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Abstract

Specialized courts have become a key component of the legal reform packages
implemented in civil law countries, particularly, in the area of family law. One
argument for this policy is that they are able to reach a decision faster than the regular
courts, which are normally congested. We use data from a survey of Spanish family
courts in the region of Madrid to test this claim. After controlling for other relevant
variables, the econometric results did not provide strong support for specialized courts.
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1. Introduction

Specialized courts have become an essential component of legal reform
packages in civil law countries.! While they are less popular in common law countries,
these courts have nevertheless made their way through.? The widespread enthusiasm for
specialized courts enjoyed by legal policymakers is not always shared in legal
academia.® Moreover, many of the advantages of specialized courts that are emphasized
by legal policymakers have not been empirically validated. In particular, it is not clear
if specialized courts assure higher quality decisions in a shorter time frame (i.e., more
efficiently than in the congested court system).

Family law is one of the areas of law which increasingly uses specialized courts.
Not only are the social implications of family law extremely relevant, but the
contemporary changes in behavior in marriage and divorces have put courts under
pressure. More and more people are getting divorced. Faster decisions are being
demanded by the citizens. More and more children are affected by increase in divorces;
therefore, their interests are paramount in family law. In civil law countries, the
response to the higher rate of divorces, and the consequent impact on an already
conges}ed court system, has been the development of a network of specialized family
courts.

Based on the existing literature on specialized courts, Table 1 summarizes the
advantages and disadvantages of specialized courts in family law. In this paper, we
investigate the major argument in favor of faster decisions in divorces and other family-
related cases. Clearly, the conclusion that specialized courts offer decisions in a shorter
period of time does not necessarily imply that family law is better enforced. However, if
specialized courts cannot decide cases faster than regular courts, the argument for
specialization is certainly less compelling. Therefore this is a crucial test.

'See Carlo Guarnieri, Judicial Independence in Latin Countries in Western Europe, in Judicial
Independence in the Age of Democracy, Critical Perspectives Around the World (ed. P. H. Russell and D.
M. O’Brien), University of Virginia Press (2001).

2 See Rochelle C. Dreyfuss, ‘Specialized Adjudication’, 377 BYU L. Rev. (1990) at pp. 393-96.

%See, among others, Richard Posner, ‘Will the Federal Courts of Appeals Survive Until 1984? An Essay
on Delegation and Specialization of the Judicial Function’, 56 S. Cal. L. Rev (1983) p. 761; Richard L.
Revesz, ‘Specialized Courts and the Administrative Lawmaking System’, 38 U. Pa. L. Rev. (1989) p.
1111; Rochelle C. Dreyfuss, ‘The Federal Circuit: A Case Study in Specialized Courts’, 64 NYU L. Rev
(1989) p. 1; Nicholas Bagley and Richard L. Revesz, ‘Centralized Oversight of the Regulatory State’, 106
Columbia L Rev (2006) p.1260.

*Similarly in the US and in Australia. See, for example, Barbara A. Babb, ‘Where We Stand: An Analysis
of America’s Family Law Adjudicatory Systems and the Mandate to Establish Unified Family Courts’, 32
Family Law Quarterly (1998) p. 31 and Alaistar Nicholson and Margaret Harrison, ‘Family Law and the
Family Law of Australia: Experience of the First 25 Years’, 24 Melbourne University Law Review
(2000), p. 756.
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Table 1: Costs and Benefits of Specialized Courts

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES
Higher quality of decisions Administrative costs of running a new
(in content and in timing) network of courts

Legal coherence Capture by specialized interests

(including a specialized bar)
Uniformity of judicial decisions
Costs of coordination with regular courts
Reduction of regular courts’ workload (include losses to incoherence between

different areas of the law and procedure)

Development of vested interests by
specialized judges and court services

Costs of appeal from specialized courts to
non-specialized appeal courts (depending
on the locus of specialization)

Costs of the geographical proximity of
courts to the population (since specialized
courts are usually located in large cities)

