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1. Introduction. Many scholars have focused their attention onpiiodlem of
the efficiency of the justice system, owing toutgleniable consequences for economic
growth (Aghionet al., 2008, Bianco and Giacomelli, 2004, Buscaglia &ifidn, 1997,
Buscaglia and Paul, 2005, Dari-Mattiacci and Deai2007, Deffains, 2008, Djankov
et al., 2002, 2006, Gravelle, 1990, Jappetlal., 2005, Penn and Rickman, 1999, Spurr,
1997, Vereeck and Muhl, 2000). The spill-over loé taw enforcement service on the
economic system as a whole has become of such tampar than even leading
economic institutions such as the International ®tary Fund and the European
Commission (2006) are paying considerable atterttidhis issue.

Under the pressure of these international instihgj research has been carried
out in order to understand the causes and conseegieri the excessive duration of
disputes and to identify possible remedies fdr*iEconomics scholars have proposed
four different reasons, not necessarily mutuallglesive, to explain the duration of
disputes.

Djankov et al. (2003) and Parisi and Luppi (2010) focus on procaldaspects,
especially in countries where the parties may prglthe time required to conclude a
dispute. Others underline the inefficient organaatof the courts and the scarcity of
resources allotted to the justice service (Busaaahd Dakolias, 1996). Another branch
of the literature in this field pinpoints the digtx incentives for judges and private
parties (Dewatripont and Tirole, 1999, Djanket al., 2003, 2006, Emons, 2000,
Miceli, 1994). Some research has indicated the paality of legislation as a source of
conflict and, indirectly, of the total amount ofsdutes (Vereeck and Mihl, 2000).

Within the most recent stream of literature, resedras been conducted to understand

YIn an international comparative approach we cdinmathat disputes have an excessive duration in a
country if the time required to enforce a contrast,measured by the World Bank (2011) in Eluéng
Business Report, is greater than the average in other economiteatame stage of development.

2 For purposes of clarity and uniformity of languag¢he body of the paper we use the word “dispte”
indicate a case filed in court.



whether normative complexity (Schuck, 1982yay, at the same time, represent an
obstacle to the aims of judges and send distoitgthls to private agents, in terms of
uncertainty regarding the outcome of a dispute i(D&ttiacci and Deffains, 2007). The
problem of the right amount of regulation and it®e&s on the economic system has
been widely studied (Aghioet al., 2008, Banerjee, 1997, Blanchard and Giavazzi
2003, Dari-Mattiacci and Deffains, 2007, Djankeial. 2002, 2006, Epstein, 1997), but
despite this, their arguments are not principaliyesl at explaining the duration of
disputes, with the exception of Di Vita (2010, 2p11

The aim of this paper is to investigate some factetermining duration of
disputes, including normative complexity, in ordersuggest appropriate measures of
economic policy to fight the phenomenon of delaysgustice. To the purposes of this
research a unique database has been built, usmegnses pronounced by the Italian
Regional Administrative Courts (in brief TAR), beten 2000 and 2007.

This is an empirical paper where we employ, togethi¢h the Ordinary Least
Square (OLS) approach, the random effects (RE) hibeeis used when the panel data
regard a numerically large source from which theyga has been randomly drawn
(Baltagi, 2008). In our case, the large source athdrom which the panel is derived
consists of the thousands of sentences pronouncdtelil AR in each lItalian region in
the period under consideration.

The paper is innovative with respect to the statthe art in the same area for
several reasons. Firstly, the database used hese i&r unpublished and regards
microeconomic data for each of the eight hundresputes decided with sentences
considered in the analysis. Secondly, the paperi@mphe random effects model,
which up to now has not been applied to the probtdnthe duration of disputes.

Thirdly, this study represents one of the few ergiranalyses using national data

3 The concept of complexity in general has receatiyacted the attention of much research as ansinatiée by-
product of economic growth (Koppl, 2010).



(Mitsopoulos and Pelagidis, 2007, Rosales-Lope@828chneider, 2005). Fourthly, the
database allows us to see how normative complewitks and may be measured at a
disaggregate level. Fifthly, among the covariate® texplanatory variables are
included, never fully considered in previous anesy®n this issue: these are two
indicators of social capital (de Blasio and Nuz2010) and the number of judges
weighted by the population. The proxies of sociapital represent an instrumental
variable that may be useful to account for varyiesults among the regions, reflecting
the different cultural traditions of the inhabitsh The weighted number of judges per
region constitutes another way to measure the puétiources allotted by the State to
guarantee the justice service with respect to pudpending. Previous analyses have
shown significant differences among macro-aredtabf in the duration of disputes (Di
Vita, 2010, 2011); this may be explained, amongeotreasons, by the different
endowment of social capital (Putnam, 1993he use of the number of volunteers as a
proxy of social capital is derived from previousearch by the OCSE (2001), and has
been applied by several scholars (de Blasio andz&yu2010, Leonardt al., 2010,
Nuzzo, 2006). To account for a specific dimensibsarial capital related to the topic
of the research, we also employ a regional indicatditigiousness that measures the
propensity of private agents to file disputes (ISTR001).

The main findings of this research may be summdrea follows. Normative
complexity appears to impede a rapid solution spdies. Previous analyses on the
relationship between legal complexity and the dorabf disputes have left some room
for uncertainty, so this is a good opportunity teed light on this topic. Using
observations within our sample with a greater ttmrerage duration, we have

demonstrated that they have a doubly negative ecmneffect: firstly, they increase the

* For the use of social variables as instrumeneconometric analyses regarding disputes, see Ralthinf
(1985).
® | am indebted to Magda Bianco for this useful ssjign.



future workload of courts; secondly, they make $tate liable to pay damages for the
excessive duration of disputes. The indicator ofiadocapital shows a negative
correlation with the duration of disputes. The nembf judges appear to be weak
relevant in explaining the time required to obtaisentence of the first rank. Finally,
the different objects of dispute may contributeexplain the differences in the average
durations observed.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Afteis timtroduction, section two
aims to supply some legal and institutional warsingection three contains the
description and sources of the data. Section ftustiates the variables and their
descriptive statistics and offers a preliminary adatnalysis. In section five the
econometric analysis is performed, starting with @ntire panel and following with

some refinements. Final remarks conclude the paper.

2. Legal and institutional warnings Before continuing with the paper it is
useful to provide some legal and institutional mfation about the Italian legal system,
related to the topic of this research.

