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Abstract 

 

This study examines corruption among support staff of Uganda’s Chief Magistrates’ 

Courts, as well as the influence of judicial officers. A unique corruption dynamic within 

these courts is uncovered, and effective strategies and best practices are proposed to 

mitigate it. Despite existing anti-corruption measures, persistent reports of 

corruption within the judiciary necessitate a closer examination of the interplay 

between judicial leadership and the conduct of support staff. Using a multifaceted 

approach, this study incorporates the perspectives of judicial officers, support staff, 

court users, and Judicial Service Commission inspectors through surveys, providing a 

comprehensive understanding of this issue. In addition, by drawing on theoretical 

frameworks such as principal–agent, social learning, and institutional theories, this 

study investigates how judicial leadership molds support staff behavior, potentially 

serving as role models that shape ethical conduct and institutional culture. The 

findings underscore the pivotal role of effective judicial leadership in curbing 

corruption among support staff, emphasizing the promotion of transparency, 

accountability, and ethical behavior. Consequently, the importance of judicial 

leadership is highlighted as a vital and trustworthy component of the court system. 

This study establishes an empirical foundation for understanding the relationship 

between judicial oversight and support staff conduct. It enriches our understanding 

of the competencies of judicial leadership in combating corruption within the 

judiciary, ultimately enhancing the administration of justice in Uganda. 
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 

This study examines corruption among support staff in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts 

of Uganda and investigates whether the conduct of judicial officers who supervise 

them influences this issue in contemporary judicial administration. In addition, the 

role of judicial officers in promoting or preventing corrupt practices among support 

staff is evaluated. Overall, this study underscores the dynamics of corruption in the 

Ugandan judiciary and proposes strategies to address this issue. 

 

Despite numerous anti-corruption measures and stakeholders in Uganda, the judiciary 

continues encountering corruption reports from the media and civil society 

organizations, highlighting its multifaceted nature and prevalence. For example, in 

response to media reports alleging corruption in several Magistrates’ Courts in 

Uganda (e.g., Wakiso, Goma, City Hall, Mukono, and Nabweru) during June–July 2019, 

the then Chief justice of the Ugandan Judiciary, Bart Katureebe, established a task 

force under Office Instrument No. 4 of 2019 dated July 30, 2019, to investigate these 

allegations. This investigation included two Magistrates Grade I, two office attendants, 

two court clerks, and a process server, whose identities were not disclosed. 

 

Accordingly, Afro Barometer published a survey on March 24, 2021, which reported 

that 68% of Ugandans state that “most” or “all” judges and magistrates are corrupt. 

According to the Fourth National Integrity Report 2019/2020, the judiciary was 

classified as the second most corrupt government institution based on 57% of the 

respondents (Inspectorate of Government, 2020). At a workshop of Chief Magistrates 

at the Sunset Hotel in Jinja, Chief Magistrates attributed corruption within the judiciary 

to support staff and not to judicial officers (Mugabi, 2011). The “Temple of Justice 

Report” of the Anti-Corruption Coalition Uganda reveals that corruption within 
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Uganda’s judiciary is not only widespread but also performed in a sophisticated and 

covert manner, making it difficult to detect. 

 

According to this study, conducted in 15 Magistrates’ Courts in Uganda’s five regions 

(East, West, North, Central, and South), bribery within the judiciary is typically 

facilitated by support staff at the request of judicial officers. Accordingly, they play a 

crucial role in this corrupt practice. During a recent speech at the launch of the 

Judiciary Annual Performance Report for the financial year 2021/2022, held at the 

Judiciary Headquarters in Kampala on August 31, 2022, the current Chief Justice of 

Uganda, Alfonse Chigamoy Owiny-Dollo, acknowledged reports of litigants and 

lawyers attempting to offer or solicit bribes to support staff. He also stated that some 

support staff were accused of accepting bribes to manipulate case outcomes, such as 

hiding files, removing documents from files, granting or denying bail, or influencing 

case decisions in a particular manner. 

 

Therefore, in light of this reality, this study determines whether support staff 

corruption is attributable to the leadership of supervising judicial officers, whether 

the support staff act independently, or whether it is a syndicate between the two 

groups. 

 

Notably, this study does not aim to suggest the blanket existence of corruption 

among support staff that judicial leadership is weak, there is no corruption among 

the judicial officers, or where corruption exists, judicial officers are always part and 

parcel of the corruption. 

The judiciary has often favored a normative approach over an empirical one in 

addressing these issues through judicial leadership because the judiciary is system-

oriented and is governed by strict rules and regulations. Moreover, although judicial 
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leaders must adhere to judicial codes of practice, there have been limited inquiries 

into the evaluation of their leadership and its consequences. Most of the current social 

work literature on this subject primarily focuses on the broader aspects of the judicial 

code of conduct rather than delving into the effects of judicial supervision (Andrea N. 

Cimino, 2013). Anti-corruption initiatives often overlook influential individuals. 

Consequently, policy experts argued that judicial institutions require reforms geared 

toward human capital development (Duthie, 2009). In particular, they stated that 

judicial leadership is instrumental in transforming the administration of justice. 

 

However, some scholars argue that judicial leadership does not significantly impact 

institutional transformation (Campbell, 2016). When leadership, judicial or otherwise, 

operates within a highly corrupt judicial system, it may need more incentive or room 

to implement substantial institutional or individual reforms. Given the effect of 

corruption within the judiciary, this study explores the need to emphasize judicial 

leadership in influencing support staff conduct. Kaptein (2011) introduced the 

corporate ethical virtues model, centered on organizational virtues, arguing that 

organizations can be viewed as entities with moral dimensions. This model also 

identifies organizational conditions that encourage ethical behavior among 

supervisors and employees.  

1.2. Contextual Background  

The judiciary is one of the three branches of government responsible for settling 

disputes between individuals or organizations by interpreting and applying the law. 

Its mission is to be an independent, competent, trusted, and accountable entity that 

administers justice to all without fear or favor (The Judiciary, 2023). According to the 

amended Article 129 of the 1995 Uganda Constitution (henceforth, the Constitution), 
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Uganda’s judiciary structure includes various courts, such as the Supreme Court, 

Court of Appeal, High Court, Chief Magistrates’ Courts, and Magistrates’ Courts. 

This study focuses on the Chief Magistrates’ Courts, which are hierarchically 

structured and have civil and criminal jurisdiction to handle cases of specific values 

or offenses. The Chief Magistrates’ Courts have a hierarchical structure, with the Chief 

Magistrate at the top, followed by Magistrate Grade I and Magistrate Grade II. Chief 

Magistrates’ Courts can adjudicate civil cases with a value of up to UGX 50,000,000 

and have unlimited jurisdiction in matters relating to conversion, damage to property, 

and trespass. In criminal cases, a Chief Magistrate can try all offenses, except those 

carrying the death penalty. Magistrates Grade I Courts have jurisdiction to hear civil 

cases valued up to UGX 20,000,000 or try all crimes except those holding a maximum 

sentence of life imprisonment or murder. Magistrate Grade II Courts can handle civil 

cases with a jurisdiction not exceeding UGX 500,000 or try offenses not listed in the 

First Schedule to the Act1. 

The Judiciary Annual Report 2021/22 (The Judiciary, 2022) states that there are 77 

Chief Magistrates, 301 Magistrates Grade I, and 10 Magistrates Grade II in the 

Ugandan judiciary. The Chief Magistrates, Magistrates Grade I, and Magistrates Grade 

II have 71,159, 22,569, and 1,152 pending cases, respectively. Moreover, the report 

demonstrates that Magistrates’ Courts handle most cases (94,880 cases), compared 

with the other courts combined (73,127 cases). In addition, approximately 6002 

support staff in all magisterial areas serve as the first point of contact between court 

users and the judicial system. Therefore, the support staff and magistrate courts are 

 
1 Sections 161 and 207 of the Magistrate’s Courts Act Cap. 16 
2 Estimations are based on the communication dated September 26, 2023, Ref: GC/1(a), in 
which the Chief Registrar requested all courts to submit lists of all support staff within their 
courts and interaction with the Human Resource Department of the judiciary.  
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considered the face of the Ugandan judiciary and the first protectors of its reputation 

(Tumwine, 2021).  

Because the management of the judiciary is centralized in Kampala (the capital), it 

relies on the Magistrates across Uganda, including Kampala, to oversee the day-to-

day operations of the courts, assign responsibilities, and monitor the behavior of the 

support staff to ensure compliance with anti-corruption codes of conduct. Any 

intentional or unintentional shortcomings can impact the behavior of the support 

staff. 

1.3. Operational Definitions  

The following terms and conceptual definitions are relevant to this thesis.  

 

Corruption: Although renowned corruption specialist John T. Noonan stated that 

“corruption emerged together with the first public duty—a responsibility inherently 

owed and not subject to reciprocal demands” (Pozsgai-Alvarez, 2020, p. 433), this 

thesis finds its genesis in human creation (International Study Bible, 1984). It is a 

plaque that thrives on the existence of humanity, which can evolve and erode society. 

 

Different definitions of corruption are provided owing to distinct world views, 

experiences, and cultural settings. Some are synonymous, whereas others differ in 

nature and scope. Jeremy Pope defined corruption as “misuse of entrusted power for 

private benefit,” which was revised by Peter Eigen, founder and chair of Transparency 

International, to “the misuse of entrusted power for private gain” (Eigen, n.d., p. 19). 

Transparency International has since adopted it as a standard definition of corruption 

and has made it achieve universal prominence (Pozsgai-Alvarez, 2020). The above 
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descriptions are a “reinterpretation for the private sector of that provided by Moodie 

much earlier “the abuse or misuse of an office of trust for private gain” (Ibid)3  

 

Ethical conduct: in Appendix F-5 of the Uganda Public Standing Orders, ethics is 

defined as conduct that conforms to the generally accepted standards of behavior4. 

This study considers the ethical modeling or remodeling of support staff by 

supervising judicial officers to influence ethical/unethical standards. Within the 

Uganda civil service, the Uganda public service’s Code of Conduct and Ethics holds 

significant importance and is emphasized through written and verbal means. This 

document outlines the expected behavioral standards concerning, for example, 

accountability, decency, diligence, discipline, effectiveness, efficiency, impartiality, 

integrity, and loyalty for public servants, including support staff5. Furthermore, all 

support staff must thoroughly understand various official documents, including 

standing orders, circular standing instructions, establishment notices, legal notices, 

acts, bills, and the Constitution. 

 

Because ethical/unethical behavior and corruption involve human conduct that is 

considered unacceptable, they should be used interchangeably to mean the same 

thing.  

 

Support staff: individuals who provide administrative, operational, or technical 

assistance to support the work of others. In the judicial context, support staff can 

include individuals who work in the court system, such as clerks, secretaries, typists, 

process servers, cashiers, drivers, and office attendants. These individuals are 

 
3 Extract from an IACA Module 1 (Course 1) assignment supervised by Professor Ina Kubbe 
4 Public Standing Orders 2021 
5 As observed in the Code of Conduct and Ethics of the Uganda Public Service, dated June 
2000. 
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responsible for various tasks, including maintaining court records, scheduling court 

sessions, preparing legal documents, and supporting judicial officers. Support staff 

play an essential role in the functioning of the court system, ensuring its efficient 

operation and administration. They are supervised and assigned roles by judicial 

officers and are accountable to the Ministry of Public Service, which appoints them 

through the Public Service Commission (The Judiciary, 2006). Accordingly, two 

independent commissions manage the magistrates’ and support staff appointments. 

It also operates a dual grading and remuneration system (The Judiciary, 2006). 

 

Support staff conduct: the ability of support staff to achieve specific objectives by 

utilizing their skills, knowledge, and expertise in the judiciary. This multidimensional 

concept includes an employee’s observable actions, mental actions, or decisions that 

contribute to accomplishing goals within a streamlined bench. Support staff conduct 

is measured by comparing the performance achieved within a limited time with the 

performance standards set by judicial officers for support staff. In addition, turnover, 

efficiency, achieving set targets, and quality services are key performance indicators 

used to calculate support staff conduct. Such behavior could involve corrupt practices 

or unethical behavior.  

 

Leadership: research reveals that although there are several definitions of leadership, 

there is no single universally agreed definition because of its distinct approaches 

(sorin-George toma, 2020). Mendenhall et al. (Mark E. Mendenhall, 2013) defined 

leadership as “an individual who inspires a group of people to willingly pursue a 

positive vision in an effectively organised fashion while fostering individual and 

collective growth in a context characterised by significant levels of complexity, flow, 

and presence.” This definition expresses a leader as a person who influences an 

individual in achieving the shared organizational vision and mission. In particular, this 
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study refers to “leadership” as “judicial leadership,” which refers to the leadership 

roles and responsibilities of individuals within the judiciary or court system. It 

encompasses the courts’ management, administration, and governance, including 

developing and implementing policies, allocating resources, and supervising court 

personnel. This can be exercised by individuals such as the chief justice, justices, 

judges, registrars, or magistrates, whose roles are critical in shaping the direction of 

the judicial branch and ensuring its effective operation (Bernard M. Bass, 2008).  

 

1.4. Significance of this Study 

In examining the significance of this study, the insights gained from investigating the 

dynamics of judicial leadership should be merged to support staff conduct with 

potential contributions to the field. This study comprehensively explores how support 

staff perceive judicial officers, encompassing authority, communication, and trust.  

 

Consequently, this study introduces three noteworthy contributions: 

 

First, this study establishes a robust empirical foundation for comprehending the 

impact of judicial leadership on support staff conduct. Focusing on these dynamics 

provides valuable insights into how leadership practices can shape the behavior and 

performance of support staff within the judiciary. 

 

Second, this study expands the current body of knowledge by incorporating the 

competencies required for effective judicial leadership when supervising support 

staff. This deepens our understanding of judicial leadership and strengthens the 

capacities of judicial officers, thereby enhancing their ability to manage and lead 

support staff effectively. 



9 
 

 

Finally, this thesis has broader implications for the judicial system. It helps bridge the 

gap between theory and practice, highlighting the practical role of effective judicial 

leadership in pursuing a functional and efficient court system. By emphasizing the 

importance of leadership competencies in the judiciary, this study contributes to 

achieving a more effective and responsive legal design in Uganda. 

 

1.5. Research Questions  

Judicial leadership establishes a credible system for accountability and performance 

evaluation. Fair treatment of court users by judicial officers and support staff fosters 

trust in the judiciary as a reliable and responsive partner in delivering justice. We must 

engage in open and candid discussions about corruption, judicial leadership 

accountability, and support staff conduct to transform conventional administrative 

systems. Addressing these questions is essential for understanding the present 

circumstances and potential consequences of judicial leadership and support staff 

behavior. 

The following questions will guide this thesis in addressing the central question: 

1.5.1 What judicial leadership practices and competencies distinguish magistrates as 

leaders within the court system, and how do these factors relate to corruption 

among support staff? 

