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Main points 

Annual summary  
 
23 selection exercises (excluding senior 
judicial) completed between 1 April 2018 and 
31 March 2019 
 
4,917 applicants, 1,013 recommendations for 
immediate appointment (s87) with 14 to a list 
for future potential appointment (s94) 

 

20 exercises were for legal posts 
 
3 exercises were for non-legal tribunal member 
posts 
 
12 exercises were for court posts and 11 for 
tribunal posts 

 
Applicants who are women 
 
51% of applicants and 48% of those 
recommended for appointment were women    
 
Higher representation of women among 
applicants than in the eligible pool for 4 out 
of 6 large legal exercises  
 
Lower representation of women at the 
recommendation stage than in the eligible 
pool for 4 out of 6 large legal exercises 
 
The proportion of women shortlisted and 
recommended for appointment was in line 
with the proportion that applied 
 
Women accounted for 60% of both 
applications and recommendations in non-
legal exercises 

 
 

Across all exercises combined there was no 
statistically significant difference in outcomes for 
applicants who are women compared to applicants 
who are men 
 
Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal and Deputy 
District Judge exercises both had a significantly 
lower recommendation rate for women. 
Representation percentages for these exercises 
remained broadly in line with the eligible pool at the 
application and recommendation stages 
 
Women were recommended for appointment at a 
statistically significant higher rate than men for the 
Circuit Judge exercise, and were represented 
above the eligible pool at both application and 
recommendation stage 
 
Recommendation rates were similar for women and 
men in non-legal exercises 

 
Black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) 
applicants 
 
22% of applicants and 14% of 
recommendations for appointment were 
BAME 
 
Much higher BAME representation among 
applicants than in the eligible pool for 5 out 
of 6 large legal exercises  
 

 
 
The proportion of BAME recommendations for 
appointment is broadly in line with BAME 
representation in the working age population  
 
A significantly lower recommendation rate for 
BAME applicants was observed for 4 of 7 large 
exercises with numbers sufficient for declaration. 
This is partly explained by the proportion of BAME 
applicants being much higher than the eligible pool 
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Lower BAME representation among 
recommendations than in the eligible pool 
for all 6 large legal exercises 
 
BAME applicants accounted for 24% of both 
applicants and recommendations for non-
legal posts 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation rates were similar for BAME and 
white applicants in non-legal exercises 

 
Professional background 
 
Those who have ever been a solicitor 
accounted for 62% of applicants and 47% of 
recommendations for appointment  
 
The reporting of ever solicitor is a new 
methodology and has identified 10% more 
solicitors relative to the previous method 
(included for comparison) based on current 
legal role 

 

 
4 out of the 6 large exercises that relate to a legal 
role had significantly lower recommendation rates 
for those who have ever been a solicitor 
 
Outcomes were closer to parity when using ever 
legal role for exercises considered higher in 
seniority  
 

 
Disability 
 
The proportion of applicants with a disability 
applying, shortlisted and recommended for 
appointment was in line with the proportions 
for non-disabled applicants 
 

 
There was no statistically significant difference 
between the outcomes of those declaring and not 
declaring a disability 

 
Age 
 
The proportion of applicants and those 
recommended for appointment aged 45 and 
under was around the same level as those 
aged over the age of 45 
 

 
 
46% of applicants and 52% of those recommended 
for appointment were aged 45 and under 
 

 
Social mobility 
 
The representation of state school applicants 
remained relatively constant throughout the 
application process 
 
The representation of those for whom neither 
parent attended university remained 
relatively constant throughout the 
application process 

 
 
Around 70% of those applying and recommended 
for appointment attended a state school  
 
 
There were around 60% of applicants and those 
recommended for appointment for whom neither 
parent attended university  
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About the Judicial Appointments Commission (JAC) 

The JAC is an executive non-departmental public body, sponsored by the Ministry of Justice. 

It was established in 2006 to make the appointments process clearer and more accountable. 

Its key duties are to: 

• select applicants solely on merit 

• select only those with good character  

• encourage a diverse range of applicants.  

The JAC runs selection exercises for all judicial roles in courts and tribunals up to and 

including High Court Judge and Upper Tribunal Judge and convenes panels to make 

appointments for senior roles such as the Lord Chief Justice.  

An applicant can either be recommended for immediate appointment or in some cases 

identified for future appointment (recommended to a list). 

The diversity of applicants is monitored at several stages during recruitment:  

• application  

• shortlisting  

• recommendation for appointment.  

Diversity statistics are based on self-declared information voluntarily provided by applicants. 

This information is not considered in the selection process unless the equal merit provision 

(EMP) is applied at the shortlisting or final recommendation stage, or an EMP-style approach 

applied at shortlisting stage. Applicants who do not declare their diversity characteristics are 

included in an Unknown group and excluded from analysis of outcomes. 

To maintain confidentiality and ensure applicants may not be identified, exercises for posts 

with fewer than 10 recommendations are aggregated and presented in groups – small court 

exercises, small tribunal exercises, and senior judiciary selection exercises. 
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Annual summary of figures 

Between 1 April 2018 and 31 March 20191 there were: 

- 23 selection exercises (excluding senior judicial exercises) 
- 4,917 applicants, of whom 2,262 applied for court posts and 2,655 applied for tribunal 

posts 
- 1,013 recommendations for immediate appointment were made (s87), of which 433 

were for court posts and 580 were for tribunal posts 
 

These figures include all exercises which closed, the point at which the appropriate authority 

has made its decision on the recommendations made by the JAC, between 1 April 2018 and 

31 March 2019. Statistics relating to the diversity of applicants and recommendations are 

presented for the following posts2:  

• High Court Judge 

• s9(4) Deputy High Court Judge 

• Circuit Judge 

• Salaried Judge of the Employment Tribunal 

• Deputy District Judge 

• Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal 

• Fee-paid Medical Member of the First-tier Tribunal Health Education and Social Care 
Chamber, Mental Health (England) and Mental Health Review Tribunal (Wales) 

• Fee-paid Disability Qualified Tribunal Member of the First-tier Tribunal Social 
Entitlement Chamber 

 

Senior judicial exercises 

In addition, a total of 24 applications were received and 7 recommendations made for the 

following senior judicial exercises completed in 2018–19: 

• Court of Appeal 

• President of the Queen’s Bench Division 

 

 

                                                           
1 The JAC Annual Report and Accounts for 1 April 2018 to 31 March 2019 presents the number of applications submitted and 
recommendations made. This bulletin counts the unique individuals within each selection exercise for diversity purposes. As 
there are certain exercises within which one individual may submit more than one application, numbers published in the Annual 
Report and Accounts may not directly correspond to those in this bulletin. 
2 Exercises with fewer than 10 recommendations are grouped to maintain applicant confidentiality. Aggregated exercises are 
grouped separately for court, tribunal posts, and senior judicial exercises to enable meaningful consideration. 
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Methods of reporting 

This release uses 4 terms:  

• eligible pool  

• representation percentages  

• representation rates  

• Relative Rate Index  

These are outlined below and defined in more detail in the accompanying Definitions and 

measurement document. 