The Italian legal system falls within the family a¥il law (with a high level of
formalism, Djankowt al. 2003), where public law is well developed. STt the reason
why administrative courts with regional jurisdigtilhave existed in this country since
1971, {Tribunali Amministrativi Regionali, for simplicity TAR) having competence for
disputes filed against the public administrationAXP The TAR exercise their
jurisdiction on individual juridical situations deéd “legitimate interest” i{iteressi
legittimi), in which the right of the plaintiff to file a spute is primarily directed to
enforce public law and only indirectly to protecivate interest (Di Vita, 2010).In

consideration of such public interest the topicseted by disputes devolved to the

® “Legitimate interest” is linked to the individusituation of right diritto soggettivo) in which primarily
private interest is protected, and public inteogsy indirectly, in the enforcement of civil law.



jurisdiction of the TAR are not in the hands of ffaaties, both public and private, and
there is no possibility to devolve this kind ofglise in arbitration.

To make the institutional background clear it igportant to note that to date
(March 2011) there is no mandatory pre-trial praredn Italy. Moreover, settlement
cannot take place in disputes devolved to thedigati®n of the regional administrative
courts in consideration of the prevalent publierest involved.

Italy is a member of the European Union and isdddi into twenty regions,
which in turn possess a limited normative capaditye sentences of the Constitutional
Court have the same effect as the law in many casethat there are different sources
of laws that may be in conflict with one anotheaeating problems in enforcement due
to stratification, errors in coordination and misipretation. However, it should be
noted that European directives always prevail oxgional sources of law: in a case of
contrast between the European directive and ndtiawa the courts therefore disregard
the latter.

In a previous analysis on administrative disputeisgimacro data, it has been
noted that there is not an evident relationshipvben the average duration of disputes
and an aggregate indicator of normative compleffiyVita, 2011), unlike that found
with regard to civil disputes, where a fall in theerage duration of civil disputes
corresponds to a reduction of the indicator of retime complexity (Di Vita, 2010).

In Italy the sentence that concludes a dispute neishotivated with reference
to the laws applied to decide the case. Thus iethee several kinds of normative in the
body of a sentence (European, national, regioealesice of the Constitutional court),
this probably means that the case is complex, reguan additional effort of the courts
to produce the sentence. In other words, the useanfy sources of law to formulate a
sentence is an indicator of the complexity of gudis. The sentences are not usually

published immediately by the TAR, because the ctakes some time from the day of



public session of the dispute to the date wherédugsion is lodged in the register of the
court. The procedural code establishes a time bifnsixty days for the court to draw up
a sentence, starting from the day of public sessiorsome cases, for example in
complex disputes, the courts take more than siayg do publish the sentence.

In the disputes devolved to the jurisdiction of tRegional Administrative
Courts there is not a problem of “forum shoppingeg¢sler and Rubinfeld, 2007),
because despite the agreement among parties, tinencay act officially to decline its
competence in favour of the territorially cognizaatrt .

The Italian regional administrative courts applg ttontinental “loser pays” rule.
Sometimes the Courts decide to compensate the fegalamong the parties of the
dispute, deviating from the general principle bt tloser pays” rule.

Italy’s twenty regions have very different endowrisenf per capita income,
public resources (for example judges), social ehpiand cultural traditions, that
probably contribute to explaining the differenceduration of disputes among the three
macro-areas in which it is possible to divide tosintry.

Disputes with a greater than average duration eae h doubly negative effect.
Firstly, they accrue the workload of undecided disp for the courts. Secondly, they
make the State liable to refund damages to pripatées of disputes for the excessive
duration of disputes, in application of Pinto’s |lafsom the name of its proponent
within the Italian parliament. Thus judges may becéd to handle first old disputes for
which the parties, both private and public, propaib longer have an interest in the
decision, in consideration of the long delay, toidvhe State being obliged to refund
damages.

Old disputes are not only a problem in themselvesabse they weigh on the
clerk of the courts and constitute an obstacletheractivity of judges; they also push

parties to apply for damages for the excessivetauraf disputes, thus subtracting



judicial resources from the decision of new dispusand prolonging their average
duration.

Procedural rules have also been indicated as pypssiisponsible for the
excessive duration of administrative controverdiegsause, on the basis of practice and
procedural code, Courts do not fix an audienceotltide a dispute if the parties have
not presented a specific petition in this direction

The object of a dispute may be relevant to explaéngreater or lesser duration
of a dispute, for the reason that the social phemanregulated may reflect a different
degree in normative complexity. There are someigpe@orms that oblige courts to
reach a rapid definition of controversies, for epsfor public contracts (article 23-bis
of Italian Law no. 1034 of 6 December 1971, regenibdified by law no. 205 of 21

July 2000).

3. Description and sources of dataThe data collected and analysed in this
research come from eight hundred sentences proadubg the Italian Regional
Administrative Courts from 2000 to 2007, forty feach of twenty regions of Italy.
More precisely, five sentences are examined parfpeaach region, randomly chosen
at intervals of fifty. Sentences where the dispwtes not decided because the court
merely declined its competence are not enclosédersample, for two reasons: firstly,
procedural rule regarding jurisdiction is appliesecondly, the dispute was not
concluded. The data regarding disputes are publakgilable at the web site
www.giustizia-amministrativa.it; moreover, the dighundred sentences specifically
employed here are available upon request from ttoa From the sentences
concluding the disputes we were able to draw samm@oitant information about the
history of the cases. The sentences considerdukimralysis were published between

2000 and 2007, without considering the year in White disputes were filed. Data



regarding disputes which for some reason remaimei@cided, were not available and
in any case do not constitute part of the data set.