1.5.2 How does judicial leadership impact the performance and potential corruption 

of support staff, and how does this connection contribute to the influence of 

judicial administration on corruption within the court system? 
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1.6 Research Hypothesis 

Judicial leadership significantly impacts the reduction of corruption among support 

staff in the judiciary. Effective leadership practices, including promoting transparency 

and accountability, fostering ethical behavior, and providing training and resources, 

can prevent or mitigate corrupt activities among support staff, leading to a more 

efficient and trustworthy judicial system6. 

  

 
6 This agrees with Chapter 8 of the Constitution of the Republic of Uganda and the preamble 
of Administration of the Judiciary Act No. 8 of 2020, which provides for the effective and 
efficient administration of the judiciary.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Research Gap 

Additional studies should be conducted on the impact of judicial leadership on 

support staff conduct. Although studies have been conducted on the effects of 

leadership in other fields, the relationship between judicial administration and 

support staff conduct has received limited attention in the academic community. For 

example, the Global Judicial Integrity Network identifies three primary safeguards for 

ensuring judicial integrity, which do not explicitly address judicial leadership and its 

potential impact on support staff conduct: (1) judicial codes of conduct, (2) 

accountability mechanisms, and (3) educational and training (Global Judicial Integrity 

Network, 2020). In addition, most policy responses to corruption within the judiciary 

focus on general approaches for engagement rather than tailor-made solutions 

(Andrea N. Cimino, 2013). Further studies are necessary to understand how judicial 

leadership practices and style can influence support staff behavior and performance 

in the judicial system.  

 

Second, the study of judicial leadership as a factor in supporting staff conduct 

deviates from the traditional approach of focusing on systematic reforms to address 

corruption in the judiciary. The conventional course often focuses on legal and 

institutional reforms, such as enhancing the independence of the judiciary, improving 

the appointment process for judges and support staff, and implementing 

accountability and transparency mechanisms. In particular, Sustainable Development 

Goal (SDG) 16, titled “Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions,” aims to “Promote 

peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice 
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for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels.” Given 

the causal relationship between corruption and nonfunctional institutions, three 

targets of SDG 16, namely, 16.4, 16.5, and 16.6, call for reducing corruption and 

developing transparent institutions (United Nations, 2023). Although these reforms 

are necessary, exploring the role of leadership in shaping the culture and behavior of 

support staff can provide additional insights into the root causes of corruption and 

offer more targeted and practical solutions.  

 

Third, an investigation of corruption within the judiciary is challenging because of the 

secretive and bureaucratic nature of the crime. Corruption often occurs behind the 

scenes; it is challenging to detect and prosecute, particularly when it involves complex 

transactions and manipulating bureaucratic processes (Kagaba, 2017). Accordingly, 

researchers face challenges in accessing accurate and reliable data on the extent and 

nature of corruption within the judiciary (Kakooza, 2017). Furthermore, individuals 

engaging in bribery may be reluctant to provide information for fear of retaliation or 

legal consequences. These factors contribute to the difficulty of investigating 

corruption within the judiciary or the limited availability of findings on the subject 

and, consequently, a vague assessment of the situation.  

2.2. Understanding the Context of Corruption in Uganda 

While discussing the impact and influence of judicial leadership on corruption among 

support staff of the Chief Magistrates of Uganda, an overview of the historical and 

political backdrop of corruption in Uganda must be provided. This historical context 

can serve as the foundation for understanding the challenges and opportunities within 

the judicial system in terms of corruption. Moreover, critical events, government 
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initiatives, and reports on corruption in Uganda should be highlighted to demonstrate 

the scale and persistence of this issue. 

Corruption was not a prominent concern before Uganda’s political upheaval, from its 

independence in 1962 until the political crisis of the 1980s. During this period, 

authoritarian governments often obscured the issue of corruption. However, with the 

rise of the National Resistance Movement (NRA) to power in 1986, Uganda underwent 

significant political and economic transformations. The NRA’s rise to power was 

guided by a 10-point program that prioritized combating corruption and abuse of 

power. This commitment has stimulated the reformation and enhancement of 

administrative structures aligned with democratic governance, decentralization, and 

the devolution of powers outlined in the Constitution. This expansion highlights the 

historical context and specific actions taken to address corruption and improve 

governance in Uganda. 

Unfortunately, the expansion of the economy and the development of administrative 

systems have created significant opportunities for corruption, as confirmed by 

numerous local, national, and international reports. In 2006, the country witnessed a 

series of major corruption scandals involving government officials and individuals 

closely connected to those holding positions of power (Human Rights Watch, 2013). 

In the same year, the Inspectorate of Government Report revealed that the estimated 

costs paid by citizens to bribe judicial officers amount to UGX 763,000,000,000. In 

other words, this cost amounted to 43% of the national spending budget on the justice 

sector in 2019 (Inspectorate of Government, 2021). According to the Resolutions of 

the NRM Parliamentary Caucus Retreat held at Kyankwanzi between January 11 and 

18, 2013, President Yoweri Museveni (President of Uganda) announced a zero-

tolerance policy against corruption. 
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Conversely, a Human Rights Watch (Human Rights Watch, 2013) report noted that the 

President’s zero-tolerance policy remains a rhetorical and political tale. The report 

further asserts that no member of the current NRM government was imprisoned for 

corruption in 2013. An example is the case of Uganda v. Mike Mukula at the Chief 

Magistrate, Anti-corruption Division, where Uganda excelled in immunization and 

health programs and received a gift. This gift was to be distributed to organizations 

working in the health sector. One of these organizations was run by the President’s 

wife. When the organization applied for funds, 263 million was withdrawn and sent 

to the First Lady’s office through the accused minister. However, only 54 million were 

delivered, and 210 million disappeared. Although the minister was convicted, upon 

appeal in the case of Mukula v. Uganda7, the conviction was overturned after the 

President offered to pay his legal costs (Human Rights Watch, 2013). 

Likewise, the government contracted an unknown company (Kenlloyd Logistics) in 

2007 to refill Uganda’s fuel reserves. Although the entire process was against official 

procurement guidelines, the company was run by the son-in-law of the Minister of 

Foreign Affairs, who is also related to the President (Human Rights Watch, 2013). In 

the same year, the Corruption Perception Index ranked Uganda in the 126th position 

with a score of 2.6. Nevertheless, Uganda has taken different steps toward combating 

corruption, such as creating and empowering various institutions, policies, and 

legislative instruments. 

Uganda developed the National Strategy to Fight Corruption, 2004–2007 policy 

document on the operation of anti-corruption agencies. In 2005, Uganda made a 

constitutional amendment establishing the Anti-Corruption Court. In addition, the 

country enacted the Anti-Corruption Act 2009, which criminalized corruption and 

 

7 (HCT-00-AC-CN-1 of 2013) [2013] UGHCACD 6 (March 13, 2013) 
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other related offenses. In addition, various institutions were established, and others 

were empowered to investigate corruption and its related offenses in the public 

service, including the Inspectorate of Government, which is mandated to eliminate 

corruption and abuse of authority and public office8. In the case of Jim Muhwezi and 

3 Ors v. Attorney General & Anor9, “the duties and functions of the IGG include the 

powers to investigate, arrest, cause arrest, prosecute, cause prosecution in respect of 

cases involving corruption, abuse of authority or public office.” 

2.3. Systemic Causes of Support Staff Corruption 

Danilet (2009) reported that the judicial system comprises all institutions and 

professionals participating in litigation, such as judges, police, prosecutors, lawyers, 

mediators, experts, insolvency professionals, bailiffs, probation officers, and public 

notaries. Support staff, including court clerks, archive keepers, registration personnel, 

and court interpreters, are critical to this study. Different relationships and forces of 

influence positively or negatively affect support staff corruption. The very structure 

of the justice system renders it vulnerable to support staff corruption.  

First, the supervising judicial officers assign roles to support staff, have supervisory 

powers, manage court procedures, promote ethics and integrity, and ensure the 

general administration of courts. Consequently, they can be referred to as the 

principal and the support staff as their agents. If the principals are not corrupt, they 

fight corruption tendencies among the support staff. The support staff will be corrupt 

if they do not follow the code of conduct. This relationship can be further explained 

by the principal–agent theory. 

 
8 Section 8 (1) b, Inspectorate of Government Act, 2002 
9 (Constitutional Petition 10 of 2008) [2010] UGCC 3 (May 14, 2010) 
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Black’s Law Dictionary (2004) defines a judicial officer as an officer of the court. It 

broadly identifies an officer of the court as “a person who is charged with upholding 

the law and administering judicial system.” According to this law, an officer of court 

refers to a judge, clerk, bailiff, sheriff, or the like. In contrast, Section 43 of the 

Judicature Act defines “officers of the court” as the Chief Registrar, Registrars, Deputy 

Registrars, and Assistant Registrars. Likewise, Section 46 of the Judicature Act is titled 

“Protection of judicial officers” and includes “a judge, commission or other person 

acting judicially.” 

According to Article 151 of the Constitution, a judicial officer is defined as a judge or 

any individual who presides over a court or tribunal, howsoever described; the Chief 

Registrar or a Registrar of a Court; or any other person holding any office connected 

with the court as prescribed by law. In particular, Section 2 of the Administration of 

Judiciary Act 2020 states that a judicial officer is the Chief Justice, Deputy Chief 

Justice, Principal Judge, Justice of the Supreme Court, Justice of the Court of Appeal, 

Judge of the High Court, Chief Registrar, Registrar of a Court, and Magistrate. In this 

study, a judicial officer refers to a Chief Magistrate and a Magistrate appointed to the 

Chief Magistrate Court of Uganda, who is involved in resolving disputes by making 

rulings and passing a binding sentence in case of a conviction. 

Unfortunately, corrupt support staff can, for example, sway judgments, alter 

evidence, hide or make ready a case file, delay or alter subpoenas, and expedite the 

release of official documents. If judicial officers are corrupt, agents act as 

“middlemen” in executing the corrupt interests of the supervising judicial officer. The 

support staff can receive bribes on behalf of the judicial officer, thereby influencing 

their decisions and actions. The support staff can advise corrupt litigants and other 

community members on how to corrupt a judicial officer. Likewise, community 

members, including litigants, the public, police, and prosecutors, can influence 



17 
 

unethical support staff’s performance of the corrupt practices mentioned above, such 

as altering material evidence. Judicial officers and community members can influence 

support staff, and support staff can influence judicial officers and community 

members. The collective action theory can explain the influence of support staff on 

judicial officers. 

The forces of influence between community members and judicial officers are more 

complex than they initially appear. According to Article 126 of the Constitution, 

judicial officers derive their power from the people; hence, the people of Uganda act 

as the principal, and the judicial officer acts as the agent who fulfills the will and 

aspirations of the people as laid out in the Constitution. This study illustrates how the 

community can monitor judicial officers for corruption using the principal–agent 

theory. Accordingly, it is unusual for judicial officers to receive bribes directly from 

community members; hence, the support staff are positioned or pressured to act as 

“middlemen” between the community and the judicial officer. 

In contrast, when the judicial officer fails to act as an agent who protects the people’s 

will, such a judicial officer can directly receive bribes or undue influence from some 

community members, such as litigants, mediators, and prosecutors. Arguably, if the 

principal is corrupt, the judicial officer who is an agent can spread the same corrupt 

influence on the support staff, thereby creating an interconnected system where 

corruption thrives. Finally, the institutional framework checks the undertakings of 

support staff, community members, and judicial officers. Notably, corruption thrives 

when the institutional framework is ineffective, and the opposite is true. 
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2.4. Impact of Support Staff Corruption 

A functional court is fundamental to the administration of justice. It should be defined 

by equality, impartiality, fairness, transparency, and predictability10. Therefore, it 

employs judicial officers and support staff. Unfortunately, support staff corruption 

undermines the quality of justice and drastically affects the public’s confidence in the 

judicial system. Support staff corruption hinders Uganda from attaining the United 

Nations’ SDGs. The importance of a “clean judiciary” cannot be overemphasized. 

Corruption among support staff compromises the quality of justice. The new Global 

Corruption Report 2007, Corruption in Judicial Systems by Transparency 

International, concludes that corruption in the judiciary erodes its ability to prosecute 

crime, inhibits access to justice, and curtails human rights (Transparency 

International, 2007). 

Support staff corruption hinders the achievement of SDGs in Uganda. The significance 

of maintaining a judiciary free from corruption cannot be overemphasized. SDG 16, 

titled “Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions,” aims to “Promote peaceful and inclusive 

societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all, and build 

effective, accountable, and inclusive institutions at all levels.” Given the causal link 

between corruption and nonfunctional institutions, three SDG 16 targets, namely, 

16.4, 16.5, and 16.6, call for reducing all forms of corruption and developing 

transparent institutions (United Nations, 2023). 

 

 

 

 
10 Article 126 of the Constitution of Uganda.  
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2.5. Theoretical Framework 

The relationship between judicial leadership and staff conduct is complex and 

multifaceted. It can be analyzed using a combination of theories of corruption and 

leadership, as discussed below.  

2.5.1. Principal–Agent Theory  

A functional court is fundamental to the administration of justice. It should be defined 

on the basis of equality, impartiality, fairness, transparency, and predictability11. For 

example, the judiciary is occasionally called a “temple of justice.” Therefore, it 

employs judicial officers and support staff. 

Judicial officers derive their mandate from the people of Uganda as articulated in 

Article 126 of the same Constitution12, and support staff assist them in fulfilling this 

mandate. Consequently, the people of Uganda are conceptualized as “principals” who 

delegate judicial functions to judicial officers and support staff (agents) at different 

hierarchical levels. As the principal, the people develop a streamlined framework 

within which judicial officers and support staff operate. This framework defines the 

working relationship and mediates any conflict between the principal and the agent. 

However, because of competing interests (administering justice vs. corruption) 

between the principal and agents, agents often promote their self-interests (corrupt 

practices) at the expense of the principal (Torben Bernhold, n.d.), thereby creating a 

dilemma between the principal and agents. This thesis uses the principal–agent theory 

 
11 Article 126 of the Constitution mandates that courts presided over by judicial officers, 
including magistrates, to administer justice, foster the rule of law, and promote good 
governance.  
12 In the following authoritative terms: 

“Judicial power is derived from the people and shall be exercised by the courts established 
under this Constitution in the name of the people and conformity with the law and with the 
values, norms, and aspirations of the people.” 
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to describe the judicial hierarchy, explores how it shapes the understanding of 

support staff corruption within the judiciary, and investigates the relationship 

between a judicial officer and support staff.  

2.5.2. Collective Action Theory or the Social Learning Theory 

Furthermore, this study analyzes support staff corruption through the collective 

action theory or the social learning theory of role modeling. In a judicial context, staff 

members may view their leaders as models of appropriate conduct. If leaders engage 

in corrupt or unethical behavior, staff members are more likely to do the same. 

Conversely, if leaders model integrity and ethical behavior, staff members are more 

likely to follow suit. Therefore, judicial leaders’ behavior can significantly impact their 

staff conduct (Michael E. Brown, 2010). 

