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What	is	in	this	background	paper?	
This	background	paper	answers	some	common	questions	about	legal	need	
surveys:	What	is	‘legal	need’?		What	are	legal	needs	surveys?	Why	conduct	
legal	needs	surveys?	What	have	legal	needs	surveys	found?	What	impact	
have	legal	needs	surveys	had?	
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“Four	 billion	 people	 around	 the	world	 are	
robbed	 of	 the	 chance	 to	 better	 their	 lives	
and	climb	out	of	poverty,	because	they	are	
excluded	from	the	rule	of	law.”	
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What	is	‘legal	need’?	
	
In	general	 terms,	 legal	need	arises	when	citizens	 (or	businesses)	 require	
support	from	legal	services	(broadly	defined1)	in	order	to	resolve	problems	
which	have	a	legal	dimension.		

Beyond	 this,	 what	 constitutes	 legal	 need	 remains	 contested.	
However,	 it	 has	 been	 observed	 that	 “the	 unquestionable	 difficulty	 of	
arriving	at	any	sensible	definition	of	what	might	constitute	a	‘legal	need’	has	
not	prevented	a	substantial	research	industry	from	engaging,	periodically,	in	
the	practice	of	measuring	legal	need.”2	Also,	while	 legal	need	remains	an	
“elusive”	 concept	 that	 is	 difficult	 to	 “pin	 down,”3	 an	 increasingly	
sophisticated	 understanding	 of	 the	 difficulties	 surrounding	 its	 definition	
and	 operationalisation	 (in	 an	 empirical	 context)	 has	 allowed	 significant	
narrowing	of	disagreement.		
	 While	 it	 may	 once	 have	 been	 assumed	 that	 the	 experience	 of	
problems	which	have	a	legal	dimension	but	do	not	lead	to	the	instruction	
of	lawyers	is	equivalent	to	“uncovering	factual	need”	for	legal	services,4	it	
is	now	well	understood	that	‘could’	does	not	equal	‘should’.	There	may	be	
many	 potential	 and	 appropriate	 responses	 to	 problems	 with	 a	 legal	
dimension,	 some	 of	 which	 involve	 neither	 reference	 to	 law	 nor	 useful	
potential	input	from	lawyers:		
	

A	tenant	with	a	leaking	roof	may	be	regarded	as	having	a	legal	problem.	
However,	he	may	choose	to	get	a	ladder	and	not	a	lawyer.5	

	
Thus,	 various	 commentators	 have	 highlighted	 the	 relevance	 of	

cost,	and	other	disadvantages	and	advantages	of	potential	 responses	 to	
‘legal’	 problems	 in	 defining	 legal	 need;	 promoting	 a	 more	 pragmatic	
approach	to	its	definition.6	Also,	it	has	been	argued	that	appropriateness	
can	legitimately	vary	between	individuals.	Just	because	a	middle	income	
person	might	choose	to	use	a	lawyer	does	not	mean	that	a	poorer	person	
should	do	so,	as	“so	long	as	there	are	different	 incomes	in	society	there	
will	always	be	things	that	some	can	afford	and	others	cannot.”7		

These	 criticisms	of	naïve	 conceptualisations	of	 legal	need	 led	 to	
efforts	 to	 remove	 value	 judgements	 from	 investigations	 into	 and	
discussions	 of	 experience	 of	 problems	 which	 have	 a	 legal	 dimension.8	
Attempts	to	define	legal	need	instead	came	to	place	emphasis	on	options,	
capabilities	and	preferences.	This	 led	to	conceptualisations	of	 legal	need	
such	as,	 for	example,	 that	of	 the	Royal	Commission	on	Legal	Services	 in	
Scotland	(the	Hughes	Commission)	in	1980,	that	have	(so	far)	proved	to	be	
relatively	robust.		

The	Hughes	 Commission	 accepted	 that	 ‘there	 [is]	more	 to	 legal	
need	than	people	having	a	legal	problem	and	not	being	able	to	secure	the	
services	of	an	adviser’	(para	2.7).	Many	people	are	able	to	find	satisfactory	
non-legal	solutions	to	their	problems.	 Instead,	 legal	need	was	argued	to	
fall	 into	 two	 parts:	 first,	 citizens	 have	 a	 need	 for	 information	 to	 enable	
them	to	choose	a	way	to	resolve	a	problem;	secondly,	if	they	choose	a	legal	
path,	they	need	the	means	to	pursue	it:				

	
‘In	assessing	the	need	for	legal	services,	we	must	therefore	think	in	terms	
of	two	stages	-	firstly	enabling	the	client	to	identify	and,	if	he	judges	it	
appropriate,	to	choose	a	legal	solution;	and	secondly,	enabling	the	client	
to	pursue	a	chosen	legal	solution’	(para	2.9)	
	
‘.....	When	we	speak	of	'unmet	need'	we	are	concerned	about	instances	
where	a	citizen	is	unaware	that	he	has	a	legal	right,	or	where	he	would	
prefer	 to	 assert	 or	 defend	a	 right	 but	 fails	 to	 do	 so	 for	want	 of	 legal	
services	of	adequate	quality	or	supply’	(para	2.10)	

	
	 As	was	 later	observed,	 “the	Hughes	Commission	placed	a	major	
emphasis	on	legal	information	…	It	believed	that	everyone	has	the	right	to	
know	 about	 legal	 solutions,	 [as]	 without	 such	 information	 they	 cannot	
make	a	fully	informed	choice.”9	However,	It	can	be	argued	that	ignorance	
of	 legal	rights	does	not	always	occasion	unmet	legal	need;	particularly	 if	
reasonable	 and	 satisfactory	 outcomes	 are	 arrived	 at.	 Indeed,	 given	 the	
very	 low	 levels	 of	 legal	 literacy	 across	 populations,10	 the	 Hughes	
Commission	definition	of	legal	need	is	likely	to	construct	very	high	levels	
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of	unmet	legal	need.	Nevertheless,	it	provides	an	example	of	a	relatively	
sophisticated	 conceptualisation	 of	 legal	 need	 that	 incorporates	
appropriateness	and	legal	capability	(also	a	contested	concept).11		

The	further	incorporation	in	the	Hughes	Commission	definition	of	
the	 subjective	element	of	 a	 citizen	 ‘judg[ing]	 it	 appropriate	 to	 choose	a	
legal	 solution’	 also	 provides	 ground	 for	 contention.	 However,	 the	
subjectivity	incorporated	into	the	Hughes	Commission	definition	reflects	a	
more	 general	 choice	 between	 different	 types	 of	 need.	 Bradshaw’s	
ubiquitous	‘taxonomy	of	social	need’,	for	example,	differentiates	between	
‘normative	 need’	 (defined	 by	 experts),	 ‘felt	 need’	 (equivalent	 to	want),	
‘expressed	need’	(felt	need	that	is	acted	upon12)	and	‘comparative	need’	
(assessed	 by	 comparison	 of	 service	 use	 by	 those	 with	 similar	
characteristics).13	The	Hughes	Commission	simply	erred	towards	felt	need,	
rather	than	normative	need.		

While	legal	needs	surveys	have	“often	proceeded	without	explicit,	
detailed	definitions	of	the	concept	of	legal	need”,14	some,	such	as	the	2006	
New	Zealand	National	Survey	of	Unmet	Legal	Needs	and	Access	to	Services,	
have	explicitly	set	out	to	operationalise	the	concept	of	legal	need.	In	the	
case	of	the	2006	New	Zealand	survey,	the	concept	was	operationalised	in	
a	 manner	 broadly	 reflective	 of	 the	 Hughes	 Commission	 definition.15	
However,	 this	 operationalisation	 of	 the	 concept	 remains	 unusual,	 with	
recent	surveys	more	likely	to	simply	investigate	aspects	of	need,	such	as	
legal	 capability,	 problem	 resolution	 strategy	 choices,	 and	 the	 relative	
seriousness	 of	 problems,16	 	 to	 provide	 a	 broad	 picture	 of	 	 people’s	
behaviours,	 successes	 and	 failures	 in	 resolving	 ‘justiciable	 problems’	
(defined	by	Genn,	in	acknowledgement	of	the	broad	range	of	appropriate	
responses	 to	 such	 problems,	 as	 problems	 that	 give	 rise	 to	 legal	 issues,	
whether	 or	 not	 they	 are	 perceived	 to	 do	 so	 by	 those	 facing	 them,	 and	
whether	or	not	they	lead	to	the	use	of	legal	services	or	legal	processes17).	
This	enables	policy	makers,	funders,	legal	services	providers	and	others	to	
apply	their	own	concepts	of	legal	need,	on	the	basis	of	an	understanding	
of	the	broad	context	within	which	legal	needs	arise.		

While	the	concept	of	legal	need	is	necessarily	linked	to	use	of	legal	

services	or	processes,18	the	broader	(and	also	contested)	concept	of	access	
to	justice	(which	also	“defies	precise	definition”19)	is	not.	Access	to	justice	
is	concerned	with	the	just	resolution	of	problems	which	exist	within	legal	
frameworks.	Access	 to	 justice	policy	 is	 therefore	 increasingly	 concerned	
with	the	range	of	human	services	that	have	utility	in	addressing	problems	
existing	within	such	frameworks.		

As	the	OECD	has	argued,	justice	policy	should:	
	

include	…	state	and	non-state,	 judicial	and	non-judicial	means	by	which	
people	 realize	 their	 rights,	 solve	 disputes,	 obtain	 remedies	 (including	
against	 arbitrary	 or	 abusive	 conduct	 by	 officials),	 and	 affirm	 rules	 that	
protect	individuals	from	injury	and	preserve	social	peace.20			

	
Moreover,	broader	social	policy	is	increasingly	concerned	with	the	

relationship	 between	 different	 types	 of	 social	 problem	 and	 integrated	
responses.	 Thus,	 debates	 surrounding	 legal	 needs	 are	 now	much	more	
broadly	contextualised	than	when	legal	needs	surveys	were	conceived.	
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What	are	legal	needs	surveys?	
	
Legal	needs	 surveys	 investigate	 the	experience	of	 ‘justiciable	problems’.	
Legal	 needs	 surveys	 are	 distinct	 from	 crime	 victimisation	 or	 offending	
surveys,	 as	 their	 focus	 is	 on	 civil	 law	 (including	 family	 law)	 issues;21	
although	many	legal	needs	surveys	also	enquire	about	the	experience	of	
criminal	 law	 matters	 (beyond	 those	 that	 are	 counterparts	 of	 civil	 law	
matters)		

Legal	needs	surveys	can	be	traced	back	to	the	1930s.22	However,	
they	remained	a	rarity	for	a	number	of	decades.	Only	in	recent	decades	has	
“considerable	momentum”23	 in	the	conduct	of	such	surveys	 led	to	them	
becoming	relatively	common	across	the	globe.		

Over	the	past	25	years,	at	least	40	large-scale	national	legal	needs	
surveys	of	individual	citizens	have	been	conducted	in	at	least	22	separate	
jurisdictions:	 Australia,	 Bulgaria,	 Canada,	 England	 and	 Wales,	 Georgia,	
Hong	 Kong,	 Japan,	 Jordan,	 Kyrgyzstan,	 Mali,	 Macedonia,	 Moldova,	 the	
Netherlands,	New	Zealand,	Northern	Ireland,	Scotland,	Slovakia,	Taiwan,	
Tajikistan,	Uganda,	Ukraine	and	the	United	States.24	Over	the	same	period,	
extensive	sub-national	surveys	have	also	been	conducted	 in	Argentina,25	
China,26	Colombia,27	Ecuador,28	Russia,29	 Indonesia30	and	Yemen,31	along	
with	smaller	surveys	 in	countries	such	as	Azerbaijan,	Rwanda,	Egypt	and	
Bangladesh.32	Many	 sub-national	 surveys	 have	 also	 been	 undertaken	 in	
jurisdictions	 in	 which	 national	 surveys	 have	 also	 been	 undertaken.33	 In	
addition,	 six	 large-scale	 national	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 of	 businesses	 have	
been	conducted	in	recent	years.34	

The	number	of	legal	needs	surveys,	and	jurisdictions	in	which	such	
surveys	 have	been	undertaken,	 is	 greater	 still	 if	 broader	 based	national	
surveys	 containing	 (limited)	 questions	 concerning	 the	 experience	 of	
justiciable	 problems	 are	 included.	 For	 example,	 the	 Brazilian	 national	
household	survey	included	a	justice	module	in	2009.35	Some	broader	based	
surveys	 routinely	 collect	 limited	 information	about	citizen	experience	of	
justiciable	problems.36		

Some	legal	needs	surveys	(including	most	national	surveys)	have	
explored	populations	as	a	whole;	enabling	contrasts	to	be	made	between	
the	experience	of	different	social	groups.	Others	have	focused	on	discrete	
populations	 –	 such	 as	 people	 on	 lower	 incomes	 or	 living	 in	 particular	
circumstances37	 –	 or	 boosted	 the	 number	 of	 responses	 from	 minority	
population	groups.38		

Reflecting	 increasing	 understanding	 of	 ‘legal	 needs’	 and	 survey	
design,	 and	 the	evolving	 interests	 and	priorities	 of	 governments,	NGOs,	
justice	 sector	 professionals	 and	 researchers,	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 research	
questions	addressed	by	 legal	needs	surveys	has	changed	over	the	years.	
Earlier	surveys	tended	to	place	much	greater	emphasis	on	identifying	the	
details	of	processes	used	to	resolve	problems.	Later	surveys	have	tended	
to	be	associated	with	greater	 interest	 in	 issues	such	as	problem	 impact,	
problem	 clustering	 (including	 the	 clustering	 of	 legal	 and	 broader	 social	
problems),	 legal	 capability	 (including	 legal	 confidence	 and	 awareness	of	
legal	rights	and	services)	and	drivers	of	problem	experience	and	problem	
resolving	behaviour.39	

Recent	 years	 have	 also	 seen	 greater	 convergence	 in	 the	 issues	
addressed	 by	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 commissioned	 to	 support	 reform	 of	
established	public	legal	assistance	services,	including	legal	aid	(commonly	
by	government	agencies),	and	surveys	commissioned	to	support	the	rule	
of	 law	 and/or	 introduction	 and	 development	 of	 public	 legal	 assistance	
services,	including	legal	aid	(commonly	by	NGOs).		

