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Abstract

During the 1990s Peru greatly expanded the access of formal judicial services in underserved
districts through the construction and staffing of justice modules—physical structures which housed
courts, prosecutors and public defenders. The intervention was designed to improve judicial
coverage for populations located far from important urban centers where most of the courts are
located. Using a specialized survey and matching techniques, we find that improving the access to
formal justice significantly shifts the resolution of conflicts away from informal mechanisms and
toward the newly provided formal mechanisms, increases the use of complementary services, such as
the use of lawyers, improves the perception of residents regarding social mores and the law, and
ultimately marginally reduces the incidence of self-reported conflicts. We find evidence that the
treatment also improves outcomes for residents in the area of child support conflicts, although in
other types of conflicts we find no impact on outcomes. Finally, we find no evidence that increasing
the supply of formal justice resources impacted the time required to solve conflicts.
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I. Introduction
Lack of access is considered one of the major problems of a Judicial System, especially in rural
and poor communities. In Latin America, widespread poverty not only impedes access to basic
health services, housing and education, but also hinders access to justice. The United Nations
Development Programme (2004) has shown that lack of access to justice is an important constraint
in escaping poverty, and that in turn poverty and limitations of human capital are important barriers
to the utilization of justice services. Other research documents the exclusion of the poor and
vulnerable to justice services. Houseman (1993), for example, finds that people in rural and remote
areas face a range of barriers to access to the legal system.
Diagnostics find that the structure of Judicial Systems in Latin America is highly centralized, and
Peru in particular, is characterized by a concentration of courts and other judicial and police facilities
in the confines of large urban areas (World Bank, 2004; Alonso, 2003; Inter-American Development
Bank, 2000). In rural areas there are very few courts, and in many instances the Police serve as a
surrogate for judges and prosecutors. These restrictions limit the access to services for conflict
resolution in rural and even peri-urban communities. These have to travel several hours to take
contact with the judicial system. In the Andean highlands and jungles of Peru travelling to courts is
onerous not only due to the distance but also because of the uneven topography, weather and the
lack of adequate means of transport. Furthermore, in rural regions there are very few attorneys (if
any), which exacerbates the problem since inhabitants of rural areas do not know which procedures
to follow when encountering a conflict (Alonso, 2003; Hammergren, 1997). Additionally, in these
areas, judges have heavy workloads and lack equipment and assistance. According to a study in
Ecuador, 95 percent of respondents consider the legal process to be slow and complicated, mainly
because of the geographic location of the courts (World Bank, 2004; Inter-American Development
Bank, 2000). Another example is Peru, where magistrates are not distributed proportionally: 164
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magistrates cover 1,600 political districts leaving only one magistrate per every 9.7 districts.
Furthermore, in some border areas many communities resort to Brazilian Justice to solve their
conflicts (Alonso, 2003).
In areas in which have not known formal mechanisms of justice, communities have relied on
alternate institutions for dealing with conflict. This is important in that the treatment which we are
testing is not the absence of services, but rather the shift from one set of mechanisms to another.
Informal systems, often are based on traditional customs, are perceived as cheaper, quicker and
easier to use than the formal system. This perception is found in many contexts, such as Guatemala
(Sieder, 2007), Mexico (Hernández Castillo, 2002), and Bolivia (Assies, 2003). There is also evidence
that users of these systems often report higher levels of trust in community, indigenous, and other
mechanism than on those provided by the state (Inter-American Development Bank, 2000). In the
case of Peru, Faundez (2009) found that the mistrust in formal mechanisms, along with the absence
of supply lead peasant and indigenous communities to resolve their conflicts through community
organizations, or through indigenous groups such as the Rondas Campesinas.
Despite the preference in rural communities to resolve their conflicts by informal channels, in
many cases these mechanisms are unable to resolve disputes where large power imbalances exist.
While informal justice is cheaper and easier in many cases, conflicts can be resolved in favor of the
more influential party (Revilla, 1999). Furthermore, rural institutions usually do not address the
problems of vulnerable groups such as women or ethnic and religious minorities. In cases of family
violence in rural Peruvian communities, it is always assumed that women have a certain level of
responsibility in a conflict (Revilla, 1999). In the case of Peru and Ecuador in particular, Franco and
Gonzalez (2008) find evidence that community justice based on customs presents many weaknesses
when it tries to address the needs of women and children who are victims of violence. They also
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find that such customs display cultural patterns based on the subordination and discrimination of
women.
In part as a response to these issues during the 1990s Peru expanded the access of formal justice
systems in selected underserved (or unserved) areas. Its objective was to extend the coverage of the
judicial system to marginal areas by offering ―one-stop‖ service centers called Modulos Basicos de
Justicia or MBJs (Constance, 2003). These were composed of judges, prosecutors, public defenders,
police officers and the court, making the most important judicial services available in the same
building. The intervention was designed to improve judicial coverage in populations located far from
important urban centers where most of the courts are located, by reducing transport time, increasing
judicial demand and the rate of judges per habitant.
The purpose of this paper is to analyze the effectiveness of improving access to justice in several
outcomes. Since MBJs were built in different districts at different moments in time and we know the
selection process of the districts intervened by the program, we can estimate the impact of modules
on several outcomes by comparing those districts covered by them with those not covered.
Unfortunately, we can only exploit the variation in space since there is no data available on conflict