2.5.3 Institutional Theory 

According to the institutional theory, organizations have unique cultures that shape 

the behaviors and attitudes of employees. If a judicial institution has a culture of 

corruption, staff members are more likely to engage in corrupt behavior, even when 

individual leaders are not directly involved in such behavior. However, if a judicial 

institution has a culture of integrity and transparency, staff members are more likely 

to uphold those values in their conduct (Angelo Nicolaides, 2019). 

Judicial leaders can support their staff in upholding high standards of professionalism 

and integrity by modeling ethical behavior, establishing a culture of integrity, and 

effectively inspiring and motivating support staff. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Research Design 

This study uses a descriptive design to gather information about people’s attitudes, 

opinions, habits, and social issues (Mangal, 2013). This step was necessary because 

it provides an in-depth understanding of the study population. It describes the 

population, situation, or phenomenon under study; investigates the background of a 

research problem; and obtains the required information to conduct further research. 

The analysis employed qualitative and quantitative approaches using primary data 

collected from questionnaires. 

3.2. Survey Process 

Several steps were established to successfully complete this study, including, but not 

limited to, the following: 

3.2.1. Identifying the Target Population 

This study is conducted to understand the role of judicial leadership in addressing 

corruption among support staff. The target population were as follows: 

i. Judicial officers 

ii. Support staff 

iii. Court users 

iv. Inspectors from the Judicial Service Commission. 

The target population comprised 63 judicial officers (one Justice of the Court of 

Appeal, three High Court Judges, four Registrars, 12 Chief Magistrates, five Senior 

Grade I Principal Magistrates, five Principal Magistrates Grade I, 10 Senior Magistrates 

Grade I, and 23 Magistrates Grade I) from selected courts, 73 support staff, 54 court 
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users (29 advocates and 25 litigants), and three officials from the Judicial Service 

Commission. 

3.2.2. Data Collection 

Data were collected using questionnaires, where different questionnaires were drafted 

for each category of respondents. According to the researcher, this sample size was 

representative enough to address the statement of the problem and deliver accurate 

results concerning the set objective. Each selected group provided different answers, 

depending on their experiences and perceptions of corruption within the judiciary and 

the way corruption affects or benefits the delivery of justice. Participants’ involvement 

was based on voluntary informed consent, and all research ethics were upheld before, 

during, and after the study. 

3.2.3. Scope and Coverage 

This study focuses on judicial leadership and its impact on corruption among support 

staff. However, preliminary information was obtained to support the research 

questions, aiding in the formulation of more conclusive recommendations. 

The target population are respondents from 30 districts from three regions in Uganda, 

as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Districts where the study was conducted. 

Region Central Western Northern Eastern 

District Kampala  Mbarara  Arua  Mbale 

 
 Mukono  Fort Portal  Kitgum  Lira 

 
 Lugazi  Hoima  Moroto  Kumi 

 
 Masaka  Rukungiri  Ngora  Bugiri 

 
 Mpigi  Hoima 

 
 Tororo 
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 Buikwe 

  
 Busia 

 
 Buvuma Island  

 
 Iganga 

 
 Koome Island  

 
 Jinja 

 
 Kayunga 

  
 Manafwa 

 
 Luwero 

   

 
 Busembatya  

  

 
 Wakiso 

   
 

 

 

Figure 1: Map of Uganda showing districts targeted for data collection. 



24 
 

3.3. Sampling Design 

The judicial system of Uganda comprises 81 chief magisterial areas, including 

Magistrates’ Grade I Courts and Magistrates’ Grade II Courts across 135 districts in 

the country13. 

District selection was performed using a two-stage level of stratification: 

3.3.1. Stage I 

Districts were first stratified into four strata and grouped according to their regions. 

Each stratum serves as a cluster from which courts are selected. 

Table 2: Number of districts where the study was conducted per region. 

Region No of districts Strata 

Central 12 1 

Eastern 9 2 

Northern 4 3 

Western 5 4 

Grand total 30  

 

3.3.2. Stage II  

Districts were ranked according to the number of courts within the regions, and 

disproportionate stratified random sampling was applied to determine the number of 

respondents per district. Questionnaires were distributed to more than 300 

respondents, and the responses acquired were considered. 

 
13 Magistrates’ Courts (Magisterial Areas) Instrument, Statutory Instrument 11 of 2017 
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3.4. Deploy the Survey 

A pilot study was conducted to test the data collection tools and make necessary 

adjustments for collecting clean data before rolling out the data collection process. 

After incorporating the changes from the pilot study, questionnaires were distributed 

to respondents in a soft or hard copy format, as requested.  

This study collected data in person for some respondents of the four categories by 

conducting interviews across some districts. For some respondents, questionnaires 

were sent and received via email. Remote assistance was offered to some respondents 

where required. 

3.5. Analysis of the Results and Actions Taken 

Data collected from the field through questionnaires underwent a data cleaning 

process in which open-ended responses were coded, a guide was created for each 

questionnaire, and all responses were recorded in Microsoft Excel. 

Data were imported from Excel, all the captured value labels were defined to represent 

their true code meanings, and any new necessary variables were created to fit the 

objectives of this thesis using Stata as the analysis tool. 

Subsequently, the analysis commenced in which descriptive statistics and univariate, 

bivariate, and multivariate relationships were analyzed to test the hypotheses of the 

research questions. 

The final report captured the analyzed data, considering the findings and 

recommendations before dissemination.  
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3.6. Justification for the Methodology 

The objective of this study is to explore the impact of judicial officer supervision on 

support staff corruption in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in Uganda. The research 

methodology was designed to accurately represent what is being experienced in 

Uganda’s judicial system by obtaining the views of all four stakeholders: judicial 

leaders, support staff, court users, and inspectors of the Judicial Service Commission. 

This methodology enabled us to collect relevant, unbiased data with the support of 

the pilot study, which helped us evaluate our questionnaires to arrive at the most 

objective responses. 

This study introduces a good representation of the views from different courts across 

the country, with a two-stage level of sample selection. Given the vast population, this 

selected a sample of respondents from most districts, considering the proportion of 

the courts within the county. 

Furthermore, the methodology helped overcome the element of nonresponse, as the 

researcher shared an electronic version of the questionnaires via email to different 

districts without being physically present to influence their completion. 

The analysis tools selected enabled cleaning the data and breaking them down into 

meaningful information without fear of bias from the results. 

3.7. Limitations of the Study and Mitigation Strategies 

A limitation of this study is the hefty strain on available resources to collect data 

across different districts. Because some questionnaires had to be ordered in person 

with the conduct of personal interviews, enormous resources were required to 

traverse all 32 selected districts, a direction that impacted the available resources, 

given that we could not use online data collection tools, such as Survey Monkey and 
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Survey solutions, which would have enabled remote data collection. Therefore, the 

chosen methodology limited the number of sample respondents, making us liable for 

high cases of nonresponse. 

Accordingly, more questionnaires were distributed to as many target respondents as 

possible to mitigate this issue and support reaching the required sample size of 300 

respondents from all categories combined.  

Another limitation of this methodology is the identification of the rightful districts to 

be ranked according to the number of courts and the association of court users’ 

experience of corruption cases. This limitation results from the lack of previous 

studies on corruption in specific courts in Uganda and the judicial system as a whole. 

This survey was conducted in 32 districts of Uganda. Although the survey results may 

partially reflect some of the people’s views across the country and conclusions may 

run a logical fallacy of hasty generalization, the research team mitigated this 

limitation by ensuring the right sample size, which was even exceeded during data 

collection. 

Likewise, although the research clustered the destinations visited during data 

collection into four regions, respondents, as per those clusters, seem to live quite 

different lifestyles with varying levels of corruption. Consequently, disparities 

between responses can arise, which may be explained by numerous socioeconomic 

factors beyond the scope of the study hypothesis. However, the researcher used 

mitigation measures to ensure an even distribution of districts, and a reasonable 

number of respondents were selected for each cluster for comparison within and 

across the clusters.  
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Finally, some subjectivity in the responses may arise from the different data collection 

tools. The tools were analytical and mainly sought subjective views and perceptions. 

However, the triangulation approach was employed using two research tools to verify 

the validity of the responses, with the aim of mitigating such subjectivism. 

 

Because this study adopted a questionnaire survey as the primary data collection 

method, it could have been more varied regarding flexibility, freedom, and 

spontaneity in content and structure associated with qualitative data collection 

methods such as interviewing. However, the researcher interviewed some members 

of the Inspectorate of Courts to enable triangulation of the collected data. The 

interviews provided a one-to-one interaction (between the researcher and informants), 

which generated more detailed data on the study variables.  

 

Additionally, the researcher faced resource constraints in covering the entire sample 

size because the Chief Magistrates’ Courts were distant from each other. This 

limitation was mitigated through prior planning, as the researcher could save money 

to facilitate movement during data collection. 
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Chapter 4: DATA ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION 

4.1. Response Rate 

Data were collected using questionnaires in hard copy and electronic formats. 

Approximately 216 participants participated in this study, including 3 inspectors of 

the Judicial Service Commission, 63 judicial officers, 73 support staff, and 54 court 

users; 23 questionnaires were considered null and void because they were 10% 

complete.  

 

Figure 2: Participation of the target population. 

 

Based on the data collected, univariate, bivariate, multivariate, and correlation 

analyses among different data variables and hypothesis testing were applied to 

establish the level of acceptance of certain narratives, myths, assumptions, 

stereotypes, and more within the judicial system. 

The analyzed data reveal the views of all four cores of the judicial system: judicial 

officers, support staff, court users, and inspectors from the Judicial Service 

Commission. Information was conveyed to show the frequency of understanding 

Court users
28%

Inspectors
1%

Judicial 
Leader

33%

Support Staff
38%

PERCENTAGE OF KEY RESPONDENTS

Court users

Inspectors
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significant viewpoints on a particular question and interpreting them with other 

viewpoints from the rest of the target population. Explanations under the findings are 

narratives and verbatim of some of the respondents most relevant to the majority’s 

viewpoints within the population. 

4.2. PART A: Findings from Judicial Officers’ Responses  

Approximately 30% (63 respondents) of the entire population interviewed were 

judicial officers. They were asked several open-ended and closed questions, 

generating numerous responses and viewpoints that were analyzed. The following 

findings were reached: 

Role of judicial leadership in shaping the conduct of support staff within the 

court system 

 

Figure 3: Judicial leaders’ understanding of their role. 

 

The majority (46%) of judicial officers stated that their primary role is to “mentor and 

supervise their staff” by advising them on acceptable ethical behavior, culture, and 

Different leadership styles give different results

Promotes strategic courses and trainings for staff

Promotes teamwork

Sets acceptable ethical standards and measures

Leads by example

Mentors  and supervises Staff

1%

5%

7%

16%

25%

46%

Percentage

Ro
le

 o
f J

ud
ic

ia
l l

ea
de

r

Graph showing Judicial leaders' understanding of their role



31 
 

direction to achieve set targets. This line of argument correlates with that of Chibita 

(2014), who stated that judicial ethics entails more than avoiding wrongdoing and 

public reprobation. He reported that judicial ethics provides judicial officers with 

precepts, principles, and societal obligations. These attributes can be used to mentor 

support staff. Although mentoring can involve a group effort within an organization 

and is therefore qualified as collective action, it is often more closely associated with 

the principal–agent framework because it emphasizes the hierarchical relationship 

between supervisors and support staff in addressing ethical conduct. 

Moreover, 25% of the judicial officers stated that their primary role as leaders is to 

“lead by example.” Accordingly, support staff will be more efficient and ethical when 

judicial officers display the same behavior in their actions. This behavior is 

demonstrated in how they treat court users, the respect shown to support staff, and 

the level of following the judicial code of conduct. Leading by example is the first 

demonstration of a judicial officer before other roles are followed. 

As shown in Figure 3, others stated that they set acceptable ethical standards and 

measures, promoting teamwork and strategic courses and training for staff. The list 

of judicial officers, approximately 1%, seems to disregard the idea that judicial officers 

have a central role, stating that “different leadership styles give different results.” This 

squarely falls within the research hypothesis that judicial leadership significantly 

reduces corruption among the judiciary’s support staff. Dorasamy (2010) emphasized 

this position, arguing that judicial leaders can support their staff in upholding high 

standards of professionalism and integrity by modeling ethical behavior, creating a 

culture of integrity, and effectively inspiring and motivating support staff. This 

viewpoint agrees with the institutional theory that if a particular culture has been 

developed in a given institution, it is most likely to be shared by all members. Notably, 



32 
 

a judicial institution has a culture of integrity and transparency, and staff members 

may be more likely to uphold those values in their conduct. 

The belief that a leadership style influences support staff conduct in a 

jurisdiction 

Table 3: Effects of different judicial styles of leadership. 

Variable Obs. Percentage 

Motivated the staff to be ethical 20 26% 

Helped them self-appraise their conduct at 

work 15 20% 

It has helped them achieve their potential 12 16% 

It has encouraged open communication 12 16% 

It has given them freedom of expression 7 9% 

It has helped us set and achieve targets 5 7% 

It has made them more accountable for ethical 

behavior 4 5% 

It has instilled teamwork and increased 

productivity 1 1% 

Total 76 100% 

 

Table 3 shows that 26% of the judicial officers believed that their leadership style 

motivates the staff to be ethical. For example, one respondent stated that his 

leadership style highly influences the support staff because he sets the pace and 

everybody is expected to follow suit. This statement underscores the role of a judicial 

officer as a principal seeking to influence and motivate the ethical behavior of the 

support staff as agents through their leadership style and by setting expectations. 
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This viewpoint agrees with the sentiment expressed by Thomas Aquinas in the 13th 

century in his Suma Theologica that nobody is wise enough to forecast every 

individual case and consequently communicate everything by word, yet influential 

leaders communicate by their life. Judicial officers who lead by example and employ 

commendable leadership styles can significantly reduce support staff corruption, as 

stated by Campbell (2016). 

Additionally, 20% believed that their leadership style helped them self-evaluate their 

conduct at work by having one-on-one conversations with other staff to check their 

behavior. Accordingly, a reciprocal dynamic between judicial officers and support 

staff is implied in which they mutually assess their interactions and strive for 

continuous improvement in the conduct of both parties. In addition, Table 3 shows 

that the least number of respondents (1% and 4% of the judicial officers) stated that 

their leadership style had instilled ethical conduct and made the support staff more 

accountable. Consequently, most leadership styles are less centered around team 

cohesion but more around one-on-one engagements with individuals within the team. 

These findings prove that when judicial officers interacted with support staff, their 

primary objective was to elicit a positive response or action. This descriptive research 

design reveals the leadership styles and attitudes of judicial officers and support staff, 

which is consistent with the hypothesis of this study. 
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Instances in which judicial leaders positively impacted the behavior of support 

staff 

 

Figure 4: Instances in which judicial leaders positively impacted staff. 