Legal	 needs	 survey	 methodologies	 and	 now	 relatively	 mature.	
Landmark	legal	needs	surveys	in	the	1980s	and	1990s	–	the	Civil	Litigation	
Research	 Project	 and	 Comprehensive	 Legal	 Needs	 Study	 in	 the	 United	
States40	 and,	 particularly,	 the	 Paths	 to	 Justice	 surveys	 in	 the	 United	
Kingdom41	–	have	provided	conceptually	 coherent	and	methodologically	
rigorous	templates	upon	which	later	surveys	have	built.	And	the	lessons	of	
more	 recent	 surveys,42	 and	 increased	 interest	 in,	 and	 effort	 towards,	
collaboration	 and	best	 practice,	 have	 seen	 significant	 refinement	of	 the	
structure	of	questionnaires	and	form	of	questions	asked.	
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Why	conduct	legal	needs	surveys?	
	
We	live	in	an	increasingly	‘law-thick’	world.43	Across	the	globe,	processes	
of	‘juridification’44	have	extended	the	reach	of	formal	state	sanctioned	law	
into	 almost	 every	 aspect	 of	 daily	 life.	 Legal	 rights,	 responsibilities	 and	
protections	 provide	 frameworks	 for	 behaviour	 in	 the	 spheres	 of,	 for	
example,	 consumerism,	 education,	 employment,	 environment,	 children	
and	 families,	 health,	 housing	 and	welfare.	But,	 as	Cappelletti	 and	Garth	
famously	 propounded,	 “the	 possession	 of	 rights	 is	meaningless	without	
mechanisms	for	their	effective	vindication.”45	Thus,	alongside	this	growth	
of	 (both	national	 and	 supranational)	 law	has	 come	great	 interest	 in	 the	
means	available	and	obstacles	citizens	face	in	seeking	to	resolve	justiciable	
problems;	in	whether	citizens	can	achieve	access	to	justice.	

Historically,	the	focus	of	interest	in	the	area	of	access	to	justice	has	
tended	 to	 be	 the	 form	 and	 functioning	 of	 formal	 processes.46	 But	
increasing	 realisation	 that	 citizens	 routinely	 look	 to	 resolve	 justiciable	
problems	at	a	distance	from	courts	and	lawyers,	and	perhaps	beyond	even	
the	 ‘shadow	of	 the	 law’,47	has	 led	 to	emphasis	also	being	put	on	citizen	
(and	 sometimes	 also	 business)	 perspectives	 on,	 and	 experiences	 of,	
justiciable	problem	resolution.48	Thus,	there	is	now	broader	interest	in	the	
ability	 of	 citizens	 (and	 businesses)	 to	 recognise	 and	 use	 law,	 travel	 the	
many	potential	 ‘paths	to	 justice’,49	access	appropriate	 legal	services	and	
processes,	and	efficiently	resolve	justiciable	problems.	

Of	course,	the	focus	of	this	interest	varies	between	countries.	For	
example,	 in	 countries	 with	 emerging	 legal	 infrastructures	 (or	 legal	
infrastructures	that	are	undergoing	fundamental	reform	following	socio-
political	transformation),	there	tends	to	be	greater	focus	on	the	reach	of	
law,	 ‘legal	 empowerment’,50	 the	 nature	 and	 role	 of	 customary	 dispute	
resolution	 processes,	 ‘microjustice’51	 and	 the	 appropriate	 form	 of	 legal	
services	 infrastructure	 (in	particular,	public	 legal	 assistance	 services	and	
legal	aid	schemes);	with	interest	often	set	within	the	context	of	the	rule	of	
law.	In	contrast,	in	countries	with	well-established	legal	infrastructures	(in	
particular,	public	legal	assistance	services	and	legal	aid	schemes),	the	focus	

of	 interest	 tends	 to	 be	 more	 on	 exploring	 patterns	 of	 vulnerability,	
problem	 clustering,	 problem	 impact,	 citizen	 capability,	 advice	 seeking	
behaviour	 and	 the	 particulars	 of	 obstacles	 faced	 in	 acting	 to	 resolve	
problems;	with	 interest	 generally	 set	 in	 the	 context	 of	 efforts	 to	 better	
target	and	develop	established	services	and	processes.	

These	 law-centred	 interests	 are	 also	 now	 commonly	 conjoined	
with	broader	interest	in	the	relationship	between	justiciable	problems	and	
wider	social	health	and	economic	problems;	and,	linked	to	this,	the	utility	
of	legal	services	in	addressing	wider	social	policy	goals.52	This	has	recently	
manifested	 in	 agreement	 to	 U.N.	 Sustainable	 Development	 Goal	 1653	 –	
dedicated	 to	 the	 promotion	 of	 “peaceful	 and	 inclusive	 societies	 for	
sustainable	 development,	 the	 provision	 of	 access	 to	 justice	 for	 all,	 and	
building	 effective,	 accountable	 institutions	 at	 all	 levels”54	 –	 which	 is	
predicated	 in	part	on	 the	notion	 that	“the	rule	of	 law	and	development	
have	 a	 significant	 interrelation	 and	 are	 mutually	 reinforcing,	 making	 it	
essential	 for	 sustainable	 development	 at	 the	 national	 and	 international	
level.”55		

Against	this	backdrop,	legal	needs	surveys	can	serve	a	number	of	
purposes.	 Some	 surveys	 are	 commissioned	 by	 governments	 to	 inform	
service	 development	 and	 monitor	 changes	 in	 justiciable	 problem	
resolution	behaviour	against	the	backdrop	of	ongoing	system	evolution.56	
Some	are	commissioned	by	NGOs	to	support	the	emergence	of	new	forms	
of	 legal	 service	 infrastructure,	 such	 as	 systems	 of	 legal	 aid,	 or	 even	
fundamental	justice	sector	reform.57	However,	all	legal	needs	surveys	are	
commissioned	 because	 such	 surveys	 provide	 a	 unique	 (and	 the	 only	
practically	 achievable)	 overview	 of	 the	 justice	 system	 and	 citizen	
experience	 of	 justiciable	 problems.	 Thus	 while	 different	 legal	 needs	
surveys	may	address	different	agendas,	they	form	part	of	a	single	tradition.	
	
A	unique	overview.	
A	full	overview	of	the	justice	system	and	citizen	experience	of	justiciable	
problems	 is	 impossible	 to	 achieve	 using	 data	 collected	 by	 courts,	 legal	
services,	etc.,	about	those	who	utilise	them.	‘Administrative’	data	does	not	
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extend	 to	 problems	 that	 parties	 deal	 with	 informally,	 or	 not	 at	 all.	
Moreover,	 fragmented	 responsibility	 for	 administrative	 data,	 its	 lack	 of	
standardisation	 and	 data	 duplication	 across	 organisations	 can,	 anyway,	
make	it	very	difficult	(or	impossible)	to	piece	different	administrative	data	
strands	 together.	 The	 same	 limitations	 attach	 to	 data	 collected	 from	
professionals	working	within	the	legal	system.	

On	 the	other	hand,	 legal	needs	 surveys	enable	 the	 collection	of	
data	concerning	problems	that	never	see	the	involvement	of	legal	services	
or	processes,	in	addition	to	those	that	do.	Legal	needs	surveys	thus	provide	
the	‘big	picture’	of	citizen’s	efforts	to	access	justice;	a	picture	that	cannot	
be	obtained	through	any	other	means.	They	are	therefore	ideally	suited	to	
quantifying	problem	experience	across	populations,	mapping	patterns	of	
problem	 resolution	 behaviour,	 and	 illuminating	 changes	 in	 patterns	 of	
experience	and	behaviour	over	 time.	They	are	also	 suited	 to	 identifying	
obstacles	 to	 justice,	 from	 the	 citizen	 perspective;	 as	 well	 as	 providing	
insight	 into	 levels	 of	 legal	 capability	 (including	 legal	 understanding,	
awareness	 of	 services,	 legal	 confidence,	 resilience,	 etc.)	 and	 attitudes	
towards	justice	and	the	justice	system.	

Legal	 needs	 surveys	 therefore	 “provide	 evidence	 for	 policy	
intervention;”58	as	well	as	the	ability	to	monitor	changes	in	behaviour	and	
experience	against	the	backdrop	of	legal	services	reform.59	And	crucially,	
they	 provide	 a	 citizen	 perspective	 on	 access	 to	 justice;	 a	 perspective	
unusual	 in	 the	 justice	 context.	 As	 Mahamane	 Maïga,	 Director	 of	 CPS	
Justice,	stated	during	a	strategic	workshop	following	the	2014	Malian	legal	
needs	survey:	
	

Normally,	we	are	the	ones	who	judge.	This	time,	it	is	the	citizens	who	are	
judging	us.	(Barendrecht	et	al.	2014,	p.101)	
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What	have	legal	needs	surveys	found?	
	
Although	the	many	legal	needs	surveys	conducted	across	the	world	form	
part	of	a	recognised	tradition	of	surveys,	even	small	differences	in	survey	
design	can	have	a	profound	impact	on	what	is	found.60	Thus,	it	is	generally	
not	 appropriate	 to	 compare	 the	 details	 of	 findings	 from	 different	 legal	
needs	surveys.	However,	“this	does	not	mean	that	there	 is	no	scope	for	
exploring	 similarities	 and	 differences	 between	 the	 experiences	 of	
justiciable	problems	…	 in	different	 jurisdictions,”61	or	 for	 setting	out	 the	
‘big	picture’	that	has	emerged	from	surveys	to	date.			
	
Justiciable	problems	are	ubiquitous	
While	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 be	 certain	 about	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 real	
differences,	as	opposed	to	methodological	differences,	lie	behind	the	very	
different	 rates	 of	 reporting	 of	 justiciable	 problems	 in	 (say)	 Japan	 and	
Yemen	(19%	and	94%	respectively),62	 it	 is	clear	that	 justiciable	problems	
are	ubiquitous	in	both	jurisdictions,	and	in	every	other	jurisdiction	around	
the	world.		

This	ubiquity	should	not	be	surprising,	as	we	live	in	a	‘law-thick’63	
world	in	which	our	everyday	activities	are	played	out	within	extensive	and	
complex	legal	frameworks.	Moreover,	it	should	not	be	surprising	that	the	
relative	 incidence	 of	 different	 types	 of	 problems	 is	 somewhat	 similar	
across	 jurisdictions,	because	relative	 incidence	of	problems	 in	 large	part	
reflects	 relative	 incidence	of	 the	 circumstances	 that	 give	 rise	 to	 them,64	
and	people	engage	in	many	similar	activities	wherever	they	live.		

Analysis	of	national	 legal	needs	surveys	conducted	over	the	past	
25	 years	 reveals	 that	 25	 of	 30	 surveys	 (for	 which	 relevant	 findings	 are	
available)	 found	 consumer	 problems	 to	 be	 among	 the	 three	 most	
prevalent	 justiciable	 problem	 types.65	 Similarly,	 20	 of	 28	 surveys	 found	
money	related	problems	to	be	among	the	three	most	prevalent	types,	and	
17	of	24	 found	problems	concerning	neighbours	 to	be	among	 the	 three	
most	prevalent	types.	Other	common	problems	relate	to	families,	housing,	

employment,	 social	 security,	 public	 services	 and	nationality	 and,	 among	
some	population	groups,	obtaining	formal	identification.		

