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Classic studies on judge–juror agreement have converged on the finding that judges and
jurors agree on the outcomes in most cases (71–75%). This study extends these findings by
comparing trial process evaluations of judges, jurors and litigants in actual civil trials. The
results suggest that judges and juries largely overlap in their perceptions of trial process
measures (e.g. case complexity). However, judicial and jury perceptions often differ from
litigants’ perceptions. The way in which different perspectives of the trial process predict
satisfaction with the outcome is also explored. Litigant, but not judicial or jury, perceptions
of the trial process were found to predict satisfaction. These results support past research
concerning judge–juror agreement, but suggest there is less agreement between objective
(i.e. judges and jurors) and subjective (i.e. litigants) perspectives of the trial process.
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A number of studies have examined agree-

ment between judges and jurors concerning

verdict and liability decisions (Eisenberg,

Hannaford-Agor, Hans, Waters, & Munster-

man, 2005; Hannaford-Agor, Hans, Mott, &

Munsterman, 2000; Hastie, Schkade, & Payne,

1998; Kalven & Zeisel, 1967). The researchers

conducting these studies rest on the assump-

tion that judges are both more knowledgeable

and objective relative to jurors; thus, a com-

parison of judges and jurors allows for an

examination of juror competence, particularly

in complex cases. This literature largely sug-

gests convergence across judicial and juror

perspectives regarding verdict decisions, yet

little research has examined other trial process

perceptions or compared these perceptions to

those of a more subjective nature – namely,

litigant perceptions (cf. Hans, Hannaford, &

Munsterman, 1999).

Judges, jurors and litigants may perceive

the trial process quite differently from one

another (Heuer, Penrod, & Kattan, 2007). An

examination of different perspectives can shed

light on what factors influence judgments

about a dispute. These process perceptions

may explain satisfaction, which is an estab-

lished correlate of fairness and an important

consideration for democratic institutions (see

also Brockner et al., 2001; Tyler, 1984, 1989,

1997). The current study evaluates a number

of trial process perceptions from three differ-

ent perspectives to examine level of agreement

and the extent to which these different per-

spectives predict satisfaction.

Judge–Juror Agreement Studies

Kalven and Zeisel (1967) conducted the first

study examining verdict agreement between
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judges and jurors in the field, finding that the

judges and juries agreed on the verdict deci-

sion in 78% of both civil and criminal cases.

Others have replicated these findings. For

example, Hannaford, Hans, and Munsterman

(2000) examined juror–judge agreement in a

field experiment where civil juries were ran-

domly assigned to discuss evidence during

the trial. They found no differences in agree-

ment or satisfaction with the verdict between

experimental groups, with judges and juries

agreeing on a verdict 77% of the time overall.

Heuer and Penrod (1994) conducted a field

experiment where jurors were randomly

assigned to trials where they could ask ques-

tions and take notes. Similar to Hannaford

et al. (2000), they did not find agreement dif-

ferences by condition, but overall slightly

lower rates of agreement: 71% and 63%

agreement in criminal and civil cases, respec-

tively. Finally, Eisenberg et al. (2005) found

75% agreement between judges and jurors in

criminal cases. As appears evident, there is

substantial overlap in the verdict decisions of

judges and jurors.

Beyond verdict decisions, others have

examined judicial and jury decisions regard-

ing punitive damages in civil cases (Hastie

et al., 1998; Hastie & Viscusi, 1998). Com-

paring a sample of mock juries to judges in

actual civil cases, Hastie et al. (1998) found

that the judges and juries rarely agreed. The

judges did not believe that punitive damages

were warranted in any cases compared to

58% of the juries. The disagreement between

the juries and judges may have been due to

poor comprehension and application of the

judge’s instructions, an indication that the

juries lacked competence (Hastie et al.,

1998). However, an examination of actual

civil court cases revealed that judges and

juries tend to award punitive damages at simi-

lar rates (5% and 4%, respectively; see Eisen-

berg et al., 2006).

While these studies highlight a key com-

parison of interest – that is, verdict and dam-

age decisions between judges and jurors –

they are unable to answer whether judges and

jurors, as well as litigants, view the trial pro-

cess differently. Differences in perceptions of

the trial process may affect a variety of

related factors, such as satisfaction with and

belief in the fairness of the outcome and the

process (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1988,

1994, 1997).