1. Eligible pool 

The eligible pool presents the gender, ethnicity and professional background of individuals 
who meet the minimum eligibility requirements for a specific legal exercise, based on 
information held by the professions (Bar Council, Law Society and CILEx) and the Judicial 
Office. 

Eligible pool information is provided for the 6 legal exercises completed between 1 April 
2018 and 31 March 2019 that had 10 or more recommendations each. Comparisons with the 
eligible pool are made where relevant to provide additional context. Figures depend on the 
eligibility requirements of a role and these are listed below for the 6 exercises considered: 

• High Court Judge and Deputy High Court Judge: 7 years or more post-qualification 
experience as a solicitor or barrister 

• Circuit Judge: 7 years or more post-qualification experience as a solicitor or barrister 
with previous judicial experience 

• Salaried Judge of the Employment Tribunal, Deputy District Judge and Fee-paid 
Judge of the First-tier Tribunal: 5 years or more post-qualification experience as a 
solicitor, barrister or fellow of CILEx 

Information is not available for non-legal roles or grouped exercises due to the differences in 
requirements between different small exercises. 

Caution is required when making comparisons with the eligible pool as the method does not 
consider whether those who are eligible have an interest in taking up judicial office, nor does 
it consider whether they have the skills, abilities and experience required to make a 
successful application. 

2. Representation percentages 

A representation percentage refers to the proportion of applicants who have declared a 

specified characteristic, either at the application or shortlisting stage, or when recommended 

for appointment. The representation percentage refers to the diversity of applicants when 

applying, whereas at the shortlisting and recommendation stages this is a combination of 

applicant diversity and success rates at different selection stages.  

Representation percentages allow comparison of the distribution of each diversity 

characteristic at each stage, how closely they represent the general population, and, where 

applicable, the eligible pool. 

3. Recommendation rates 

A recommendation rate refers to the proportion of applicants who have declared a specified 

characteristic that were recommended for appointment (for example: the proportion of 

women applicants that were successful). It can be determined if there is a statistically 
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significant difference in outcomes by comparing recommendation rates, for example, 

between women and men, through the Relative Rate Index (RRI).  

Comparisons can only be made within a selection exercise rather than between exercises as 

the rates will depend on the number of applicants for the exercise considered and also the 

number of posts available. When considering recommendation rates, it is important to 

consider these alongside the representation percentages of applicants in the eligible pool, 

where available. 

4. Relative Rate Index (RRI) 

The RRI is the ratio between the success rates of 2 applicant groups and calculated by 

dividing the recommendation rate for the under-represented group by the recommendation 

rate for the other group. For example, women:men RRI represents the ratio between the 

respective success rates of applicants who are women and men. A value above one 

indicates that women were more successful in their applications, a value of one indicates 

parity for men and women and a value below one indicates that men were more successful 

in their applications. RRI is a standardised measure and can be compared between 

exercises and over time.  

However, when considering the RRI it is important to consider, where available, the 

representation percentages of applicants relative to the eligible pool (or, if not available, the 

representation in the relevant working age population). 

The RRI must be both statistically significant (unlikely to be the result of chance alone) and 

of a sufficient size to have an impact (effect size) for a statistical difference in outcomes to 

be observed. Statistical significance is dependent on the size of the sample groups 

considered. If either comparison group is too small, the RRI would tend to fluctuate with the 

addition or removal of just a few individuals. In terms of selection exercises, this means that 

RRIs for smaller exercises should be treated with caution.  

For effect size, an RRI outside the range 0.8 to 1.25 is considered sufficient to indicate a 

statistical difference in outcome. Where an under-represented group has a lower 

recommendation rate, if an RRI falls between 0.8 and 1.0, both rates are sufficiently close to 

suggest no statistical difference in outcome. Use of the range 0.8 to 1.25 is common and is 

referred to as the 4/5th rule of thumb for adverse impact3. 

Findings that are statistically significant and outside the range 0.8 to 1.25 do not necessarily 

suggest an issue with the selection process as other factors like the level of experience held 

by members of each group could have an impact. Rates are a combination of both 

representation at application and at the recommendation stage. In interpreting an RRI, it is 

important to consider representation rates as well. 

Equal merit provision 

Where 2 or more applicants are assessed as being of equal merit, the JAC can select an 

applicant for the purpose of increasing judicial diversity using the equal merit provision 

(EMP) introduced by the Crime and Courts Act 2013. The EMP was not applied in any of the 

exercises reported on in this bulletin. 

Figure 1 shows the representation of applicants by diversity characteristics, for all exercises 

in total, and legal and non-legal exercises separately. It is worth noting that the same types 

of selection tool are used for both legal and non-legal exercises.

                                                           
3 www.adverse-impact.com/research  

http://adverse-impact.com/research/
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Figure 1: Representation rates for total applicants, shortlisted applicants and recommendations for appointment for 

exercises (excluding senior judicial exercises) completed between 1 April 2018 and 31 March 2019 
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Section 1. Applicants who are women 

Main findings 

Across all exercises combined, women and men were represented at similar levels 

across applicants, those shortlisted and recommended for appointment 

• women accounted for 51% of applicants, 48% of those shortlisted and 48% of those 

recommended for appointment 

• the representation of women at the application stage exceeded the eligible pool for 4 

out of 6 large legal exercises but was lower at the recommendation stage for 4 

exercises (exceptions being the Circuit Judge and High Court Judge exercises) 

• 498 men were recommended for appointment and 452 women4 

Recommendation rates for women were lower than for men across all exercises 

combined but to a degree that would be considered small 

• overall RRI for women:men was 0.88. This figure is within the range that would be 

considered small (0.8 to 1.25). Consequently, there was no statistical difference in 

outcomes for applicants who are women 

• for the Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal and Deputy District Judge exercises, 

women were recommended for appointment at significantly lower rates than men. 