 

The analysis demonstrates that most (30%) of the judicial officers believed that their 

leadership had impacted the timekeeping behaviors of support staff. One of the 

leaders introduced the do’s and don’ts of the court, emphasized timekeeping as the 

starting point, and met with the staff to discuss strategies for arriving at the office by 

or before 8:00 a.m. This issue was resolved, highlighting a broader understanding of 

corruption that extends beyond conventional notions of bribery or extortion. 

Instances of time theft in which support staff or judicial officers work fewer hours 

than prescribed may constitute abuse of office. Section 11 of the Anti-Corruption Act 

defines this as follows: 

 A person employed in a public body or a company in which the Government has 

shares, who engages in or directs arbitrary acts detrimental to the interests of 

their employer or any other party, abusing the authority of their position, 
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commits an offence and is subject to conviction, with penalties including 

imprisonment for a maximum term of seven years, a fine not exceeding one 

hundred and sixty-eight currency points, or both.  

While timekeeping may seem distant from support staff corruption, it improves 

service delivery to court users and the entire public, thereby reducing the temptation 

and likelihood of members of the public paying a bribe to have their files handled. As 

per the principle–agent theory, the people set up a streamlined framework within 

which judicial officers and support staff operate. The framework defines the working 

relationship and mediates any conflict between the principal and agent. 

Likewise, 18% and 16% of the other respondents stated that staff have been impacted 

to express confidence to overcome challenges and increased transparency and 

integrity in court, respectively. One leader stated, “I had random interactions with 

court users at my court and noticed that they had reduced unethical complaints 

against my staff.” In addition to the perceived corruption, which, according to this 

thesis, can be addressed through promoting continuous positive behavior and 

awareness, these findings indicate that the extent of actual corruption among support 

staff and judicial officers can be gaged through public evaluation and engagement. 

Furthermore, approximately 14% suggested that expectations became very clear of 

their staff, where the staff knew what worship did not like while conducting business 

at court. Approximately 2% of the respondents also suggested changing the dress 

code to formal wear as they introduced strict laws about the dress code. Comparing 

and contrasting the highest and lowest responses, judicial officers significantly 

impact their support staff by acting in a way that contributes to eradicating 

corruption. Contrasting time management with the dress code, time management, 

confidence in solving challenges, integrity, and transparency are critical measures for 
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fighting corruption among judicial staff. This position is enshrined in Section 9 of the 

Administration of the Judiciary Act 2020. 

How judicial leaders ensure that support staff are aware of and understand 

ethical standards and policies 

Table 4: How to make support staff aware of ethical standards. 

Ways used by judicial leaders 

Ob

s. 

Percenta

ge 

Setting clear ethical standards and expectations 32 33% 

Open communication with support staff 10 10% 

Holding regular refresher meetings and training sessions in 

areas of interest 
36 

37% 

Consistent supervision of staff 1 1% 

Leading by example 4 4% 

Rewarding ethical conduct 7 7% 

Awareness charts and campaigns 8 8% 

Total 98 100% 

 

According to Table 4, judicial officers mostly use two methods to ensure that support 

staff are aware of ethical standards and policies; 37% do so by “holding regular 

refresher meetings and pieces of training in areas of interest.” However, 33% set clear 

ethical standards and expectations for the support staff, in which staff are reminded 

of what is expected of them during the meetings. Hard copies of the new policies are 

always shared with the staff of some courts. The above finding is factual for judicial 

officers who lead by example. However, when judicial officers are corrupt, the support 

staff act as “middlemen” in executing the corrupt interests. This makes it impossible 
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for judicial officers to offer moral and ethical guidance to the support staff, as outlined 

in the hypothesis that the supervising judicial officers’ conduct directly impacts the 

operational standards of support staff. Consequently, support staff can receive bribes 

on behalf of the judicial officer, thereby influencing their decisions and actions. The 

support staff advises corrupt litigants and other community members on how they 

can corrupt a judicial officer, which indicates that judicial officer conduct directly 

affects the corrupt tendencies of support staff. 

Likewise, the study titled “Management Without Morals: Construct Development and 

Initial Testing of Amoral Management,” published in the Journal of Human Relations, 

comprised three survey-based investigations involving 1,034 total- and part-time 

employees. These investigations address how employees are affected when their 

leaders fail to consider ethical aspects in business situations. Lead researcher 

Matthew J. Quade, Ph.D., an associate professor of management at the Hankamer 

School of Business, Baylor University, highlighted a noteworthy finding: when 

operating in an ethical or perceived ethical environment, amoral management, which 

lacks a clear ethical stance, is particularly problematic for employees. This ambiguity 

regarding ethical expectations in an otherwise ethical environment can adversely 

affect employees (Matthew J Quade, 2020). 

In addition, other judicial officers do it through open communication with the staff by 

fostering a good rapport. Communications can be offered casually, whereas others 

communicate by running awareness charts and campaigns in the courts, where 

communications such as “Court services are free” are set as reminders by staff and 

court users. However, support staff corruption tendencies are influenced not only by 

the conduct of judicial officers but also by the members, including litigants, the 

public, police, and prosecutors. They can influence unethical support staff into 

performing the corrupt practices mentioned above, such as altering material 
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evidence. Judicial officers and community members can influence the support staff, 

as well as judicial officers and community members, as highlighted by Arne Disch 

(2009). 

The most common reasons for support staff to engage in unethical and 

unprofessional behavior and how judicial leaders address them 

Table 5: Causes and solutions of unethical behavior. 

Causes Obs. Percentage Solution Obs. Percentage 

Low pay 43 49% 

Reduction in red 

tape 2 7% 

Poor mindset of some 

Judicial leaders and staff 22 25% 

Reprimand extreme 

cases 6 21% 

Need for transfer 1 1% Refresher meetings 10 36% 

Greed for wealth 14 16% Financial literacy 10 36% 

Lack of proper 

supervision 2 2% 
   

Red tape/bureaucracy 6 7% 
   

Total 88 100% Total         28   100% 

 

When judicial officers were asked about the causes and solutions of unethical behavior 

at work, they stated that 49% of the cases of corrupt staff resulted from low pay, which 

prompted the staff to take money from the court users to cover their expenses. 

Accordingly, low pay is an external constraint imposed on support staff. This 

viewpoint implies that low pay is a contextual factor contributing to the unethical 

behavior of taking money from court users. This aligns with the idea that external 

factors or constraints, such as low pay, can shape behavior and practices within an 
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organization. This viewpoint directly emphasizes external factors (low pay) in the 

relationship between judicial officers and support staff as drivers of unethical 

behavior, which aligns more with the institutional theory perspective. The low pay 

issue can be attributed to the two-tier employment system outlined in Chapter 1: 

support staff, although employed by the judiciary, receive their compensation through 

the public service, whereas judicial officers enjoy a more favorable pay structure 

because of their direct employment by the judiciary. This study proposes that aligning 

and harmonizing these two systems can enhance the remuneration of support staff, 

thereby reducing persuasions or instances of unethical behavior. These findings are 

consistent with those presented in a study titled “Why Corruption Matters: 

Understanding Causes, Effects, and Remedies,” published by the UK Department for 

International Development in January 2015 (Alina Rocha Menocal, 2015). Chapter 5 

of that study highlights a similar issue, which is also reflected in the World Bank’s 

governance and anti-corruption strategy (World Bank, 2007 [P; OBS, case studies]). 

This strategy concludes that 

Low pay can foster corruption within a public administration, especially when 

the overall compensation fails to meet a living wage, a situation prevalent in 

many African countries. However, changes in compensation levels can only be 

effective if they are part of a comprehensive effort to reform the behaviour of 

public servants. The literature underscores the importance of implementing 

comprehensive reforms to effectively combat corruption. 

 However, this position contradicts that provided by Buscaglia (2011), in which no 

such studies justify the argument that increased pay reduces support staff corruption. 

Therefore, this rules out the possibility that the support staff engages in corruption 

to cover their expenses. As human beings have an endless desire and insatiable 

longing for material gains, exemplary leadership in supervising judicial officers, 
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refresher courses, and mentorship have been better in addressing support staff 

corruption than the increase in the amount of money paid. This line of argument 

confirms the hypothesis of this study, ensuring a better fight against support staff 

corruption. 

 Another significant number of the respondents attributed 25% of the cause of the 

unethical behavior to the poor mindset of some judicial officers, staff, or both. They 

may encourage red tape and intense bureaucracy to lure court users into offering 

them bribes to accelerate court processes. Furthermore, 16% of unethical behavior 

was attributed to greed for wealth. Some judicial officers and staff are greedy or 

unable to accept living within their means; they end up soliciting funds from court 

users. This viewpoint aligns with psychological research (Xiaoxiao Li, 2021) that 

demonstrates that greed frequently presents itself through self-centeredness, 

focusing on personal gain, envy, and an excessive desire for material possessions. 

The association between greed and these traits can contribute to reduced sensitivity 

to ethical considerations by support staff, potentially leading to corrupt practices. 

When judicial officers collectively work with support staff to extort money from court 

users, the act aligns with the collective action theory because they cooperate to 

achieve a common goal, no matter how harmful it may be.  

Conversely, to justify the cause of unethical behavior, 90% of those who viewed 

financial literacy as a solution mentioned low pay as the cause of unethical conduct. 

Staff must live within their means and engage in small investments outside work. 

A similar percentage of respondents stated that refresher meetings and training are 

an excellent solution to curb unethical behavior. Accordingly, the staff will be 

reminded of the required standards, office policies, procedures, and expected 

repercussions of engaging in unethical behavior. 
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How do judicial leaders foster a culture of transparency and accountability 

among support staff and encourage reporting of any suspected unethical or 

unprofessional behavior? 

 

Figure 5: The ways judicial leaders foster a culture of transparency and 

accountability. 

In addition, 32% of judicial officers stated that they foster a culture of transparency 

and accountability among support staff through better communication. The majority 

claimed an “open-door policy” that encourages support staff to approach judicial 

officers and state their challenges and issues freely. Notably, the “culture of 

transparency and accountability” or “open-door policy” is not curved out of stone. 

These concepts are not conventional; however, they are applied independently by 

judicial officers within undetermined contexts. The question arises about whether the 

door is open or who possesses the key. If the door is open, it will encourage open and 

transparent vertical communication between judicial officers and support staff.  
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Almost a similar number of judicial officers claimed to use anti-corruption charts, 

campaigns, regular staff meetings, and training to foster a culture of ethical conduct 

among the support staff. Messages that discourage extortion of money from the 

public are hung around the premises, and meetings emphasize unethical cultures 

banned within the judicial system. In contrast, another study demonstrated that a 

continuous barrage of anti-corruption messages could lead the intended recipients to 

engage in more bribery. Bribe givers might perceive the issue as too big to tackle 

individually, or they might believe that the consequences of not paying the bribe 

outweigh the risks of paying it. For example, 19 messages were examined across nine 

studies conducted in seven countries. Remarkably, the literature revealed that more 

than half (10 out of 19) of these messages have, to some degree, had unintended 

adverse effects. For example, in Corbacho et al.’s study conducted in Costa Rica, 

exposure to a message indicating that bribery was on the rise increased self-reported 

willingness to engage in bribery. This underscores the importance of developing a 

well-defined policy framework in which anti-corruption messages are rigorously tested 

and their impact thoroughly evaluated (Caryn Peiffer, 2023). 

Finally, only 1% of judicial officers reported that transparency in resource usage and 

prompt handling of unethical issues would foster a culture of transparency and 

accountability among support staff. 
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How do judicial officers handle incidents of unethical or unprofessional conduct 

among support staff, and what steps should be taken to prevent their 

reoccurrence? 

 

Figure 6: The ways judicial leaders handle incidents of unethical behavior. 

Most judicial officers handle incidents of unethical conduct by cautioning against first-

time breaches or reporting the incident to the top management. The first approach to 

handling an offender is as follows: the judicial officers talk to culprits to encourage 

them to change their behavior and offer them a warning. Alternatively, other judicial 

officers let the top management handle the issue as soon as an incident is identified. 

In addition, when an incident occurs at work, the options of “naming and shaming, 

sensitisation of the public on their rights, shuffles at work, or engaging the grieved 

parties,” as represented in the pie chart above, are rarely available. 

Nevertheless, some judicial officers (1%) had not experienced any incidents of 

unethical behavior. 
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This study revealed that the judiciary needs a standardized legal framework or policy 

for handling such incidents. Each magistrate adopts their own approach, which poses 

significant risks and may result in major breaches being treated leniently. However, 

minor infractions can be mishandled. Therefore, the UJOA Strategic Plan for 2019–

2023, Strategic Objective 3.5, articulates the necessity of developing and revising 

human resource policies for judicial officers. These policies encompass various 

aspects, including managing transfers, promotions, and disciplinary actions for 

judicial officers, which are vital steps in achieving the UJOA’s overarching vision and 

mission (UJOA, 2020). 

How handled incidents are prevented from occurring again. 

 

Figure 7: Graph showing prevention measures for unethical incidents. 

 

Of the incidents stated to be handled by reporting to top management, 36% of the 

judicial officers believed that reporting is a way of preventing incidents from occurring 

or reoccurring. It serves as a solid reminder to the culprits not to be repeat offenders. 
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According to 15.7% of those individuals, holding continuous refresher training can 

serve as reminders for ethical behavior and, in the process, help prevent 

reoccurrences. 

In addition, 31% of those handling unethical incidents by engaging grieved parties 

and cautioning first-time culprits believed that reporting an incident can prevent a 

reoccurrence. Nevertheless, 21% reported that providing refresher training on 

acceptable ethical behavior can help prevent it. 

How do judicial leaders ensure that support staff who report unethical or 

unprofessional behavior are protected from retaliation? 

Table 6: How to protect support staff who report unethical behavior. 

Variable Obs. Percentage 

Exercise confidentiality 39 52% 

Alternative dispute resolution 15 20% 

Through use of suggestion boxes 10 13% 

Follow-up and feedback 6 8% 

Never encountered that 4 5% 

Popularizing the importance of 

reporting incidents 1 1% 

 

As shown in Table 6, 52% of judicial officers exercise confidentiality by not disclosing 

the support staff who reported an unethical incident by fellow staff. Confidentiality 

protects the identity of the support staff, maintains harmony around the work area, 

and prevents other members from engaging in unethical behavior. In addition, 

confidentiality is very relevant in an organization, mainly concerning the collective 

action theory, in which the supervising judicial officer can initiate and nurture 
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attitudes that promote professional conduct among the support staff in the Chief 

Magistrate Court. Accordingly, all members at the workplace ensure a high level of 

confidentiality, which may enable the exercise of disciplinary measures against errant 

staff and ensure peace and harmony. 

Conversely, approximately 20% suggested alternative dispute resolution, such as 

cautioning the culprit and not letting the issue escalate to top management because 

escalation requires witnesses, hence revealing the identity of whistleblowers. 

Others proposed using suggestion boxes to receive anonymous notes about unethical 

behavior, follow-up, and feedback for the support staff who report in order not to let 

issues pending. In contrast, others claimed to have never encountered a scenario in 

which support staff reported unethical behavior. 