Different Perspectives on the Trial Process

Limited research has examined and compared

different perspectives in a legal setting, aside

from the aforementioned verdict agreement

studies. For example, Lind, Ambrose, de Vera

Park, and Kulik (1990) surveyed attorneys and

litigants involved in civil cases in a United

States (US) district court regarding their per-

ceptions of the trial process. Attorney–litigant

differences emerged for a number of trial pro-

cess perceptions, including process fairness,

opportunity to be heard and amount of control

over the litigation, as well as outcome favor-

ability. Attorneys gave higher ratings of trial

process and outcome variables compared to

litigants. However, the opportunity to be

heard, litigation control and outcome favor-

ability similarly predicted process fairness for

both the attorneys and litigants.

A comparison of judges and litigants sug-

gests that judges are more outcome-oriented

and litigants are more process-oriented

(Heuer et al., 2007). While this latter finding

on litigants aligns with much of the proce-

dural justice literature (see below), the differ-

ential effects found for judges suggests that

perspective must be taken into account to

more fully understand what factors influence

perceptions of fairness and satisfaction.

Beyond legal matters, others have also found

that predictors of satisfaction and fairness of

a dispute vary by perspective (e.g. third party,

manager, employee; Skarlicki & Kulik,

2004).

Trial Process and Satisfaction

Much attention has been devoted to examin-

ing the antecedents of procedural and
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distributive justice; that is, the fairness of pro-

cedures in a dispute and the fairness of out-

come distributions (Lind & Tyler, 1988;

Thibaut & Walker, 1978; Tyler, 1984, 1989,

1994, 1997). The majority of this research

focuses on the perspective of the individuals

affected by decisions (e.g. employees,

defendants; Alge, 2001; Casper, Tyler, &

Fisher, 1989; Chen, Chen, & Xin, 2004;

Nadiri & Tanova, 2010; Reisig, Tankebe, &

Me�sko, 2012; Wales, Hiday, & Ray, 2010),

while neglecting other perspectives (cf.

Heuer et al., 2007; Lind et al., 1990).

Thibaut and Walker (1978) contend that

control over both the process and the decision

is required for disputants to view these aspects

of dispute resolution as fair. They argue that

process and decision control are important for

instrumental reasons, as having such control

shapes the decisions made by third parties.

However, research conducted since Thibaut

and Walker’s seminal theory suggests that

simply having a voice, regardless of its effect

on outcome, influences subsequent perceptions

of fairness (MacCoun, 2005). These findings

led Lind and Tyler (1988) to develop the

group value theory of procedural justice,

which posits that disputants are motivated by

more than just the instrumental concerns that

Thibault and Walker premise. The group value

theory proffers that relational features – spe-

cifically the respect, trust and neutrality of the

authority figures overseeing disputes – influ-

ence a variety of justice judgments. Thus, pro-

cedural justice theories place greater emphasis

on process over outcome in shaping percep-

tions of fairness and other corollaries such as

legitimacy, satisfaction and compliance (Lind

& Tyler, 1988).

Procedural justice theories focus on,

among other things, whether or not the deci-

sions made by authorities are based on accu-

rate and relevant information, treatment by

an authority figure and the ability to express

one’s voice (Folger, Rosenfield, Grove, &

Corkran, 1979; Leventhal, 1980; Lind &

Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1984, 2009; Tyler &

Lind, 1992; Tyler, Rasinski, & Spodick,

1985). In a legal context, other trial process

variables may matter as well. For example,

special verdict forms (Heuer & Penrod,

1994), judges commenting on the evidence

(Heuer & Penrod, 1994) and preinstruction

by judges (Heuer & Penrod, 1989) all predict

a variety of justice judgments, including fair-

ness and satisfaction – yet, little is known

about how perceptions of the trial process

and satisfaction may vary by perspective.

The Current Study

The findings mentioned above suggest that a

variety of trial process variables influence

perceptions of fairness and satisfaction and

that the impact of these variables may depend

on perspective. While some studies examine

judge–juror agreement regarding verdict and

damage decisions (Eisenberg et al., 2005,

2006; Hannaford et al., 2000; Hastie et al.,

1998; Kalven & Zeisel, 1967), few examine

multiple perspectives of the trial process (cf.