In this research four types of data were considered

i) Data regarding disputes and sentences. From the reading of the sentences and
the web site mentioned above we were able to dréavga quantity of data. The first
and most important variable is the duration of adstiative disputes (timevar), which
is measured in days, from the date on which thitigretis deposited in the register of
the court until the sentence is published. Thetleonfithe sentence (leg) is measured by
the number of characters in each decision underfaki¢hout spaces. The time taken to
decide the dispute (tdd) is given in days from tiae of public session until the
decision is deposited in the registry of the coufhe outcome of administrative
disputes (outd) is a binary variable that assumealue of one if the plaintiff wins the
dispute, and zero otherwise. Conviction to pajyalezxpenses (conexp) is a binary
variable that assumes the value of one if the pfalras been convicted to pay the legal
expenses of her/his counterpart, and zero otherwise disputes were codified (code)
in five groups according to their object. The codesd to label the five groups of
disputes are: one for public contracts; two fory cfilanning; three for public
employment; four for public utilities; five for exrppriation. The codification of
disputes was carried out after the sentences veaik ,rbecause this information is not
availableex ante from the web site of the administrative regionalinte. Through the
differences among regions in the topic of disputes possible to understand the
peculiarities of single regions or areas, not diyegccounted for in the control variable
that considers only the general economic conditiofisa region. Moreover the
codification of disputes is useful to understandethier the application of different
kinds of normative, sources of law or special pdacel rules (as in the case of public

contracts, as we say in section two) affects thatéhn of disputes.
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All the disputes considered were decided usingeastl the national law. The
data regarding the use of European directives)(atitional and regional normative (rl)
and sentences of the Constitutional courts (sax)darived through the reading of the
eight hundred sentences under consideration. Tdredainary variables that assume the
value of zero if no single source of normative &aplis mentioned in the body of the
sentence and one if a single kind of normativesedu

ii)Variables that may indirectly affect disputes. Some variables that may have an
effect on the duration of disputes are taken imos@eration in our database. The first
is the number of administrative judges per regiud)(that is a proxy of public
resources allotted to the justice service. Becthusabsolute value of the administrative
judges per region could be not fully informativee wveight it with the regional
population (judp), to measure the number of judmscapita. The figures regarding the

administrative judges per region were drawn frone theb site www.giustizia-

amministrativa.it while the data for the regional population warpied by ISTAT.

Public financial investment in the courts is meaduby the expenses incurred
for justice (pej), expressed in millions of eurocatrent prices. These data come from
ISTAT.

Following the stream of literature that places eagh on social variables to
understand litigation choices (Kessler and Rubthf@007) two different measures of
social capital were considered. The first is thenber of volunteers per region enrolled
in market and non-market no-profit associationduwp This is not in itself, in our
opinion, fully informative of the regional endownteof social capital; we therefore
weight it by dividing it by the regional populatignolunp). The number of volunteers is
made available by ISTAT, and was surveyed in trgt feport on no-profit associations
(ISTAT, 2001, for more information see Nuzzo, 200B)e second variable used in this

research to account for social capital is the mgjicndex of litigiousness (litig), and it
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was calculated by ISTAT (Nuzzo, 2006). This vamahtcounts in a more specific way
for the role of social capital in determining the@pensity to define a potential dispute
by filing the case to the court. This index measuhe number of disputes filed to the
courts, weighted by the population, at a regioraél, using data surveyed in 2000 by
ISTAT (in particular see the so called “Demos imdiars”).

iii) Control variables accounting for general economic conditions. Departing
from the consideration that economic conditionsehan undeniable spill-over on
disputes (Djankowt al. 2003), we initially considered a number of econoradables
that are good potential candidates to describegémeral economic conditions of the
twenty Italian regions; after the preliminary arsagyof data, we then selected which of
them to enclose among the covariates as contrabblas in the regressions. In
particular these are: Regional Gross Domestic Ritoglaggdp); Regional consumption
of households (rch); Regional Population (rpop)giBeal income per capita (ipc);
Regional consumption per capita (rcpc), expressediirent euro. All these data were
made available by ISTAT.

iv) Dummy variables. Finally, three dummies were taken into accourdrater to
consider some phenomena not of immediate evideooethe raw data.

To consider normative complexity at a microeconofeiel, the indicator of
normative complexity (ail), a dummy variable wasltie assume a value of one if only
one kind of legislation source is employed to mativa sentence and a value of two if
two sources of normative are present and so ot itgitmaximum that is four, when
state law, regional law, sentences of the congtitat court and European directives are
all used in the sentence concluding the dispute €kample the ail is equal to one if
only the national law is used, and is equal to fbafl kinds of normative are employed
by the court in very complicated disputes). Witlspect to an aggregate index of

normative complexity, this indicator possessesatiantage of reporting, case by case,
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the difficulties encountered by all the partiesdlved in a dispute in identifying,
interpreting, coordinating and applying the lawphevious analyses of the relationship
between the indicator of normative complexity aimel &average duration of disputes (Di
Vita, 2010, 2011), conducted at an aggregate léwellitaly, it was noted that the
indicator of normative complexity started to faibiih 2000 and, at the same time, the
average duration of civil disputes began to de&eas

The differences among lItalian regions are takem atcount by another dummy
variable (regdum), that assumes a value of zerthioregions located in the North, one
for the regions of the Centre, and two for the Baitltaly.’

The particular duration of disputes (pinto) is sidlered in a dummy variable
that assumes a value of zero if the duration ofltepute is lower that the average of the
sample considered and one otherwise. This variagbleseful to include the potential
effects of Pinto’s law on the duration of dispuiteshe analysis, because 32,75% of the
disputes in our database had an above averageodurlit average the duration of
administrative disputes is 1.102 d&yi§.we assume that the approximate time required
to achieve a sentence and define a dispute airitestage is the yardstick to evaluate
whether it is possible to apply Pinto’s law, anduest the State to pay damages for the
excessive duration of disputes, this can be doabaut thirty-three percent of the cases

examined

" The ISTAT classifies the Italian regions in tNerTH: Piemonte, Valle d’Aosta, Lombardia, Liguria, Veneto
Emilia-Romagna, Trentino-Alto Adige, Friuli-Venez@iulia. CENTRE: Toscana, Umbria, Marche, LaziSouTH:
Abruzzo, Molise, Campania, Puglia, Basilicata, CakSicilia, Sardegna

8 Kesler and Rubinfeld (2007) report the averageiinm of civil disputes in the United States. They
observe that in that country the court takes omae479 days to decide a dispute. A broad congraris
of the times can be made using data published éy\tbrld Bank in thédoing Business Report (2011).
Due to institutional differences between the Itallagal system and other countries that do not have
administrative courts, we do not have any possjbilif comparison regarding this special kind of
contentious.

° Also in Germany the so-called Pinto’s law hastsetarto be introduced to refund damages for the
excessive duration of disputes.
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The data are enclosed in the panel per regiongpthieg from the North to the
South of Italy following the same order used by AST The figures for each region are

reported from 2000 to 2007.