Important	exceptions	to	generally	observed	patterns	are	evident	
in	 some	 countries.	 For	 example,	 in	 Mali	 and	 Uganda	 –	 predominantly	
agricultural	jurisdiction	–	justiciable	problems	concerning	land	were	found	
to	be	the	most	commonplace;	with	such	problems	often	concerning	land	
grabbing,	 expropriation,	 water	 and	 nationalisation;	 rare	 problems	
elsewhere.66	 In	 contrast,	 in	 both	 jurisdictions	 consumer	 problems	were	
found	to	be	relatively	rare	(as	they	were	also	in	Indonesia,	rural	China	and	
rural	Taiwan).67	However,	 looking	beyond	land	related	problems,	 in	Mali	
the	 next	 five	 most	 common	 problem	 types	 concerned	 (in	 descending	
order)	 employment,	 family,	 neighbours,	 housing	 and	money;68	 common	
problems	elsewhere.	 Similarly,	 in	Uganda	 they	were	 family,	 neighbours,	
money,	employment	and	public	services.69		
	

	
Inequality	of	experience	
Although	 justiciable	 problems	 are	 ubiquitous,	 there	 is	 inequality	 of	
experience	of	 them.	 Problems	 are	 far	 from	 randomly	distributed	 across	
populations.	 Particular	 problems	 are	 associated	 with	 particular	 social	
groups	or	stages	of	life.	And	it	appears	that	“socioeconomic	disadvantage	
is	 pivotal”70	 to	 justiciable	 problem	 experience;	 with	 surveys	 repeatedly	
demonstrating	associations	between	 justiciable	problem	experience	and	
disadvantage.71	

Disadvantaged	 groups	 associated	 with	 elevated	 experience	 of	
justiciable	problems	include	those	receiving	social	security	benefits,	those	
with	 long-term	 health	 problems	 or	 a	 disability,	 lone	 parents,	 victims	 pf	
crime72	 and	 displaced	 persons.73	 The	 figure	 below	 illustrates	 the	 strong	
association	between	justiciable	problems	and	health	(particularly	mental	
health)	 problems;	 confirmed	 across	 numerous	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 (and	

The	 pattern	 of	 justiciable	 problems	 around	 the	 world	 reflects	
patterns	of	everyday	life	around	the	world.	
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other	legal	need	studies74)	in	multiple	jurisdictions,	and	concords	with	an	
expansive	socio-epidemiological	literature.75		
	
Justiciable	problem	prevalence	by	age	and	illness/disability	status	
(England	and	Wales	2006-7)	76	
	

	
	

While	patterns	of	vulnerability	vary	between	jurisdictions	–	owing	
to	 differences	 in	 social	 structures	 and	 behaviour	 –	 the	 only	 systematic	
review	 of	 findings	 to	 date	 suggests	 “patterns	 are	 fairly	 similar	 across	
jurisdictions,	with	few	conflicts.”77	However,	the	picture	as	regards	gender	
is	less	uniform.	In	some	jurisdictions	“women’s	weaker	agency	and	lower	
social	 and	 economic	 participation”78	 leads	 to	 very	 different	 patterns	 of	
justiciable	problem	reporting	as	between	men	and	women.	For	example,	
in	 Jordan	 75%	of	 those	who	 reported	problems	were	men.79	 Significant	
differences	 in	reporting	patterns	were	also	 identified	 in	Mali.	Here,	men	
were	 associated	 with	 problems	 concerning,	 for	 example,	 employment,	
land	 and	 public	 services	 while	 women	 were	 associated	 with	 problems	
concerning,	for	example,	family,	children,	neighbours	and	social	security.80	

And,	in	addition	to	the	globally	consistent	gendered	reporting	of	domestic	
violence,	 some	 gender	 differences	 have	 been	 reported	 in	 richer	
jurisdictions.	 For	 example,	 men	 were	 found	 to	 be	 more	 likely	 to	 have	
experienced	employment	or	personal	injury	problems	in	Slovakia,	but	less	
likely	to	have	experienced	family	problems.		

	

	
	 There	are	various	reasons	for	the	link	between	justiciable	problem	
experience	and	disadvantage.	For	example,	there	are	problems	peculiar	to	
disadvantage	(e.g.	those	concerning	social	security).	Also,	disadvantaged	
people	 are	 able	 to	draw	on	 fewer	 resources	 and	have	 less	 capability	 to	
avoid	 or	 mitigate	 problems.81	 Linked	 to	 this,	 it	 has	 been	 found	 that	
justiciable	problems	have	an	additive	effect,82	meaning	that	the	experience	
of	 problems	 increases	 the	 likelihood	 of	 further	 problems	 being	
experienced.	
	
The	impact	of	justiciable	problems		
Lying	behind	the	additive	effect	of	justiciable	problems	is	the	fact	that	such	
problems	 often	 bring	 about	 or	 follow	on	 from	one	 another,	 or	 broader	
social,	economic	or	health	problems.		

In	 recent	years,	 legal	needs	 surveys	have	 routinely	explored	 the	
impact	of	justiciable	problems.	In	all	cases,	problems	have	been	found	to	
substantially	 impact	 of	 the	 lives	 of	 those	 facing	 them.	 For	 example,	 in	
Macedonia,	32%	of	survey	respondents	described	non-trivial	problems	as	
‘destroying	my	life’.83		

In	England	and	Wales	in	2006,	the	economic	cost	of	this	impact	to	
individuals	and	public	services	was	estimated	to	exceed	US$5	billion	per	
year,84	 and	 in	 2016	 in	 Canada	 the	 annual	 cost	 to	 public	 services	 was	
estimated	 to	 be	 “approximately	 $800	million	 (and	 perhaps	 significantly	
more).”85	
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The	table	below	shows	the	reported	impact	of	justiciable	problems	
on	those	facing	them	across	five	different	 jurisdictions:	Azerbaijan,	Mali,	
Rwanda,	 Egypt	 and	Bangladesh.	 The	picture	presented	 is	 similar	 to	 that	
reported	from	surveys	in	richer	jurisdictions.	

Justiciable	problems,	through	impacting	more	broadly	on	people’s	
lives	can	create	and	perpetuate	broader	social	problems:		
	

There	 is	 a	 relationship	 between	 legal	 problems	 and	 poverty.	 Legal	
problems,	 left	unaddressed,	can	cause	an	economic	or	social	shock	that	
pushes	 vulnerable	 persons	 into	 poverty.	 For	 example,	 …	 wrongful	
termination	of	employment,	 financial	debt	or	denial	of	social	safety	net	
benefits	can	cause	vulnerable	persons	to	fall	into	poverty.	Unresolved	legal	
problems	can	also	prevent	an	individual	in	poverty	from	escaping	it.86		

	
Impact	of	justiciable	problems	(%	of	reported	problems)87		
	

Impact	 Country	
	 Azerb.	 Mali	 Rwanda	 Egypt	 Bangl.	
Stress	 58	 39	 62	 64	 94	
Loss	of	money	 53	 61	 52	 53	 59	
Loss	of	time	 22	 47	 46	 22	 15	
Health	problems	 39	 45	 20	 52	 35	
Damage	to	relationship	 9	 29	 27	 39	 35	
Loss	of	employment	 19	 43	 13	 14	 6	
Other	 22	 12	 3	 10	 3	
	
Problem	clustering	
Various	legal	needs	surveys	undertaken	around	the	world	have	identified	
the	phenomenon	of	‘problem	clustering’,	which	comprises	the	increased	
propensity	of	particular	justiciable	problem	types	to	co-occur	when	more	
than	one	problem	type	is	experienced.		

The	 causes	 of	 problem	 clustering	 are	 manifold.	 First,	 particular	
justiciable	problem	types	are	associated	with	particular	types	(and	levels)	
of	 impact,	 and	 particular	 types	 of	 impact	 increase	 vulnerability	 to	

particular	types	of	problem.	As	was	noted	following	the	2011	Moldovan	
survey,	 “It	 is	 easy	 to	 see	 how	 domestic	 violence	 can	 cause	 relationship	
breakdown,	unemployment,	tenant-landlord	and	debt	problems.”88	Thus,	
problem	clustering	results.	This	can	manifest	in	vicious	cycles.		

Also,	some	problem	types	arise	from	similar	sets	of	circumstances	
and/or	 are	 associated	 with	 the	 same	 demographic	 factors.	 Again,	 this	
contributes	to	a	tendency	for	some	problem	types	to	co-occur.	
	
Vicious	cycle	involving	justiciable,	health	and	wider	social	problems	89	
	

	
	

The	 most	 commonly	 identified	 problem	 clusters	 have	 been	
observed	 in	 the	context	of	 family	breakdown,	where	domestic	violence,	
divorce,	 ancillary	 issues	 and	 problems	 concerning	 children	 link	 closely.	
Other	identified	clusters	include	clusters	centred	on	economic	activity	(e.g.	
problems	 concerning	 employment,	 money,	 consumer	 transactions,	
welfare	 benefits	 and	 housing),	 and	 problems	 centred	 on	 poor	 quality	
housing.90	
	
Problem	resolution	behaviour		
Many	 different	 paths	 to	 justice	 are	 open	 to	 those	 facing	 justiciable	
problems,	many	of	which	 involve	 little	or	no	reference	 to	 law.	Although	
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seeking	help	from	lawyers	(including	private	lawyers,	law	centres	and	legal	
aid)	is	relatively	uncommon,	so	too	(at	least,	generally)91	is	taking	no	action	
to	resolve	problems	(sometimes	referred	to	as	‘lumping’	problems).	Most	
people	seek	help	elsewhere	or	 try	 to	 resolve	problems	on	their	own,	or	
with	the	help	of	family	or	friends.		

The	 figure	 below	 illustrates	 the	 problem	 resolution	 strategies	
employed	by	 respondents	 to	 the	2008	Legal	Australia	Wide	Survey.	The	
pattern	of	problem	resolution	behaviour	 in	Australia	 is	 fairly	 typical.	For	
example,	 in	 Yemen	 (socioeconomically	 distinct	 from	 Australia),	 a	 very	
similar	proportion	of	people	were	found	to	involve	lawyers	in	the	problem	
resolution	 process,	 with	 other	 sources	 of	 help,	 and	 informal	 help	 from	
family	 or	 friends	 again	 more	 common.	 Critically,	 however,	 legal	 needs	
surveys	 the	 world	 over	 have	 demonstrated	 that	 different	 population	
groups	 have	 different	 attitudes	 to	 problem	 resolution,92	 face	 different	
obstacles	 to	 action,93	 and	 have	 different	 needs	 in	 relation	 the	 help	 and	
processes	available.94	
	
Problem	resolution	strategies	(Australia	2008)95	
	

		

Inaction		
Inaction	 in	 the	 face	 of	 justiciable	 problems	 is	 not	 always	 a	 cause	 for	
concern.	 Many	 problems	 are	 deemed	 not	 serious	 enough	 to	 warrant	
action,	while	others	resolve	quickly	without	the	need	for	action.	However,	
across	jurisdictions,	many	reasons	for	inaction	provided	by	respondents	to	
legal	needs	surveys	convey	“a	rather	negative	and	powerless	quality”96		

For	 example,	 people	 often	 believe	 that	 action	 would	 make	 no	
difference	to	the	outcome	of	their	problem	(e.g.	one-quarter	of	Indonesian	
‘lumpers’,	 one-third	 of	 Argentinian	 and	Ugandan	 lumpers,	 four-fifths	 of	
Ukrainian	 lumpers	 and	 one-half	 of	 Australian	 and	 Georgian	 lumpers);97	
despite	 “making	 this	 judgement	 without	 the	 benefit	 of	 any	 advice.”98	
People	are	also	 frequently	 fearful	of	 the	 consequences	 (to	 relationships	
and	sometimes	personal	safety)	of	acting	to	resolve	legal	problems,	or	are	
ignorant	of	their	rights	or	options,99	sources	of	help,	or	dispute	resolution	
processes.	Indeed,	the	most	recent	Ukrainian	legal	needs	survey	indicated	
that	 12%	of	 internally	 displaced	 persons	who	 took	 no	 action	 to	 resolve	
justiciable	problems	were	scared	to	do	so	(compared	to	3%	of	others).	In	
some	 jurisdictions,	 people	 also	 have	 concerns	 about	 the	 fairness	 of	
processes	and,	in	some	jurisdictions,	corruption.100	

Reasons	for	inaction	given	by	respondents	to	the	2015	Ukrainian	
Justice	Needs	and	Satisfaction	survey	are	shown	below.		

