the court. The statistically significant relationship between corruption and the 

fulfillment of rights of participants represents how perceived violations of due process reduce 

confidence.  Moderate satisfaction across procedural stages also shows concerns about procedural 

fairness and transparency. 

 

8. RECOMMENDATION 

The following recommendations are necessary to develop an effective judiciary system which is given 

by the respondents in my studies. 

i. The process of the judiciary system executes very fast. 

ii. To investigate properly and ensure justice neutrally according to law. 

iii. To reduce corruption everywhere in the justice system. 

iv. To ignore and stop false litigation. 

v. To increase the number of sufficient lawyers in the courtroom. 

vi. Check properly all documents which are submitted to the judge. 

vii. Respecting the victim in the judiciary system. 

viii. To ensure the monitoring of court personnel activities. 

ix. Provide effective and expert personnel recruited. 

x. To take proper steps for increasing public awareness. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 

This study explores the confidence over judiciary proceedings in the eye of the plaintiff and defendant.  

It shows that the Trust level of respondents is not very much high.  Most of the respondents do not trust 

the court system.  Most of the respondents think that there have some performance factors of the court 

like responsiveness, efficiency, carefulness, and helpfulness which are average. There have some 

affecting factors like cost, corruption, and Lengthy procedure which affect confidence.  This study shows 

that cost, corruption, and lengthy procedure levels are high.  The court can’t fully fulfill the plaintiff and 

defendant’s rights.  People’s knowledge about judiciary proceedings is also low.  So, the authority should 

take proper steps to reduce cost, corruption, and lengthy procedure and try to grow public awareness 

about judiciary proceedings. 

The main findings from this data is lack of knowledge, confidence and increasing corruption in the 

court system in Bangladesh.  The policymaker should take such measures so that the general people get 

proper knowledge about how to handle a dispute.  For increasing the confidence in judiciary, oversight 

should be increased where necessary and the availability of information about trial should be made.  

Lastly, zero-tolerance policy should be taken to tackle corruption in every stage of cour proceeding.  

Ministry of Law has the ultimate power to do such amendments and integrate these suggestions into the 

policies.  The people also should be aware about their rights and responsibilities. 
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The main limitation of this study is the sample size as the population were unknown and only 57 

respondents participated.  Also, only one hypothesis has been found significant in this study.  In future, 

this study can be extended with large sample which may generate more significant findings within 

several factors of knowledge and confidence among the participants in the criminal justice system in 

global south. 
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