4. Variables, descriptive statistics and preliminay analysis of data Table 1
reports a full description of the variables conside
[Table 1, around here]
Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of data.
[Table 2, around here]

It is worth noting that the duration of disputewi a very high variability,
from six days to more than eighteen years. Theiegin of the different types of
normative seems to follow the criteria of “proxigiito the source of law, in terms of
the magnitude of their correlation coefficient. Ap&om the national normative,
always present in the body of the sentences, themral law is the most frequently
used, compared to constitutional sentences andpEBarodirectives. The outcome of
disputes is highly uncertain, in fact the perceatad adjudication of the plaintiff's
claim is about fifty per cent. Only in twenty-fiygercent of the disputes did the court
condemn one of the parties to pay the legal exgemsepplication of the “loser pay”
rule.

Regarding the topic of disputes, we may observe ghbhlic contracts covered
18,38% (147/800, with a very low ratio of caseslobve-average duration, only 8,16%,
12/147). City planning regarded 20.13% of the dispweonsidered in the sample, with a
little over forty percent (exactly 41,62%), haviag above-average duration. Public
employment disputes represented 28,12% of the saowgisidered, a little more than
fifty per cent of the cases having an above-avedagation. Public utilities constituted

30.50% of the disputes considered in our sampl \@ss than twenty five per cent of
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them having an above-average duration. Finallyraation disputes accounted for

less than three per cent of the sample, 2.88% fwdmmse, and a little less than forty per
cent of these had an above-average duration. \W#bect to the object of the disputes,
there is some evidence to support the intuitioh $katences reflect the socio-economic
conditions of the area in which they are produced.

The data reported in Table 2 regarding the regiomdéx of contentiousness
show important differences among the regions inp@nsity to file a dispute. This
confirms the existence of significant differencenoag the regions, that could be
relevant in the subsequent analysis.

The correlation matrix among all the variables adex®ed is reported in the
following Table 3

[Table 3, around here]

The coefficient of correlation between the timeuiegd to decide disputes and
the indicator of legal complexity is higher tharatttbetween the average duration of
disputes and the ail. The negative algebraic signd with respect to one of the indices
of legal complexity accounting for European direesi (edir) is probably correlated
with the normative attention that the Italian Stageys to a quick solution of
controversies regarding public supplies. The sectompublic contracts is heavily
exposed to the European normative to ensure perdeatpetition among the
entrepreneurs, thus reducing the space for domesjidation. The number of judges
weighted by regional population possesses a higl t&f correlation with the duration
of disputes. Incidentally, it is possible to ndtattpublic expenditure on justice and the
number of judges are positively correlated or, theo words, that they complement
each other.

The correlation index between the duration of dispuand the dummy variable

accounting for dispute with duration over the agergpinto) is high. This means that



15

excessively slow disputes increase the average tiinaehieve a sentence of the first
rank, and constitute an impediment for a rapid temhuof new disputes. The length of
sentences shows a high and positive correlatioaxindth the ail, thus confirming our
intuition that more complex disputes require anitamithl effort of the courts to produce
a sentence. This result is confirmed by the faat the time necessary to decide a
dispute denotes a positive and not negligible odefit with the indicator of legal
complexity, while the correlation with the Europedinectives is still direct but less
noticeable.

We may observe that, although the obligation to lemgal expenses (conexp)
and the outcome of disputes (outdisp) have the salgebraic sign, the latter is
guantitatively more important. This probably me#mst uncertainty over the outcome
of disputes assumes more importance than the piitpatd being condemned to pay
the legal costs of the winning party, accordinghi® continental rule.

From Table 3 it is clear that the variables accaognfor social capital are
always positively correlated with the figures reganeting the general economic
conditions in the region considered (gross domesticiuct, household consumption,
population, income per capita, consumption per tagpwhile we may observe a
negative correlation between the indicator of tlge rof contentiousness and the
variables accounting for the general economic dardi in the region.

In other words, there is a double positive extetyah improving economic
conditions: to increase and reinforce the formatérsocial capital and, at the same
time, to reduce the propensity for litigation, whimay be determined by poor socio-

economic conditions.

5. Econometric analysis This section starts with a short introductionthe

random effects (RE) model, and continues with ecrigson of the choice of the
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relevant variables, followed by the regression thas performed using the classic OLS
and the FE models, for the purpose of comparisdaheoétatistical results.

5.1 The random effects modelPrevious econometric studies on the duration of
disputes have been conducted using well-known msogleth as OLS, two-stage OLS,
fixed effects, sometimes including some instrumlevdisiables to avoid the problem of
endogeneity. Despite the important contributionttidse analyses, the aspect that we
want to emphasize here is that our sample was dit@ana very numerous population:
the sentences pronounced by the Italian AdminigsgdRegional courts between 2000
and 2007. This crucial characteristic of the datasdhe main reason for using the
random effects model (Baltagi, 2008). We therefassumed that it was worth
extending the existent analyses by employing awfft econometric model to account
for the random selection of the sentences useditd bur panef

After choosing the relevant variables and perfognihe regression with the
OLS model, a Breusch-Pagan test was performedeokctie reliability of the results.
Successively we again performed a Brusch-Paganahg@@n Multiplier test to check
whether or not our regressions were distorted @8alt2008, Greene, 2008, Pindyck
and Rubinfeld, 1998).

5.2 Choice of variables In our analysis the dependent variable is theeti
required to obtain a sentence of the first rankndvar). The indicator of normative
complexity (ail) was included among the covariates,account for the different
normative sources mentioned above. The ail possesise highest correlation
coefficient, in the restricted data panel from whtbe disputes with an above-average
duration were excluded, thus avoiding the potemqtalerse effect due to Pinto’s law.

This covariate was expected to possess a poslgebraic sign.

91n this case there is no reason to assume thierefices among regions may be accounted for by
differences in the constant term, such as a measfummitted effects on included covariates. These
conditions that only justify the use of fixed effeenodel (Greene, 2008).
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The outcome of disputes (outdis) and the possihilitbeing condemned to pay
legal expenses (conexp), both showed an indirdetioaship with the dependant
variable, but the former was quantitatively momgngicant, according to the results of
the correlation matrix. In other words, the outcoofiedisputes and the possibility of
being condemned to pay legal expenses were retatede history of similar cases
(Cooter and Rubinfeld, 1989, Johnston and Waldfog@02, Rubinfeld and Kessler,
2007, Manning, 1997). Moreover, the assumptionexafgeneity and invariant time of
the independent variables were thus violated, tarditions necessary to ensure non-
biased results in the regressions. We thereforgle@aot to consider them among the
explanatory variables.

The dummy accounting for the object of the disputesde) proved very
important from the quantitative point of view andsvalso taken into consideration. It
was thus possible to give a weight to the topithefdisputes.