Multivariate	 analysis	 of	 factors	 associated	 with	 inaction,	 as	
reported	 for	 9	 national	 surveys,101	 suggests	 reasonably	 consistent	
associations	between	inaction	and	problem	type;	with	inaction	found	to	be	
particularly	 associated	 with	 problems	 concerning	 anti-social	 neighbours	
(and,	 to	 a	 lesser	 extent,	 problems	 concerning	 employment),102	with	 the	
reverse	 the	case	 for	 family	problems	 (and,	 to	a	 lesser	extent,	 consumer	
problems.	Inaction	has	also	been	found	to	be	more	common	among	men,	
those	 facing	 language	 obstacles	 and	 those	 regarding	 problems	 as	 the	
product	 of	 ‘bad	 luck’;	 and	 to	 become	 less	 common	with	 age	 (although	
perhaps	 more	 common	 again	 in	 later	 years),	 education	 level,	 income,	
awareness	 of	 legal	 rights	 and	 legal	 services,	 legal	 confidence,	 problem	
value	and	problem	severity.	
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This	 suggests	an	association	between	elements	of	 social	 disadvantage	
and	basic	problem	resolution	strategy	that	sits	on	top	of	the	association	
between	social	disadvantage	and	vulnerability	to	problems.103	

	
Reasons	for	inaction	
(Ukraine	2015)104	
	

	
	

	
Patterns	of	advice	seeking	
When	acting	to	resolve	justiciable	problems,	the	public	seeks	help	from	a	
wide	 range	 of	 sources;	 informal	 and	 formal,	 promising	 and	
‘unpromising’.105	Often	people’s	choices	are	informed	by	relatives,	friends	
and	colleagues.	For	example,	in	Macedonia	it	was	found	that	almost	half	
of	all	consultations	with	“most	essential	advisers”	followed	suggestions	by	
those	 within	 survey	 respondents’	 social	 networks.106	 Other	 common	
influences	on	choice	are	previous	experience	and	personal	understanding	
of	options.	

Beyond	 lawyers,	 common	 sources	 of	 formal	 help	 include	
independent	 advice	 organisations	 (including	 NGOs),	 unions,	 community	
leaders	 and	 judicial	 and	 other	 government	 bodies;	 along	 with	 public	
service	workers,	such	as	doctors	and	social	workers.	The	range	of	sources	
varies	 between	 jurisdictions,	 reflecting	 differences	 in	 socio-political	
structuring	 and	 the	 landscape	 of	 available	 services.	 For	 example,	 in	
Tajikistan,	 Mahalya	 and	 house	 committees	 are	 notable	 sources	 of	
information	and	support	(see	figure);	while,	in	England	and	Wales,	Citizens	
Advice	 Bureau	 are	 notable,	 in	 Uganda,	 Local	 Council	 Courts,	 in	 Japan,	
insurance	companies	(see	figure),	in	Moldova,	the	police,107	and	in	Yemen,	
Sheikhs.108	 Also,	 of	 course,	 “different	 sources	 [are]	 helpful	 for	 different	
types	of	problem.”109	
	
Main	sources	of	information	and	support		
(Japan	2005,	left,	&	Tajikistan	2012,	right)110	
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	 When	people	are	signposted	or	 referred111	 to	another	source	of	
help,	 not	 all	 go	 on	 to	 obtain	 further	 help.	 The	 more	 times	 people	 are	
directed	 elsewhere,	 the	more	 they	 are	 likely	 to	 drop	 out	 of	 the	 formal	
advice	system.	This	process	is	known	as	‘referral	fatigue.112		

	As	with	 inaction,	multivariate	 analysis	 of	 factors	 associated	with	
obtaining	formal	help	suggests	reasonably	consistent	associations	between	
advice	and	problem	type;	with	advice	found	to	be	particularly	associated	
with	 problems	 concerning	 family	 breakdown,	 employment,113	 personal	
injury	and	housing,	with	the	reverse	the	case	for	consumer114	problems.	

	Looking	more	broadly,	women	tend	to	be	more	likely	to	seek	help,	
and	help	seeking	appears	to	increase	with	age	(though,	in	some	countries,	
it	also	appears	to	tail	off	in	later	years)	and	the	reported	seriousness	and	
value	of	problems.	There	is	also	good	evidence	that	language,	socio-cultural	
factors,	 geography,	 available	 technology	 and	 other	 physical	 access	 and	
service	infrastructure	issues	influence	advice	seeking	behaviour.115	

However,	demonstrating	the	dangers	of	assuming	behaviour	will	be	
similar	 across	 situations	 or	 countries,	 in	 the	 context	 of	 family	 disputes,	
women	in	Mali	have	been	found	to	be	particularly	“reluctant	to	approach	
formal	institutions”	for	“fear	of	the	consequences.”116	Similarly,	citizens	of	
Bulgaria	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	 unusual	 in	 routinely	 turning	 to	 public	
authorities	 to	 resolve	 justiciable	 problems	 of	 all	 types.117	 And,	 in	 a	 few	
countries,	a	small	(but	notable)	number	of	respondents	report	that	criminal	
connections	 are	 sometimes	 turned	 to	 in	 order	 to	 resolve	 justiciable	
problems.118		
	
The	use	of	(and	obstacles	to	using)	lawyers	
Turning	 to	 the	 use	 of	 lawyers	 in	 resolving	 justiciable	 problems,	 it	 has	
generally	 been	 found	 that	 “problem	 type	 tends	 to	 swamp	 other	
considerations,”119	 	 with	 family	 problems	 typically	 associated	 with	 high	
levels	of	lawyer	use,	and	consumer	problems	with	low	levels.120	However,	
notable	differences	exist	in	associations	between	problem	type	and	lawyer	
use	 between	 countries.121	 Moreover,	 problem	 type	 represents	 “an	
unsatisfactory	explanation	of	problem	resolution	behaviour,	given	that	it	

likely	 acts	 as	 a	 proxy	 for	 more	 fundamental	 factors,	 such	 as	 the	
requirement	 of	 court	 involvement,	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 legal	 services	
market,	 cultural	 expectations	 and	 people’s	 understanding	 and	
characterisation	of	their	problems.”122	
	 In	England	and	Wales,	it	has	been	argued	that	different	levels	of	
lawyer	use	observed	in	respect	of	different	problem	types	 is	 likely	to,	at	
least	 in	 part,	 reflect	 the	 pattern	 of	 supply	 of	 legal	 services.123	 And	 the	
“remarkably	small	population	of	lawyers”124	in	Japan	has	been	argued	to	
lie	behind	relatively	low	levels	of	lawyer	use	in	that	country.		
	
Lawyer	use	by	awareness	and	remoteness		
(Australia,	2008)125	
	

		
	

In	England	and	Wales	it	has	also	been	found	that	whether	or	not	
legal	 needs	 survey	 respondents	 characterised	 justiciable	 problems	 as	
‘legal’	is	strongly	associated	with	whether	or	not	they	sought	help	from	a	
lawyer.	 In	 fact,	 after	 controlling	 for	other	 factors,	 lawyer	use	was	169%	
higher	 when	 problems	 were	 “characterised	 as	 legal.”126	 Moreover,	
characterisation	was	found	to	substantially	affect	lawyer	use	both	across	
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and	within	problem	types;	providing	a	possible	explanation	for	differences	
in	advice	seeking	behaviour	relating	to	problem	types	strongly	associated	
with	 lawyer	 use	 (such	 as	 family	 problems).	 And	 later	 analysis	
demonstrated	 that	 problem	 characterisation	 is	 strongly	 associated	with	
the	pattern	of	supply	of	legal	services;127	demonstrating	the	complexity	of	
potential	influences	on	behaviour.	
	 Elsewhere,	 awareness	 and	 proximity	 of	 legal	 services	 have	 also	
been	observed	to	link	to	lawyer	use.	In	Australia,	for	example,	people	living	
in	very	remote	areas	and	unaware	of	legal	services	were	found	to	report	
very	low	levels	of	lawyer	use.128	Similarly,	uneven	regional	availability	and	
awareness	of	 legal	 services	was	 found	 to	 impact	 on	problem	 resolution	
behaviour	in	Ecuador	and	Georgia.129	

Lawyer	 use	 has	 also	 been	 found	 to	 be	 associated	with	 problem	
severity	 and	 value	 (with	 lawyer	 use	 increasing	 along	 with	
severity/value).130	 Evidently,	 ‘cost-benefit	 calculations’	 are	 applied	 in	
people’s	choices	about	whether	to	use	lawyers.131		

And	 lawyer	 use	 has	 been	 found	 to	 be	 linked	 to	 levels	 of	 legal	
confidence	(sometimes	referred	to	as	‘subjective	legal	empowerment’).	In	
England	and	Wales,	citizens	with	the	highest	levels	of	legal	confidence	have	
been	found	to	be	43%	more	likely	to	seek	help	from	a	lawyer	than	those	
with	the	lowest	levels.132	

Frequently	mentioned	barriers	to	accessing	legal	services	include	
language,	social	convention/etiquette,	expectation	and,	of	course,	physical	
obstacles	 to	 accessibility	 (beyond	 geography),	 such	 as	 opening	 hours,	
waiting	times,	etc..133	
	
Lawyer	use	and	income	
One	concern	about	access	to	lawyers	is	that	it	may	be	unduly	restricted	by	
income.	A	“central	aspect	of	much	of	the	debate	over	access	to	justice	is	
the	 cost	 of	 legal	 services.”134	One	 review	of	 survey	 findings	 from	 seven	
countries	suggested	that	““income	has	relatively	little	relationship	with	the	
decision	to	use	a	 legal	professional	 to	deal	with	a	dispute	or	other	 legal	
need.”135	 However,	 many	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 have	 suggested	 a	

relationship	between	income	and	lawyer	use,	including	surveys	in	Canada,	
Colombia,	 Jordan,	Macedonia,	 the	Netherlands,	New	 Zealand,	 Scotland,	
Taiwan;136	sometimes	U-shaped	in	form.137		

	
Use	of	lawyers	for	family	problems	(top)	and	all	other	problems,		
excluding	personal	injury	(bottom)	(Australia,	2008)138	
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Furthermore,	analyses	of	data	from	the	2008	Legal	Australia-Wide	
Survey139	 and	 2010	 English	 and	 Welsh	 Civil	 and	 Social	 Justice	 Panel	
Survey140	point	 to	a	 subtle	 relationship	between	 income	and	 lawyer	use	
mediated	by	subsidy	and	payment	mechanisms.	Illustrating	this	mediated	
relationship,	 findings	 from	 the	 Australian	 survey	 suggested	 a	 U-shaped	
association	 in	 the	 case	 of	 family	 problems	 (where	 no	 or	 low	 cost	 legal	
assistance	 is	available	 for	 those	on	a	 low	 income),	no	association	 in	 the	
case	of	personal	injury	(where	no-win	no-fee	arrangements	are	available)	
and	a	positive	association	in	other	cases.	Additionally,	patterns	of	use	of	
private	 lawyers	 and	 legal	 services	 aimed	 at	 those	 with	 low	 incomes	
provided	a	coherent	structure	for	the	findings	overall	(see	figures	above).	

The	English	and	Welsh	survey	also	found	among	that	those	who	
chose	 to	 obtain	 help	 from	 not-for-profit	 advice	 services	 rather	 than	
solicitors’	firms	“cost	concerns	dominated,”	with	any	suggestion	of	lack	of	
need	“relegated	to	a	distant	second	place.”141		
	

	
Use	of	the	Internet	
While	 face-to-face	 and	 telephone	 contact	 with	 sources	 of	 help	 still	
dominate,142	increasing	numbers	of	people	are	turning	to	the	Internet	for	
help	with	 justiciable	 problems.	 For	 example,	 the	 2015	Ukrainian	 Justice	
Needs	 and	 Satisfaction	 Survey	 indicated	 that	 people	 turned	 to	 the	
Internet	 in	 relation	 to	 23%	of	 problems,	 up	 from	 just	 12%	 five	 years	
earlier.143	 However,	 “people	who	 use	 the	 Internet	 to	 help	 resolve	 legal	
problems	are	not	representative	of	the	public	as	a	whole.”144	In	addition	to	
‘the	 first	 digital	 divide’	 (which	 relates	 to	 the	 ability	 of	 individuals	 to	
physically	access	the	Internet),	the	‘second	digital	divide’	(which	relates	to	
the	capacity	of	individuals	to	use	Internet	resources)145	also	acts	to	distort	
the	profile	of	those	who	look	to	the	Internet	for	help	resolving	problems.	