We use data from a survey of Spanish family courts in the region of Madrid.
Spain is a particularly interesting case where specialized courts to address family law
cases have been actively pursued by legal policy.” Furthermore, recent law reforms have
been quite relevant in this matter. First, as a consequence of the new divorce law (Ley
15/2005, of July 8™), there has been a significant increase in divorces by mutual consent,
and a considerable reduction of divorces subject to litigation in trial. Second, a new legal
framework for domestic violence (Ley 1/2004, of December 28") has effectively
transferred important competences concerning divorce and family-related cases to the
new specialized courts for domestic and gender violence. Intuitively, these changes have
reduced the caseload pressure on family courts (since the cases subject to litigation, such
as divorce or other family-related cases with issues of custody and alimony, are the ones
that require more time). On the other hand, they have also reduced the benefits of
specialization since fewer complex cases are actually litigated in family courts, and
therefore the demand for specific knowledge from the court has decreased.

In section two, we provide an overview of the family court system in Spain. In
section three, we present the dataset. Section four will discuss the regression analysis.
And section five provides the conclusion.

SFor a general overview, see Elena Merino Blanco, Spanish Law and Legal System, Thomson (2" edition,
2006).
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2. Family Courts in Spain

In Spain, there are currently 76 specialized family courts across 25 (of the
existing 50) provinces. In 2004, there were 65, confirming the current trend to expand
the network of family courts. Generally, family courts are located in the capital city of a
province, and have permanent teams of psychologists and social workers to assist the
judges. Outside of their jurisdiction area, family law is a matter of regular courts.
Particularly, in the civil courts of first instance in the provinces where civil and criminal
matters are separated. Regular courts share experts on a demand-based system. Madrid,
alongside Catalonia and Andalucia, are the three regions with the most volume of family
law cases filed. There can be no forum shopping in family law cases since the cases
must be filed in the district of residence of the defendant.

3. Dataset

Our sample includes two specialized courts in the capital city of Madrid (Madrid
24 and Madrid 25) and two regular courts (so-called mixed courts in Spain) from the
periphery of Madrid (one from Getafe and the other from Majadahonda). The population
of the city of Madrid is only served by specialized courts when it comes to family law,
whereas the population in the periphery is served by regular courts. These four courts
have been assessed by the Judicial Council® (the independent body that runs the
judiciary) with having meritorious performance and reasonable dimension.” The chosen
peripheries are reasonably similar to the capital city in terms of demography and
socioeconomic variables.

The data was obtained from these four mentioned courts for all cases filed from
September 1, 2005 to August 30, 2006. We have excluded all filed cases that were still
pending by the end of the period, which are a total of 77 cases (for example, cases filled
in the second semester of 2006; this naturally generates a sub-estimation of the average
duration of a case), and all filed cases that were rejected by the courts for procedural
reasons (which were 21 cases). These exclusions were determined by purely operational
means since the access to the court files is manual (not by computer) and confidential
(hence limited in time by the Judicial Council).

We have coded all mutual consent cases, as well as, cases subject to litigation.
They include divorces, but also other family-related matters such as separations (pre-
divorce, not mandatory under the new law), changes in divorce agreements, alimony and
custody agreements, and other preliminary or provisional pre-trial issues.

There are 1549 observations in the dataset, 1434 cases filed in specialized courts
(100% of their workload), and 115 cases filed in regular courts (less than 10% of their
workload). Also out of 1549 cases, 68% are by mutual consent, and 32% are subject to
litigation. However, from the cases subject to litigation, 17% were in later stages settled
by mutual consent, hence only 15% of the cases were effectively decided by trial.
Divorces represent 84.6% of the mutual consent® cases, but only 43.2% of cases to be

®Consejo General del Poder Judicial.

"Information provided orally to the authors.

®There are 895 divorces, 88 pre-divorce separations, 49 alimony and custodial agreements, and 26 changes
of mutually agreed family-related issues.
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litigated.® Another important difference is that, while cases by mutual consent seem to
be uniformly distributed over the year, cases subject to litigation have peaks in
September, October and November.