Among the control variables accounting for the gahesocio-economic
conditions, regional consumption per capita (rcpoysessed the highest correlation
value in Table 3, therefore it was considered ia thgressions, with a negative
algebraic sign expected, because it was assumeédathanprovement in economic
conditions would discourage people from promotirgpudtes.

In consideration of the high value obtained in tiwerelation matrix by the
dummy accounting for differences among macro-afeagdummy), it was included
among the covariates to verify the relevance ofdifferent socio-economic conditions
of the regions.

Among the explanatory variables we also considénedadministrative judges
(judpop) and the number of people involved in tleeprofit sector (volunp) weighted
by the regional population, to represent the impmdcthis variable per capita (in our

opinion the absolute value has no significancéis ¢ase. This intuition was confirmed
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in the coefficient of correlation reported in TaBlewhere the absolute value of jud and
volun possessed a very low coefficient regressampared to their value weighted by
the population). In both cases we expected todinégative relation with timevar.

The first variable represents a good proxy of thierethat the State makes to
ensure the efficiency of the justice service. Tlienber of volunteers weighted with
respect to the population constitutes an indicatdhe development of social capital in
each region.

The index of contentiousness (litind), as repotgdNuzzo (2006), showed a
positive correlation with the duration of disputéismay be considered as an indirect
indicator of the deficiency of social capital thedds to the filing of more disputes than
are necessary. To avoid a possible problem of ouliitiearity, due to the high level of
correlation observed in Table 3 between volunp kgl the number of volunteers
weighted by the population and the index of combeishess was enclosed in the
regression among covariates separately.

Finally, the dummy accounting for the disputes vatturation over the average
(pinto) was included among the covariates, to asttar the perverse effects of Pinto’s
law and the workload of the courts on the time neglito define a disput&x ante we
expected it to be statistically significant, witlpasitive correlation with the dependent
variable.

5.3 The econometric model and analysis of the entinganel. On the basis of
our preliminary analysis of data, the econometradet employed was:

[1] Timevas; = ajconst +0zailj; +0zc0dg; +a4rcpg+osregdummyy;

Higvolunp, +azjudp; +agpinto; + .
where:

const = is the intercept term;

U = is a stochastic term;
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a; = are coefficient regressors (i=1, ..., 8);

]=1, ..., 20, denotes the twenty Italian regiond &= 1, ... , 8, is the period of
observation (from 2000 to 2007).

The necessity to use the random effects (RE) mael@ved from the results of
the Breusch and Pagan test for heteroscedastitiier OLS specification, that gave a
value of chi-squared equal to 564,61, greater thancritical value, so that the
hypothesis of homoscedasticity was rejected usings.OUnder the RE model
specification, the Breusch and Pagan Lagrangiartiphat test for random effects
produced a value of chi-squared of 6,12 that iselowhat its critical value, thus
confirming that the null hypothesis of homosceddstiand normally distributed
disturbances were satisfied in this case. The coedbiresults of these two tests
confirmed that it was advisable to use the RE maddehanalyse the dataset under
consideration. The results of the tests perforne@dhbmoscedasticity confirmed that
there were not negligible individual and time efsewithin the regions considered. In
any case, for the purposes of comparison the sestilihe regressions performed using
the OLS model are reported in the following Tabjéogether with those obtained with
the RE model.

[Table 4, around here]

In our regressions high levels of R-squared werando for panel-data.
Regarding the single covariates, we may observettigalow statistic significance of
the ail may be explained by the fact that the adstrative courts set the conclusive
session of disputes mainly in response to a reduast the plaintiff or the defendant,
such that the duration of disputes depends onrtbeegdural decisions of the parties. But

we should emphasize that the indicator of legal mexity always possesses a positive
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algebraic sign, although it is always statisticafigignificant’* From the last columns
of Table 4, where the European directive was ussttad of the ail, we found that this
source of law reduces the duration of disputesisrsatistically significant in both of
the econometric models employed. This result covdd that a normative that is simple
to identify and uniformly applied, within the bordeof the country considered, may be
useful to reduce the duration of disputes.

As was foreseeable from the correlation matrix,véwable that accounts for the
object of controversy is positively correlated witle dependent variable, and is not or
is weakly statistically significant using both thmodels, under three different
specifications of the model. This confirms that digect of dispute and the peculiarities
of its normative sector may help to explain theation of disputes.

The dummy variable accounting for economic andaalifferences among the
three macro-areas of Italy was always found to dstipely related to the dependent
variable and highly statistically significant.

Although the social capital, as measured by thebminof volunteers weighted
by the regional population, possessed the expeawtgdtive algebraic sign, it was never
statistically significant. The same result was ot#d when we used, instead of volunp,
the other indicator of social capital that measutbe regional propensity for
contentiousness. However, the negative algebrgn sf both indicators of social
capital confirm that the deficit of social capitaby contribute to explain the duration of
disputes.

The number of administrative judges weighted by thgional population

always possessed a negative algebraic sign, det@téact that it was statistically

it is worth noting that the indicator of normatiwemplexity possesses a positive algrebaic sigrisagttistically significant just
using the survival model, also employed in a prglary version of this work, under the specificatiof a lognormal hazard
function rate distribution (accelerated), in whachigh probability of short duration of disputesissumed.
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insignificant. This means that an increase in thmiper of judges may help to reduce
the duration of disputes.

The strong significance of the dummy variable actiog for disputes with an
above-average duration and its correlation coeifits, increase the workload of the
courts, negatively influencing the prompt conclustd disputes.

5.4 Using the time necessary to decide a dispute aslependent variable To
test whether normative complexity influences theiglen phase of disputes, that begins
on the day of the public session of court and aaies$ with the publication of the
sentence, the time required to decide the dispdtb (vas used as a dependent variable,
subject to the same covariates as in [1]. The texfl regressions using different
specifications are reported in Table 5.

[Table 5, around here]

In this case we find that the indicator of legaingexity is always statistically
significant at a level of 1% and its algebraic sigrmpositive, using both econometric
models and under different specifications. The #immeous presence of many sources
of the law in the body of a sentence increaseithe hecessary for the court to draw up
a sentence. This is probably because in orderdinel@ case the Court needs to solve a
number of interpretative problems, for example tdgimg which law to apply, and to
solve possible conflicts among different sourcelnot

The European directives also showed a direct ogighip with the dependent
variable, but the coefficients of the regressaese lower than for the ail.