Lind et al., 1990). With this in mind, the cur-

rent study examines whether or not different

perspectives of the trial process converge in

the context of actual civil trials. In particular,

it examines the correlations between judges,

juries and litigants on a number of measures

related to the trial process. It also examines

whether or not the relationship between pro-

cess, outcome and satisfaction varies by per-

spective. Given the past research on verdict

agreement, it was anticipated that trial pro-

cess perceptions would positively correlate

between judges and juries and that these per-

ceptions would similarly predict satisfaction.

However, the extent to which litigants concur

with judges and juries is more difficult to pre-

dict because of the dearth of research; thus,

these analyses are exploratory in nature.

Method

Data and Procedure

The data used for this study were originally

part of an Arizona jury reform project

designed to investigate civil trial jury
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discussions experimentally (see Hannaford-

Agor, Hans, Mott, & Munsterman, 2000;

Hans et al., 1999). The researchers randomly

assigned civil juries in four Arizona counties

to conditions where the juries either could or

could not discuss evidence during the trial.

Before each jury announced its verdict, the

judge and litigants completed questionnaires

regarding the trial process. The jurors com-

pleted questionnaires after they had reached a

verdict. After each trial concluded, the judge

indicated the actual outcome, and the judge,

jurors and litigants indicated their satisfaction

with that outcome. The researchers received

questionnaires for a total of 192 cases.

Measures

Judges, jurors and litigants answered a variety

of questions about their civil trial experience.

The current study examines the responses of

the judges, jurors and litigants concerning their

level of satisfaction with the outcome (1 D not

at all satisfied, 7 D very satisfied), the com-

plexity of the case (1 D not at all complex, 7

D very complex), if all relevant evidence was

presented (1 D strongly disagree, 7 D strongly

agree) and how well the jury comprehended

the evidence (1 D not at all well, 7 D very

well).1 In addition, the judges’ and jurors’

responses on the effectiveness of each attorney

(1 D very ineffective, 7 D very effective) and

the judges’ and litigants’ responses on how

much attention the jurors paid to the evidence

(1 D hardly any, 7 D a great deal) are also

examined. Finally, the judge indicated the out-

come for each case.2

Results

Satisfaction and Trial Process Agreement

among Different Actors

Satisfaction

Judicial satisfaction was found to be unrelated

to jury (r D .03, p D .67), plaintiff (r D .17,

p D .29) and defendant (r D ¡.13, p D .38)

satisfaction. Jury satisfaction is unrelated to

plaintiff satisfaction (r D ¡.05, p D .76), but

moderately and positively related to defendant

satisfaction (r D .43, p D .002).3 Unsurpris-

ingly, plaintiff and defendant satisfaction are

negatively related (r D ¡.70, p D .003).4

Case Complexity

Judicial perceptions of case complexity were

found to be strongly and positively related to

jury perceptions (r D .61, p < .001) and mod-

erately related to plaintiff (r D .44, p < .01)

and defendant (r D .39, p < .01) perceptions.

Juror perceptions of case complexity are

moderately and positively related to plaintiff

(r D .39, p D .01) and defendant (r D .31,

p D .02) perceptions. However, there is

essentially no agreement between plaintiff

and defendant perceptions of case complexity

(r D .11, p D .67).

Relevant Evidence

As to whether or not all the relevant evidence

was presented at trial, there is not strong

agreement. Judicial perceptions were found to

be moderately and positively related to jury

perceptions (r D .31, p < .001) and unrelated

to plaintiff (r D ¡.02, p D .90) and defendant

(r D ¡.05, p D .73) perceptions. Jury percep-

tions are also unrelated to plaintiff (r D ¡.02,

p D .91) and defendant (r D ¡.07, p D .59)

perceptions. Surprisingly, there is a moder-

ately positive relationship between plaintiff

and defendant perceptions of relevant evi-

dence being presented at trial (r D .40, p D
.09).

Jury Comprehension

Judicial perceptions of jury comprehension

were found to be largely unrelated to jury

(r D .02, p D .77), plaintiff (r D .01, p D .95)

and defendant (r D .06, p D .68) perceptions.

Jury perceptions of comprehension are unre-

lated to plaintiff (r D .03, p D .85) percep-

tions and modestly and positively related to

defendant (r D .25, p D .08) perceptions.
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There is a moderate negative relationship

between plaintiff and defendant perceptions

of jury comprehension (r D ¡.38, p D .14).