The role of regular feedback and performance evaluations in maintaining high 

standards of conduct among support staff 

 

Table 7: Role of regular feedback and performance evaluation. 

Role of feedback Obs. Percentage 

Serves as a constant reminder to serve 23 28% 

Improves performance 45 56% 

Promotes accountability 10 12% 

Reward hardworking people 3 4% 

Total 81 100% 

 

Similar to any other management or business strategy, regular feedback is the most 

effective way to foster change and higher performance returns. The judiciary is not 
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an exception to this indisputable fact. The survey reported that 56% of the judicial 

officers stated that regular feedback and performance evaluations improve support 

staff performance. Feedback and evaluations help them identify areas that need 

improvement, which also relate to general service delivery in the judicial system. 

Furthermore, approximately 28% of respondents stated that regular feedback acts as 

a reminder to serve. A judicial officer said, “It enforces in the staff a strict code of 

conduct since they are aware of the periodic assessment/evaluations, and this keeps 

ethical guidelines at the heart of all court staff.” Others also reported that it promotes 

accountability and provides a benchmark for rewarding hardworking staff. 

Concerning the highest response about performance improvement as opposed to 

rewarding hardworking staff, rewarding hardworking staff is not a direct consequence 

of feedback. With the efforts of combating support staff corruption, there is a need 

to provide exceptional staff with appreciation, recognition, and rewards. This 

approach falls under the institutional theory because it can only be implemented by 

the judiciary and not by supervising judicial officers. This aligns with the Judiciary 

Strategic Plan V for fiscal years 2020/21 to 2024/25. Precisely, it corresponds to 

Strategic Objective 4, which focuses on enhancing the development and 

reinforcement of the workforce, comprising judicial officers and support staff, and 

strengthening institutional capacity. On page 48 of the plan, one of the outlined 

initiatives involves the creation of a Judiciary Rewards and Sanctions Framework (The 

Judiciary, 2023). 

How do judicial leaders ensure that support staff are recognized for their 

positive work and contributions to the judiciary? 
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Figure 8: Bar graph showing how judicial leaders are recognized for their 

contributions. 

 

According to supervising judicial officers, rewarding hard work is the main method 

for addressing support staff corruption. Figure 8 shows that the majority (56%) of 

judicial officers reward hard work with annual rewards, such as special recognition. 

Notably, the Judiciary Strategic Plan for 2020/21–2024/25 in Strategic Objective 4 

recommends establishing a reward system within the judiciary. This system rewards 

judicial officers and support staff for their service excellence and motivates them to 

enhance their performance (The Judiciary, 2023). Although the individual reward 

system currently implemented by judicial officers strongly aligns with the principal–

agent theory, in which they actively seek to motivate and influence support staff, it 

incorporates elements of the institutional theory. The institutional theory becomes 

relevant when we consider the broader organizational obligation of the reward 

system, as observed in the strategic plan 2020/21–2024/25. In this context, judicial 

officers play a dual role as agents’ supervisors and employers. 

Additionally, 28% of the judicial officers reported they address such support staff 

professionally, whereas 12% stated they commend such good work. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Rewarding hardwork

Addressing them professionally

Commending good work

Recommending hardworkers for promotion

56%

28%

12%

4%

Percentage



49 
 

However, only 4% of respondents recommended promoting exceptional support staff. 

According to this thesis, support staff are motivated to consider long-term benefits 

such as recommendations for promotion. Unlike short-term rewards, when an 

employee or worker has hope for promotion for exceptional performance, it 

encourages them to stand up for higher ideals and resist corruption and other related 

corrupt tendencies (Bernard M. Bass, 2008). Such leadership skills of supervising 

judicial officers will motivate support staff to uphold and defend higher ideals because 

they hope for something greater than commending exceptional performance. 
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How do judicial officers stay informed about changes and developments in the 

field and incorporate them into their leadership strategies for support staff? 

 

Figure 9: The ways judicial leaders stay informed of changes in the judicial 

system. 

The government of Uganda has invested considerable effort in combating corruption 

in general and in the judiciary in particular. Although such efforts can be considered 

thick in documentary and thin in reality, supervising judicial officers have always had 

the privilege of addressing themselves to such developments to foster their 

leadership. According to the survey, 35% of judicial leaders keep afloat with the 

current changes in their field through research by reading books, consultations with 

colleagues, and benchmarking from other individuals and organizations in the same 

sector. 

In addition, 32% of judicial staff keep abreast of current affairs through different forms 

of media, such as newspapers, television, and online websites. Others stated that they 

acquired such information from various seminars and training organized by the 
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judiciary and other sectors. In contrast, others get to know current affairs from the 

associations and professional bodies they are a part of, such as the Uganda Law 

Society.  

Table 8: Successful initiatives or projects implemented by judicial leaders to 

improve the conduct and performance of support staff. 

Successful initiative Obs. Percentage 

Feedback from court users 16 25% 

Regular monthly meetings 14 22% 

Open-door communication policy 11 17% 

Rewarding hard work 9 14% 

Morning clocking in 2 3% 

Transparency in accountability 2 3% 

Encouraging teamwork 2 3% 

Anti-corruption campaigns 2 3% 

Installation of cameras at work 2 3% 

Training the public on their rights 1 2% 

Showing empathy toward staff 1 2% 

Reprimanding of staff 1 2% 

Training of support staff 1 2% 

 

To improve support staff performance, 25% of the judicial officers resorted to getting 

feedback from court users to determine their challenges and areas for improvement, 

which helped improve the service delivery in the judiciary. Almost the same number 

of judicial officers proposed holding monthly meetings to remind staff of ethical 

behaviors and ways to improve service delivery. 
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The open-door communication policy and rewarding hard work are other ways that 

the judicial officers suggested to improve the conduct and performance of support 

staff. Although there may be different initiatives, getting feedback from court users 

proves more effective. This underscores the relevance of the principal–agent theory 

in which people are the principal, and support staff are their agents toward fostering 

justice. These initiatives show that the people still acknowledge that the battle against 

corruption is not lost, and with their participation, the principal can be pivotal. 

How do judicial officers involve support staff in the development and 

implementation of policies and procedures aimed at preventing corruption in the 

workplace? 

 

Figure 10: The ways judicial officers involve support staff in the development 

and implementation of policies and procedures. 

Most judicial officers confirmed support staff involvement in decision-making 

meetings and committees to obtain their perspective and insight into new policies. 

Almost a similar number of judicial officers claimed engaging support staff in regular 

refresher meetings on actions to achieve set targets and investigate any areas of 

improvement. These actions show a synergy between the collective action theory and 
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the principal–agent theory within the judicial context. Support staff involvement in 

decision-making meetings and committees highlights a commitment to collaboration 

between judicial officers and support staff to achieve the mission and vision of the 

judiciary, a characteristic of the collective action theory. Simultaneously, by engaging 

support staff in regular meetings featuring refresher sessions and performance 

improvement discussions, judicial officers embrace their roles as principals seeking 

to actively guide and influence their support staff toward aligning their behavior and 

actions with the broader objectives of the judiciary, which symbolizes the principal–

agent theory. This synergy of theories portrays a holistic approach in which both 

theories harmonize to enhance organizational effectiveness within the judiciary. 

Likewise, 25% and 20% of judicial officers stated that providing proper reporting 

channels for any unethical behavior and holding regular training to build staff 

capacity, respectively, are ways of involving support staff in decision-making. 

Contrasting the above responses with the least ones, such as wearing IDs and 

uniforms or setting clear roles, the involvement of support staff in policymaking 

stands out as the most effective. Accordingly, support staff should not merely be seen 

as part of the change but should be part of it. This argument corresponds to the 

position of the collective action theory, which states that if change is to occur, the 

judicial support staff must be actively involved. 

4.3. PART B: Findings from Support Staff Responses 

Approximately 35% (84 respondents) of the entire population interviewed were 

Support Staff. Several open-ended and closed questions were asked, generating 

numerous responses and views that were analyzed. The findings are presented in 

Table 9. 



54 
 

How does the leadership style of judicial officers impact support staff conduct? 

Table 9: Support staff impact derived from judicial leaders. 

Impact derived from the leadership style of judicial 

officers 

Obs. Percentage 

Improves efficiency at work 35 42% 

Impacts negatively 16 19% 

Impacts positively 11 13% 

Inspires one to lead by example 7 8% 

Instills discipline at work 6 7% 

Promotes teamwork 5 6% 

Creates a good working relationship 4 5% 

Total 84 100% 

   

 

As shown in Table 8, 35 out of 84 responses (42%) stated that their judicial officers’ 

leadership style enabled them to be more efficient at work, with one respondent 

stating that their working environment is flexible, which allows them to execute their 

duties smoothly and efficiently. Another respondent backed this up by saying, “it has 

aided me to be more careful in my performance due to my Judicial Officer’s 

professionalism and attention to detail.” 

Conversely, 19% of support staff stated that their judicial officer’s support style 

negatively impacted them, whereas 13% claimed they were positively impacted. This 

finding agrees with the hypothesis of this study that the leadership of the supervising 

judicial officer directly affects support staff conduct. Likewise, some respondents 

argued that they were positively impacted; 43% of those respondents noted that good 
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communication increases productivity (Table 8). The opposite is nearly true because 

22% of the respondents stated that poor communication yields less output. 

Consequently, the hypothesis of this study that the leadership style and conduct of 

the supervising judicial officer directly impact the corruption tendencies of the 

support staff is confirmed. 

Finally, at least 5% stated that their judicial officer’s leadership style establishes a 

good working relationship between the judicial officer and support staff, in which 

support staff freely express themselves, making them better communicators.  

The findings in Table 8 correspond closely with Uganda’s high Power Distance Index 

(PDI) score. The PDI (Harding, 2020) measures how people perceive authority and 

power disparities in a given society. In Uganda, the PDI score, which is relatively high 

at 38, indicates a significant level of reliance and dependency on authority figures, 

such as judicial officers (Charles Rarick, 2013). It confirms the impact of the 

leadership styles of supervising judicial officers on support staff conduct. Notably, 

42% of respondents reported that judicial officers’ leadership styles positively impact 

their work efficiency and environment. This resonance with high-PDI environments 

underscores that, employees and support staff tend to rely more on their supervisors 

in such settings, making effective leadership and professionalism critical for improved 

performance and a flexible work atmosphere. 

 

Conversely, the 19% of respondents who reported negative impacts likely reflect the 

challenges faced when leadership styles are unsupportive. In high-PDI contexts, where 

authority figures are expected to provide guidance, such adverse impacts can create 

discomfort, highlighting the sensitivity of leadership dynamics. 

Additionally, the significance of communication became evident, with 43% 

highlighting the positive impact of good communication on productivity, whereas 22% 
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emphasized the negative effects of poor communication. Effective communication 

aligns with high-PDI settings, in which clarity and guidance from authority figures are 

valued for productive outcomes. 

The positive working relationship (5%) between judicial officers and support staff, in 

which staff confidently express themselves without fear, further confirms the 

relevance of the collective action theory. In such a setting that encourages collective 

participation and open communication, this study’s hypothesis (leadership style and 

conduct directly influence support staff conduct) finds substantial support, 

emphasizing the pivotal role of leadership in mitigating support staff corruption, 

especially within Uganda’s context characterized by a high PDI. 
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How does the relationship between the working environment created by a 

judicial officer affect overall job satisfaction and performance of support staff? 

 

Figure 11: The influence of a positive working environment created by a judicial 

officer on overall job satisfaction and performance of support staff. 

Figure 11 shows that 43% of support staff whose judicial leaders established a positive 

working environment affirmed that they created good communication, which 

increased their productivity.  

Approximately 18% claimed that a good working environment promotes trust and 

transparency, enabling support staff to work well with their judicial leaders. 

Similarly, 22% of those who reported having a positive working environment also 

stated that poor communication generated from a hostile environment yields less 

output. 
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Furthermore, 36% of those who 

claimed to have a negative working 

environment stated that one effect of a 

negative work environment yields less 

output.  

Approximately 27% of them claimed 

that poor communication leads to 

isolated decision-making because the 

lack of teamwork resulting from a negative environment makes it difficult for 

inclusiveness in decision-making.  

These observations conform with 

the concept of social learning 

theory, which focuses on the 

importance of these dynamics. According to this theory, support staff learn expected 

behaviors by observing the actions of role models. Judicial officers serve as significant 

role models for support staff within the judiciary (Kaptein, 2011). Accordingly, judicial 

officers’ projection of inconsistent or incongruous signals to support staff can 

compromise the ethical standards within the judiciary. When the behavior of judicial 

officers aligns with the organization’s ethical standards, it reinforces the message of 

adhering to those standards. In essence, the hostile working environment and poor 

communication cited by the respondents can disrupt the organization’s crucial social 

learning process. In addition, support staff’s observation of negative behaviors or 

experience of communication breakdowns can lead to confusion and a lack of clarity 

regarding the judiciary’s ethical standards. Conversely, when judicial leadership 

fosters a positive working environment and effective communication, it reinforces a 

culture of ethical behavior aligned with the principles of social learning theory. 

Figure 12: The influence of a negative 

working environment created by a judicial 

officer on overall job satisfaction and 

performance of support staff. 
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Ways in which a lack of clear leadership and direction from judicial officers 

affects support staff behavior. 

Table 10: Effects of a lack of clear leadership by a judicial leader. 

Effects of a lack of clear leadership Obs. Percentage 

Unclear expectations 46 56% 

Indiscipline and insubordination 24 29% 

Absence of teamwork 5 6% 

Mistrust 3 4% 

Inferiority complex of support staff 3 4% 

Work burnout 1 1% 

Total 82 100% 

 

Figure 12 shows that 56% of the observations stated that a lack of clear leadership 

leads to unclear expectations, which results in unethical conduct by staff because of 

poor guidance and leadership. Additionally, approximately 29% of the observations 

reported that it leads to unethical conduct by staff because of a lack of direction. 

These responses perfectly confirm the hypothesis of this study because the leadership 

style and overall conduct of the supervising judicial officer are of inestimable 

significance in the fight against corruption. The argument of Jotham Tumwesigye 

(2020), a retired Supreme Court Judge, aligns with this fact; he points out that judicial 

officers have a heavier burden beyond their professional duties. They should live so 

well that they are an example to everyone around them. 

In addition, others reported that a lack of clear leadership tarnishes the spirit of 

teamwork and leads to mistrust within the team because the leader does not create 

avenues for the team to share tasks and build on teamwork. Such arguments confirm 



60 
 

the central tenets of the institutional theory that a work culture is collectively created 

and can be easily identified among members. If the leadership style of the supervising 

judicial officer aligns with the culture of corruption among support staff, then support 

staff are likely to follow suit and engage in corrupt practices. However, when the 

leadership style of the supervising judicial officer ensures professionalism and a 

positive work ethic, even support staff will collectively fight corruption. 

 

Differences in support staff conduct are based on the level of transparency and 

accountability demonstrated by judicial officers and how decisions and actions 

impact the level of trust and respect that support staff have in the leadership. 