The duration of a case is the time period from the appropriate filing of the case
until the judge makes a final decision in either the first instance or in a second instance
(for those cases that are appealed to a higher non-specialized court). We have excluded
the time from the judge’s decision to registration in the civil registrar since that is purely
administrative and outside of the control of the courts. Cases by mutual consent have an
average duration of 87 days and a standard deviation of 47 days (Table 2). The
corresponding figures for cases subject to litigation are 185 and 91 days, respectively
(Table 4). It can also be observed that for the cases filed by mutual consent, 25% took 59
days or less and 50% took 73 days or less. These numbers are 124 and 180 days
respectively for cases subject to litigation. Further characterization of the dataset is

described by Tables 2 to 4.

From Table 2 we can see that there are significant differences in the average
duration across courts. This may be due to different strategies the individual judges take
to solve cases that are not that complex.

Table 2: Characterization of Dataset for Divorce and other Family Procedures by
Mutual Consent

Court Number of Average Median Standard  Coefficient
Observations Duration  Duration  Deviation of
Variation

Majadahonda 36 55 days 53 days 25 days 45.5%
Getafe 28 118 days 95 days 62 days 52.5%
Madrid 24 483 86 days 75 days 43 days 50.0%
Madrid 25 511 89 days 73 days 46 days 51.7%
TOTAL 1058 87 days 73 days 47 days 54.0 %

Table 3: Characterization of Dataset for Non-Mutual Consent Divorce and other
Litigious Family Procedures (First Instance Only)

Court Number of Average Median Standard  Coefficient
Observations Duration  Duration  Deviation of
Variation
Majadahonda 16 199 days 205 days 106 days 53.3%
Getafe 23 185 days 167 days 98 days 53.0%
Madrid 24 187 148 days 147 days 66 days 44.6%
Madrid 25 208 209 days 206 days 91 days 43.5%
TOTAL 434 181 days 175 days 87 days 48.1%

There are 212 divorces, 105 pre-trial measures, 73 not mutually agreed family-related issues, 49 alimony
and custodial decisions, 23 pre-divorce separations and other 29 family law disputes.
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Table 4: Characterization of Dataset for Non-Mutual Consent Divorce and other
Litigious Family Procedures (Including Appeals)

Court Number of Average Median Standard  Coefficient
Observations  Duration ~ Duration  Deviation of
(Number of Variation
Appeals)

Majadahonda 16 (1) 199 days 205 days 106 days 53.3%
Getafe 23 (0) 185 days 167 days 98 days 53.0%
Madrid 24 187 (9) 156 days 148 days 78 days 52.7%
Madrid 25 208 (14) 210 days 206 days 93 days 45.2%
TOTAL 434 185 days 180 days 91 days 49.19%

The descriptive statistics of the dataset with respect to litigated cases (i.e., those
with a higher degree of expected complexity) do not seem to support the hypothesis that
specialized courts are able to deliver decisions quicker. In fact, for cases subject to
litigation, for which the argument for specialized courts is more compelling, we can
observe, in Tables 3 and 4, that one has the lowest (Madrid 24) and another has the
highest (Madrid 25) duration.

4. Regression Analysis

To analyze the determinants of the duration for the proceedings in family court,
we have developed an econometric exercise that allows the identification of the partial
impact of the relevant factors on the duration. We determine what variables explain the
likelihood that each case, subject to litigation, will be concluded within a certain period
of time. The reason why we concentrate on litigated cases is because they are
fundamentally the reason under the development of the specialized family court
system.'® The duration of cases by mutual consent is essentially driven by administrative
and other formal procedures, and not the need for specific knowledge in managing
complex situations.

After excluding those cases that were dropped by the plaintiff during the process
(44 cases in specialized courts and only one in regular courts) and those for which we do
not have information on at least one of the relevant variables (9 cases), our final sample
consists of 380 observations. For this sub-sample, by reference to Table 3, the average
duration in the first instance increased to 190 days, and the standard deviation increased
to 97 days.

The econometric exercise is based on an ordered probit following Wooldridge
(2002)." This technique has been chosen given the characteristics of the dataset,
namely, the random variable not being normally distributed or symmetrically distributed.
A linear regression model for the average duration, conditional on the explanatory
variables, could be inadequate under these circumstances. The ordered probit seems
more appropriate. We estimate the ordered probit on the probability of a case subject to
litigation being concluded before 125 days, between 126 and 175 days, between 176 and
229 days, and more than 229 days. This way we can identify which variables have a

191 fact, there is also a pragmatic reason. The court files are not so informative for mutual consent cases.
Even for litigated cases, we had to exclude nine cases due to lack of information concerning at least one of
the explanatory variables.