Attorney Effectiveness

Both the judges and the juries were asked to

indicate how effective each attorney was at

trial. There is some agreement in both instan-

ces. The judges and juries were found to mod-

erately agree that the plaintiff attorneys were

effective (r D .39, p < .001) but are in less

agreement regarding the effectiveness of the

defense attorneys (r D .19, p D .02).

Attention Paid by Jury

Judges’ perceptions of how well the jury paid

attention were found to be largely unrelated

to plaintiff (r D ¡.07, p D .65) and defendant

(r D ¡.06, p D .65) perceptions. There is

however a modest, positive relationship

between plaintiffs and defendants on this out-

come (r D .28, p D .24).

Perspective Differences in Predictors of

Satisfaction

Beyond examining the convergence of trial

process perceptions, an investigation was con-

ducted of whether or not these perceptions

predict satisfaction relative to the outcome for

each perspective. Three trial process measures

that were completed by all judges, juries and

litigants were examined: case complexity, rel-

evant evidence and jury comprehension.

As shown in Table 1, the only notable

relationship between judicial perceptions of

trial process and satisfaction is jury compre-

hension. Even after controlling for outcome,

the judges were more satisfied with the out-

come when they felt that the jury had compre-

hended the evidence. Outcome does not

predict judicial satisfaction.

Unlike with the judges, jury satisfaction is

dependent upon case complexity and relevant

evidence (Table 2). The juries were more sat-

isfied with the outcome when the case was

less complex and when all the relevant evi-

dence was presented at trial. Furthermore,

these two trial process perceptions remain

significant when outcome is added to the

model, which is also a significant predictor.

The juries were more satisfied when the

defendant won.

The analyses examining plaintiff satisfac-

tion mirror those of the judges (Table 3).

Only jury comprehension predicts satisfac-

tion for the plaintiffs, even after controlling

for outcome. The plaintiffs were more satis-

fied when they felt that the jury had compre-

hended the evidence. Surprisingly, the

outcome is not a significant predictor of

plaintiff satisfaction.

Table 1. Judicial satisfaction regressed on trial process perceptions and outcome.

b Lower CI Upper CI seb t p b

Step 1 F (3, 152) D 25.52, p < .001, adj. R2 D .32 (n D 155)

Case complexity ¡.03 ¡.10 .04 .03 ¡0.82 .41 ¡.06

Relevant evidence .04 ¡.04 .11 .04 0.98 .33 .07

Jury comprehension .39 .30 .49 .05 7.98 <.001 .55

Step 2 F (4, 150) D 19.14, p < .001, adj. R2 D .32 (n D 154)

Case complexity ¡.02 ¡.09 .04 .04 ¡0.70 .49 ¡.05

Relevant evidence .04 ¡.04 .11 .04 0.99 .33 .07

Jury comprehension .39 .29 .49 .05 7.93 <.001 .55

Trial outcome .06 ¡.17 .30 .12 0.55 .58 .04

Note: For trial outcome, 1 D defendant won case.
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Jury comprehension also predicts defen-

dant satisfaction (Table 4). The defendants

were more satisfied when they felt that the

jury had comprehended the evidence. Out-

come also predicts satisfaction for the defend-

ants, who were more satisfied when they won.

Discussion

Most studies examining agreement in a legal

setting focus on the verdict and damage deci-

sions of judges and jurors (e.g. Eisenberg

et al., 2005), rather than focusing upon other

legal actors and other potentially important

variables. For example, the procedural justice

literature largely focuses on the perspective

of the recipients of decisions, such as citizens

in encounters with police officers (Reisig

et al., 2012) and defendants (Casper et al.,

1989). Consequently, this area of research

largely neglects to consider other perspec-

tives (cf. Heuer et al., 2007). The current

study addresses these limitations by examin-

ing the trial process perceptions of a broader

array of legal actors (judges, jurors and

litigants).