So,	 for	 example,	 Internet	 use	 increases	 along	 with	 educational	
attainment.146	Also,	 there	 is	evidence	that	younger	people,	while	having	
relatively	high	 levels	of	 Internet	access,	use	 the	 Internet	to	help	 resolve	
problems	“to	a	lesser	degree	than	similarly	connected	age	cohorts,	and	are	
less	successful	when	doing	so.”147		

Legal	needs	surveys	also	suggest	that	people	often	struggle	to	find	
what	they	are	looking	for	online	(which	generally	goes	beyond	the	details	
of	offline	sources	of	help148);	although,	 it	also	appears	that	most	people	
obtain	some	useful	information	through	their	efforts.149	
	
Formal	Process	and	outcomes.	
Legal	needs	surveys	have	repeatedly	shown	that	formal	processes	play	a	
largely	 peripheral	 role	 in	 the	 resolution	 of	 most	 types	 of	 justiciable	
problem:	
	

Very	few	people	with	legal	problems	use	the	formal	legal	system	to	resolve	
their	problems.150	

	
Most	problems	resolve	through	informal	methods;	often	directly	

between	the	parties.	However,	 formal	process	 is	common	in	relation	to	
problems	 such	 as	 those	 concerning	 family	 breakdown.	 And	 when	
justiciable	problems	involve	the	use	of	formal	processes,	 individuals	can	
face	further	obstacles	in	their	paths	to	justice.	For	example,	people	may	
not	be	familiar	with	the	form	and	requirements	of	processes,	or	may	be	
(or	feel)	unable	to	afford	representation.	A	review	of	research	on	litigants	
in	person	found	that	“most”	suggested	litigants	in	person	face	a	variety	of	
knowledge	related	disadvantages;	such	as	in	“identifying	facts	relevant	to	
the	case”,	“understanding	evidential	 requirements”	and	“understanding	
the	nature	of	proceedings.”151		

While	it	is	difficult	to	establish	the	impact	of	problem	resolution	
behaviour	on	outcomes	through	legal	needs	surveys,152	there	is	evidence	
from	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 that	 although,	 when	 advice	 is	 obtained,	
reasonably	similar	outcomes	are	achieved	by	both	those	who	are	aware	

In	addition	to	problem	type,	lawyer	use	has	been	found	to	link	to	
the	supply	of	legal	services,	awareness	of	services,	how	problems	
are	characterised,	problem	severity/value,	and	legal	confidence.	
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and	unaware	of	 their	 legal	 rights,	 those	who	are	unaware	of	 their	 legal	
rights	 achieve	 relatively	 worse	 outcomes	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 advice.153	
Furthermore,	if	advice	is	not	obtained,	those	unaware	of	their	rights	are	
more	likely	to	regret	their	problem	resolution	strategy.154	
		
The	cost	of	paths	to	justice	
The	 cost	 of	 resolving	 justiciable	 problems	 varies	 considerably,	 most	
obviously	 by	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 problem	 and	 nature	 of	 the	 services	 and	
processes	employed	by	the	parties.	The	cost	of	resolving	 legal	problems	
also	varies	by	jurisdiction:		
	

	“[While]	legal	problems	and	justice	needs	are	similar	in	different	
jurisdictions	 and	 different	 locations	 …	 processes	 for	 resolving	
them,	 as	 well	 as	 rules	 determining	 outcomes,	 however,	 vary	
widely.”155	

	
In	 Canada,	 the	 2014	 CFCJ	 National	 Survey	 of	 Everyday	 Legal	

Problems	 was	 designed	 specifically	 to	 explore	 the	 ‘cost	 of	 justice’.156	 It	
found	 that,	 of	 those	 people	 who	 reported	 on	 the	 cost	 aspects	 of	 their	
problems,	 43%	 had	 “spent	 some	 money	 attempting	 to	 resolve	 the	
problem,”157	at	an	average	of	CAN$6,100	each	(“almost	10%	of	the	average	
total	2012	Canadian	household	expenditure”).		

As	can	be	seen	from	the	table	below,	expenditure	was	found	to	go	
well	beyond	court	and	lawyers’	fees.	Although,	many	people	will	have	had	
these	fees	subsidised	(e.g.	through	legal	aid,	government/NGO	grants	to	
particular	 legal	 services),158	 so	 levels	 of	 personal	 expenditure	 will	
understate	the	overall	cost	of	these	fees.	

Beyond	 monetary	 costs,	 there	 is	 also	 the	 (sometimes	
considerable)159	time	that	citizens	spend	in	resolving	justiciable	problems	
(e.g.	 communicating	 with	 other	 parties,	 searching	 for	 information,	
obtaining	and	preparing	evidence,	 administrating	a	 claim,	 travelling	and	
attending	meetings	and	hearings,	etc.)	and	the	emotional	cost	of	resolving	
problems.	Almost	60%	of	respondents	to	the	2001	English	and	Welsh	Civil	

and	Social	Justice	Survey	who	attempted	to	resolve	problems	“described	it	
as	having	been	stressful.”160	
	
Impact	of	justiciable	problems	(%	of	reported	problems)		
(Canada	2014)161	
	

Expenditure	type	 Percent	
Lawyer	fees	 22	
Transportation	 16	
Purchase	of	materials,	copying	and	printing	 13	
Court	fees	 11	
Other	advisers	and	mediators	 10	
Telephone,	long	distance	and	fax	 5	
Child	care	and	other	household	expenses	 5	

	
Attitudes	to	the	justice	system	
Attitudes	to	justice	systems	may	vary	considerably	between	jurisdictions,	
perhaps	reflecting	socio-political	traditions.	So,	while	12%	of	respondents	
to	 the	2010	and	2012	English	and	Welsh	Civil	 and	Social	 Justice	Surveys	
disagreed	 that	 if	 they	 went	 to	 court	 with	 a	 problem	 they	 ‘would	 be	
confident	of	getting	a	fair	hearing’,	only	12%	of	respondents	to	the	2015	
Ukrainian	Justice	Needs	and	Satisfaction	Survey	agreed	that	they	‘trust	the	
court	 system	 in	 Ukraine’	 (being	 much	 more	 confident	 in	 ‘traditional	
mechanisms	to	resolve	disputes’).162		
	 While	 these	 sentiments	 are	 not	 directly	 equivalent,	 legal	 needs	
survey	findings	nonetheless	give	an	impression	that,	in	countries	in	which	
open	government	is	still	in	the	process	of	becoming	established	attitudes	
towards	the	justice	system	tend	to	be	somewhat	negative.	For	example,	in	
addition	to	the	‘very	low’	level	of	trust	in	the	court	system	in	Ukraine,163	
the	2012	Kyrgyzstan	Access	to	Legal	Services	for	Low	Income	People	survey	
evidenced	a	general	belief	that	the	judicial	system	is	ineffective164	and	41%	
of	 respondents	 to	 the	 2012	Georgian	KAP	 Survey	 Concerning	 Justiciable	
Events	said	they	do	not	trust	the	courts.	Although,	raising	some	doubt	as	
to	the	extent	of	differences	between	attitudes	in	countries	with	different	
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socio-political	 traditions,	 29%	 of	 respondents	 to	 the	 2006	 Canadian	
National	Survey	of	Civil	 Justice	Problems	stated	 that	 they	disagreed	 that	
‘the	laws	and	justice	system	are	essentially	fair’.	
	 Attitudes	 to	 justice	 systems	 also	 vary	 within	 jurisdictions.	 For	
example,	the	2006	Canadian	survey	also	found	that	“the	more	justiciable	
problems	people	have,	the	less	favourably	they	view	the	justice	system.”165	
So,	 while	 72%	 of	 those	 who	 reported	 no	 problems	 held	 positive	 views	
about	 the	 justice	 system,	 the	 figure	 was	 just	 40%	 among	 those	 who	
reported	seven	or	more	problems.	
	 Similar	findings	also	originated	from	the	2012	Macedonian	Legal	
Needs	Survey	:166	
	

…	Attitudes	were	significantly	more	negative	among	those	respondents	
who	had	more	experience	with	justiciable	problems.	While	in	the	group	
with	very	positive	attitudes	only	38%	experienced	a	justiciable	problem,	
this	 was	 true	 for	 46%	 of	 the	 respondents	 in	 the	 somewhat	 positive	
attitudes,	58%	in	the	somewhat	negative	attitudes	and	61%	in	the	very	
negative	 attitudes	 group.	 In	 sum,	 people	 that	 have	 experienced	 a	
justiciable	problem	are	more	likely	to	have	negative	attitudes	toward	the	
justice	system	…	Negative	attitudes	are	not	only	related	to	the	experience	
of	a	justiciable	problem	(or	lack	thereof),	but	they	are	also	related	to	the	
number	of	justiciable	problems.	While	in	the	very	positive	attitude	group	
respondents	have	experienced	0.6	justiciable	problems	on	average,	 i.e.,	
significantly	 less	 than	1,	 in	 the	very	negative	attitudes	group	 they	have	
experienced	1.6	justiciable	problems,	i.e.,	significantly	more	than	1.	

	
	 Unpublished	findings	from	England	and	Wales	tell	a	similar	tale.167		

Other	 demographic	 associations	 with	 attitudes	 to	 the	 justice	
system	 have	 also	 been	 observed.	 For	 example,	 in	 Georgia,	 associations	
were	found	with	age,	region	and	ethnicity.168	
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What	impact	have	legal	need	surveys	had?	
	
The	 findings	 of	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 have	 demonstrated	 how	 justiciable	
problems	 contribute	 to	 processes	 of	 social	 disadvantage	 and	 poverty,	
impact	on	public	services	and	dampen	economic	activity	and	growth.	They	
have	also	highlighted	the	many	obstacles	people	(and	businesses)	face	in	
accessing	justice	around	the	world,	and	suggested	paths	to	more	inclusive	
and	effective	legal	services	and	processes.	

In	doing	this,	the	findings	of	legal	needs	surveys	have	significantly	
influenced	 access	 to	 justice	 policy	 and	 the	 development	 of	 public	 legal	
assistance	 services	 across	 the	 globe.	 Not	 least,	 these	 findings	 have	
substantially	contributed		to	a	shift	in	the	focus	of	considerations	of	access	
to	justice,	from	the	form	and	functioning	of	formal	legal	processes	to	the	
real	world	experience	and	needs	of	those	for	whom	formal	legal	processes	
exist,	namely	citizens.169	As	the	Canadian	Action	Committee	on	Access	to	
Justice	in	Civil	and	Family	Matters	observed:	
	

Historically,	 access	 to	 justice	 has	 been	 a	 concept	 that	 centred	 on	 the	
formal	justice	system	(courts,	lawyers	and	judges)	and	its	procedures.	The	
formal	 system	 is,	 of	 course,	 important.	 But	 a	 more	 expansive,	 user-	
centred	 vision	 of	 an	 accessible	 civil	 and	 family	 justice	 system	 is	
required.170	

	
	 One	English	policy	maker	described	legal	needs	surveys	as	having	
“changed	the	way	[policy	makers]	 think”171	And	 justice	policy	outputs	 in	
countries	 such	 as	 Australia,172	 Canada173	 and	 England	 and	Wales,174	 are	
scattered	with	references	to	survey	findings.	In	particular,	in	jurisdictions	
such	 as	 these,	 findings	 concerning	 the	 socially	 patterned	distribution	 of	
justiciable	 problems,	 problem	 clustering,	 obstacles	 to	 legal	 advice	 and	
drivers	of	problems	solving	behaviour		
	

have	informed	and	shaped	the	key	directions	for	reform	of	public-funded	
legal	 services;	 towards	 greater	 targeting	 (to	 those	 most	 in	 need),	

outreach	(to	target	those	who	have	difficulty	access	traditionally	located	
services),	 joining	 up	 (of	 services,	 both	 legal	 and	 non-legal),	 early	
intervention	 (to	 prevent	 problems	 occurring	 or	 escalating)	 and	
appropriateness	(of	services,	reflecting	client	capability).175	

	
This	 is	 manifested	 in,	 for	 example,	 the	 detail	 of	 the	 Australian	

National	 Partnership	 Agreement	 on	 Legal	 Assistance	 Services,	 currently	
running	from	2015	to	2020.176	

However,	 the	 influence	 of	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 has	 not	 been	
uniform,	either	over	 time	or	between	 jurisdictions.	Policy	processes	can	
move	 quickly,	 especially	 in	 the	 aftermath	 of	 political	 or	 economic	
interruption.177	 And	 a	 distinction	 should	 be	 drawn	 between	 those	
jurisdictions	 in	 which	 surveys	 have	 been	 commissioned,	 generally	 by	
government,	 to	 inform	 the	 development	 of	 established	 public	 legal	
assistance	services	and	schemes	–	such	as	Australia,	Canada,	England	and	
Wales,	and	the	Netherlands	–	and	those	jurisdictions	in	which	surveys	have	
been	 commissioned,	 generally	 by	 NGOs,	 to	 support	 the	 emergence	 of	
public	 legal	 assistance	 services	 and/or	 fundamental	 reform	 of	 justice	
sectors	–	such	as	Argentina,	Bulgaria,	Kyrgyzstan,	Moldova	and	Mali.	