Ygee Jeffrey Wooldridge,. Econometric Analysis of Cross-Section and Panel Data (Cambridge,
Massachussets; London, England, MIT Press 2003)
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statistically significant effect on duration, and assess their partial impact. Table 5
summarizes the data used in the regression analysis.

Table 5: Non-Mutual Consent Divorce and other Litigious Family Procedures by
Duration [Dependent Variable of Ordered Probit]

First and Second Instance First Instante

Duration Number of o Number of o

Observations ° Observations °
Less than 125 days 81 21.32 82 21.58
Between 125 and 175 days 87 22.89 93 24.47
Between 176 and 229 days 89 23.42 91 23.95
More than 230 days 123 32.37 114 30.00
Total 380 100.00 380 100.00

We run the regression for the duration of cases in first instance. For robustness,
we repeat the exercise for the total duration of the process (the first instance and second
instance processes when appealed*?).?

We control for the court and the quarter where the process began.'* One of the
caveats of the study is the small sample size of regular courts, which is only 8.3% of the
sampled cases. Although purely driven by operational constraints as explained before,
we believe that this information is enough to get an idea about the differences in
duration cases. As is shown in Table Al in Appendix, most of the cases start in the four
quarter of the year (40.3% of the cases).

The variables we use to control for the complexity of the case are the existence of
minors (because it requires the intervention of family law prosecutors, 69.2% of the
cases), the existence of pretrial measures (in 11.3% of the cases), and the request for
expert evidence (in 12.3% of the cases). Furthermore, we include variables to account
for administrative procedures that can affect the duration of the case. The variables
accounted for, which delay trial in administrative procedures, are: locating one of the
parties, request for legal aid lawyer, and problems with court services (including change
of judge). Finally, error in filing is also included. That is a good proxy for the quality of
legal services offered by the lawyers.™ We have not included the decision to change the
procedure from litigation to mutual consent (19.2% of the sample), since most of them
occur in one particular court (Getafe), where apparently the judge actively favored this
kind of solution.

We also have collected information about individual characteristics of the
plaintiff and the defendant such as gender, nationality, and labor status. We include these
variables in two of the specifications to evaluate the robustness of our results in the
Appendix, see Tables A2 and A3.

We present the main econometric results in Tables 6 and 7, and the extended
results in Tables A2 and A3. The baseline case, to which the econometric results must be

>The number of appealed sentences is 12 (11 in specialized courts and one in regular courts), all
confirmed in the second instance.

3 We use STATA for the regression analysis.

“Denoting the beginning of the case the date, the plaintiff brings the lawsuit in the form that the court
considers to be procedurally correct.

e also have information about the quantity of lawyers for each party as well as if they change lawyers
during the proceedings. However, they are very small numbers, and therefore, have not been included in
the regression analysis.
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compared to, is the one filed in the first quarter in the specialized family court Madrid
24; being concluded with preliminary measures or dropped (hence not reaching a final
sentence), does not require the intervention of the family law prosecutors (hence no
minors were involved), exhibits low complexity (no pretrial measures or expert evidence
was requested), no party requested an adjourning trial, no administrative proceedings
delayed trial, no request for legal aid lawyer were made, no problems with court
services, and there were no errors in the filing.

The estimated coefficients cannot be directly interpreted usually with probit
models. The relevant information is their sign, which permits a qualitative evaluation.
The sign of a given coefficient shows the impact of the independent variable on the
likelihood that the duration is one of the four categories. In order to facilitate a correct
interpretation, the estimated coefficients refer to the marginal effect of each category.

Generally, the estimated coefficients of the variables used as the controlled
variables have the expected signs (see Tables A2 and A3 in Appendix). Tables 6 and 7
show (for first instance only and for total duration respectively) that Madrid 24 is faster
than all the others, although, other important variables have significant explanatory
power. Apart from the court where the proceedings take place, the statistically
significant variables with a positive marginal impact are the type of decision taken by
the court (final sentence or preliminary measures subject to later review), decision to
adjourn at the request of one party, the existence of administrative procedures that delay
trial, and existence of errors in filing for divorce or other family-related procedures that
need to be corrected before the proceedings start.