The results of the current study indicate

that civil trial process perceptions vary

greatly by perspective. Regarding satisfac-

tion, only defendant and jury perceptions

were found to be positively correlated. The

perceptions of case complexity largely over-

lap, with one exception – the perceptions of

plaintiffs versus defendants. Judicial

Table 2. Jury satisfaction regressed on trial process perceptions and outcome.

b Lower CI Upper CI seb t p b

Step 1 F (3, 166)D 7.58, p < .001, adj. R2 D .11 (n D 169)

Case complexity ¡.15 ¡.26 ¡.04 .06 ¡2.66 .009 ¡.21

Relevant evidence .23 .10 .36 .07 3.41 .001 .27

Jury comprehension .01 ¡.16 .18 .09 0.11 .91 .01

Step 2 F (4, 160)D 9.66, p < .001, adj. R2 D .17 (n D 164)

Case complexity ¡.13 ¡.24 ¡.02 .06 ¡2.33 .02 ¡.18

Relevant evidence .24 .11 .36 .06 3.68 <.001 .29

Jury comprehension .03 ¡.14 .20 .09 0.39 .70 .03

Trial outcome .43 .21 .65 .11 3.88 <.001 .28

Note: Jurors were asked to indicate the level of difficulty they experienced in understanding the evidence, not the degree
to which they comprehended the evidence. For trial outcome, 1 D defendant won case.

Table 3. Plaintiff satisfaction regressed on trial process perceptions and outcome.

b Lower CI Upper CI seb t p b

Step 1 F (3, 37) D 16.02, p < .001, adj. R2 D .53 (n D 40)

Case complexity .01 .09 .11 .05 0.82 .82 .03

Relevant evidence .05 ¡.04 .14 .04 1.18 .24 .13

Jury comprehension .25 .16 .33 .04 6.12 <.001 .71

Step 2 F (4, 25) D 6.46, p D .001, adj. R2 D .43 (n D 29)

Case complexity .04 ¡.08 .16 .06 0.67 .51 .10

Relevant evidence .02 ¡.11 .14 .06 0.28 .78 .04

Jury comprehension .22 .09 .35 .06 3.49 .002 .61

Trial outcome ¡.25 ¡.76 .25 .25 ¡1.03 .31 ¡.17

Note: For trial outcome, 1 D defendant won case.
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perceptions of all the relevant evidence being

presented at trial are positively related to jury

perceptions, but unrelated to litigant percep-

tions. The plaintiffs and defendants have sim-

ilar perceptions of all the relevant evidence

being presented at trial and how much atten-

tion the jury paid. Regarding jury comprehen-

sion, jury and defendant perceptions overlap

whereas defendant and plaintiff perceptions

are negatively related. Finally, judges and

juries somewhat agree on both plaintiff and

defendant attorney effectiveness. No other

correlations emerged across perspectives.

The regression analyses reveal that trial

outcome influences jury and defendant satis-

faction, with both being higher when the

defendants win. However, trial outcome does

not influence plaintiff and judicial satisfac-

tion. Jury comprehension is a strong predictor

of satisfaction for all perspectives, except that

of the juries; as perceptions of jury compre-

hension increase, so do judge, plaintiff and

defendant satisfaction. This relationship

remains after controlling for trial outcome.

Finally, case complexity reduces jury satis-

faction whereas all the relevant evidence

being presented at trial increases it, even after

controlling for trial outcome.

On a practical level, the results of the cur-

rent study indicate that courts can increase

satisfaction among judges, plaintiffs and

defendants by ensuring that juries compre-

hend the evidence (at least as self-reported).

Future research might examine better ways of

measuring jury comprehension during trial.

Attorneys can increase jury satisfaction by

reducing the complexity of the case and pro-

viding all the relevant evidence in order to

aid juries in drawing a clear conclusion.

These findings are supported by the story

model of juror decision-making, which pro-

poses that jurors look to develop a cohesive

and consistent story that can uniquely explain

what happened (Pennington & Hastie, 1986).

In line with procedural justice research,

the effect of jury comprehension on judicial,

plaintiff and defendant satisfaction was found

to be much larger than the effect of trial out-

come (Folger et al., 1979; Heuer & Penrod,

1989, 1994; Leventhal, 1980; Lind & Tyler,

1988; Tyler, 1984, 2009; Tyler et al., 1985;

Tyler & Lind, 1992). The legal actors in the

examined cases gave much weight to at least

one component of the process (i.e. jury com-

prehension, but also case complexity and all

the relevant evidence being presented at trial

for jurors), regardless of whether or not the

outcome was in their favor. These findings

indicate that the process matters to other per-

spectives besides decision recipients (cf.

Heuer et al., 2007).