 

Figure 13: The impact of judicial officers’ decisions on the level of transparency. 

As shown in Figure 13, more staff (represented by the orange bar of the pyramid) did 

not observe any changes in support staff conduct based on the level of transparency. 

Approximately 31% stated that this resulted from poor decisions that led to work 

conflicts and affected the level of support staff’s trust in their judicial officers, which 

was not the case at their stations.  
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In contrast, 28% of the staff who witnessed changes in judicial actions due to 

transparency agreed that poor decisions lead to work conflicts. More support staff 

that witnessed changes due to transparency stated that good decisions promote trust 

among staff compared with those who had not witnessed any changes in transparency 

at work. 

The 3% of staff who witnessed changes due to transparency and the other 3% who did 

not witness any changes due to transparency from judicial officers agreed that a lack 

of openness misguides support staff to engage in unethical behavior. Generally, the 

pyramid is relatively the same on the left and right (yellow and blue). Consequently, 

the conduct of supervising judicial officers directly impacts support staff conduct. 

This finding agrees with the widespread belief that increased transparency can 

enhance performance (Ryan Smith, 2012). However, a high transparency level does 

not automatically mean great accountability or effectiveness within the judicial 

system. For example, in collaboration with the Africa Leadership Institute in Uganda, 

Humphreys and Weinstein conducted a study from 2006 to 2011 in which they 

informed voters about Ugandan Members of Parliament (MPs) activities using a 

parliamentary scorecard to measure their performance objectively. Subsequently, this 

parliamentary scorecard was distributed to households and workshops in selected 

constituencies. The study aimed to determine whether this information would 

influence voters to reelect influential MPs and replace ineffective ones.  

In addition, whether MPs who know their scores will be public will work to improve 

their performance is explored. However, despite sparking debates and citizen 

recognition of the importance of scorecards, high-scoring MPs could have performed 

better in elections, and the dissemination of scorecards had no impact on MPs’ 

reelection rates. In essence, transparency through scorecards did not lead to 
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significant changes in electoral outcomes or MPs’ behavior (Macartan Humphreys, 

2012). 

 

Steps that judicial officers can take to support and enhance the professional 

development of support staff. 

Table 11: Steps for enhancing and supporting professional development among 

support staff. 

Steps to enhance and support the professional development 

of support staff Obs. 

Percentag

e 

Enrolling support staff in training and workshops 33 26% 

Enhancing support staff salary 24 19% 

Treating support staff with dignity 16 13% 

Listening and addressing issues raised by support staff 14 11% 

They should be transparent 11 9% 

Encouraging support staff to go for further studies 11 9% 

Through good communication 10 8% 

Lobbying for their opportunities for growth 7 6% 

Total 126 100% 

 

The majority of support staff (26%) reported that being included in training and 

workshops would help boost their competence in several areas and enhance their 

work efficiency. In addition, approximately 19% of support staff claimed their salary 

would enhance their professional development as they would eliminate soliciting 

funds from court users to cover their expenses. 
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Another suggestion was “listening and addressing the issues raised by support staff 

during meetings that they take part in” to create solutions for their pressing needs, 

thereby improving their professional development. Despite the differing suggestions 

on how judicial support staff can be motivated to act professionally, thereby averting 

corruption tendencies, they all focus on the need to ensure collective action, as 

postulated by the collective action theory employed in this study. 

Support staff that reported unethical behavior whether they were handled and 

reasons for not handling some instances. 

Notably, when support staff report incidents of corruption among their fellow 

employees or judicial officers, these incidents must be handled. According to the 

study findings, 39 (55%) of 71 support staff stated that they had reported an unethical 

incident. However, approximately 50% of them claimed that the incident was not 

handled, and 24% stated that the incident was handled. However, another 24% claimed 

they did not know whether it was handled. Why might exposure to unethical behavior 

affect support staff behavior? Exposure to unaddressed unethical conduct can 

influence the behavior of support staff because they feel powerless. Additionally, 

ongoing pressure exists for support staff to assimilate into the team. In other words, 

when support staff feel powerless, they may resort to unethical actions to conform 

and be accepted within the team or adapt to survive (Aaron Schat, 2011). 

Of the 32 individuals (45%) who had not reported an unethical incident, only one 

stated a reason: they did not report because of fear of losing their jobs or concerns 

about confidentiality as whistleblowers. As an example from the judiciary, a support 

staff member named Stanley Kisambira was recently arrested after voicing concerns 

about the inadequate salaries of support staff. These events, in which actions are 

easily interpreted or misinterpreted as retaliatory actions, can have a chilling effect 

on staff willingness to report issues and grievances (The Monitor, 2023). However, 
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this individual opinion did not correlate with the earlier findings that most judicial 

officers stated they could ensure a high level of confidentiality to encourage other 

support staff to corruption. 

4.4. PART C: Findings from Court Users’ Response Analysis 

Approximately 28% (54 respondents) of the entire population interviewed were court 

users. They were asked several open- and closed-ended questions, generating 

numerous responses and views that were analyzed. The findings are reported in Table 

12. 

How frequently do court users interact with support staff in the judiciary? 

Table 12: Frequency of interaction between court users and support staff. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 11 shows that the majority (approximately 86%) of court users interviewed 

interacted with support staff daily or at least weekly during this study. Accordingly, 

they were suitable to represent the entire court user population. Only 14% interacted 

with the support staff on a monthly or rare-case basis. 

 

Frequency of interaction Obs. Percentage 

 Daily  22 42% 

Weekly  23 44% 

Monthly  5 10% 

Rarely 2 4% 

Total 52 100% 
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How do court users rate support staff conduct in the judiciary regarding their 

honesty and integrity and the influence of the judiciary officer? 

 

Figure 14: A court user’s ratings of the honesty and integrity of support staff. 

According to the research findings shown in Figure 14, 38% of court users rate the 

support staff as generally honest, whereas approximately 48% stated that they 

occasionally engage in unethical behavior. These findings agree with those of the Afro 

Barometer survey published on March 24, 2021. Accordingly, 68% of Ugandans 

reported that “most” or “all” judges and magistrates are corrupt. This was reported in 

the Fourth National Integrity Report 2019/2020, in which the judiciary was named the 

second most corrupt government institution based on the testimonies of 57% of the 

respondents (Kakumba, 2021).  

Similarly, the remaining 14% of court users stated that 2% of support staff are highly 

ethical and honest, whereas the other 12% claimed that they frequently engage in 

unethical behavior. 
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Of the 48% of court users who reported that support staff occasionally engage in 

unethical behavior, only 13 claimed this occurs due to the influence of their judicial 

leaders. However, the remaining 12 stated otherwise, highlighting the individualistic 

interests of enriching themselves. 

Of the 38% of court users who stated that support staff is generally well-behaved, 

approximately 74% reported that this occurs due to the positive influence of their 

judicial officers. This finding implies that judicial officers can influence the behavior 

of their support staff, either positively or negatively, as postulated by the hypothesis 

of this study. 

Examples of the influence of judicial officers on the unethical behavior of support 

staff within the judiciary. 

Table 13: Court users’ observed examples of judicial leaders fighting corruption. 

Court users’ examples of judicial leaders’ influence on 

corruption Obs. Percentage 

Caused staff transfers 2 9% 

Training on corruption 1 5% 

Conducted staff meetings 1 5% 

Developed committees to receive complaints 2 9% 

Terminated culprits’ contracts 2 9% 

Magistrates asked the public if they were charged for 

services 0 0% 

Refresher meetings on support staff ethical conduct 1 5% 

Judicial leaders had positive and negative influence 11 50% 

Neglected duty 1 5% 

Introduction of electronic systems 1 5% 
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The findings reveal that 53% of court users reported observing an incident of judicial 

leadership encouraging or discouraging support staff from engaging in unethical 

behavior. 

Of the 53% of court users (27 respondents) who claimed to have observed an incident 

of judicial officers encouraging or discouraging the unethical behavior of support 

staff, 22 reported they had observed these incidents. Activities such as reporting 

culprits, developing committees to receive complaints, and conducting staff training 

to raise awareness were reported. In addition, other court users mentioned some 

examples of incidents, such as the introduction of electronic systems. However, they 

were not considered because they did not follow the questions skip function, as 

requested in the questionnaire. 

How do court users rate the accountability level among the judicial support staff? 

Table 14: The ways court users rate the level of accountability among support 

staff in the judiciary. 

Variable Obs. Percentage 

Highly accountable  6 12% 

Somewhat accountable  19 38% 

Not very accountable  24 48% 

Unaccountable at all 1 2% 

Total 50 100% 

 

Approximately 48% of court users reported that support staff are not very 

accountable, and 2% stated that they are not accountable at all. This finding implies 

that at least 50% of court users do not consider support staff to be accountable.  
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However, 38% of court users considered the support staff to be very accountable, and 

44% of respondents reported them to occasionally engage in unethical behavior. 

These findings attest to the current levels of corruption among the judicial support 

staff and speak to the people’s perception of transparency and accountability of the 

judiciary. Because there is real and perceived corruption, people’s attitudes are 

significant in the fight against corruption. Consequently, perceived corruption among 

court users must be addressed. Accordingly, they regain confidence in the criminal 

justice system and consistently uphold the law, hoping that the courts will be just and 

fair, as noted by Danilet (2009). 

Court users’ opinions on steps that can be taken to improve support staff 

conduct in the judiciary concerning corruption 

Table 15: Steps to improve support staff conduct. 

Court users suggested steps to improve support staff conduct Obs. Percentage 

Improve welfare 17 23% 

Conduct integrity awareness workshops 16 22% 

Name and shame 12 16% 

Strict rules, uniforms, and IDS 10 14% 

Employ whistleblowers 8 11% 

Introduce electronic case management system 8 11% 

Appreciating those who fight corruption 2 3% 

Through quicker service delivery 1 1% 

Total 74 100% 

Of the 74 observations recorded, 23% reported the improvement of support staff’s 

welfare to overcome the issue of corruption within the judiciary. Because support staff 

wages are barely sufficient for their basic needs, they resort to unethical behavior, 
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such as soliciting money from court users to cover their expenses. Although this 

perspective was reported by the majority, I stand parallel to the idea because, by 

nature, human beings have endless desires, and merely improving welfare may not 

be the best solution for combating corruption within the judiciary. This argument 

aligns with the investigations by a task force instituted by the then Chief Justice of 

the Ugandan Judiciary, Bart Katureebe, under Office Instrument No. 4 of 2019, dated 

July 30, 2019. These investigations examined allegations of corruption in the 

judiciary. As a consequence of allegations of corruption in the Magistrate’s Courts of 

Wakiso, Goma, City Hall, Mukono, and Nabweru published in print and electronic 

media during June–July 2019, this report established that two Magistrates Grade I, two 

office attendants, two court clerks, and a process server whose names have never 

been disclosed were implicated. The welfare of magistrates is fairly higher than that 

of support staff; nevertheless, they engage in corruption. This buttresses the 

argument that improving welfare does not take the most significance among the 

solutions for combating corruption among judicial support staff. 

 

In contrast, 22% of the respondents suggested conducting awareness campaigns. In 

comparison, 16% of the court users suggested naming and shaming staff involved in 

corruption to prevent repeat offenders and intimidate others from behaving in the 

same way. The researcher believes that these two modes can be far more effective 

because the errant support staff can be afraid of the related disciplinary measures. 

Court users propose other suggestions, such as employing and encouraging 

whistleblowers and conducting integrity awareness workshops to curb corrupt 

support staff and awareness programs to keep the public informed of their rights. 

This measure may only be equally effective if the errant support staff continue to look 

out for more secretive ways through which they can exchange bribes. This is premised 



70 
 

on the fact that the bribe benefits both the giver and the recipient. Consequently, the 

parties to corruption can be highly secretive, hindering detection. 

Court users’ confidence in measures taken by the judiciary to prevent 

corruption among its support staff 

 

Figure 15: The confidence of court users in measures taken by the judiciary to 

fight corruption. 

The Ugandan government, both singularly and in collaboration with other national 

and international agencies, has always devised means to combat corruption in Uganda 

and the judiciary. Even the judiciary has invested efforts in addressing corruption 

within the justice system. According to Figure 15, more respondents are confident in 

the steps taken by the judiciary to fight corruption among its support staff than those 

who are not confident, with 43% stating they are somewhat confident and 16 % stating 

they are very confident in the judiciary’s efforts.  

However, approximately 27% of court users should be more confident in the steps to 

be taken, and approximately 16% need more confidence in whatever is done by the 

judiciary today to prevent corruption among its support staff. According to Duthie 
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(Duthie, 2009), there is still a need to build population trust and confidence. Although 

efforts are exerted to fight real corruption, strategic moves are established toward 

combating perceived corruption. 

Incidents where court users witnessed or were asked to participate in unethical 

or unprofessional activities within the judiciary 

Table 16: Incidents where court users witnessed or were asked to participate in 

unethical or unprofessional activities. 

Participated 

in unethical 

activities Obs. Percentage 

Yes 29 57% 

No 22 43% 

Total 51 100% 

 

Of the 53 court users who participated in this study, approximately 29 (57%) 

witnessed or were asked to participate in unethical behavior, with several incidents as 

listed in Table 17. 

 

Table 17: Incidents in which court users witnessed unethical activities in the 

judiciary. 

Details of the incident Obs. Percentage 

Asked for a bribe to receive a hearing 10 53% 

Asked for a bribe for bail application 4 21% 

Asked for a bribe to find a government case file 4 21% 
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Clerks soliciting bribes on behalf of judicial staff 1 5% 

Bribery was the main backlog 0 0% 

Bribes for obtaining signed documents 0 0% 

No forum for reporting such incidents 0 0% 

Total 19 100% 

 

Court users witnessed several incidents of unethical activities. The majority, 

approximately 10 representing 53% of the respondents who were court users, stated 

that they were asked for a bribe to receive a hearing, and four individuals claimed that 

they were asked for a bribe to obtain a bail application. In addition, the other four 

individuals were asked to pay a bribe before they could find a court file. Finally, one 

individual was approached by a clerk soliciting bribes on behalf of judicial staff, as 

shown in Table 17. These findings indicate the predicament of corruption within the 

judicial support staff, as attested earlier. 

These incidents reported by court users highlight a concerning trend of unethical 

activities within the judiciary. In particular, 53% of respondents mentioned instances 

in which they were asked for bribes to access free services, such as hearings, 

obtaining bail applications, or accessing court files. In addition, as shown in Table 17, 

a clerk solicited bribes on behalf of judicial staff and approached one respondent. 

These accounts confirm broader research findings, such as those from the Fourth 

National Integrity Survey in Uganda and the East Africa Bribery Index (Inspectorate of 

Government, 2021). 

These findings consistently reveal that Ugandan citizens often encounter barriers to 

accessing essential public services unless they pay bribes to public servants meant to 

offer these services freely. The incidents reported by court users in this study serve 
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as examples of this pervasive issue, emphasizing the urgent need to address 

corruption within the judiciary’s support staff. The real-life experiences of these court 

users reflect and confirm the broader systemic challenges revealed by research, 

further underscoring the importance of tackling corruption among support staff.  