In	 the	 former	 case,	 legal	 needs	 surveys	 are	 built	 into	 the	policy	
process.	 In	 the	 latter	 case	 they	 need	 to	 be	 introduced	 into	 the	 policy	
process.	 And	 when	 they	 are,	 provided	 they	 are	 timed	 to	 coincide	 with	
Government	 interest	 in	 reforming	 the	 justice	 sector,	 they	 can	 have	
significant	impact	on	the	form	and	objectives	of	the	policy	process.	

For	example,	 the	2011	Met	and	Unmet	 Legal	Needs	 in	Moldova	
survey	–	conducted	within	the	context	of	the	Soros	Foundation	Moldova’s	
“Improving	 Good	 Governance	 in	 Moldova	 through	 Increased	 Public	
Participation”	project,	at	the	time	the	Ministry	of	Justice	was	in	the	process	
of	 developing	 a	 Justice	 Sector	 Reform	 Strategy	 2011-2016	 “that	 meets	
European	 standards”178	 –	 provided	 “rock	 solid	 arguments	 to	 prove	 the	
need	to	change/improve	the	system”179	and	contributed	both	to	thinking	
around	the	third	‘pillar’	of	the	Justice	Sector	Reform	Strategy	(concerning	
“access	 to	 justice	 and	 enforcement	 of	 court	 decisions”180)	 and	 Soros	
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Foundation	 Moldova	 becoming	 part	 of	 the	 working	 group	 set	 up	 to	
develop	the	Strategy	for	Justice	Sector	Reform	for	2011	–	2016,	and	thus	
having	direct	involvement	in	the	policy	process.	

Elsewhere,	in	Mali,	the	2014	Justice	Needs	and	Satisfaction	Survey	
became	 part	 of	 the	 national	 dialogue	 on	 access	 to	 justice	 through	 a	
symposium	 opened	 by	 the	 Minister	 of	 Justice	 and	 Human	 Rights	 and	
attended	 by	 “presidents	 of	 jurisdictions,	 ministry	 directorates,	
prosecutors,	 representatives	 of	 the	 médiateur	 de	 la	 république,	 civil	
society	 leaders,	 and	 the	 bar	 association	 -	 under	 the	 leadership	 of	 the	
Malian	Ministry	of	Justice.”181	The	symposium	considered	the	implications	
of	the	survey’s	findings	for	the	various	jurisdictions	involved	and	
	

Two	working	groups	were	formed:	one	on	justice	related	issues,	and	the	
other	 on	 reconciliation.	 Both	 working	 groups	 worked	 on	 concrete	
recommendations	for	action	plans.		

	
	 And	in	Argentina,	in	2016,	in	the	wake	of	a	2013	legal	needs	survey	
conducted	by	the	Asociacion	Civil	por	la	Igualdad	y	la	Justicia,	the	National	
Director	 of	 Promotion	 and	 Strengthening	 Access	 to	 Justice	 (within	 the	
Deputy	Secretary’s	Office	of	Access	to	Justice	of	the	Ministry	of	Justice	and	
Human	Rights)182	commissioned	the	first	of	a	series	of	legal	needs	surveys	
to	inform	the	substantial	reform	of	the	(currently	around	80)	Community	
Legal	 Aid	 Centres	 across	 the	 country.	 These	 surveys	will,	 like	 surveys	 in	
Canada,	England	and	Wales	and	the	Netherlands,	both	provide	insight	into	
the	needs	and	problems	access	justice	of	those	people	the	centres	serve	
and	also	allow	for	monitoring	of	citizen	experience	and	problem	resolution	
behaviour	over	time.	
	 In	conclusion,	the	unique	citizen	centred	perspective	of	legal	needs	
surveys	 operates	 to	 influence	 considerations	 of	 access	 to	 justice	 and	
processes	of	 justice	sector	reform	 in	many	ways.	 In	general,	 legal	needs	
surveys	provide	“a	background	of	empirical	generalisations	and	ideas	that	
creep	 into	 policy	 deliberations”183	 In	 the	 particular,	 they	 provide	 robust	
evidence	 to	 inform	 specific	 reform	 programmes,	 both	 evolutionary	 and	

revolutionary,	and	allow	monitoring	of	citizen	experience	and	behaviour	
over	time.	Legal	needs	surveys	also	make	made	evident	the	uniqueness	of	
the	 socio-legal	 environments	 that	 people	 in	 different	 regions	 and	
jurisdictions	live	in,	and	thus	the	uniqueness	of	the	patterns	of	needs	and	
unmet	needs	they	face,	and	uniqueness	of	the	challenges	that	are	faced	in	
securing	access	to	justice	for	all.	
	 	



© Pathdoc/Shutterstock.com



	 23	

_____________________________	
	

References	
	
ACSSC	 (2012)	 Access	 to	 Legal	 Services	 for	 Low-Income	 People	 in	 the	 Kyrgyz	

Republic,	Bishkek:	ACSSC.	
Action	Committee	on	Access	to	Justice	in	Civil	and	Family	Matters	(2013)	Access	

to	 Civil	 and	 Family	 Justice:	 A	 Roadmap	 for	 Change,	 Ottawa:	 Action	
Committee	on	Access	to	Justice	in	Civil	and	Family	Matters.	

Asia	Consulting	Group	and	Policy	21	Ltd	(2008)	Consultancy	Study	on	the	Demand	
for	and	Supply	of	 Legal	and	Related	Services,	Hong	Kong:	Department	of	
Justice.	

Attewell,	 P.	 (2001)	 “The	 first	 and	 second	 digital	 divides,”	 in	 74	 Sociology	 of	
Education,	pp.252–259.	

Balmer,	 N.J.,	 Buck,	 A.,	 Patel,	 A.,	 Denvir,	 C.	 &	 Pleasence,	 P.	 (2010)	 Knowledge,	
Capability	and	the	Experience	of	Rights	Problems,	London:	Plenet.	

Balmer,	N.J.	&	Pleasence,	P.	(2012)	The	Legal	Problems	and	Mental	Health	Needs	
of	Youth	Advice	Service	Users:	The	Case	for	Advice,	London:	Youth	Access.	

Barendrecht,	 M.,	 Gramatikov,	 M.,	 El	 Khoury,	 R.,	 Motiejunas,	 G.,	 Muller,	 S.,	
Osborne,	D.,	Heijstek-Ziemann,	K.	&	Verdonschot,	J.H.	(2014a)	The	Need	of	
the	Malians	for	Justice:	Towards	More	Fairness,	Den	Haag:	HiiL.	

Barendrecht,	 M.,	 Gramatikov,	 M.,	 El	 Khoury,	 R.,	 Motiejunas,	 G.,	 Muller,	 S.,	
Osborne,	D.	&	Heijstek-Ziemann,	K.	(2014b)	Justice	Needs	of	Yemenis:	From	
Problems	to	Fairness,	Den	Haag:	HiiL.		

Barendrecht,	 M.	 &	 van	 Nispen,	 P.	 (2008),	Microjustice,	 Den	 Haag:	 Hiil	 (TILEC	
Discussion	Paper	No.	2008-010)	

BDRC	 Continental	 (2012)	 Legal	 Services	 Benchmarking:	 Report,	 London:	 BDRC	
Continental.	

Bercovich,	 L.,	 Alvarez,	 M.C.,	 Maurino,	 G.,	 Marino,	 C.	 &	 Tarbuch,	 L.	 (2013)	
Disadvantaged	 Communities,	 Rights	 and	Access	 to	 Justice,	Buenos	Aires:	
Asociacion	Civil	por	la	Igualdad	y	la	Justicia.	

Blackburn,	 R.,	 Kitching,	 J.	 &	 Saidakis,	 G.	 (2015)	 The	 Legal	 Needs	 of	 Small	
Businesses:	An	Analysis	of	Small	Businesses’	Experience	of	Legal	Problems,	
Capacity	and	Attitudes,	Kingston:	Small	Business	Research	Centre.	

Bradshaw,	 J.R.	 (1972)	 “The	 taxonomy	 of	 social	 need,”	 in	 McLachlan,	 G.	 (ed.)	
Problems	and	Progress	in	Medical	Care,	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	

Cappelletti,	M.	&	Garth,	 B.	 (1978)	 “Access	 to	 Justice:	 The	Newest	Wave	 in	 the	
Worldwide	Movement	to	Make	Rights	Effective,”	in	27	Buffalo	Law	Review,	
pp.181-292.	

Chen,	K.P.,	Huang,	K.C.,	Huang,	Y.L.,	 Lai,	H.P.,	 Lin,	C.C.	 (2012a)	Exploring	Advice	
Seeking	 Behavior:	 Findings	 from	 the	 2011	 Taiwan	 Survey	 of	 Justiciable	
Problems,	Paper	presented	at	the	Law	and	Society	Association	Conference,	
Honolulu,	7	June	2012.	

Chen,	K.-P.,	Huang,	K.-C.,	Huang,	Y.-L.,	Lai,	H.-P.	and	Lin,	C.-C.	(2012b)	The	Legal	
Problems	 of	 Everyday	 Life:	 The	 Nature,	 Extent	 and	 Consequences	 of	
Justiciable	Problems	Experienced	by	Taiwanese.	Paper	presented	at	the	Law	
and	Society	Association	Conference,	Honolulu,	7	June	2012.	

Clark,	C.E.	and	Corstvet,	E.	(1938)	“The	Lawyer	and	the	Public:	An	A.A.L.S.	Survey,”	
in	47(8)	The	Yale	Law	Journal,	pp.1272-1293.	

Collard,	S.,	Deeming,	C.,	Wintersteiger,	L.,	Jones,	M.	&	Seargeant,	J.	(2011)	Public	
Legal	 Education	 Evaluation	 Framework,	 Bristol:	 University	 of	 Bristol	
Personal	Finance	Research	Centre.	

Commonwealth	Attorney-General’s	Access	to	Justice	Taskforce	(2009)	A	Strategic	
Framework	 for	 Access	 to	 Justice	 in	 the	 Federal	 Civil	 Justice	 System,	
Canberra:	Attorney-General’s	Department.	

Coumarelos,	C.,	Macourt,	D.,	 People,	 J.,	McDonald,	H.M.,	Wei,	 Z,	 Iriana,	R.	 and	
Ramsey,	 S.	 (2012)	 Legal	 Australia-Wide	 Survey:	 Legal	 Need	 in	 Australia.	
Sydney:	Law	and	Justice	Foundation	of	New	South	Wales.	

Coumarelos,	C.,	Pleasence,	P.	&	Wei,	Z.	(2013)	Law	and	Disorders:	Illness/Disability	
and	the	Experience	of	Everyday	Problems	 Involving	the	Law,	Sydney:	Law	
and	Justice	Foundation	of	New	South	Wales	(Justice	Issues	paper	17).	

Council	 of	 Australian	 Governments	 (2015)	National	 Partnership	 Agreement	 on	
Legal	Assistance	Services,	Canberra:	Council	of	Australian	Governments.	

Croes,	M.T.	(2012)	“Companies	on	their	Paths	to	Justice:	How	Small	and	Medium-
Sized	Enterprises	in	the	Netherlands	Deal	with	Potential	Legal	Problems,”	
in	8(1)	Utrecht	Law	Review,	pp.51-77.	

Croes,	 M.T.	 and	 Maas,	 G.C.	 (2009)	 Geschilbeslechtingsdelta	 Midden-en	
Kleinbedrijf:	Over	het	Optreden	en	Afhandelen	van	 (Potentieel)	 Juridische	
Problemen	in	het	Midden	-	en	kleinbedrijf,	Den	Haag:	Ministry	of	Justice.	

Curran,	B.	(1980)	“Research	on	legal	Needs:	Patterns	of	Lawyer	Use	and	Factors	
Affecting	Use,”	 in	Blankenburg,	E.	 (ed.)	 Innovations	 in	 the	Legal	Services,	
Cambridge,	MA:	Oelgeschlager,	Gunn	&	Hain.	



	 24	

Currie,	 A.	 (2005)	 A	 National	 Survey	 of	 the	 Civil	 Justice	 Problems	 of	 Low	 and	
Moderate	Income	Canadians:	Incidence	and	Patterns.	Ottawa:	Department	
of	Justice.	

Currie,	 A.	 (2007)	The	 Legal	 Problems	 of	 Everyday	 Life:	 The	Nature,	 Extent	 and	
Consequences	of	Justiciable	Problems	Experienced	by	Canadians.	Ottawa:	
Department	of	Justice.	

Currie,	 A.	 (2009)	 “The	 Legal	 Problems	 of	 Everyday	 Life,”	 in	 Sandefur,	 R.L.	 (ed.)	
Access	to	Justice,	Bingley:	Emerald.	

Denvir,	C.,	Balmer,	N.J.	&	Pleasence,	P.	(2011)	“Surfing	the	Web	–	Recreation	or	
Resource?	Exploring	How	Young	People	 in	 the	UK	use	 the	 Internet	as	an	
Advice	Portal	for	Problems	with	a	Legal	Dimension,”	in	23	Interacting	with	
Computers,	pp.96-104.	