A negative sign means that the explanatory variable has a negative impact on the
duration of a proceeding in a family law case. For example, the existence of minors also
generates interesting results when it is an issue in the different courts. Pre-trial measures
as expected have a negative sign, but not statistically significant; the need of expert
evidence, representation by legal aid lawyer, and problems with court services as
expected have a positive sign , but again not statistically significant impact.
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Table 6: Ordered Probit. Dependent Variable: Duration in First Instance of Non-
mutual Consent Divorces and other Litigious Family Procedures
Pr(Dur<=125) | Pr(126<Dur<=175) | Pr(176<Dur<=229) | Pr(Dur>229)
=.1538 =0.293 =0.290 =0.262
Total Duration Coeff Marginal Marginal Marginal Marginal
effect effect effect effect
q fallF - 1.018 -0.240 -0.145 (0.0614 0.324
Madrid 25 (specialized family court) (0.025)** (0.007)** (0.015)** (0.014)** (0.006)**
Getafe (regular court) 0.348 -0.069 -0.063 0.009 0.123
g (0.195) (0.027)** (0.043) (0.0013)** (0.069)
Majadahonda (regular court) 0.867 -0.129 -0.163 -0.033 0.327
! g (0.131)** | (0.007)** (0.031)** (0.014)** (0.046)**
; 16 0.007 -0.002 -0.001 0.000 0.002
Family Court (0.260) (0.068) (0.034) (0.016) (0.087)
Log pseudolikelihood -456.275
Wald chi2(21)
Pseudo R2 61.34
Number of obs 0.1280
380

Robust Standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%.

Table 7: Ordered Probit. Dependent Variable: Total Duration of Non-mutual Consent
Divorces and other Litigious Family Procedures

Pr(Dur<=125) | Pr(126<Dur<=175) | Pr(176<Dur<=229) | Pr(Dur>229)
Coeff =.156 =0.273 =0.277 =0.292
Total Duration Marginal Marginal Marginal Marginal
effect effect effect effect
Madrid 25 (specialized family court) 0.780 -0.223 -0.132 .0401 315
(0.145)** |  (0.003)** (0.009)** (0.007)** (0.002)**
Getafe (regular court) 0.332 -0.067 -0.057 0.003 0.122
(0.231) (0.036)** (0.045)** (0.005) (.087)
Majadahonda (regular court) 0.938 -0.124 -0.140 -0.034 0.298
(0.021)** | (0.010)** (0.030)** (0.014)* (0.054)**
Family Court *° -0.009 -0.002 -0.001 0.000 0.003
(0.228) (0.067) (0.034) (0.012) (0.089)
Log pseudolikelihood -460.224
Wald chi2(21) 85.34
Pseudo R2 0.1146
Number of obs 380

Robust Standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

The econometric model also provides for the probabilities of each category of
duration conditional on the explanatory variables. These probabilities are 0.154 (less
than 125 days), 0.293 (from 126 to 175 days), 0.290 (from 176 to 229 days), 0.262
(more than 229 days) for the total duration; 0.156 (less than 125 days), 0.273 (from 126
to 175 days), 0.277 (from 176 to 229 days), and 0.292 (more than 229 days) for duration
in first instance only.

The estimations are fairly robust to the different specifications (see Tables A2
and A3 in Appendix). We have also developed a further test of robustness by running
identical regressions with a dummy for family courts (Madrid 24 and Madrid 25) and
regular courts (Getafe and Majadahonda). As expected, the coefficient for family courts
is not statistically significant, as seen at the bottom of Tables 6 and 7, and with more
detail in tables A4 and A5 of the Appendix.

*Dummy variable for both Madrid 24 and Madrid 25 family courts.
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5. Conclusions

By looking at some family courts in Spain, we have assessed the extent to which
specialized courts are actually faster in reaching a decision. This is an important test for
any argument that is based on the higher quality of specialized courts. The econometric
evidence is not strong but seems to point out that specialized courts (in our sample,
particularly Madrid 24) could conclude litigation with a lower average duration than
regular courts (in our sample, Getafe and Majadahonda), after controlling for other
important variables. However, the overall results do not provide strong support for the
claim that specialized courts, when handling family cases, are indeed faster.