Finally, using the time necessary to decide a desps a dependent variable we
may observe, considering the outcome of regresdigplayed in Table 5, that disputes
increasing the workload of the court are of impezhinto an immediate decision of

disputes.
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5.5 Considering the three macro-areaslTo understand better how the regional
dimension may affect the average duration of disguin Table 6 we report the results
of regressions for the three different macro-amfalialy, obtained by using the OLS
and RE models.

[Table 6, around here]

This analysis confirms the peculiarities of theethmacro areas of Italy. In fact
there is a difference in the slopes among the tgreaps of regions. The indicator of
normative complexity and the code of disputes, ragprievious regressions, always
possess a positive algebraic sign, although theynat statistically significant. The
covariate judp is weakly relevant: it is worth mgtithat in the North and in the Centre
of Italy it shows a negative algebraic sign, whileghe South the weighted number of
judges denotes a positive relation to the dependamble, in a very surprising way.
Finally, regarding the disputes with an above ayerduration, the previous outcomes
are confirmed, but we should highlight that thefioent estimated for this regression
increases as we move from North to South. This igspthat in the South the

phenomenon of excessively slow disputes is padrbufrequent.

6. Final remarks. This study on some determinants of the duratibn o
administrative disputes in Italy allows us to makeumber of considerations.

Normative complexity does not directly constitute abstacle to a prompt
definition of disputes. This is because it is ia thecision phase of disputes that we find
strong empirical evidence of a correlation betwdlea time required to publish a
sentence, after the public session, and the iraticdtnormative complexity measured
at a microeconomic level. This outcome supportspifeeiously drawn conclusions in
this area for civil disputes in Italy, performedings macroeconomic data. The Italian

procedural code reserves to judges the power tedsid hearings to decide disputes,
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after a petition of the parties; judges therefoagehthe power to postpone the deadline
for deciding disputes.

Surprisingly, the duration of disputes showed aatigg and significant
correlation with the European directives. This seuof law, for its uniformity and
prevalent application with respect to the natiom@mative, may contribute to simplify
the national legal system, favouring a rapid cosioln of disputes. But this preliminary
result represents a good topic for further and moisepth research.

The result of our regressions confirms moreovett tiaputes with above
average duration constitute an obstacle to a mifigeat functioning of the justice
service.

This study shows that social capital may contrittateexplain the duration of
disputes in Italy, in particular in the South whéhmere is a deficit of social capital and
very high levels of litigiousness.

Normative simplification may discourage people frgmomoting unnecessary
and costly disputes, thus it is a social value thatState should promote.

This research shows that differences among thes thmacro-areas of Italy, in
terms of general economic conditions and endowroésbcial capital, are helpful to
explain the non-uniform duration of disputes witthis country.

A strong implication of policy underlies our resgarTo render the decision of
disputes more rapid it is necessary to eliminatiedidputes, that represent a burden for
the inflow of new cases. The increasing complegityegal systems requires judges to
be more specialized, not creating special courtd, developing knowledge and
competence with a better organization of the engsthnes. Finally, we find that an
answer to the increasing complexity of the worldoicreate laws that are simpler and
reduced in number, so as to render more straigidfal the tasks of both lawyers and

judges (Epstein, 1997).
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The aim of conducting an international analysi€dmpare the determinants of

the duration of disputes is left to further andpbreanalysis.
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TABLE 1
VARIABLES AND DATA SOURCES

List of the variables collected, their definitiaand sources for the twenty Italian Regions incluitheaur study.

VARIABLES NAME
(1) Duration of administrative disputes (timevar)

(2) Length of sentence (leg)
(3) Regional laws (rl)
one otherwises
(4) Sentences of Italian Constitutional Court (scc)

(5) European Directives (edir)

(6) Aggregate Indicator of legislation (ail)

(7) Time to decide the dispute (tdd)
(8) Outcome of administrative disputes (outd)
(9) Conviction to legal expenses (conexp)

(10) Codification of disputes (code)

(11) Regional GDP (reggdp)

(12) Regional consumption of households (rch)
(13) Regional Population (rpop)

(14) Regional income per capita (ipc)
(15)Regional consumption per capita (rcpc)
(16) Expenses for justice (pej)

(17) Regional dummy variable (regdum)

(18) Number of volunteers per region (volun)

(19) Number of volunteers per region/rpop (volunp)
(20) Number of administrative judges per regiom)ju
(21) Number of adm. judges per region/rpop (judp)
(22) Regional Index of litigiousness (litig)

(23) Slowness disputes (pinto)

DESCRIPTION
It is measured in days from the date on which tbtitipn is deposited in the office of the courtilittie sentence is
published by the clerk of the tribunal.
Number of charaaéesach decision accounted, without spa#es.
This is a binary variatthat assumes a value of zero if no regional Eresmentioned in the body of the decision and

This is a binary variable that assumes a valzew if no sentences of Constitutional Courtrasntioned in the body
of the sentence and one otherwise.
This is a binaayiable that assumes a value of zero if no EemopJnion Directives are mentioned in the body
of the sentence and one otherwise.
Thssan indicator of legal complexity that assumealae of one if only one kind of legislation soeiis
employed to motivate the sentences, a value of ifwao sources of normative are present and so wmfil iis
maximum that is four, when state and regional lagstences of constitutional court and Europeaettiues are used
at the same time
It is givardays from the date of public session until theigien is deposited with the clerk of the cout.
isTik a binary variable that assumes a value ofifathe claimant wins the dispute, and zero othsewk
This Bnary variable that assumes a value of orfeeittaimant has been convicted to pay the legal
expenses of her/his counterpart, and zero otherwise
The contsies considered have been classified in fiveggpaccording to their object. Thus the
code is: 1 for public contracts; 2 for city plangir8 for public employment; 4 for public utilitie§;for expropriation.
&
Regional Gross Ddim&oduct expressed in current euro. Source: [ETA
iR® consumption of households, expressed in ntigero. Source: ISTAT.
Regional popata(annual average) expressed in thousands. SA&TAT.
Regianebme per capita, expressed in current euro. CRoUBTAT.
Regli@onsumption, expressed in current euro. SOUE3AT.
Regional egesrfor justice expressed in millions of euro. 86ulSTAT.
It assumealae of zero for the regions located in Northe dor the regions of the Centre, and two of thetlSod
Italy.
Nembf volunteers per region, defined at 2003. SesirtSTAT and Nuzzo (2006).
Number of volunteers, in 2003, weighted by théaegl population. Source: ISTAT and our elaboration
Number of administrative judges per region.r8euweb site www.giustizia-amministrativa.it.
Number of administrative judges weighted with thgional population. Source: our elaboration.
Regal indicator of contentiousness. Source: ISTAT Buzzo (2006).
This is a dumnmjatde that assumes a value of zero if the dunaticthe dispute is lower that the average len@th o
the sample considered and one otherwise. Sourcelahporation.