However, trial process perceptions are not

consistent across perspectives. Additionally,

the relationship between trial process percep-

tions and satisfaction was found to depend on

the perspective. These results align with

Table 4. Defendant satisfaction regressed on trial process perceptions and outcome.

b Lower CI Upper CI seb t p b

Step 1 F (3, 47) D 41.09, p < .001, adj. R2 D .71 (n D 50)

Case complexity ¡.03 ¡.11 .05 .04 ¡0.70 .49 ¡.06

Relevant evidence ¡.03 ¡.11 .05 .04 ¡0.70 .49 ¡.06

Jury comprehension .33 .26 .39 .03 9.95 <.001 .84

Step 2 F (4, 37) D 27.48, p < .001, adj. R2 D .72 (n D 41)

Case complexity ¡.06 ¡.16 .04 .05 ¡1.30 .20 ¡.12

Relevant evidence ¡.04 ¡.12 .04 .04 ¡1.07 .29 ¡.09

Jury comprehension .27 .18 .35 .04 6.51 <.001 .71

Trial outcome .34 .01 .68 .16 2.10 .04 .20

Note: For trial outcome, 1 D defendant won case.
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research on perspective differences in the

legal domain (Heuer et al., 2007; Lind et al.,

1990) and suggest the necessity of evaluating

all perspectives involved in legal decision-

making. Recent attempts at examining other

perspectives have led to an explosion of

research examining third-party reactions to

injustice in organizational settings (e.g.

Blader, Wiesenfeld, Fortin, & Wheeler-

Smith, 2013; Dunford, Jackson, Boss, Tay, &

Boss, 2014; Hegtvedt, Johnson, Ganem,

Waldron, & Brody, 2009), but research is still

rather limited in legal settings. The evidence

presented herein suggests that there is much

disagreement over the process and what influ-

ences satisfaction.

Limitations and Future Directions

The current study suffers from some limita-

tions. First, the data were originally collected

with the purpose of examining whether or not

there are differences between jurors who

either could or could not discuss evidence

during a trial. Thus, the items examined in

the current study are proxies for the con-

structs (i.e. procedural justice) which the cur-

rent study intended to measure. It is

recommended that in future studies original

data collection is conducted using more pre-

cise measures. Second, relatively few

responses were obtained for some items,

especially from litigants. However, this study

has high external validity because it is one of

only a few that contain data on actual civil tri-

als from multiple sources, a rarity given the

difficulty and cost involved. Most procedural

justice research is conducted in lab settings or

relies on surveys that inquire about general

experiences or attitudes, instead of immedi-

ately following actual disputes (Farrell, Pen-

nington, & Cronin, 2013).

Regardless of these limitations, the cur-

rent study expands upon past studies that

evaluate agreement among various legal

actors and procedural justice perceptions in a

civil trial context. Researchers are encour-

aged to continue examining whether or not

the perceptions of different legal actors,

including attorneys, diverge in other legal set-

tings, such as criminal trials. Satisfaction and

process perceptions may differ among those

involved in criminal trials, where the defend-

ant’s freedom or life may be at stake (though

cf. Casper et al., 1989). Compared to the cur-

rent sample of civil trial defendants, the

defendants in criminal trials may place

greater value on whether or not all the rele-

vant evidence is presented at trial and

whether or not they perceive that the jury

comprehended the evidence – or they may

simply be more concerned with the outcome.

Such perceptions may or may not be shared

by defense and prosecuting attorneys. These

issues all need to be explored in future

research.
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Notes

1. For jurors, jury comprehension was assessed
by reporting how difficult it was to understand
the evidence in the trial (1 D very difficult, 7
D very easy).

2. The full data set and codebook are available
from the ICPSR website (https://www.icpsr.
umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/2687?qD
arizonaCjuryCreformCproject).

3. The distributions for plaintiff and defendant
satisfaction were non-normal and
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dichotomized. For plaintiff satisfaction, values
ranging from 1 to 3 were coded as 0 and val-
ues of 4 to 7 were coded as 1. For defendant
satisfaction, values ranging from 1 to 6 were
coded as 0 and values of 7 were coded as 1.
This coding was used in all analyses as it bet-
ter reflects the binary distributions of plaintiff
and defendant satisfaction. Plaintiff and
defendant satisfaction were coded the same
way: values of 1 to 3 were coded as 0 and val-
ues of 4 to 7 were coded as 1 for both plaintiff
and defendant satisfaction. A similar pattern
of results was observed.

4. This particular set of analyses concerning
plaintiff and defendant satisfaction should be
examined with caution due to a small sample
overlap on satisfaction responses across legal
actors (n D 13–51).
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