Obviously, these empirical results are not to be hastily generalized since we do
not have an exhaustive set of information about each case that allows us to explore other
potential relevant variables. Furthermore, one should not confuse assessing the duration
with a full-fledge evaluation of the merits. Nevertheless, the results are sufficiently
important to contrast with the conventional optimism of legal policymakers for court
specialization. The results suggest caution, and ask for a more comprehensive
assessment. They also point out that current optimism should be carefully restrained.
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Appendix

Table Al: Descriptive statistics

Explanatory variables Mean Min Max

Madrid 25 (specialized family court) 494 0 1
Getafe (regular court) .036 0 1
Majadahonda (regular court) .047 0 1
Minors (requires the intervention of family law prosecutors) .692 0 1
Type of decision taken by the court (Final sentence) .805 0 1
Existence of pretrial measures 113 0 1
Need of expert evidence 123 0 1
Decision to adjourn trial at the request of at least one of the parties .092 0 1
Administrative procedures that delay trial (e.g., locating one of the
parties) s 0 !
Change to mutual consent procedure 192 0 1
Legal aid lawyer 194 0 1
Filed in the second quarter 178 0 1
Filed in the third quarter 71 0 1
Filed in the fourth quarter 403 0 1
Problems with court services (including change of judge) .052 0 1
Error in filling .282 0 1
Female plaintiff .5393 0 1
Spanish plaintiff .789 0 1
Employee .329 0 1
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Table A2: Duration in first instance (+) Modell Model2 Model3 Model 4
Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff
Madrid 25 (specialized family court) 1.019 1.018 1.117 1.135
(0.025)** (0.025)** (0.078)** (0.086)**
Getafe (regular court) 0.946 0.348 0.605 0.587
(0.106)** (0.195) (0.099)** (0.108)**
Majadahonda (regular court) 0.416 0.867 0.690 0.738
(0.179)* (0.131)** (0.048)** (0.082)**
Minors (requires the intervention of family law prosecutors) -0.210 -0.187 -0.133 -0.086
(0.029)** (0.025)** (0.077) (0.091)
Minors in Madrid 25 (specialized family court) -0.133 -0.163
(0.075) (0.083)*
Minors in Getafe (regular court) -0.315 -0.401
(0.131)* (0.154)**
Minors in Majadahonda (regular court) 0.310 0.147
(0.119)** (0.168)
Type of decision taken by the court (Final sentence or 0.341 0.326 0.338 0.321
preliminary measures subject to later review) (0.098)** (0.094)** (0.096)** (0.104)**
Existence of pretrial measures -0.337 -0.270 -0.343 -0.276
(0.279) (0.274) (0.285) (0.282)
Need of expert evidence 0.108 0.098 0.096 0.088
(0.202) (0.196) (0.205) (0.209)
Decision to adjourn trial at the request of at least one of the 0.919 0.911 0.920 0.914
parties (0.259)** (0.258)** (0.262)** (0.259)**
Administrative procedures that delay trial (e.g., locating one of 0.537 0.558 0.920 0.914
the parties) (0.065)** (0.066)** (0.262)** (0.259)**
Legal aid lawyer 0.387 0.377 0.391 0.381
(0.209) (0.210) (0.210) (0.210)
Filed in the second quarter 0.194 0.193 0.211 0.211
(0.102) (0.138) (0.096)* (0.101)*
Filed in the third quarter 0.355 0.389 0.347 0.383
(0.229) (0.271)* (0.233) (0.241)
Filed in the fourth quarter 0.131 0.128 0.132 0.129
(0.279) (0.242) (0.281) (0.300)
Problems with court services (including change of judge) 0.117 0.118 0.114 0.116
(0.097) (0.200) (0.093) (0.082)
Error in filling 0.402 0.390 0.392 0.378
(0.067)** (0.070)** (0.061)** (0.065)**
Female plaintiff -0.189 -0.191
(0.069)** (0.075)*
Spanish plaintiff -0.119 -0.123
(0.029)** (0.027)**
Employed -0.078 -0.086
(0.037)* (0.043)*
Log pseudolikelihood -457.984 -456.275 -457.654 -455.899
Wald chi2(21) 57.57 61.34 59.11 72.66
Pseudo R2 0.1248 0.1280 0.1254 0.1288
Number of obs 380 380 380 380