However, representation percentages remained broadly in line with the eligible pool 

at the application and recommendation stages 

• women were recommended for appointment at a significantly higher rate than men 

for the Circuit Judge exercise, and were represented above the eligible pool at both 

application and recommendation stage 

• women were recommended for appointment at a higher rate than men for the High 

Court Judge exercise. However, this exercise must be treated with caution as there 

were only 10 recommendations for appointment and therefore the confidence interval 

around this outcome was very wide 

Figure 2 shows the representation of women at each stage of the JAC application process, 

for all exercises and broken down by whether the exercise was legal or non-legal, or 

classified as a grouped small tribunal or grouped small court exercise. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
4 The declaration rate was 94% with 63 recommended applicants not disclosing their gender 
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Figure 2:  Representat ion of  women at  each stage of  di f ferent  
exercise groupings for  exercises completed between 1 Apri l  

2018 and 31 March 2019

Women applicants Women shortlisted Women recommended (s87)
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Figure 3 shows the representation of women at each stage of the JAC application process, 

for all exercises and broken down by the 8 large exercises. 
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5 Eligible pool data are not shown for Fee-paid Disability Members or Fee-paid Medical Members as neither role requires legal 
qualifications 
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Figure 3:  Representat ion of  women at  each stage of  the large 
exercises completed between 1 Apri l  2018 and 31 March 2019

Women eligible pool Women applicants

Women shortlisted Women recommended (s87)
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Detailed findings: representation of women 

Overall representation rate 

• the representation rate for women was 51% at application, 48% at shortlisting and 48% 
were recommended for appointment 

• 2,345 applicants were women of whom 452 were recommended for appointment and a 
further 4 recommended to a list for future appointment 
 

Representation rate by exercise 

• representation of women among applicants exceeded that in the eligible pool for 4 of the 
6 large legal exercises. Representation of women among recommendations exceeded 
eligible pool figures for the Circuit Judge and High Court Judge exercises 

• representation of women increased from application (33%) to recommendation for 
appointment (56%) for the High Court Judge exercise. It is worth noting that this was a 
relatively small exercise with 51 applicants 

• caution should be taken when interpreting the RRI for the High Court Judge exercise, 
where there were only 10 recommendations for appointment 

• in the Circuit Judge exercise, the representation of women increased from 39% at 
application to 51% who were recommended for appointment. 30 women were 
recommended for immediate appointment and a further 2 recommended to a list 

• Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal and Deputy District Judge exercises contained 
the most applicants (1,623 and 1,704 applicants respectively). Female representation 
decreased by 8 and 7 percentage points respectively from application to 
recommendation for these large exercises, which helps explain the overall slight 
decrease in the representation of women 

Overall recommendation rate 

• RRI for women:men was 0.88 

Recommendation rate by exercise 

• women were recommended for appointment at a statistically significant higher rate than 
men in the Circuit Judge exercise with an RRI of 1.63 

• men were recommended for appointment at a statistically significant higher rate than 
women in the Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal (RRI 0.71) and Deputy District 
Judge (RRI 0.77) exercises  

• for both of these exercises the representation of women at the application and 
recommendation stage was broadly in line with the eligible pool 
 

Legal and non-legal differences 

• for non-legal exercises, the RRI for women:men was 1.01, closer to parity than the RRI 
for legal exercises (0.81) 

• for non-legal exercises, the representation of women remained around 60% from 
application to shortlisting and recommendation for appointment 

 

More detailed results are in the accompanying tables. 
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Figure 4 shows the recommendation rates by gender, for all exercises and broken down by 

the 8 large exercises and whether the exercise was legal or non-legal. 
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Figure 4: Rates of recommendation (proportion of applicants that were 
successful in being recommended for appointment), by gender

Women Men
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Figure 5 presents RRI by gender and shows the relative comparison of outcomes for women compared to men. The 2 exercises where the 

recommendation rates for women were significantly below those of men, and outside the range that would be considered small, were Fee-paid 

Judge of the First-tier Tribunal and Deputy District Judge. For both of these exercises the representation of women at the recommendation 

stage was broadly in line with the eligible pool. The recommendation rate for women was significantly higher than that for men and outside the 

range that would be considered small for the Circuit Judge exercise. Caution should be taken when interpreting the RRI for the High Court 

Judge exercise, where there were only 10 recommendations for appointment and therefore a very wide confidence interval around the outcome 

presented. 
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6 Caution is required when considering the implications of an RRI being statistically significant and outside the zone of tolerance. For further details see Page 6 and the accompanying Definitions 
and measurement document 
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Figure 5: Relative Rate Index (RRI) – Relative comparison of outcomes for women compared to men

Men less likely to be recommended as a proportion of those that applied

Women less likely to be recommended as a proportion of those that applied

• Recommendation rate not significantly lower for women or men 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for women or men within the zone of tolerance; or non-significant difference in rates outside the zone of tolerance 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for women or men outside the zone of tolerance 
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Trends over time: Applicants who are women 

Figure 6 compares information from exercises run during the period prior to the formation of 
the JAC (1998–99 to 2005–06) with exercises run since its formation (from 2006–07 to 
2018–19)7. This presents a long-term trend for individual roles that removes volatility seen in 
the outcomes of individual exercises.  

There has been a clear increase in the representation of women at both the application and 
recommendation stages for the 4 exercises with pre-JAC data available. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Senior exercises in 2018–19 (Court of Appeal and above) 

In the small senior judicial exercises run during 2018–19 combined, there were 24 
applicants, 7 of whom were women, and 7 recommendations for appointment made, 4 of 
whom were women. The numbers involved in these exercises combined are too low to 
consider from a statistical perspective. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7 No figures are available for the pre-JAC period for Recorder and Salaried Judge of the First-tier Tribunal. Only figures for High 
Court Judge and Circuit Judge have been updated since the 2018 JAC Official Statistics publication.  
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Figure 6:  Representat ion of  women among appl icants and 
recommendat ions for  the pre -JAC period (1998–2006)  and the 

JAC period (2006–2019)

Pre-JAC applicants JAC applicants

Pre-JAC recommendations JAC recommendations



 

14 
 

Section 2. Applicants from a Black, Asian and minority ethnic 

(BAME) background 

Main findings 

 

The representation of BAME applicants decreased from application to shortlisting but 

was relatively stable from shortlisting to recommendation for appointment 

• BAME applicants accounted for 22% of applicants, 15% of those shortlisted and 14% 

of those recommended for appointment 

• BAME representation among applicants well exceeded the eligible pool for 5 of the 6 

large legal exercises and at the recommendation stage was lower for all 6 of these 

exercises  

• BAME applicants accounted for 24% of both applicants and recommendations for 

non-legal posts 

• in total, 130 BAME applicants and 818 white applicants were recommended for 

appointment8 

Across all exercises combined, BAME applicants were represented at a similar level 

among recommendations for appointment as BAME representation in the working age 

population 

• BAME applicants accounted for 14% of recommendations for appointment compared 

to 16% of the working age population aged 18 to 64 (based on mid-2017 estimates)9  