Legenda: ISTAT is the Italian Institute of Statisti# Source: www.giustizia-amministrativa.it and ousl@ration.



TABLE 2
SUMMARY STATISTICS

Variables Obs. Mean S.D. Min.
(1) Duration administrative disputes (timevar) 80@101.99 1261.38 6
(2) Length of sentence (leg) 800 12941.95 10:45. 1745
(3) Regional laws (rl) 800 .2575 4375 0
(4) Sentences of Constitutional Court (scc) 800 6313 .3469 0
(5) European Directives (edir) 800 .0726 2596 0
(6) Aggregate Indicator of Legislation (ail) 800 4488 .6114 1
(7) Time required to decide disputes (tdd) 800 784. 91.02 0
(8) Outcome of controversy (outdis) 800 .4963 003 0
(9) Conviction to pay legal costs (conexp) 800 123 4219 0
(10) Code of disputes (code) 800 2.7938 1.1469 1
(11) Regional Gross Domestic Product (rgdp) 800 188. 65.67 3.22
(12) Regional consumption of households (rch) 8000.794 35.19 2.22
(13) Regional Population (rpop) 800 138.97 283.8 1.01
(14) Regional income per capita (rpi) 800 22.74 .735 13.02
(15) Regional consumption per capita (rcpc) 800 189. 3.76 13.03
(16) Public Expenditure for justice (pej) 800 X2». 251.86 8
(17) Regional dummy (regdum) 800 1 .8949 0
(18) Number of volunteers per region (volun) 800 10%9.3 147881.3 8150
(19) No. of volunteers per region/rpop (volunp) 80®0.47 33.93 20
(20) No. administrative judges per region (jud) 8006.6 16.51 3
(21) No. adm. judges per region/rpop (judp) 800 17.2 5.32 1.94
(22) Regional Index of contentiousness (litig)  80@8.95 64.20 23
(23) Slowness disputes (pinto) 800 .3275 4696 0

Max

6860
121126

319.48
166.48
990
33.83
32.09
937
2
636229
173
66
25.19
231
1




TABLE 3

CORRELATION MATRIX

VARIABLES

“m@ @ & @ 6 @ @O @ (© @0 11) @12(@13) (14 (@15 (@6) (17) (@18) (19 (200 (21) (22)23)
(1) Timevar 1
(2) Leg -.0876 1
(3)RI 0619 .2026 1
(4) Scc .0423 .1636 .0003 1
(5) Edir -.1019 .2404 -.0318 .0151 1
(6) All .0267 .3327 .6945 5555 .4139 1
(7) Tdd .0622 .1143 .1158 .0227 .0795 .1309 1
(8) Outd -.0757 .0591 .0524 .0061 .0114 .0416 .0630 1
(9) Conexp -.0608 -.0160 .0326 -.1037 -.0270 -.0500 .0554 0158
(10) Code .1099 -.0753 -.0085 .1217 .0044 .0644 .0208 .0032383 1
(11) Rgdp  -.0047 .0601 -.1112 .0277 .0839 -.0279 .0242 .037@452 .0218 1
(12) Rch -.0045 .0618 -.1073 .0328 .0796 -.0254 .0301 .0450474 .0241 .9925 1
(13) Rpop  -.0491 -.0477 .0849 -.0135 -.0486 .0374 .0920 0110387 -.095 -.3630 -.4031 1
(14) Rpi -.0808 .0140 -.0490 -.0119 .0767 -.0057 .0468 .046417 .0096 .4360 .3792 .0127 1
(15) Rcpc  -.1097 -.0137 .0075 -.0126 .0297 .0107 .0305 -.06&RL1 -.0402 .0960 .0572 .0832 .8732 1
(16) Pej -.0141 .0498 -.1065 .0819 .0749 -.0052 .0557 .0952876 .0141 .7612 .8124 -.4407 .0042 -1617 1
(17) Regdum1269 -.0092 .0504 .0398 -.0489 .0333 .0185 .068B839 .0100 -.3557 -.3113 -.0098 -.8822 -.74%G623 1
(18) Volun .0010 .0496 -.0773 -.0066 .0674 -.0275 .0044 .0063041 .0193 .9290 .9082 -.2826 .5520 .1879 .530B144 1
(19) Volunp -.1039 -.0385 .0790 -.0541 .0352 .0468 .0879 -.06B5 -.0537 .0027 -.0403 .3447 .6618 .6119 -.36BB858 .2792 1
(20) Judges -.0473 .0434 -.0918 .0955 .0898 .0203 .0239 .0930628 .0192 .5566 .6057 .2960 -.0621 -.1599 .862386 .3078 -.3302 1
(22) Judgesp-.0993 -.0095 .0677 .0211 -.0157 .0491 .0145 -.04DG67 -.0523 -.3403 .3585 .1968 .0493 .3833 9189694 .4353 -.0630 .0905 1
(22) Litig .0590 .0402 -.0439 .0818 -.0125 .0060 .0757 .067D091 .0218 -.1262 -.0726 -.1294 -.7344 -.6575 2350428 .3777 -.7541 .4960 .1026 1
(23) Pinto .8084 -.1005 .0414 .0404 .0261 .0870 -.0383 -.048%4 .0062 -.1262 -.0087 -.0537 -.0838 -.1146 2013063 .0063 -.0951 -.0234 -.1129 .0692 1
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Table 4
RESULTS OF REGRESSIONSUSING PANEL DATA FOR ITALY (2000-2007).
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THE DURATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE DISPUTES (TIMEVAR )