As shown in Table 18, court users also provided other comments or suggestions 

related to the impact of judicial leadership on support staff conduct in terms of 

unethical or unprofessional conduct within the judiciary, which confirms the 

hypothesis of this study. 

Table 18: Closing remarks by court users. 

Other comments by court users Obs. Percentage 

None 9 17% 

Better pay can improve service delivery 7 13% 

Judicial officers should act on complaints reported 

ASAP 

5 10% 

Put in place whistleblower systems 5 10% 

All parties should cooperate to combat corruption 5 10% 

Behavior of judicial officers is reflective of that of 

support staff 

4 8% 

Constant supervision 4 8% 

Ease the complaints receiving process 3 6% 

Train support staff on unethical matters 3 6% 

Promote client–officer relationship 3 6% 

Spread knowledge of legal procedures 2 4% 

Ease the document certification process 1 2% 

Use polite language 1 2% 
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Total 52 100% 

 

Table 18 shows that although 17% of the respondents who were court users did not 

have suggestions on how to improve the efficiency of the court and combat support 

staff corruption, 13 % of them opined that increasing wages could improve service 

delivery. In addition, 10% stated that judicial officers should act on reported 

complaints as soon as possible. A similar number suggested implementing 

whistleblower systems and inviting all parties to cooperate and fight corruption.  

These suggestions correspond to the principles of institutional theory, emphasizing 

the role of formal structures and mechanisms in shaping behavior within the judiciary. 

For example, the judiciary should establish fair and competitive salary structures for 

better pay. The judiciary should create clear reporting procedures, designate 

responsible units for investigations, and ensure transparent and efficient resolution 

processes for prompt action on complaints.  

4.5. PART D: Findings from Inspectors of the Judicial Service Commission 

The findings from the inspectors of the Judicial Service Commission reveal essential 

aspects of the functioning of the judiciary, ethical compliance, and challenges faced 

in preventing unethical behavior. The findings proposed measures to improve the 

judiciary’s internal controls and procedures are as follows: 

4.5.1 The inspectors identified a concerning issue of low compliance with legal 

and ethical standards within the court system. This indicates a potential 

need for greater accountability and adherence to the codes of conduct, 

which explains the court users’ statement that 48% of support staff 

occasionally engage in unethical conduct. These findings demonstrate that 
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the judicial officers, as supervisors of the support staff, are only paying lip 

service to leadership and management.  

4.5.2 The inspectors also observed several instances of unethical behavior among 

the judicial staff, including the following: 

4.5.2.1 Absence from work: Some staff members should focus more on their 

duties because they are sometimes absent from work without valid 

reasons. This finding confirms that of the Inspectorate of Government, 

which found that the government of Uganda lost UGX 

2,321,070,867,521 in salaries paid despite the absence of public 

officials from work. This cost is higher than the costs of bribery, which 

makes it a serious issue that must be tackled (Inspectorate of 

Government, 2021). 

4.5.2.2 Poor record-keeping: Intentional inadequate record-keeping practices 

that lead to inaccuracies and potential misconduct. This finding is 

illustrated by the following real-life court user complaints raised to the 

Judicial Integrity Committee (Judicial Integrity Committee, 2011) 

illustrating instances of poor record-keeping within various courts, 

which has contributed to unethical conduct by support staff. In Arua, 

advocates raised concerns about loose and at-risk documents, with 

some files missing, potentially compromising ongoing cases due to 

inadequate registry oversight by judicial officers and support staff. In 

Kapchorwa, support staff were accused of hiding files, possibly to 

extort money from court users. In the Mbale High Court registry, 

records disappeared only to reappear at the cost of court users, 

suggesting possible irregularities. 

4.5.2.3 Additionally, backdating of court documents was reported in courts 

such as the Mbale and Mengo Chief Magistrates’ Courts, which can 
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undermine transparency and ethical conduct. The Nakawa Chief 

Magistrates’ Court faced challenges with a disorganized registry and 

archives, which made locating court files difficult. These examples 

collectively highlight the significant impact of poor record-keeping 

practices on ethical conduct among support staff within the judiciary. 

4.5.2.4 Abuse of judicial authority: Misuse of authority by judicial officers 

undermines the integrity of the judicial process. As a recent example, 

the Judicial Service Commission took action against His Worship Latif 

Nakibinge, a Magistrate Grade, by dismissing him from his position. 

This decision stemmed from his unauthorized withdrawal of UGX 

7,000,000 and failure to deliver it to the rightful court user. In 

addition, the commission reprimanded His Worship Moses Kule 

Lubangula for handling a case that fell outside his jurisdiction (The 

Monitor, 2023). 

4.5.2.5 Concealment of information: Instances of staff concealing information 

related to unethical behavior indicate a lack of transparency. 

4.5.3 The inspectors noted that the court system’s internal controls and 

procedures to prevent unethical behavior and corruption are ineffective. 

Corruption complaints mainly come from external complainants rather than 

internal stakeholders, indicating a lack of trust or a fear of retaliation within 

the system. 

4.5.4 The root cause of not acting upon some incidents is the lack of concrete 

evidence to hold an officer liable. This challenge makes taking decisive 

actions against those engaged in misconduct difficult, even if there is a 

pattern of behavior. 

4.5.5 They proposed the following measures to enhance the effectiveness of 

internal controls and procedures within the court system: 
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4.5.5.1 Rolling out digital platforms: Implementation of digital platforms, such 

as the Electronic Case and Court Management Information System 

(ECCMIS), in all courts can improve transparency, streamline 

processes, and reduce corruption opportunities. It enhances record-

keeping and case tracking. 

4.5.5.2 Guidelines on court fees: Development of transparency on court fees, 

including creating awareness within the public, which can promote 

openness and prevent unethical behavior, such as extortion and other 

unethical practices. This transparency helps ensure that these 

payments serve their intended purpose without misuse or extortion. 

4.5.5.3 Transfers of support staff: Continuous rotation of support staff within 

the judiciary can minimize potential collusion and complacency. 

Frequent transfers can reduce the chances of staff developing vested 

interests that may lead to unethical behavior. 

4.5.5.4 Disciplinary and supervisory actions: Increasing disciplinary and 

supervisory actions, particularly concerning support staff, can create 

a culture of accountability, including swift action against misconduct 

and regular monitoring of staff performance. 

4.5.5.5 Shift to permanent employment: Transitioning support staff from 

contractual employment to more permanent terms can improve job 

security and potentially reduce the risk of unethical behavior driven by 

job insecurity. 
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4.6. Hypothesis from Research Questions 

Does judicial leadership affect support staff conduct?14 

Figure 16: Chi-square table of judicial leadership effect on staff conduct. 

Ho: There is no significant influence of judicial leadership on the corruption of support 

staff within the judicial system. 

 

 
14 P value is the measure used to reject or accept the hypothesis at a 5% significance level. If 
P > 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. Otherwise, we accept it. 
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H1: There is a significant influence of judicial leadership on the corruption of support 

staff within the judicial system. 

By focusing on the question posed to support staff on whether their conduct 

depended on their judicial leaders’ leadership style, 32 of the support staff agreed 

that it influenced them, with 59% stating that it motivated them to be integral. In 

comparison, 40% stated that it helped them self-appraise their conduct at work. 

However, the collected data did not provide sufficient evidence against the null 

hypothesis (Ho). Therefore, we concluded that the judicial leadership had no 

significant influence on support staff corruption (P > 0.05). In addition, no negative 

influence was recorded from support staff about their judicial leader’s leadership 

style. Consequently, because judicial leaders had both positive and negative 

influences, it was impossible to reach a positive conclusion. 

Therefore, the unethical behavior expressed by support staff could only be traced to 

the underlying reasons already listed in this study, such as low pay or remuneration, 

red tape within the judicial system, and poor mindset of some support staff, but not 

the leadership of their judicial leaders. However, a few responses were recorded, 

showing how the judicial leaders negatively influenced their staff to engage in 

unethical behavior. 

 

Hypothesis test on court users’ view on whether the leadership style of judicial 

leaders influences the behavior of their support staff. 
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Figure 17: Chi-square representation of court users’ views on the behavior of 

support staff due to the influence of judicial leaders. 

Ho: There is no significant influence of judicial leadership on the corruption of support 

staff within the judicial system. 

 

H1: There is a significant influence of judicial leadership on the corruption of support 

staff within the judicial system. 
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We tested the relationship between court users’ views on support staff conduct as 

ethical or unethical due to their judicial leaders’ positive or negative influences. 

Figure 17 shows mild evidence (P is slightly higher than 0.05) to reject the null 

hypothesis, concluding that “there is no significant influence of judicial leadership on 

the corruption of the support staff within the judicial system.”  

Consequently, of the court users who believed judicial leaders have a positive 

influence, 53% stated that the conduct of the support staff is ethical. However, 46% 

claimed that much of the influence of judicial leaders is positive. They stated that 

support staff are unethical and act independently of their judicial leader’s positive 

influence. 

The same data also revealed that the majority (approximately 80%) of the court users 

who believed that the judicial leaders offer negative influence also believed that the 

support staff have unethical conduct due to their judicial leader’s influence. For 

example, some court users stated that they had experienced a scenario in which the 

support staff asked for a bribe on behalf of the judicial leader. 

 

Relationship between court users who witnessed unethical behavior and their 

rating of support staff conduct 
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Figure 18: Relationship between court users who witnessed unethical 

behavior and their rating of support staff conduct. 

Of the court users who witnessed unethical behavior, 71% stated that support staff 

conduct was unethical. In comparison, 28% stated that their conduct was ethical, 

implying that their rating of support staff was more factual and based on a past event 

they had witnessed at the judiciary. 

In contrast, approximately 54% of the court users who had not witnessed any unethical 

behavior deemed the support staff unethical because of the bias of high corruption 

within the judicial system. 

Table 18 concludes that there is no evidence that court users deem support staff 

conduct unethically. In other words, they do not have to witness unethical conduct to 
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judge support staff conduct. This conclusion implies a general bias about support 

staff within the judicial system or, somewhat, the judiciary in a country where court 

users expect the staff to be unethical even before being offered a service. Accordingly, 

real and perceived corruption among the judicial support staff should be addressed 

to eliminate bias from public perception. 

  



84 
 

Chapter Five: GENERAL CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1. Recommendations 

 

The research findings and data analysis involving support staff, court users, judicial 

officers, and inspectors from the Judicial Service Commission have provided insights 

and answers to previously unresolved questions. These research findings are primarily 

aimed at investigating three significant aspects: the extent to which judicial officers 

impact the behavior of support staff, the role of judicial officers in influencing 

corruption within the judicial system, and the effectiveness of judicial officers in 

supervising support staff. The following set of recommendations are proposed based 

on the analysis of these research questions: 

5.1.1 The interview narratives focused on the qualities that define magistrates as 

influential judicial leaders within the court system. Among these qualities, 

the narratives emphasize the pivotal role of fostering positive relations 

between judicial officers and support staff without appearing too lenient or 

complacent. These positive relations involve creating an atmosphere of 

trust and open communication in which support staff freely discuss ethical 

concerns and seek guidance from judicial officers. Incorporating an “open-

door policy” during supervision is a concrete example of how these 

competencies are implemented. The impact of such leadership practices on 

support staff performance and corruption prevention is significant. Support 

staff are more likely to adhere to these ethical standards, resulting in 

improved performance. Moreover, when judicial officers exhibit these 

leadership competencies, they serve as role models for support staff, 

positively influencing their behavior. Accordingly, the likelihood of corrupt 
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practices among support staff decreases, conforming to the broader 

mission and vision of fostering integrity in the judiciary.  

5.1.2 The observation that support staff may be reluctant to report unethical 

conduct by supervising judicial officers because of their dependency on 

them highlights a significant challenge within the judicial system. However, 

this observation provides a crucial recommendation that directly addresses 

the research questions. This recommendation underscores the importance 

of ethical leadership practices within the judiciary. It highlights that one 

critical competency of magistrates as judicial leaders is to create an 

environment where support staff feel safe and empowered to report 

unethical conduct without fear of retribution. This competency 

demonstrates a commitment to transparency, accountability, and ethical 

standards within the court system. The recommendation further elucidates 

that establishing an independent, sound whistleblowing system is vital for 

shaping the impact of judicial leadership on support staff performance and 

corruption prevention. By implementing such a system, the judiciary can 

ensure that ethical misconduct is promptly reported and addressed, 

irrespective of hierarchical dependencies. This system contributes to a 

culture of accountability and integrity within the judiciary, positively 

influencing support staff behavior and reducing corruption risks.  

5.1.3 The provided statistics demonstrate a significant reliance on third-party 

sources of information within the judiciary, indicating a potential deficiency 

in providing internal training or knowledge-sharing mechanisms. Only 35% 

of judicial leaders resort to research, consultations, and benchmarking for 

information, and 32% of judicial staff turn to external media, seminars, 

associations, and professional bodies for updates. The statistics that reveal 

a significant reliance on external sources of information within the judiciary 
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offer valuable insights that directly address the research questions. They 

underscore the need to broaden the definition of judicial leadership 

competencies within the court system. While legal expertise is fundamental, 

influential judicial leaders should demonstrate proficiency in internal 

knowledge dissemination and training programs to keep their teams well-

informed about critical developments, such as combating corruption. In 

addition, these statistics highlight a potential gap in the current 

qualifications and training of judicial officers, particularly in management 

and leadership. As job advertisements typically require legal qualifications, 

judicial officers assume leadership roles without formal management 

training. Consequently, there is an opportunity to implement structured 

training programs in management and leadership, which can enhance the 

effectiveness of judicial officers in managing support staff and contribute 

to the overall improvement of the judicial system’s functioning. 

Consequently, the judiciary should seize this opportunity to strengthen its 

internal communication and training programs that foster in-house 

expertise and ensure its members are well-informed about current 

developments in combating corruption, which aligns with the research 

questions and objectives. This comprehensive approach can enhance the 

judiciary’s capacity to combat corruption effectively and promote ethical 

leadership practices within the court system. 

 

5.1.4 The findings revealed a nuanced dynamic within the judiciary, indicating 

that the unethical behavior observed among support staff cannot be solely 

attributed to the influence of their judicial officials. Conversely, interactions 

with court users from various regions across the country revealed instances 
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where respondents had offered bribes to judicial officers through their 

support staff to expedite legal processes. This highlights the role of judicial 

officers themselves in exacerbating corruption among support staff. Several 

recommendations have been proposed to comprehensively address this 

issue. For example, raising awareness among litigants about judicial 

processes and payment requirements was proposed to prevent potential 

judicial leaders and support staff exploitation. Additionally, awareness 

campaigns through various media channels and informative posters around 

the court premises were recommended to educate court users about their 

rights, thus mitigating the risk of exploitation. These recommendations 

directly align with the research questions concerning the definition of 

judicial leadership practices and competencies within the court system and 

how judicial leadership impacts support staff performance and corruption. 