• a more appropriate comparator, given that around three quarters of applicants were 

of this age, is that 15% of the population aged 36 to 55 are BAME 

• the working age population may not reflect the profile of those eligible to apply for 

judicial roles10, but it provides some context as to the levels that might be suggestive 

of under or over representation 

Recommendation rates for BAME applicants lower than for white applicants across all 

exercises combined 

• the overall RRI for BAME:white was 0.58. This figure is statistically significant and 

outside the range that would be considered small (0.8 to 1.25). Consequently, there 

was a statistical difference in outcomes for BAME applicants 

• a significantly lower recommendation rate was recorded for 4 out of 7 large exercises 

with numbers large enough for declaration. This is partly explained by the proportion 

of BAME applicants being much higher than the eligible pool 

• 3 of these exercises related to a legal role and, in each case, the representation rate 

of BAME applicants at the recommendation stage was lower than in the eligible pool 

• recommendation rates were similar for BAME and white applicants in non-legal 

exercises 

Figure 8 shows the representation of BAME applicants at each stage of the JAC application 

process, for all exercises and broken down by whether the exercise was legal or non-legal, 

or classified as a grouped small tribunal or grouped small court exercise.

                                                           
8 The declaration rate was 94% with 65 of those recommended not declaring their ethnicity 
9  www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets 
10 The proportion of the working age population who are BAME generally decreases with age. As a result, a lower 
representation of BAME applicants may be expected for exercises considered higher in seniority 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationestimatesforukenglandandwalesscotlandandnorthernireland
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Figure 9 shows the representation of BAME applicants at each stage of the JAC application 

process, for all exercises and broken down by the 8 large exercises. 
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11 Eligible pool data are not available for Fee-paid Disability Members or Fee-paid Medical Members as no legal experience is 
required for these roles. The representation rate for BAME applicants recommended for appointment has been suppressed for 
the High Court Judge exercise due to small numbers 
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Figure 9:  Representat ion of  BAME appl icants at  each stage of  
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Detailed findings: Applicants from a Black, Asian and minority 

ethnic (BAME) background 

 

More detailed results are in the accompanying tables. 

 

                                                           
12 93% of applicants declared their ethnicity with 321 applicants preferring not to declare 

Overall representation rate 

• representation rate for BAME applicants was 22% at application, 15% at shortlisting and 
14% at recommendation for appointment 

• 993 BAME applicants applied, 286 were shortlisted and 130 recommended for 
immediate appointment12 

Representation rate by exercise 

• BAME representation among applicants well exceeded the eligible pool for 5 of the 6 
large legal exercises and was the same as the eligible pool for the High Court Judge 
exercise. BAME representation was lower among recommendations than in the eligible 
pool figure for all 6 of these exercises 

• representation of BAME applicants decreased from application to shortlisting and then 
from shortlisting to recommendation for 3 out of 7 large exercises 

• BAME applicants were particularly well represented at the application, shortlisting and 
recommendation stages for the Fee-paid Medical Members of the First-tier Tribunal 
exercise (a non-legal exercise) 

• a decrease from application to shortlisting and then minimal change from shortlisting to 
recommendation was observed for Salaried Judge of the Employment Tribunal and 
Deputy District Judge exercises 

Overall recommendation rate 

• RRI for BAME:white was 0.58 

Recommendation rate by exercise 

• white applicants were recommended for appointment at a statistically significant higher 
rate than BAME applicants in the Fee-paid Disability Members of the First-tier Tribunal 
(RRI 0.54), Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal (RRI 0.48), Circuit Judge (RRI 0.17) 
and Deputy District Judge (RRI 0.51) exercises. This is partly explained by the 
proportion of BAME applicants being much higher than the eligible pool 
 

Legal and non-legal differences 

• for non-legal exercises, the RRI for BAME:white was 1.02, much closer to parity than the 
RRI for legal exercises (0.45) 

• for legal exercises, the representation of BAME applicants decreased from 21% at 
application to 13% at shortlisting and 11% at recommendation for appointment 

• for non-legal exercises, the representation of BAME applicants remained around 25% 
from application to shortlisting and recommendation for appointment 

• 49 BAME applicants were recommended for appointment for non-legal exercises and 81 
for legal exercises 
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Figure 10 shows the recommendation rates by ethnicity, for all exercises and broken down 

by the 8 large exercises and whether the exercise was legal or non-legal. 
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13 For High Court Judge, the recommendation rate for BAME applicants has been suppressed due to small numbers 
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Figure 10: Rates of recommendation (proportion of applicants that were 
successful in being recommended for appointment), by ethnicity
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Figure 11 presents RRI by ethnicity and shows the relative comparison of outcomes for BAME applicants compared to white applicants. 7 large 

exercises had sufficient numbers to display with the exception being High Court Judge. For 4 out of the 7 large exercises, BAME applicants 

were statistically less likely than white applicants to be recommended for appointment as a proportion of those that applied. However, this 

should be seen in context with the generally high levels of BAME representation among applicants at, or in excess of, the level of the eligible 

pool and the working age population in the large majority of exercises. 
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14 The RRI has been suppressed for the High Court Judge exercise due to small numbers. Caution is required when considering the implications of an RRI being statistically significant and outside 
the zone of tolerance. For further details see Page 6 and the accompanying Definitions and measurement document 

• Recommendation rate not significantly lower for BAME or white applicants 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for BAME or white applicants within the zone of tolerance; or non-significant difference in rates outside the zone of tolerance 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for BAME or white applicants outside the zone of tolerance 
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Figure 11: Relative Rate Index (RRI) – Relative comparison of outcomes for BAME applicants compared to white 
applicants

White applicants less likely to be recommended as a proportion of those that applied

BAME applicants less likely to be recommended as a proportion of those that applied
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Trends over time: Applicants from a Black, Asian and minority 

ethnic (BAME) background 

 

Figure 12 compares information from exercises run during the period prior to the formation 
of the JAC (1998–99 to 2005–06) with exercises run since its formation (from 2006–07 to 
2018–19)15. This presents a long-term trend for individual roles that removes volatility seen 
in the outcomes of individual exercises. 

The proportion of BAME applicants has increased overall when comparing exercises run in 
the pre-JAC period to those run since the formation of the JAC. The proportion of BAME 
recommendations has also increased for the 4 exercises with pre-JAC data available, but to 
a lesser extent. When considering the large time difference in the periods covered, the 
changes in BAME representation should be viewed alongside changes in diversity of the 
general population, which is likely to be reflected in those who apply. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Senior exercises in 2018–19 (Court of Appeal and above) 

In the small senior judicial exercises run during 2018–19 combined, there were 24 
applicants, none of whom were BAME. The numbers involved in these exercises combined 
are too low to consider from a statistical perspective.  