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES I.OLS I. RE Il. OLS I RE Ill. OLS II'l. RE
Constant -243.115 -396.841 -50.105 -274.338 -215.444 -257.648
[297.327] [354.719] [328.337] [357.549] [293.479] [353.342]
(-.82) (-1.12) (-.15) (-0.77) (-.73) (-0.73)
Aggregate Indicator of Legislation (ail) 5.607 307 2.412 4.252
[43.294] [43.053] [43.053] [42.985]
(.13) (.15) (.06) (.10)
European Directives (edir) -207.71 -208.713
[101.213] [101.275]
(-2.05)** (2.06)**
Code of disputes (code) 35.406 34.101 6.6785 35.087 35.915 35.309
[23.087] [22.903] [23.0134] [22.906] [23.002] [22.822]
(1.53) (1.49) (1.59)*** (1.53) (1.568) (1.55)
Regional consumption per capita (rcpc) 26.444 4923 16.826 27.675 26.389 28.096
[14.519] [16.124] [14.958] [16.157] [14.492] [16.132]
(1.82)*+* (2.27)* (1.12) (1.721)%+* (182)**+* (1.74)>*
Regional dummy (regdummy) 133.4515 156.461 163.339 189.224 131.782 185.656
[56.166] [78.002] [56.579] [72.257] [65.964] [72.276]
(2.38)** (2.01)* (2.89)* (2.62)* (B5)** (2.57)*
Number of volunteers per region/population (volunp3597 -.639 -.4387 -.6388
[1.119] [1.708] [1.111] [1.708]
(-.41) (-0.37) (--39) (-0.37)
No. of administrative judges for region/pop. (judp)-10.663 -13.073 -7.020 -10.424 10.939 -10.889
[6.774] [9.267] [6.937] [8.613] (64 [8.636]
(-1.57) (-1.41) (-1.01) (-1.21) 6%)** (-1.26)
Regional Index of contentiousness (litig) 928 -.748
[.659] [.894]
(-1.41) (-.84)
Slowness disputes (pinto) 2143.514 2140.233 452865 2141.244 2135.666 2140.233
[56.911] [56.509] [56.797] [56.547] [56.919] [56.509]
(37.66)* (37.87)* (37.77)* (37.87)* (37.52)* (37.87)*
R-squared .6579 .6577 .6587 .6584 9665 .6601
Observations 800 800 800 800 800 800

Standard errors in brackets and t-values in Pagsath *, ** and ***, indicate statistical signiéioce at the 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table 5

RESULTS OF REGRESSIONSUSING PANEL DATA FOR ITALY (2000-2007).
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THE TIME TO DECIDE THE DISPUTES (TDD)

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES I.OLS I. RE Il. OLS I RE Ill. OLS II'l. RE
Constant 25.147 51.993 72.866 103.975 40.885 71.146
[36.022] [41.138] [39.836] [43.373] [35.779] [42.167]
(.70) (1.26) (1.83)*+* (2.40)* (1.24 (1.69)***
Aggregate Indicator of Legislation (ail) 18.043 17.455 19.080 18.080
[5.245] [5.223] [5.223] [5.213]
(3.44)* (3.34)* (3.65)* (3.47)*
European Directives (edir) 30.191 31.208
[12.339] [12.345]
(2.45)* (2.54)*
Code of disputes (code) -2.459 -2.594 -2.817 -2.801 -1.799 -1.925
[2.797] [2.780] [2.792] [2.778] (28] [2.781]
(-.88) (-.93) (-1.01) (-1.01) (-.64) (-.69)
Regional consumption per capita (rcpc) -.820 -2.305 -1.199 -2.622 -.8045 -2.537
[1.759] [1.915] [1.815] [1.959] [B7] [1.949]
(-.47) (-1.20) (-.66) (-1.64) (-0)46 (-1.30)
Regional dummy (regdummy) 3.381 -.0549 3.737 449 5.184 1.151
[6.805] [6.865] [6.865] [8.767] [@8] [9.202]
(.50) (-.01) (.54) (.05) (.76) 31
Number of volunteers per region/population (volungp3 414 .407 .466
[.136] [.186] [.135] [.201]
(2.68)* (2.23)** (3.00)* (2.33)*
No. of administrative judges for region/pop. (judp) .611 1.096 .792 1.274 .781 1.344
[.821] [1.035] [.842] [1.045] [.826] [1.097]
(.74) (1.06) (.94) (1.22) (.95) .232)
Regional Index of contentiousness (litig) 207 -.231
[.081] [.109]
(-2.58)* (-2.13)*
Slowness disputes (pinto) 18.730 17.812 8.0 17.461 20.495 19.439
[6.895] [6.857] [6.891] [6.859] [@9] [6.893]
(2.72)* (2.61)* (2.62)* (2.55)** (25)* (2.82)*
R-squared .0356 .0347 .0351 .0342 8502 .0274
Observations 800 800 800 800 800 800

Standard errors in brackets and t-values in Pagsath *, ** and ***, indicate statistical signiéioce at the 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
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Table 6

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THE AVERAGE DURATION OF DISPUTES (ADC)

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES North Centre South
oLS RE oLS RE oLS RE
Constant 654.210 675.921 -1675.284 1673.538 -807.552 -1226.765
[445.566] [457.283] [783.174] [784.084] 50[7.403] [604.913]
(2.43) (1.48) (-2.14) (-2.13)* (-1p9 (-2.03)**
Aggregate Indicator of Legislation (ail) 16.261 15.2504 70.007 69.204 -16.564 -21.244
[64.662] [64.664] [99.814] [99.675] 70.707] [68.834]
(-25) (:24) (.70) (.69) (--24) (31
Code of disputes (code) -26.301 -27.851 0%6.9 6.976 98.292 101.579
[32.718] [32.704] [55.540] [55.545] 38.693] [37.856]
(-.81) (-.85) (.12) (.15) (2.52)** (2.68)*
Regional consumption per capita (rcpc) -2.181 148. 83.141 82.981 53.304 82.365
[22.363] [22.581] [33.201] [33.117] 33.916] [35.122]
(--11) (-14) (2.50)** (2.51)* (1.57) (2.36)**
No. of volunteers per region/population (volunp)-1.516 -1.511 6.126 6.166 .359 1.99
[1.1609] [1.314] [5.581] [5.529] [3.6] [6.559]
(-1.31) (-1.15) (1.12) (1.12) (-10) (-.15)
No. of administrative judges for region/pdjudp) -3.903 -3.364 -11.533 -11.372 720 11.112
[10.464] [10.884] [23.803] [23.545] 14.644] [28.044]
(-37) (--31) (--48) (--48) (.73) 40)
Slowness disputes (pinto) 1935.983 1938.427 2044.264 2044.298 2350.903 2345.63
[87.432] [87.474] [120.226] [120.225] 92[867] [91.176]
(22.14)* (22.16)* (17.00)* (17.00)* 25.31)* (25.63)*
R-squared 6272 6271 .6703 .6703 9686 .6863
Observations 320 320 160 160 320 320

Standard errors in brackets and t-values in Pagenth *, ** and ***

, indicate statistical signiiace at the 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.i@dixate the semi-parametric model of survival gsial