5.1.5 Most respondents recommended curbing and mitigating corruption among 

support staff and judicial officers. They advocated for the full-scale 

implementation of digital solutions, such as the ECCMIS, in all courts. This 

technological approach is envisioned to enhance transparency, streamline 

processes, and diminish corruption opportunities by minimizing human 

interactions with court users. The adoption of ECCMIS is expected to bolster 

record-keeping and case tracking, foster transparency, and reduce 

opportunities for unethical practices. These recommendations resonate 

directly with the research questions concerning the definition of judicial 

leadership practices and competencies within the court system and the 

impact of judicial leadership on support staff performance and corruption. 

5.1.6 For addressing the support staff resorting to soliciting funds from court 

users to meet their financial needs, recommendations from advocates, 

judicial officers, and support staff converge around two key strategies: 
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improving their salaries and welfare and mandatory financial literacy 

training to enable them to make informed financial decisions within their 

available financial resources. This training aims to equip them with the 

knowledge to manage their finances wisely, live within their means, and 

encourage them to explore entrepreneurial opportunities to generate 

additional income. These practices prioritize staff development and 

financial empowerment and promote a more ethical and productive work 

environment, revealing that magistrates, as judicial leaders, recognize their 

staff’s welfare status and needs. 

 

5.1.7 An inspector from the Judicial Service Commission recommended that 

“There is a need to decentralise the JSC and the Judiciary’s inspection and 

investigative departments or directorates. Preferably, put the same at 

regional levels. The Judiciary intends to roll out courts at every sub-county 

-and district. To effectively maintain disciplinary control, the two 

institutions should also decentralise.” 

 

This recommendation underscores the importance of decentralizing 

inspection and investigative departments or directorates within the Judicial 

Service Commission and the judiciary, ideally at regional levels. This 

strategic move serves several crucial objectives. First, it aligns with the 

judiciary’s strategic expansion plan, which aims to establish courts at the 

constituency level. Inspection and investigative mechanisms at regional 

levels are imperative to support this expansion and promote ethical 

behavior and professionalism among judicial officers and support staff. 

Second, decentralization is proposed to enhance the effectiveness of 

disciplinary control within the judiciary. It enables quicker responses to 
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misconduct and unethical behavior by allowing for a proactive and localized 

approach to addressing such challenges. 

5.2.1 Promoting public awareness through personal engagement with court users 

can effectively address support staff corruption when undertaken by judicial 

leaders in their respective courts. By actively engaging with court users, 

judicial leaders can create an open channel for reporting concerns, 

including unethical behavior by support staff. This engagement encourages 

court users to report any instances of corruption or misconduct and 

sensitizes them about proper court services and payment obligations. When 

court users are well-informed and confident in their ability to report 

unethical behavior, they act as a deterrent to support staff engaging in 

corrupt practices. Furthermore, this engagement fosters transparency and 

accountability within the court system, making it more challenging for 

support staff to engage in corrupt activities without detection. Hence, the 

recommendation helps judicial leaders combat support staff corruption by 

proactively involving court users in the oversight and integrity of court 

services.  

5.2.2 Addressing ethical violations promptly and fairly by judicial leaders would 

significantly impact support staff conduct and the overall ethical climate 

within the judicial system. When judicial leaders take swift and equitable 

action in response to ethical violations, they send a clear message that 

unethical behavior will not be tolerated. Hence, a culture of accountability 

is created among support staff and judicial officers. Support staff, knowing 

that their actions will be closely monitored and consequences will follow 

any unethical conduct, are more likely to adhere to ethical standards. 

Judicial leaders set a strong example for the judiciary by upholding these 

standards. Consequently, support staff behave ethically and maintain a 
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higher degree of integrity in their work, which contributes to the overall 

effectiveness of the judicial system and reinforces the importance of judicial 

leadership in shaping a culture of accountability and ethics. 

5.2.3 Implementing a reward system within the judiciary, in which judicial leaders 

publicly recognize and recommend support staff for promotion and 

acknowledge their hard work, can significantly impact both support staff 

conduct and judicial officers. First, such a reward system can positively 

influence support staff conduct by incentivizing them to perform at their 

best. When support staff know their hard work is valued and can lead to 

recognition and potential career advancement, they are more likely to 

exhibit ethical and diligent behavior, which can contribute to a more ethical 

and efficient work environment within the judiciary, aligning with the first 

research question regarding the definition of judicial leadership 

competencies. Second, the reward system can also affect judicial officers 

by encouraging them to recognize and actively promote support staff. 

Judicial officers play a crucial role in implementing and endorsing such 

reward systems. Their involvement in recognizing and recommending 

support staff fosters a culture of appreciation and highlights their 

leadership competencies, which relates to the second research question 

about how judicial leadership affects support staff performance and 

conduct. The implementation of a reward system addresses both research 

questions by emphasizing the competencies of judicial leaders and their 

impact on support staff conduct. 

 

5.3 Conclusion 
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Insights from interactions among support staff, court users, judicial leaders, 

and Judicial Service Commission inspectors highlight critical aspects of the 

judicial system’s functionality. The findings reveal a complex interplay 

between factors that influence ethical behavior, corruption, and leadership 

within the judiciary. Incorporating the given recommendations and addressing 

the identified challenges can contribute to a more transparent, accountable, 

and ethical support staff workforce that upholds the principles of justice and 

integrity within the judiciary and other judiciaries, as this concept is a general 

application. 

 

The findings also reveal a general bias toward the conduct of support staff and 

judicial leaders within the judicial system. Court users deem judicial leaders 

and support staff unethical, although most have never witnessed, participated 

in, or initiated an incident that would qualify as unethical. Therefore, much 

work has to be done to create activities that can change people’s perception 

of the judicial system, such as rooting for more transparency in the services 

provided and reduction of red tape, as recommended by some of the staff 

interviewed.  
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Appendixes  

APPENDIX 1: JUDICIAL OFFICERS 
Dear Participant,  

My name is Joel Wegoye, an Acting Senior Magistrate Grade I in the Judiciary of the Republic 
of Uganda in charge of the Buvuma Island Magistrates Grade I Court. I am studying for 
an International Master’s degree in Anti-Corruption Compliance and Collective Action 
at the United Nations International Anti-Corruption Academy. I am surveying to gather 
information about the impact of judicial leadership on support staff conduct. Your 
participation in this survey is voluntary and will significantly contribute to our 
understanding of judicial leadership and support staff conduct.  

 

All responses will be kept confidential and anonymous. The information collected will only 
be used for research purposes and will not be shared or published in a way that could 
identify you.  

 

This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at jwegoye@outlook.com or 
+256782225587.  

 

1. How would you describe the role of judicial leadership in shaping the conduct of 
support staff within the court system? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

2. How do you believe your leadership style influences the conduct of support staff in 
your jurisdiction? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

3. Can you describe a specific instance where your leadership positively impacted the 
behavior of support staff? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. How do you ensure that support staff are aware of and understand ethical standards 
and policies? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

5. In your experience, what are the most common reasons for support staff to engage in 
unethical and unprofessional behavior? How do you address them? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

6. How do you foster a culture of transparency and accountability among support staff 
and encourage reporting of any suspected unethical or unprofessional behavior? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

7. How do you handle incidents of unethical or unprofessional conduct by support staff, 
and what steps do you take to prevent them from happening again? 
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……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

How do you protect support staff who report unethical or unprofessional behavior from 
retaliation? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

8. In your opinion, what role do regular feedback and performance evaluations play in 
maintaining high standards of conduct among support staff? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

9. How do you ensure that support staff are recognized for their positive work and 
contributions to the judiciary? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

10. How do you stay informed about changes and developments in the field and 
incorporate them into your leadership strategies for support staff? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

11. Can you describe a successful initiative or project that you have implemented to 
improve the conduct and performance of support staff? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

12. How do you involve support staff in the development and implementation of policies 
and procedures aimed at preventing corruption in the workplace? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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APPENDIX 2: JUDICIAL SUPPORT STAFF 
 

Dear Participant,  

My name is Joel Wegoye, an Acting Senior Magistrate Grade I in the Judiciary of the Republic 
of Uganda in charge of the Buvuma Island Magistrates Grade I Court. I am studying for 
an International Master’s degree in Anti-Corruption Compliance and Collective Action 
at the United Nations International Anti-Corruption Academy. I am surveying to gather 
information about the impact of judicial leadership on support staff conduct. Your 
participation in this survey is voluntary and will significantly contribute to our 
understanding of judicial leadership and support staff conduct.  

All responses will be kept confidential and anonymous. The information collected will only 
be used for research purposes and will not be shared or published in a way that could 
identify you.  

This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at jwegoye@outlook.com or 
+256782225587.  

1. How does the leadership style of the judicial officer you work for impact your conduct 
as a support staff member? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

2. In your experience, do you feel that a robust judicial leader creates a positive work 
environment for support staff? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

3. How do communication and collaboration between judicial leaders and support staff 
affect job satisfaction and performance? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. In what ways do you believe a lack of clear leadership and direction from judicial 
leaders affects support staff behavior? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

5. How does the recognition and appreciation shown by judicial leaders toward support 
staff affect job motivation and morale? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

6. Have you observed any differences in support staff conduct based on the level of 
transparency and accountability demonstrated by judicial leaders? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

7. How do judicial leaders’ decisions and actions impact the level of trust and respect 
support staff have in the leadership? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

8. In your opinion, what steps can judicial leaders take to support and enhance the 
professional development of support staff? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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9. Have you ever reported instances of unethical behavior to a judicial officer?  
1. Yes  
2. No 

10. If you answered “Yes” to question 7, were the reports acted upon and resolved 
satisfactorily?  

1. Yes  
2. No  
3. Do not know 

11. If you answered “No” to question 7, what were the reasons for not reporting the 
incidents? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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APPENDIX 3: COURT USER 
 

Dear Participant,  

My name is Joel Wegoye, an Acting Senior Magistrate Grade I in the Judiciary of the Republic 
of Uganda in charge of the Buvuma Island Magistrates Grade I Court. I am studying for 
an International Master’s degree in Anti-Corruption Compliance and Collective Action 
at the United Nations International Anti-Corruption Academy. I am surveying to gather 
information about the impact of judicial leadership on support staff conduct. Your 
participation in this survey is voluntary and will significantly contribute to our 
understanding of judicial leadership and support staff conduct.  

All responses will be kept confidential and anonymous. The information collected will only 
be used for research purposes and will not be shared or published in a way that could 
identify you.  

This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at jwegoye@outlook.com or 
+256782225587.  

1. How frequently do you interact with support staff in the judiciary?  
a. Daily  
b. Weekly  
c. Monthly  
d. Rarely 

2. How would you rate the conduct of support staff in the judiciary regarding their 
honesty and integrity?  
 

a. Highly ethical and honest  
 

b. Generally ethical and honest  
 

c. Occasionally engage in unethical behavior  
 

d. Frequently engage in unethical behavior 
 

3. How do you believe the leadership of judicial officers influences the behavior of support 
staff in the judiciary?  

a. Positive influence  
 

b. Negative influence  
 

c. No influence  
 

d. Do not know 
4. Have you observed any instances where judicial leadership has encouraged or 

discouraged support staff from engaging in corrupt activities?  
a. Yes  

 
b. No  

 
 

c. Do not know 
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5. If you answered “Yes” to question 4, can you provide specific examples of how judicial 
leadership influenced the behavior of support staff regarding corruption within the 
judiciary? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

6. How would you rate the level of accountability among support staff in the judiciary?  
a. Highly accountable  
b. Somewhat accountable  
c. Not very accountable  
d. Not accountable at all 

7. In your opinion, what steps can be taken to improve the conduct of support staff in the 
judiciary regarding corruption? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

8. How confident are you that the judiciary is taking adequate measures to prevent 
corruption among its support staff?  

a. Very confident  
b. Somewhat confident  
c. Not very confident  
d. Not at all confident 

9. Have you ever witnessed or been asked to participate in unethical/ professional 
activities within the judiciary?  

a. Yes  
b. No 

10. If you answered “Yes” to question 9, provide specific details of the incident(s). If you 
answered “No,” please skip to the question.  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

11. Do you have any other comments or suggestions related to the impact of judicial 
leadership on the conduct of support staff regarding unethical/unprofessional conduct 
within the judiciary? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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APPENDIX 4: INSPECTORS FROM THE JUDICIAL SERVICE COMMISSION  
 

Dear Participant,  

My name is Joel Wegoye, an Acting Senior Magistrate Grade I in the Judiciary of the Republic 
of Uganda in charge of the Buvuma Island Magistrates Grade I Court. I am studying for 
an International Master’s degree in Anti-Corruption Compliance and Collective Action 
at the United Nations International Anti-Corruption Academy. I am surveying to gather 
information about the impact of judicial leadership on support staff conduct. Your 
participation in this survey is voluntary and will significantly contribute to our 
understanding of judicial leadership and support staff conduct.  

All responses will be kept confidential and anonymous. The information collected will only 
be used for research purposes and will not be shared or published in a way that could 
identify you.  

This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at jwegoye@outlook.com or 
+256782225587.  

1. How long have you been working as an inspector of courts?  
1. Less than a year  
2. 1–3 years  
3. 3–5 years  
4. More than 5 years 

2. How frequently do you conduct inspections of court facilities and operations?  
i. Monthly  
ii. Quarterly  
iii. Biannually  
iv. Annually  
v. Other (please specify) 

………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………… 

3. What measures does the Inspectorate of Courts have in place to ensure its capacity to 
effectively and efficiently undertake inspections, and how does the Inspectorate 
continuously assess and improve its investigative capabilities? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. In your professional opinion, do you believe that the measures currently in place within 
the Inspectorate of Courts are sufficient to effectively detect cases of unprofessional 
conduct among judicial officers and support staff? 

i. Yes  
ii. No  

5.  If you answered “No” to question 4, can you explain? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

6. How do you evaluate compliance with legal and ethical standards within the court 
system?  

i. High compliance  
ii. Moderate compliance  
iii. Low compliance  
iv. Do not know 

7. Have you observed any unethical behavior within the court system during your 
inspections?  



 

viii 
 

i. Yes  
ii. No 

8. If you answered “Yes” to question 4, can you provide specific examples of the 
unethical behavior you have observed? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

9. How effectively do you believe the court system’s internal controls and procedures 
prevent unethical behavior?  

i. Very effective  
ii. Somewhat effective  
iii. Not very effective  
iv. Not at all effective 

10. If you answered “Yes” to question 4, were the reports acted upon and resolved 
satisfactorily?  

i. Yes  
ii. No  
iii. Some  

11. If you answered “Some” to question 7, what were the reasons for not acting upon the 
reports? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

12. In your opinion, what measures can be taken to improve the effectiveness of the 
court system’s internal controls and procedures in preventing corruption and 
unethical behavior? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

13. How do you stay updated on new developments in best practices for inspecting court 
systems? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………. 

14. Do you have any other comments or suggestions related to your role as an inspector 
of courts? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your responses are 
greatly appreciated. 
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