 

 

  

                                                           
15 No figures are available for the pre-JAC period for Recorder and Salaried Judge of the First-tier Tribunal. Only figures for 
High Court Judge and Circuit Judge have been updated since the 2018 JAC Official Statistics publication 
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Section 3.1. Applicants who have ever held a solicitor or barrister 

role in their career  

The JAC are aiming to improve the accuracy of their reporting on the application and 

progression rates of solicitors. This publication, for the first time, includes analysis of 

applicants who have declared ever holding the role of solicitor16 as well as those who have a 

current legal role of solicitor. In this section, ever solicitor is compared to ever barrister which 

includes those currently holding a legal role of barrister and those who have declared 

holding the role of barrister at any stage in their career17.  

The original methodology, included in Section 3.2, compares applicants who have declared 

their current legal role as solicitor with those declaring their current legal role as barrister. A 

potential change to the methodology was flagged in the 2018 JAC Official Statistics 

publication. 

A footnote has been added that reports on ever CILEx. This is to enable the JAC to better 

monitor the progression rates of CILEx fellows. It is important to note that CILEx fellows are 

only eligible to apply for a limited number of exercises. 

Main findings for ever solicitor and ever barrister 

 

Lower solicitor representation among recommendations than applicants across 4 out 

of 6 legal exercises 

• solicitors accounted for 62% of applicants, 51% of those shortlisted and 47% of those 

recommended for appointment 

• using the ever legal role method16, 2,503 applicants declared being a solicitor at any 

stage of their career compared to 1,541 declaring being a barrister at any stage of 

their career 

• in total, 351 solicitors were recommended for appointment compared to 395 

barristers18 when using the ever legal role method 

• when considering current legal role only, 305 solicitors and 368 barristers were 

recommended for appointment 

Solicitors recommended at lower rates than barristers in 4 out of 6 large exercises 

• RRI for ever solicitor: ever barrister was 0.55 

• recommendation rates were significantly lower for solicitors than barristers in 4 of the 

6 large exercises (Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal, Deputy High Court 

Judge, Deputy District Judge and Salaried Judge of the Employment Tribunal)19 

• recommendation rates were in line with application rates for the High Court Judge 

and Circuit Judge exercises 

                                                           
16 To prevent double counting, if an applicant has declared both a previous role of solicitor and barrister, a value of 0.5 has 
been assigned for both solicitor and barrister. When referring to ever solicitor or ever barrister adjusted figures with 0.5s 
included are used 
17 Representation rates in this section are a binary comparison between ever solicitor and ever barrister with unknowns and 

other roles excluded. Consequently, the percentages for ever solicitor and ever barrister should sum to 100 
18 The declaration rate for legal role was 94% with 249 applicants preferring not to declare 
19 108 applicants (2%) have declared previously holding the role of CILEx professional. 25 of these were shortlisted, 9 

recommended for immediate appointment and 2 recommended to a list 
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Around 10% more applicants were identified as solicitors using the wider definition of 

ever legal role20 

• overall, the RRI for solicitor:barrister was 0.55 using ever legal role compared to 0.50 

using current legal role 

• however, differences were wider for senior roles. For example, the RRI was 0.98 for 

ever legal role for the High Court Judge exercise, compared to 0.56 using current 

legal role 

 

Information about the pool of eligible candidates is not presented in the commentary. The 

proportion of individuals registered with the respective professional bodies would not be 

expected to correspond with the legal role of applicants. The number of solicitors meeting 

the minimum eligibility requirement is around 10 times the size of the population of barristers 

meeting the eligibility requirement, and as such there is little rationale in considering whether 

the balance of those applying for judicial appointment aligns with that of members of the 

different professions. As such the commentary does not make comparison to eligible pool 

figures for profession. 

Figure 13 shows the representation of solicitors at each stage of the JAC process, for all 

exercises and broken down by the 6 large legal exercises. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
20 For further analysis of the difference between methodologies please see section 3 of the accompanying Definitions and 

measurement document 
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Figure 13:  Ever sol ici tor  representat ion at  each stage of  the 
exercises completed between 1 Apri l  2018 and 31 March 2019 

( legal  posts only)
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Figure 14 shows the recommendation rates by ever legal role, for all exercises and broken 

down by the 6 large legal exercises.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15 presents the RRI by legal role and shows the relative comparison of outcomes for 

solicitors compared to barristers. The RRI for 4 out of the 6 large exercises falls outside the 

range where the magnitude of the difference is small and there was a statistically significant 

difference between the outcomes of solicitors and barristers. 
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21 RRI cannot be calculated for non-legal exercises and hence no output is shown for FP Disability Members or FP Medical 
Members. Caution is required when considering the implications of an RRI being statistically significant and outside the zone of 
tolerance. For further details see Page 6 and the accompanying Definitions and measurement document 
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Figure 15: Relative Rate Index (RRI) – Relative comparison of outcomes for ever
solicitor compared to ever barrister

Ever barristers less likely to be recommended as a proportion 
of those that applied

Ever solicitors less likely to be recommended as a
proportion of those that applied
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Figure 14: Rates of recommendation (proportion of applicants that were successful 
in being recommended for appointment), by ever solicitor and ever barrister

Ever solicitor Ever barrister

• Recommendation rate not significantly lower for ever solicitor or ever barrister 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for ever solicitor or ever barrister within the zone of tolerance; or 
non-significant difference in rates outside the zone of tolerance 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for ever solicitor or ever barrister outside the zone of tolerance 

 

 

21 



 

23 
 

Section 3.2. Applicants with the current legal role of solicitor 

Main findings 

Lower solicitor representation among recommendations than applicants across all 

large legal exercises 

• current solicitors accounted for 55% of applicants, 45% of those shortlisted and 41% 

of those recommended for appointment 

• 2,275 applicants were current solicitors, 680 of those shortlisted and 305 of those 

recommended for appointment 

Overall recommendation rate 

• the overall recommendation rate from application was 13% for solicitors and 27% for 

barristers. The RRI for solicitor:barrister was 0.50 with barristers being recommended 

for immediate appointment at significantly higher rates than solicitors 

Solicitors recommended at lower rates than barristers in all large exercises 

• recommendation rates were significantly lower for solicitors than barristers in 4 of the 

6 large legal exercises (Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal, Deputy High Court 

Judge, Deputy District Judge and Salaried Judge of the Employment Tribunal)  

• of these 6 exercises, 2 contain a much higher number of applicants than the others. 

For Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal, there were 1,623 applicants and for 

Deputy District Judge, there were 1,704 applicants. For the other 4, there were 

between 51 and 420 applicants 

 

Figure 16 shows the representation of solicitors at each stage of the JAC application 

process, for all exercises and broken down by the 6 large legal exercises. 
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Figure 16:  Representat ion of  current sol ici tors at  each stage of  
the exercises completed between 1 Apri l  2018 and 31 March 2019 

( legal  posts only)

Current solicitor applicants Current solicitor shortlisted Current solicitor recommended (s87)
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Figure 17 shows the recommendation rates by current legal role, for all exercises and 

broken down by the 6 large legal exercises.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18 presents RRI by current legal role and shows the relative comparison of outcomes 

for solicitors compared to barristers. For 4 out of the 6 large exercises considered, the RRI is 

statistically significant and falls outside the range where the magnitude is considered small. 

The exceptions to this are the High Court Judge and Circuit Judge exercises. 
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22 RRI cannot be calculated for non-legal exercises and hence no output is shown for FP Disability Members or FP Medical 
Members. Caution is required when considering the implications of an RRI being statistically significant and outside the zone of 
tolerance. For further details see Page 6 and the accompanying Definitions and measurement document 
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Figure 18: Relative Rate Index (RRI) – Relative comparison of outcomes for current
solicitors compared to current barristers

Current barristers less likely to be recommended as a
proportion of those that applied

Current solicitors less likely to be recommended as a
proportion of those that applied

• Recommendation rate not significantly lower for current solicitors or current barristers 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for current solicitors or current barristers within the zone of tolerance; 
or non-significant difference in rates outside the zone of tolerance 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for current solicitors or current barristers outside the zone of tolerance 
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Figure 17: Recommendation rates (proportion of applicants that were 
successful in being recommended for appointment), by current legal role

Solicitor Barrister
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Trends over time: current legal role 

 

Figure 19 compares information from exercises run during the period prior to the formation 

of the JAC (1998–99 to 2005–06) with exercises run since its formation (from 2006–07 to 

2018–19)23. This presents a long-term trend for individual roles that removes volatility seen 

in the outcomes of individual exercises. 

Solicitor representation has varied by exercise, with the representation of solicitors in District 

Judge (Magistrates’ Court) at relatively similar levels in the exercises run in the pre-JAC and 

JAC periods, while the representation has decreased in District Judge (Civil) exercises. In 

recent years, there have been higher levels of salaried judicial office holders recommended 

for appointment in Circuit Judge exercises, which will have contributed to a lower 

representation of solicitors in recommendations in the JAC period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A similar comparison has not been made for the ever solicitor section as this is the first year 
questions have been asked and data collected on roles prior to an applicant’s current legal 
role.  

Senior exercises in 2018–19 (Court of Appeal and above) 

In the small senior judicial exercises run during 2018–19 combined, there were 24 

applicants, 23 of whom were barristers and 1 was a solicitor. All 7 recommendations for 

appointment were barristers. The numbers involved in these exercises combined are too 

small to consider from a statistical perspective.  

                                                           
23 No figures are available for the pre-JAC period for Recorder and Salaried Judge of the First-tier Tribunal. Figures are too 
small to present recommendation percentages for High Court Judge. Figures have only been updated since the 2018 JAC 
Official Statistics publication for High Court Judge and Circuit Judge 
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Section 4. Applicants with a disability 

Main findings 

Across all exercises combined, parity of outcomes was observed for applicants with 

and without a disability 

• applicants with a disability accounted for 10% of applicants, 11% of those shortlisted 

and 10% of those recommended for appointment 

• there were 462 applicants with a disability, 194 were shortlisted and 91 

recommended for appointment 

• for non-legal exercises the representation of disabled applicants was higher than for 

legal exercises. This was largely due to the non-legal Fee-paid Disability Qualified 

Tribunal Member exercise for which it was necessary for applicants to meet at least 1 

of 4 eligibility requirements, which included having a disability 

Recommendation rates similar for both disabled and non-disabled applicants 

• overall RRI for disabled:non-disabled applicants was 0.95 

• the recommendation rate for applicants with a disability was not significantly lower 

than that of non-disabled applicants for any of the 4 large exercises with numbers 

sufficient for declaration 

 

Information on the eligible pool is provided by the professions based on the administrative 

data they hold on their members, as well as by the Judicial Office on existing judicial office 

holders. This data was not available for disability from all these sources.  

The 2011 census24 data uses a measure based on ‘limitation in daily activities because of a 

health problem or disability’. In the general population aged 21 to 64 (working age), 7.7% 

stated their daily activities were 'limited a little' and a further 6.2% 'limited a lot', giving 13.8% 

declaring a disability/long-term health problem in total. Strong caution is urged in 

consideration of these figures in relation to applicants and recommendations, as these 

figures include all types of health-related limitation, and are unlikely to relate to the eligible 

pool for judicial appointment. 

 

Figure 20 shows the representation of applicants with a disability at each stage of the JAC 

application process, for all exercises and broken down by whether the exercise was legal or 

non-legal. Grouped small court exercises are very small and so recommendation rates for 

these categories should be treated with caution. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
24 See section 6 of 2011 Census: Key Statistics for England and Wales, March 2011 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/2011censuskeystatisticsforenglandandwales/2012-12-11#health
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Figure 21 shows the representation of applicants with a disability at application, shortlisting 

and recommendation for appointment, for all exercises and broken down by the 8 large 

exercises. 
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25 The proportion of disabled applicants recommended for appointment has not been shown for Grouped small court and 
Grouped small tribunal exercises due to small numbers 
26 Eligible pool data are not available for disabled applicants. The proportion of disabled applicants recommended for 
appointment has been suppressed for the Circuit Judge and Deputy High Court Judge exercises due to small numbers. Both 
the proportion of disabled applicants shortlisted and recommended for appointment have been suppressed for the High Court 
Judge exercise due to small numbers 
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Figure 20:  Representat ion of  appl icants w ith a disabi l i ty at  
each stage of  di f ferent  exercise groupings for  exercises 

completed between 1 Apri l  2018 and 31 March 2019

Disabled applicants Disabled shortlisted Disabled recommended (s87)
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Figure 21:  Representat ion of  appl icants w ith a disabi l i ty at  
each stage of  the large exercises completed between 1 Apri l  

2018 and 31 March 2019

Disabled applicants Disabled shortlisted Disabled recommended (s87)
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Detailed findings: Applicants with a disability 

 

Overall representation rate 

• the representation rate for applicants with a disability was 10% at application, 11% at 
shortlisting and 10% at recommendation for appointment 

• 462 applicants declared a disability compared to 4,036 applicants without a disability27 
 