(+) heteroskedasticity and correlations between the observations from the same court adjusted for

(**) significant at 1 per cent (*) significant at 5 per cent
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Table A3: Total Duration (+) Modell Model2 Model3 Model 4
Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff
Madrid 25 (specialized family court) 0.817 0.780 0.664 0.701
(0.106)** (0.145)** (0.050)** (0.083)**
Getafe (regular court) 0.363 0.332 -0.049 -0.021
(0.192) (0.231) (0.091) (0.105)
Majadahonda (regular court) 0.939 0.938 0.180 0.082
(0.025)** (0.021)** (0.132) (0.185)
Minors (requires the intervention of family law prosecutors) -0.153 -0.139 0.601 0.598
(0.032)** (0.028)** (0.100)** (0.122)**
Minors in Madrid 25 (specialized family court) -0.391 -0.444
(0.145)** (0.173)*
Minors in Getafe (regular court) 1.061 1.069
(0.039)** (0.046)**
Minors in Majadahonda (regular court) -0.173 -0.189
(0.081)* (0.087)*
Type of decision taken by the court (Final sentence or preliminary 0.395 0.383 0.389 0.377
measures subject to later review) (0.056)** (0.056)** (0.056)** (0.055)**
Existence of pretrial measures -0.116 -0.077 -0.124 -0.084
(0.414) (0.393) (0.421) (0.398)
Need of expert evidence 0.143 0.134 0.132 0.124
(0.179) (0.179) (0.183) (0.183)
Decision to adjourn trial at the request of at least one of the parties 1.018 1.012 1.021 1.016
(0.211)** (0.204)** (0.216)** (0.210)**
Administrative procedures that delay trial (e.g., locating one of the 0.545 0.557 0.541 0.550
parties) (0.057)** (0.048)** (0.054)** (0.047)**
Legal aid lawyer 0.338 0.332 0.344 0.338
(0.191) (0.186) (0.193) (0.188)
Filed in the second quarter 0.193 0.195 0.217 0.219
(0.116) (0.120) (0.116) (0.120)
Filed in the third quarter 0.417 0.438 0.413 0.436
(0.183)* (0.178)* (0.184)* (0.180)*
Filed in the fourth quarter 0.175 0.175 0.179 0.179
(0.270) (0.280) (0.271) (0.282)
Problems with court services (including change of judge) 0.097 0.098 0.094 0.095
(0.093) (0.089) (0.088) (0.083)
Error in filling 0.400 0.395 0.389 0.381
(0.067)** (0.067)** (0.061)** (0.061)**
Female plaintiff -0.118 -0.121
(0.096) (0.100)
Spanish plaintiff -0.064 -0.067
(0.069) (0.070)
Employed -0.036 -0.048
(0.026) (0.031)
Log pseudolikelihood -460.828 -460.224 -460.4263 -459.775
Wald chi2(21) 81.94 85.34 89.00 165.74
Pseudo R2 0.1134 0.1146 0.1142 0.1155
Number of obs 380 380 380 380

(+) heteroskedasticity and correlations between the observations from the same court is adjusted for