resolution before the construction of the modules. Using matching techniques and data from the
1993 general population census, we identify the most comparable districts to the ones in which the
program was implemented. We use this information to field a survey designed specifically to
measure different types of conflict, in order to estimate the effect of increasing access to formal
justice on several outcomes.
First, we expect that the provision of formal justice supply will shift utilization from traditional
and informal mechanisms to more formal mechanisms. We will test the extent to which this in fact
happens. Second, we will look at the consumption of complementary services, such as the hiring of
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lawyers. Given that in the case of Peru they are required for many of the procedures in formal
justice (see Hammergren, 2007), we expect that this too takes place.
Beyond utilization, supply of formal justice mechanisms may also produce an impact on
outcomes such as the number of conflicts that are resorted to a judge and solved, and the incidence
of conflicts. One type of outcome is the specific outcome related to each type of conflict. However,
due to issues with sample size and power, we are limited in this approach to the most frequent
complaints. Cell sizes are just too small in, say, cases related to labor conflicts or even land conflicts.
As a separate part of the paper, since our data limits the types of conflict which we can assess,
we will use data from Peru’s National Statistic Institute (Instituto Nacional de Estadística, INEI) to
analyze the effectiveness of the program on the number of conflicts involving domestic violence, the
probability of obtaining child support and the risk of land expropriation.
This paper is one of very few attempts to measure the impact of the expansion and
decentralization of judicial services on the level of conflict and on outcomes related to conflict
resolution. There are no other papers that do this in the context of formal justice, and very few that
do it in the context of ADR programs. While there are many programs that try to improve access to
justice in poor and rural communities, there is very little empirical evidence, in general, about the
impact of these programs on household outcomes. Most studies of programs which attempt to
expand access, either through courts or through other mechanisms, are based on counting the
number of users. Alternatively, the literature also contains a good number of studies which are
based on the perception of how the judiciary operates—generally by surveying users. Lastly, there
are many case studies, which are based on a more in depth assessment of how programs work and
on in-depth interviews of users. These are useful pieces of evidence, but in no cases reviewed are
the studies able to adequately identify treatment effects or program outcomes.
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The main findings of the paper regarding utilization are that when services are provided they are
used, and utilization shifts away from traditional mechanisms to state-sponsored mechanisms. The
results are both empirically robust and large in magnitude, with a shift in 16 percentage points
toward formal resolution of conflicts. We also see the use of lawyers increase substantially in the
areas where the program intervened (about 10 percentage points in comparison to the control areas).
However, the results also point to improvement in outcomes associated with an increase in the
percentage of conflicts resolved, and in the case of child support, an increase in child support
payments. There were no results in other type of conflicts, although this may be due to small
sample sizes in each of these cells, limiting the power of the estimator. Finally, the results indicate a
reduction of the order of 4 percentage points in the proportion of residents who report having had
an incidence of conflict. This result, which is unexpected, may reflect lower levels of conflicts
initiated, due to a higher degree of impunity, be it real or perceived.
The rest of the paper proceeds as follows: Section II presents the literature review, Section III
describes the data and Section IV presents the specification strategy. Finally, Section V concludes.
II. Literature Review
In order to alleviate the costs and other constraints related with access to justice over the last
decades Latina American countries introduced a litany of programs and reforms of the justice
system. These included reforms focused on expanding the geographical coverage of judicial
institutions, developing free legal advice, providing legal education in indigenous languages, legal
empowerment, awareness programs about culture and identity of indigenous people for justice
operators and the expansion of alternative resolution mechanisms, among others (Hammergren,
2007). In many instances these programs included some degree of expansion in access by actually
decentralizing judicial services. This is the case MBJs reviewed here.
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There is very little evidence on the effectiveness of justice expansion and decentralization
programs. In part this is because most interventions have focused on alternative dispute resolution,
and non-judicial solutions to conflict resolution; there are very few examples of decentralization of
courts, prosecutors, public defenders, and other services, as was done in the case of MBJ. In part
this is due to an absence of assessments which look at program impacts on measures of conflict and
other outcomes. For example, the United States Agency for International Development (2002)
documents an increase in the use of legal services in the case of Colombia’s Casas de Justicia program,
which shares some of the components as MBJ; but this is strictly a reflexive evaluation, and in any
case does not look at conflict outcomes. Another example is Guatemala’s Justice Reform program,
which centered on expanding the role of justices of the peace. Here Aragón y Asociados (2003) fielded
an opinion survey to users, who reported that they believed the services to be less costly than what
existed before. They also measure changes in court staff, lawyers, and infrastructure, the number of
courtrooms, automation, training of judges and staff, and in cases—especially regarding violence
against women. But again, the approach did not look at outcomes.
There are some studies that evaluated the effectiveness of NGO-based programs that focus on
promoting the legal empowerment of disadvantaged communities.2 In Bangladesh, a research survey
of the Asian Development Bank suggested a significant positive impact of local NGOs on citizen
knowledge, governance and levels of poverty. All of the beneficiaries of the NGOs compared to
control populations displayed a higher knowledge of the law, engagement and confidence in citizen
advocacy, positive perceptions of gender equality and confidence in the value of the law. The
2