Representation rate by exercise 

• the representation of disabled applicants was particularly high for the Fee-paid Disability 
Members of the First-tier Tribunal exercise, fluctuating between 40% and 43% 

• for this exercise 131 applicants declared a disability, 87 of those shortlisted and 44 of 
those recommended for appointment. It was necessary for applicants to meet at least 
one of 4 eligibility requirements, which included having a disability. This helps explain 
the high number of disabled applicants 
 

Overall recommendation rate 

• RRI for disabled:non-disabled was 0.95. This indicates that there was no statistically 
significant difference in outcomes for disabled applicants 

Recommendation rate by exercise 

• there were no statistically significant differences between the recommendation rate for 
disabled and non-disabled applicants for any of the 4 large exercises with numbers 
sufficient for declaration 
 

Legal and non-legal differences 

• for non-legal exercises, the RRI for disabled:non-disabled was 0.76, closer to parity than 
the RRI for legal exercises (0.70). Both RRIs were statistically significant 

• unusually, the RRI for all exercises combined (0.95) is greater than both the RRI for 
legal exercises (0.70) and non-legal exercises (0.76). The statistical reasoning for this is 
explained in the description of Figure 23 

• the representation of disabled applicants was higher for non-legal exercises than for 
legal exercises 

 

More detailed results are in the accompanying tables. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
27 The declaration rate for disability was 91% with 419 applicants preferring not to declare 
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Figure 22 shows the recommendation rates for disabled and non-disabled applicants, for all 

exercises and broken down by the 8 large exercises and whether the exercise was legal or 

non-legal. 
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Trends over time 

There is a limited amount of data on disabled applicants prior to 2014–15. This means that 

we are unable to present trends over time. 

 

Senior exercises in 2018–19 (Court of Appeal and above) 

In the small senior judicial exercises run during 2018–19 combined, there were 24 
applicants, none of whom declared a disability. The numbers involved in these exercises 
combined are too low to consider from a statistical perspective.  

 

                                                           
28 Recommendation rates have been suppressed for disabled applicants for the Circuit Judge, Deputy High Court Judge, High 
Court Judge, Fee-paid Medical Members of the First-tier Tribunal, Grouped Small Court exercises and Grouped Small Tribunal 
exercises due to small numbers 
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Figure 22: Recommendation rates (proportion of applicants that were 
successful in being recommended for appointment), by disabled/ non-

disabled
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Figure 23 presents disabled:non-disabled RRI by exercise. The combined RRI for legal exercises is 0.70 and for non-legal exercises 0.76. 

Unusually, both are lower than for all exercises combined (where the total RRI is 0.95). This can be explained by the fact that there were far 

fewer applicants for non-legal exercises (around 500, compared to around 4,400 for legal exercises) but a higher proportion of disabled 

applicants (30%, compared to 8% for legal exercises) owing to the Fee-paid Disability Member of the First-tier Tribunal exercise. This exercise 

attracted 131 disabled applicants and particularly high recommendation rates for disabled (34%) and non-disabled (36%) applicants. The 

consequence of adding the large number of disabled successes to successes from legal exercises was a higher total RRI. 
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29 RRIs have not been displayed for Fee-paid Medical Members of the First-tier Tribunal, High Court Judge, Deputy High Court Judge, Circuit Judge, Grouped small tribunal exercises and Grouped 
small court exercises due to small numbers. Caution is required when considering the implications of an RRI being statistically significant and outside the zone of tolerance. For further details see 
Page 6 and the accompanying Definitions and measurement document 
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Figure 23: Relative Rate Index (RRI) – Relative comparison of outcomes for disabled applicants compared to non-disabled 
applicants

Non-disabled applicants less likely to be recommended as a proportion of those 
that applied

Disabled applicants less likely to be recommended as a proportion of those that 
applied

29 

• Recommendation rate not significantly lower for disabled applicants or non-disabled applicants 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for disabled applicants or non-disabled applicants within the zone of tolerance; or non-significant difference in rates outside the zone of 
tolerance 

• Significantly lower recommendation rate for disabled applicants or non-disabled applicants outside the zone of tolerance 
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Section 5. Applicants by age 

Age is strongly correlated with experience and, as a result, it is less meaningful to make 

comparisons between recommendation rates based on age than for other characteristics. 

For this reason and the fact that more than 2 groups are considered, RRIs have not been 

used for age comparison. Eligible pool data was not available for age from all data sources. 

Previous exercise comparison information is also not available for age. 

 

All exercises in 2018–19 

• around three quarters of successful applicants (781) were aged 36 to 55. 11% of 
recommendations for appointment came from those aged 35 and under (109) and 12% 
from those aged 56 to 65 (123 recommendations)30 

• the recommendation rate for younger applicants exceeded that of older applicants. 23% 
of both those aged 35 and under and 36 to 45 were recommended for appointment. In 
contrast, 19% of those aged 46 to 55 and 16% of those aged 56 to 65 were 
recommended for appointment 

Individual exercises31 

• there were 3 exercises in which applicants aged 45 and under had higher 
recommendation rates than applicants over the age of 45. These were Fee-paid Judge 
of the First-tier Tribunal, Circuit Judge and Deputy District Judge 

• an explanation in respect of two of these exercises is that both Fee-paid Judge of the 
First-tier Tribunal and Deputy District Judge are fee-paid roles and consequently attract 
younger applicants. Circuit Judge, however, is a senior salaried role and less likely to 
attract younger applicants 

• recommendation rates were similar for applicants aged over and under the age of 45 for 
all other large exercises 

 

Legal and non-legal differences 

• recommendation rates were higher for non-legal exercises and this was reflected in each 
age category presented 

• those aged 45 and under represented a higher proportion of both applicants and 
recommendations for legal exercises compared to non-legal exercises 

• those aged 46 to 55 represented the highest proportion of both applicants and 
recommendations for non-legal exercises 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
30 The declaration rate for age is 100%. 4 applicants did not provide valid age information 
31 Numbers were too small for recommendation rates to be displayed for some categories for the High Court Judge exercise. As 
a result, no comment can be made on this exercise 
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Section 6. Social mobility 

This is the second year of reporting on social mobility and findings are based on 2 questions 

asked on the application form: 

• Did you mainly attend a state or fee-paying school between the ages 11 and 18? 

o Answer options: N/A, UK state school, UK independent/ fee-paying school, 

Attended school outside the UK, Prefer not to say 

• If you went to university (to study a BA, LLB, BSc course or higher), did either or both 

of your parents do so? 