(**) significant at 1 per cent (*) significant at 5 per cent
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Table A4: Duration in first instance Modell Model2 Model3 Model4
Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff
Family Courts -0.044 0.007 0.030 -0.009
(0.231) (0.260) (0.361) (0.382)
Minors (requires the intervention of family law prosecutors) -0.233 -0.196 -0.134 -0.217
(0.125) (0.128) (0.437) (0.437)
Minors (requires the intervention of family law prosecutors) -0.107 0.022
interacted with Family Courts (0.456) (0.459)
Type of decision taken by the court (Final sentence or preliminary 0.255 0.244 0.254 0.244
measures subject to later review) (O. 178) (0' 177) (0. 178) (0' 177)
Existence of pretrial measures -0.519 -0.445 -0.517 -0.445
(0.180)** (0.184)* (0.180)** (0.184)*
Need of expert evidence 0.249 0.234 0.245 0.235
(0.170) (0.172) (0.171) (0.172)
Decision to adjourn trial at the request of at least one of the parties 0.767 0.771 0.764 0.772
(0.215)** (0.218)** (0.216)** (0.219)**
Administrative procedures that delay trial (e.g., locating one of the 0.622 0.628 0.627 0.627
s (0.137)** (0.138)** (0.139)** (0.140)**
Legal aid lawyer 0.224 0.238 0.225 0.238
(0.146) (0.149) (0.147) (0.149)
Filed in the second quarter 0.020 0.026 0.020 0.026
(0.201) (0.202) (0.201) (0.202)
Filed in the third quarter 0.287 0.358 0.288 0.358
(0.184) (0.191) (0.184) (0.191)
Filed in the fourth quarter 0.035 0.055 0.035 0.055
(0.155) (0.157) (0.155) (0.157)
Problems with court services (including change of judge) 0.093 0.095 0.095 0.095
(0.267) (0.258) (0.267) (0.258)
Error in filling 0.212 0.209 0.215 0.209
(0.120) (0.122) (0.120) (0.122)
Female plaintiff -0.182 -0.182
(0.119) (0.120)
Spanish plaintiff -0.050 -0.050
(0.145) (0.145)
Employed -0.275 -0.275
(0.142) (0.142)
Log pseudolikelihood -490.581 -487.495 -490.554 -487.494
Wald chi2(21) 60.11 62.88 59.97 62.99
Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Pseudo R2 0.0625 0.0684 0.0625 0.0684
Number of obs 380 380 380 380

(+) heteroskedasticity is adjusted for
(**) significant at 1 per cent (*) significant at 5 per cent
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Table A5: Total Duration Modell Model2 Model3 Model4
Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff
Family Courts -0.009 0.008 0.005 -0.041
(0.228) (0.257) (0.352) (0.373)
Minors (requires the intervention of family law -0.174 -0.149 -0.155 -0.212
prosecutors) (0.122) (0.125) (0.428) (0.429)
Minors (requires the intervention of family law -0.021 0.070
prosecutors) interacted with Family Courts (0.448) (0.451)
Type of decision taken by the court (Final sentence 0.310 0.302 0.310 0.302
or preliminary measures subject to later review) (0.176) (0.176) (0.176) (0.176)
Existence of pretrial measures -0.288 -0.244 -0.288 -0.244
(0.195) (0.198) (0.195) (0.198)
Need of expert evidence 0.275 0.262 0.274 0.264
(0.177) (0.177) (0.177) (0.177)
Decision to adjourn trial at the request of at least one 0.881 0.883 0.880 0.885
of the parties (0.222)** (0.224)** (0.223)** (0.225)**
Administrative procedures that delay trial (e.g., 0.635 0.631 0.636 0.628
locating one of the parties) (0.139)** (0.140)** (0.141)** (0.2142)**
Legal aid lawyer 0.186 0.202 0.186 0.201
(0.145) (0.147) (0.145) (0.147)
Filed in the second quarter 0.031 0.036 0.031 0.036
(0.197) (0.197) (0.197) (0.197)
Filed in the third quarter 0.361 0.410 0.361 0.411
(0.186) (0.191)* (0.186) (0.191)*
Filed in the fourth quarter 0.085 0.104 0.085 0.104
(0.153) (0.154) (0.153) (0.154)
Problems with court services (including change of 0.075 0.077 0.075 0.076
judge) (0.265) (0.257) (0.265) (0.257)
Error in filling 0.227 0.230 0.228 0.228
(0.121) (0.123) (0.122) (0.124)
Female plaintiff -0.113 -0.115
(0.119) (0.119)
Spanish plaintiff -0.004 -0.004
(0.143) (0.143)
Employed -0.216 -0.218
(0.144) (0.145)
Log pseudolikelihood -488.215 486.625 -488.214 -486.614
Wald chi2(21) 56.57 57.77 56.57 57.90
Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Pseudo R2 0.0607 0.0638 0.0607 0.0638
Number of obs 380 380 380 380
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