Dignan,	T.	(2006)	Northern	Ireland	Legal	Needs	Survey.	Belfast:	Northern	Ireland	
Legal	Services	Commission.	

ECOLEX	(2014)	Effectiveness	and	Access	to	Justice	in	Ecuador,	Quito:	ECOLEX.	
Engel,	 D.M.	 (1998)	 “How	 Does	 Law	 Matter	 in	 the	 Constitution	 of	 Legal	

Consciousness,”	 in	 Garth,	 B.G.	 &	 Sarat,	 A.	 (eds.)	How	Does	 Law	Matter,	
Evanston,	IL:	Northwestern	University	Press.	

Farrow,	T.C.W.,	Currie,	A.,	Aylwin,	N.,	Jacobs,	L.,	Northrup,	D.	&	Moore,	L.	(2016)	
Everyday	 Legal	 Problems	 and	 the	 Cost	 of	 Justice	 in	 Canada,	 Toronto:	
Canadian	Forum	on	Civil	Justice.	

Genn,	G.	(1999)	Paths	to	Justice:	What	People	Do	and	Think	About	Going	to	Law,	
Oxford:	Hart.	

Genn,	H.	&	Paterson,	A.	(2001)	Paths	to	Justice	Scotland:	What	People	in	Scotland	
Think	and	Do	About	Going	to	Law.	Oxford:	Hart.	

GfK	Slovakia	(2004)	Legal	Needs	in	Slovakia	II.	Bratislava:	GfK	Slovakia.	
Golub,	S.	&	McQuay,	K.	(2001)	‘Legal	Empowerment:	Advancing	Good	Governance	

and	Poverty	Reduction’,	in	Law	and	Policy	Reform	at	the	Asian	Development	
Bank,	Manila:	Asian	Development	Bank.	

Gramatikov,	M.A.	 (2008)	Multiple	 Justice	 Problems	 in	 Bulgaria,	Tilburg:	 Tilburg	
University	(Legal	Studies	Working	Paper	No	16/2008).	

Gramatikov,	M.A	(2012)	Met	and	Unmet	Legal	Needs	in	Moldova,	Chișinău:	Soros	
Foundation	–	Moldova.	

Gramatikov,	M.A.,	 Barendrecht,	M.	&	Verdonschot,	 J.H.	 (2011)	 “Measuring	 the	
Costs	and	Quality	of	Paths	to	Justice:	Contours	of	a	Methodology,”	in	3(2)	
Hague	Journal	on	the	Rule	of	Law,	pp.349-379.	

Gramatikov,	 M.A.,	 Muller,	 S.,	 Barendrecht,	 M.,	 Osborne,	 D.,	 Motiejunas,	 G.	 &	
Porter,	R.	(2014)	Justice	Needs	in	Indonesia	2014:	Problems,	Processes	and	
Fairness,	Den	Haag:	HiiL.	

Gramatikov,	M.A.	&	Verdonschot,	J.H.	(2010)	Legal	Needs	of	Vulnerable	People:	A	
Study	in	Azerbaijan,	Mali,	Rwanda,	Egypt	and	Bangladesh,	Tilburg:	Tilburg	
Institute	 for	 Interdisciplinary	 Studies	 of	 Civil	 Law	and	Conflict	 Resolution	
Systems.	

Griffiths,	J.	(1980)	“A	Comment	on	Research	into	Legal	Needs,”	in	Blankenburg,	E.	
(ed.)	 Innovations	 in	 the	 Legal	 Services,	 Cambridge,	 MA:	 Oelgeschlager,	
Gunn	&	Hain.	

Habermas,	J.	(1987)	The	Theory	of	Communicative	Action,	Volume	2:	Lifeworld	and	
System,	Cambridge:	Polity	Press	

Hadfield,	G.K.	(2010)	“Higher	Demand,	Lower	Supply?	A	Comparative	Assessment	
of	 the	 Legal	 Resource	 Landscape	 for	 Ordinary	 Americans,”	 37	 Fordham	
Urban	Law	Journal,	pp.129-156.	

HiiL	(2016)	Justice	Needs	in	Ukraine:	Legal	Problems	in	Daily	Life,	Den	Haag:	HiiL.	
Huang,	K.-C.,	Lin,	C.-C.	&	Chen,	K.-P.	(2014)	“Do	Rich	and	Poor	Behave	Similarly	in	

Seeking	Legal	Advice?	Lessons	from	Taiwan	in	Comparative	Perspective,”	in	
48(1)	Law	and	Society	Review,	pp.193-223.	

Ignite	Research	(2006)	Report	on	the	2006	National	Survey	of	Unmet	Legal	Needs	
and	Access	to	Services,	Wellington:	Legal	Services	Agency.	

Institute	of	Social	Studies	and	Analysis	(2012)	KAP	Survey	Concerning	Justiciable	
Events	in	Georgia,	Tblisi:	Open	Society	–	Georgia	Foundation.	

Instituto	 Brasileiro	 de	 Geografia	 e	 Estatística	 (2010)	 Caracteristicas	 da	
Victimizacao	 e	 do	 Acesso	 a	 Justica	 no	 Brasil,	 Rio	 de	 Janeiro:	 Instituto	
Brasileiro	de	Geografia	e	Estatística.	

Kemp,	V.,	Pleasence,	P.	&	Balmer,	N.J.	(2007)	The	Problems	of	Everyday	Life:	Crime	
and	the	Civil	and	Social	Justice	Survey,	London:	Centre	for	Crime	and	Justice	
Studies.	

Kobzin,	D.,	Chernousov,	A.,	Sheiko,	R,	Budnik,	M.,	Kolokolova,	M.	&	Scherban,	S.	
(2011)	The	Level	of	Legal	Capacity	of	the	Ukrainian	Population:	Accessibility	
and	 Effectiveness	 of	 Legal	 Services,	 Kharkov:	 International	 Renaissance	
Foundation	and	Kharkov	Institute	of	Social	Research.	

Kolisetty,	 A.	 (2014)	 Examining	 the	 Effectiveness	 of	 Legal	 Empowermenty	 as	 a	
Pathway	 Out	 of	 Poverty:	 A	 Case	 Study	 of	 BRAC,	Washington,	 D.C.:	 The	
World	Bank	(Justice	and	Development	Working	Paper	26/2014).	



	 25	

Kritzer,	H.M.	(2008)	“To	Lawyer	or	Not	to	Lawyer:	Is	That	the	Question?”	in	5(4)	
Journal	of	Empirical	Legal	Studies,	pp.875-906.	

La	Rota,	M.E.,	Lalinde,	S.	&	Uprimmy,	R.	(2013)	Encuesta	Nacional	de	Necesidades	
Jurídicas	 Análisis	 General	 y	 Comparativo	 Para	 Tres	 Poblaciones,	 Bogota:	
Dejusticia	-	Centro	de	Estudios	de	Derecho,	Justicia	y	Sociedad	

Legal	 Services	 Agency	 (2006)	 Technical	 Paper:	 Defining	 Legal	 Need	 and	Unmet	
Legal	Need,	Wellington:	Legal	Services	Agency	

Legal	Services	Commission	(2006)	Making	Legal	Rights	a	Reality:	The	Legal	Services	
Commission’s	 Strategy	 for	 the	 Community	 Legal	 Service,	 London:	 Legal	
Services	Commission.		

Lewis,	P.	(1973)	“Unmet	Legal	Needs,”	in	Morris,	P.,	White,	R.	&	Lewis,	P.	(eds.)	
Social	Needs	and	Legal	Action,	Oxford:	Martin	Roberston.	

Marks,	 F.R.	 (1976)	 “Some	Research	Perspectives	 for	 Looking	at	 Legal	Need	and	
Legal	Services	Delivery	Systems,”	11	Law	and	Society	Review,	pp.191-205.	

Maxwell,	G.,	 Smith,	 C.,	 Shepherd,	 P.	&	Morris,	 A.	 (1999)	Meeting	 Legal	 Service	
Needs:	Research	Report	Prepared	for	the	Legal	Services	Board.	Wellington:	
Legal	Services	Board.	

Michelson,	E.	 (2007)	“Climbing	the	Dispute	Pagoda:	Grievances	and	Appeals	 to	
the	 Official	 Justice	 System	 in	 Rural	 China,”	 in	 72	 American	 Sociological	
Review,	pp.459-485.	

Michelson,	E.	(2008)	Popular	Attitudes	towards	Dispute	Processing	in	Urban	and	
Rural	China.	Oxford:	The	Foundation	for	Law,	Justice,	and	Society.	

Mnookin,	R.H.	&	Kornhauser,	L.	(1979)	“Bargaining	in	the	Shadow	of	the	Law:	The	
Case	of	Divorce,”	in	88(5)	Yale	law	Journal,	pp.950-997.	

Murayama,	 M.	 (2007)	 “Experiences	 of	 Problems	 and	 Disputing	 Behaviour	 in	
Japan,”	in	14	Meiji	Law	Journal,	pp.1-59.	

NSW	Department	of	Attorney	General	and	Justice	(2012),	Review	of	the	Delivery	
of	Legal	Assistance	Services	to	the	NSW	Community,	Sydney:	Department	
of	Attorney-General	and	Justice.	

OECD	(2005)	Issue	Brief:	Equal	Access	to	Justice	and	the	Rule	of	Law,	Paris:	OECD.	
OECD	(2015,	p.3)	Equal	Access	to	Justice:	OECD	Expert	Round	Table	Background	

Notes,	Paris:	OECD.	
Orima	 Research	 (2010)	 Small	 Business	 Dispute	 Resolution:	 Summary	 Report,	

Canberra:	Department	of	Innovation,	Industry,	Science	and	Research.	
Parle,	L.J.	(2009)	Measuring	Young	People’s	Legal	Capability,	London:	Independent	

Academic	Research	Studies	and	PLEnet.	

Patel,	A.,	Balmer,	N.J.	&	Pleasence,	P.	(2008)	“Geography	of	Advice	Seeking,”	in	39	
Geoforum,	pp.2084-2096.	

Piest,	J.,	Gramatikov,	M.,	Muller,	S.,	Heijstek-Ziemann,	K.	&	Sallali,	J.	(2016)	Justice	
Needs	in	Uganda:	Legal	Problems	in	Daily	Life,	Den	Haag:	HiiL	

Pleasence,	 P.	 (2006)	Causes	 of	 Action:	 Civil	 Law	 and	 Social	 Justice,	 2nd	 edition.	
Norwich:	TSO.	

Pleasence,	P.	and	Balmer,	N.J.	(2008)	“Understanding	Advice	Seeking	Behaviour:	
Findings	 from	New	 Zealand	 and	 England	 and	Wales,”	 in	 98(8)	Academia	
Sinica	Journal,	pp.219-258.	

Pleasence,	P.	&	Balmer,	N.J.	(2009)	“Mental	Health	and	the	Experience	of	Social	
Problems	 Involving	 Rights:	 Findings	 from	 the	 United	 Kingdom	 and	 New	
Zealand,”	in	16(1)	Psychiatry,	Psychology	and	Law,	pp.123-140.	

Pleasence,	P.	&	Balmer,	N.J.	(2012a)	“Ignorance	in	Bliss:	Modeling	Knowledge	of	
Rights	 in	Marriage	 and	 Cohabitation,”	 in	 46(2)	 Law	 and	 Society	 Review,	
pp.297-333.	

Pleasence,	P.	&	Balmer,	N.J.	(2012b)	“Caught	in	the	Middle:	Justiciable	Problems	
and	the	Use	of	Lawyers,”	in	Trebilcock,	M.,	Duggan,	A.	&	Sossin,	Lorne	(eds.)	
Middle	Income	Access	to	Justice,	Toronto:	University	of	Toronto	Press.	

Pleasence,	P.	&	Balmer,	N.J.	(2013a)	English	and	Welsh	Civil	&	Social	Justice	Panel	
Survey:	Wave	2,	London:	Legal	Services	Research	Centre.	

Pleasence,	P.	&	Balmer,	N.J.	(2013b)	In	Need	of	Advice:	Findings	of	a	Small	Business	
Legal	Needs	Benchmarking	Survey,	London:	Legal	Services	Board.	

Pleasence,	P.	&	Balmer,	N.J.	(2014)	How	People	Resolve	‘Legal’	Problems,	London:	
Legal	Services	Board.	

Pleasence,	 P.,	 Balmer,	 N.J.	 &	 Denvir,	 C.	 (2015)	 How	 People	 Understand	 and	
Interact	with	the	Law,	London:	Legal	Education	Foundation.	

Pleasence,	P.,	Balmer,	N.J.,	Patel,	A.	&	Denvir,	C.	(2010)	Civil	Justice	in	England	and	
Wales,	London:	Legal	Services	Commission.	