o Answer options: N/A, Yes, one or both of my parents went to university, No, 

neither of my parents went to university, I did not attend university, Prefer not 

to say 

Social mobility of applicants 

Applicants for all exercises in 2018–1932 

• 72% of applicants attended a state school, 22% attended an independent/ fee-paying 
school and 6% were educated abroad 

• for 36% of applicants, at least one parent attended university, for 62% of applicants, 
neither parent attended university and 2% did not attend university 

Recommendations for appointment for all exercises in 2018-1933 

• 69% of applicants attended a state school, 26% attended an independent/ fee-paying 
school and 6% were educated abroad 

• for 43% of applicants, at least one parent attended university, for 56%, neither parent 
attended university and 1% did not attend university 

Recommendation rates 

• the recommendation rate for state school attendees was 20%, independent/ fee-paying 
school attendees 25% and 18% for those attending a school outside the UK 

• the recommendation rate for those who had at least one parent attending university was 
25% compared to 18% for those of whom neither parent attended university34 

Type of school attended for individual exercises  

• state school attendees had higher recommendation rates than independent/ fee-paying 
school attendees for 2 out of 8 large exercises. These were Fee-paid Disability Members 
of the First-tier Tribunal and Salaried Judge of the Employment Tribunal 

 

Parental university attendance for individual exercises  

• recommendation rates for those of whom neither parent attended university were in line 
with those of whom at least one parent attended university for the Fee-paid Disability 
Members of the First-tier Tribunal and Circuit Judge exercises 

• recommendation rates were lower for the Fee-paid Medical Members of the First-tier 
Tribunal, Fee-paid Judge of the First-tier Tribunal, Deputy High Court Judge, Deputy 
District Judge and Salaried Judge of the Employment Tribunal exercises 
 

 

                                                           
32 91% of applicants overall declared the type of school they attended 
33 91% of applicants overall declared whether their parents had attended university 
34 11% of those who did not attend university were recommended for appointment. It should be noted that this only relates to 
2% of declared applicants 
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Figure 24 shows representation rates for state educated applicants at each stage of the JAC 

application process for all exercises, and broken down by large exercise and whether the 

exercise was legal or non-legal.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25 shows the representation of applicants for whom neither parent attended 

university, at each stage of the JAC application process for all exercises and broken down 

by large exercise and whether the exercise was legal or non-legal. 
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Figure 25:  Representat ion of  those for  whom neither parent  
at tended universi ty,  at  each stage of  the exercises completed 

between 1 Apri l  2018 and 31 March 2019

Applicants Shortlisted Recommended (s87)
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Figure 24:  Representat ion of  those that  were state school  educated,  
at  each stage of  the exercises completed between 1 Apri l  2018 and 

31 March 2019

Applicants Shortlisted Recommended (s87)
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Section 7. Sexual orientation 

Results have been grouped across all exercises. Overall, 6% of applicants (253), 5% of 

shortlisted applicants (95) and 6% of those recommended for appointment (52) identified 

themselves as gay, lesbian or bisexual. 88% of applicants declared their sexual orientation.  

When considering rates of recommendation for appointment, there is no statistically 

significant difference between gay, lesbian and bisexual applicants (21%) and heterosexual 

applicants (20%). 

 

Section 8. Religion and belief 

Results have been grouped across all exercises. Given the numbers involved, presenting 

figures by exercise would not be meaningful due to the number of religious breakdowns 

available. Around 80% of applicants declared their religion or belief, lower than for other 

characteristics but still sufficient when considering representation.  

Overall, 57% of applicants, 56% of shortlisted applicants, and 55% of recommended 

applicants were Christian. Applicants who declared a religion other than Christian beliefs 

represented 19% of applicants, 15% of shortlisted applicants and 17% of recommended 

applicants. Those who declared no religion represented 24% of applicants, 29% of 

shortlisted applicants and 28% of recommended applicants.   

The 2011 Census included a question regarding religious belief35, and these figures are 

broadly comparable to those of the Census. Caution should be used in making comparisons 

to 2011 Census figures as these do not account for recent fluctuations in the population and 

do not give any indication as to the demographic composition of those eligible to apply. 

 

 

                                                           
35 Religion in England and Wales 2011  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/culturalidentity/religion/articles/religioninenglandandwales2011/2012-12-11


 

35 
 

Structure of the courts and tribunals in England and Wales 
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Explanatory notes  

For a description of the methodology used to create these statistics, please see the 

Definitions and measurement document published alongside this bulletin. This document 

details the selection process and stages from which information is collected, the types of 

data collected and a background to the statistical methods used in this publication.  

 

Contacts 

Enquires or feedback about the statistics in this bulletin should be directed to: 

 

Matt Walker 

Statistician 

Judicial Appointments Commission 

Clive House, 5th floor, 70 Petty France, London SW1H 9EX 

Email: matt.walker@justice.gov.uk 

 

General enquiries on the content of this bulletin should be directed to: 

 

Alice Ripley 

Judicial Appointments Commission 

Clive House, 5th floor, 70 Petty France, London SW1H 9EX 

Email: alice.ripley@judicialappointments.gov.uk 

 

For media enquiries on the content of this bulletin, contact: 

 

JAC Communications 

Judicial Appointments Commission 

Clive House, 5th floor, 70 Petty France, London SW1H 9EX 

Email: communications@judicialappointments.gov.uk 

 

Information about the Judicial Appointments Commission is at: 

www.judicialappointments.gov.uk/about-jac 

 

mailto:matt.walker@justice.gov.uk
mailto:alice.ripley@judicialappointments.gov.uk
mailto:communications@judicialappointments.gov.uk
http://www.judicialappointments.gov.uk/about-jac
http://www.judicialappointments.gov.uk/about-jac
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Related statistics – Judicial Office 

 

Statistics on the diversity of current judicial office holders including magistrates are published 

by the Judicial Office every July at www.judiciary.gov.uk/publication-type/statistics 

 

Next update 

 

We are considering the potential of combining JAC statistics on recommendations for new 

appointments and Judicial Office statistics on the diversity of the current judiciary. These 

statistics could be presented alongside membership diversity information from the 

professional bodies (The Bar Council, The Law Society and CILEx) or their regulatory bodies 

(the Bar Standards Board, the Solicitors Regulation Authority and CILEx Regulation) as 

appropriate. This would show the representation of under-represented groups from the 

professional bodies through the JAC recruitment process and into the judiciary. We will also 

look to develop the eligible pool into a more meaningful comparator. 

As part of the review of the publication to consider the inclusion of wider information, we will 

also review the existing content and methodologies. If you have any feedback, please write 

to us at judicial.statistics@justice.gov.uk 

 

http://www.judiciary.gov.uk/publication-type/statistics
mailto:judicial.statistics@justice.gov.uk