Pleasence,	 P.,	 Balmer,	 N.J.	 &	 Sandefur,	 R.L.	 (2013a)	 Paths	 to	 Justice:	 A	 Past,	
Present	 and	 Future	 Roadmap,	 London:	 UCL	 Centre	 for	 Empirical	 Legal	
Studies.	

Pleasence,	 P.,	 Balmer,	 N.J.	 &	 Sandefur,	 R.L.	 (2016)	 “Apples	 and	 Oranges:	 An	
International	Comparison	of	the	Public’s	Experience	of	Justiciable	Problems	
and	 the	 Methodological	 Issues	 Affecting	 Comparative	 Study,”	 in	 13(1)	
Journal	of	Empirical	Legal	Studies,	pp.50-93.	



	 26	

Pleasence,	P.,	Buck,	A.,	Goriely,	T.,	Moorhead,	R.,	Taylor,	J,	Perkins,	H.,	Quirk,	H.	&	
Percy-Smith,	 J.	 (2000)	Local	 Legal	Need,	London:	Legal	Services	Research	
Centre.	

Pleasence,	 P.,	 Buck,	 A.,	 Balmer,	N.J.,	O’Grady,	 A.,	Genn,	H.	&	 Smith,	M.	 (2004)	
Causes	of	Action:	Civil	Law	and	Social	Justice,	1st	edition.	Norwich:	TSO	

Pleasence,	P.,	Coumarelos,	C.,	Forell,	S.	&	McDonald,	H.M.	(2014)	Reshaping	Legal	
Services:	Building	on	the	Evidence	Base,	Sydney:	Law	and	Justice	Foundation	
of	New	South	Wales.	

Pleasence,	 P.	&	Macourt,	D.	 (2013)	What	Price	 Justice?	 Income	and	 the	Use	of	
Lawyers,	Sydney:	Law	and	Justice	Foundation	of	New	South	Wales.	

Pleasence,	 P.	 &	McDonald,	 H.	 (2013)	 Crime	 in	 Context:	 Criminal	 Victimisation,	
Offending,	Multiple	Disadvantage	and	the	Experience	of	Civil	Law	problems,	
Sydney:	Law	and	Justice	Foundation	of	New	South	Wales.	

Pleasence,	 P.,	 Wei,	 Z.	 &	 Coumarelos,	 C.	 (2013b)	 Law	 and	 Disorders:	
Illness/Disability	and	the	Response	to	Everyday	Problems	Involving	the	Law,	
Sydney:	Law	and	Justice	Foundation	of	New	South	Wales	(Updating	Justice	
paper	No.30).	

Prettitore,	P.	 (2013)	 Justice	Sector	Services	and	the	Poor	 in	Jordan:	Determining	
Needs	and	Priorities,	Washington,	D.C.:	World	Bank	(MENA	Knowledge	and	
Learning	Quick	Notes	Series,	No.96)	

Prettitore,	 P.S.	 (2014)	 The	 Justice	 Gap	 and	 Poverty:	 Learning	 from	 Household	
Surveys	 in	 Jordan	 and	 Colombia,	Washington,	 D.C.:	 World	 Bank	 (MENA	
Knowledge	and	Learning	Quick	Notes	Series,	No.136).	

Prettimore,	 P.S.	 (2015)	 Poverty	 and	 Legal	 Problems	 in	 Jordan:	 Defining	 the	
Relationship,	 Washington,	 D.C.:	 World	 Bank	 (MENA	 Knowledge	 and	
Learning	Quick	Notes	Series,	No.150).	

Productivity	 Commission	 (2014),	 Access	 to	 Justice	 Arrangements,	 Productivity	
Commission	 Inquiry	 Report,	 Vols.	 1	 &	 2,	 No.72,	 Canberra:	 Productivity	
Commission.	

Reese,	 R.W.	 &	 Eldred,	 C.A.	 (1994)	 Findings	 of	 the	 Comprehensive	 Legal	 Needs	
Study.	Chicago:	American	Bar	Association.	

Sato,	I.,	Takahashi,	H.,	Kanomata,	N.	and	Kashimura,	S.	(2007)	Citizens’	Access	to	
Legal	Advice	in	Contemporary	Japan:	Lumpers,	Self-Helpers	and	Third-	Party	
Advice	Seekers.	Paper	presented	at	 the	 Joint	Annual	Meeting	of	 the	Law	

and	Society	Assocation	and	the	Research	Committee	on	Sociology	of	Law,	
Humboldt	University,	Berlin,	26	July	2007.	

Schetzer,	L.,	Mullins,	J.	&	Buonamano,	R.	(2002)	Access	to	Justice	and	Legal	Needs:	
A	Project	to	Identify	Legal	Needs,	Pathways	and	Barriers	for	Disadvantaged	
People	 in	New	South	Wales,	Sydney:	Law	and	 Justice	Foundation	of	New	
South	Wales.	

Social	Research	Center	(2012)	Legal	Issues:	Needs	of	Population	of	Legal	Services	
and	Practiced	Ways	of	Meeting	those	Needs,	Dushanbe:	Branch	Office	of	
the	 International	 Organization	 of	 Open	 Society	 Institute	 –	 Assistance	
Foundation	in	Tajikistan.	

Srbijanko,	 J.K.,	 Korunovska,	 N.	 &	 Maleska,	 T.	 (2013)	 Legal	 Need	 Survey	 in	 the	
Republic	of	Macedonia:	The	Legal	Problems	People	face	and	the	Long	Path	
to	Justice,	Skopje:	Open	Society	Foundation	–	Macedonia.	

Tamaki,	T.	(2009)	“Summary	Tables	of	the	Results	of	an	Internet	Survey	on	Dispute	
Resolution,”	 Part	 1	 and	 Part	 2,	 in	Niigata	 University	 Journal	 of	 Law	 and	
Politics,	Vol	41,	No.	3/4,	pp.205-240;	Vol	42,	No.	1,	pp.157-180.	

Tobin	Tyler,	E.	Lawton,	E.	Conroy,	K.,	Sandel,	M.	&	Zuckerman,	B.	(2011)	Poverty,	
health	and	law,	Durham,	North	Carolina:	Carolina	Academic	Press.	

Trubek,	D.M.,	Grossman,	J.B.,	Felstiner,	F.L.F.,	Kritzer,	H.	M.	&	Sarat,	A.	(1983)	Civil	
Litigation	 Research	 Project	 Final	 Report.	 Madison,	 WI:	 University	 of	
Wisconsin	Law	School.	

Van	 Velthoven,	 B.C.J.	 &	 Haarhuis	 (2010)	 Geschilbeslechtingsdelta	 2009:	 Over	
Verloop	en	Afloop	van	(Potentieel)	Juridische	Problemen	van	Burgers.	Den	
Haag,	the	Netherlands:	Ministry	of	Justice.	

van	 Velthoven,	 B.C.J.	 &	 ter	 Voert	 (2004)	 Paths	 to	 Justice	 in	 the	 Netherlands:	
Looking	for	Signs	of	Social	Exclusion.	Den	Haag,	the	Netherlands:	Ministry	
of	Justice.	

Van	Velthoven,	B.C.J.	&	ter	Voert,	M.	(2005)	Paths	to	Justice	in	the	Netherlands,	
paper	presented	at	the	International	Legal	Aid	Group	conference,	Killarney,	
Ireland,	8-10	June	2005.	

Weiss,	C.H.	(1980)	“Knowledge	Creep	and	Decision	Accretion,”	in	1(3)	Knowledge:	
Creation,	Diffusion,	Utilization,	pp.381-404.	

Williams,	K.	 (2011)	Litigants	 in	Person:	A	Literature	Review,	London:	Ministry	of	
Justice.	

	



	 27	

Notes	
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of	formal	help	(including	remote	and	online	services)	that	utilise	law	and/or	formal	
dispute	resolution	processes	operating	within	a	legal	framework	to	assist	citizens	
(or	 businesses)	 to	 resolve	 problems	 which	 have	 a	 legal	 dimension.	 The	
incorporation	 of	 wholly	 extra-legal	 services	 would	 render	 void	 the	 ‘legal’	
component	of	‘legal	need’.	
2	Genn	(1997,	p.6)	
3	Engel	(1998,	p.124),	referring	to	frustration	felt	among	researchers	studying	legal	
need	in	the	1970s	that	accompanied	a	period	of	contraction	in	the	field.	
4	As	Pleasence	et	al.	(2000,	p.10)	described	the	“background	assumption”	of	much	
legal	needs	research	in	the	1960s	and	early	1970s.	
5	Lewis	(1973,	p.79)	
6	Such	as	Lewis	(1973),	Marks	(1976)	and	Griffiths	(1980).	
7	Lewis	(1973,	p.94)	
8	See,	for	example,	Curran	(1980).	
9	Pleasence	et	al.	(2000,	p.13)	
10	See,	for	example,	Pleasence	&	Balmer	(2012a)	and	Pleasence	et	al.	(2015).	
11	 Although	 another	 that	 is	 being	 formulated	 in	 an	 increasingly	 sophisticated	
manner.	 See,	 for	 example,	 Parle	 (2009),	 Collard	 et	 al.	 (2011),	 Pleasence	 et	 al.	
(2014).	
12	For	example,	in	seeking	help	from	a	legal	service.	
13	Bradshaw	(1972)	
14	Coumarelos	et	al.	(2012,	p.3)	
15	Legal	Services	Agency	(2006),	 Ignite	Research	(2006).	For	the	purposes	of	the	
survey,	unmet	 legal	need	was	defined	as	existing	 if	 (a)	a	problem	arose	and	no	
action	was	taken	because	the	person	didn’t	know	what	to	do,	(b)	a	person	gave	
up	 trying	 to	 resolve	 a	 problem,	 or	 (c)	 no	 help	was	 sought	 “because	 of	 specific	
barriers,	e.g.	 language	barriers,	 thought	 it	would	cost	too	much,	 intimidated	by	
the	legal	process	etc.”	
16	Of	particular	relevance	in	the	context	of	limited	resources	and	access	to	justice	
policy	centred	on	relative	need.	
17	Genn	(1999)	

18	Unless	need	is	(wrongly)	conceived	as	an	attribute	of	problems,	rather	than	a	
requirement	for	something.	
19	Schetzer	et	al.	(2002,	p.5)	
20	OECD	(2005,	p.4)	
21	Civil	law	refers	to	all	law	that	can	be	applied	to	or	by	individual	citizens	(or,	in	a	
business	context,	businesses)	other	than	criminal	law.	
22	 The	 first	 legal	 needs	 survey	 is	 accredited	 to	 Clark	 and	 Corstvet	 (1938),	 who	
separately	 surveyed	 citizens	 and	 businesses	 in	 Connecticut,	 United	 States,	 to	
explore	“how	the	needs	of	the	community	for	legal	service	were	being	met”	during	
the	1930s	recession	at	the	U.S.	Bar.	
23	Coumarelos	et	al.	(2012,	p.1)	
24	Published	findings	are	available	in,	for	example,	Reese	&	Eldred	(1994),	Genn	
(1999),	Maxwell	et	al.	(1999),	Genn	&	Paterson	(2001),	Currie	(2005),	GfK	Slovakia	
(2004),	 Van	 Velthoven	&	 ter	 Voert	 (2004),	 Currie	 (2007),	 Dignan	 (2006),	 Ignite	
Research	 (2006),	 Pleasence	 (2006),	 Murayama	 (2007),	 Sato	 et	 al.	 (2007),	 Asia	
Consulting	Group	Limited	&	Policy	21	Limited	(2008),	Gramatikov	(2008),	Currie	
(2009),	 Tamaki,	 T.	 (2009),	 Pleasence	 et	 al.	 (2010),	 Van	 Velthoven	 &	 Haarhuis	
(2010),	Kobzin	et	al.	 (2011),	ACSSC	(2012),	BDRC	Continental	 (2012),	Chen	et	al	
(2012a),	 Coumeralos	 et	 al.	 (2012),	 Gramatikov	 (2012),	 Social	 Research	 Center	
(2012),	 Pleasence	 &	 Balmer	 (2013a),	 Prettitore	 (2013),	 Srbijanko	 et	 al.	 (2013),	
Barendrecht	et	al.	(2014a),	Farrow	et	al.	(2016),	HiiL	(2016)	and	Piest	et	al.	(2016).	
25	Bercovich	et	al.	(2013)	
26	Michelson	(2008).	
27	La	Rota	et	al.	(2013).	Although	classified	as	a	sub-national	survey,	the	survey	was	
geographically	 dispersed,	 being	 conducted	 in	 14	 cities:	 Bogotá,	 Medellín,	 Cali,	
Barranquilla,	Bucaramanga,	Cartagena,	Pasto,	Montería,	Tunja,	Neiva	and	Pereira.		
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