According to a study of the World Bank, legal empowerment refers to the implicit or explicit use of

law by disadvantages populations. Legal empowerment activities generally consist in providing to
communities legal knowledge and assisting them to act on this knowledge to advance their rights
and interests.
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beneficiaries tended to understand the law better than their control counterparts. In addition, the
integrated development strategy of NGOs had a positive impact on community attitudes regarding
women’s rights to seek legal counsel. Compared to 16 percent in the control group, only 5 percent
of the NGO beneficiaries consider that women who are taking action to solve legal conflicts will
create more problems.
There is also some evidence that the implementation of legal aid clinics also helps to enhance
access to justice. One example is the Judicial Reform in Ecuador, financed by the World Bank. This
project supported three legal aid clinics for poor women giving grants to local non-governmental
organizations that provided legal representation and information and psychological counseling and
referrals to shelters for battered women. Owen et al (2003) evaluated the impact of these legal aid
clinics on child support payments and in domestic violence judgments. They found that successful
legal aid services for poor women increase the chance of actually obtaining child support payments,
and decrease the probability of violence from ex-husbands. The program increases the probability of
child support being paid by 20 percent and increases the probability of a transfer by 10 percent.3
Also, clinic users benefitted from a reduction in domestic violence. Legal aid reduces the probability
of experiencing physical violence after separation by 17 percentage points. Rodriguez (2000) also
analyzed the impact of NGO legal services on child support payments and found similar results.
With regard to the existence of theoretical evidence, while there is much literature that looks at
the resolution of conflicts from a game theory perspective such as child custody and support,
criminal behavior and domestic violence, there is little evidence that models the relationship between
access to a judicial institution and the resolution of conflicts. In addition, there is no study that
models directly the lack of access to justice in poor and disadvantaged areas and how improving
3

An award is a formal recognition of an entitlement by a court or mediator. A transfer is a child

support payment by a father whether voluntary or not.
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access for these populations could interact with the resolution of their conflicts and their methods
of informal justice. One paper that addresses indirectly the barriers of access to justice is Zhou
(2007). This paper is based on Galanter’s (1974) hypothesis that parties with cost advantages tend to
prevail in litigation against weak parties, models the relationship between the degree of asymmetric
litigation costs and access to justice. This model relies on the assumption that courts are to a large
degree passive institutions that depend on the initiative of the parties involved.
In relation to child custody and support conflicts, a wide range of family behavior models have
been developed. Francesconi et al. (2003) develop a three stage model for conflicts related to child
custody based on an incomplete–contract approach to the allocation of property rights. The authors
point out that, given the transaction cost associated with reaching an agreement once divorced, the
optimal approach (in terms of maximizing child welfare and marital surplus) is to determine the
custody ex ante, while the parents are still married. To the extent that one of the issues with the
incomplete contracts is that they are not enforceable (i.e. there are no courts to hear cases in rural
areas), the provision of MBJs may address at least this part of the incomplete contract.
Regarding criminal law, a robust literature suggests that rational motives are important in
criminal behavior, particularly those related to the probability of being apprehended, prosecuted, and
sentenced, and those associated with the degree of severity, conditional on being sentenced. Starting
with Becker (1968), Erlich (1974), Witte (1980), Cohen et al (1995), and later with Lochner (2004), it
treated crime as essentially the result—at least to some extent—of cost and benefits. This is relevant
to the extent that MBJs may impact these incentives, by effectively reducing the logistical and
operative costs of prosecuting crime.
In the case of conflicts related to domestic violence, most of the models rely on the assumption
that violence increases the husband’s utility and uses the bargaining model of marriage as a
framework (McElroy et al., 1988). Tauchen et al. (1991) has developed a domestic violence model
10

which incorporated the notion that many women return to the abuser after calling for help because
of deficiencies in the legal system. In this sense, this theory implies that women would not return in
the presence of efficient institutions that can actually help them. In the same way, on the
assumption that some men receive positive utility from battering their partners, Farmer et al. (1996)
present a bargaining model to explain why women use the same services to get help multiple times
although they return to their abusers. This model proposes that women repeatedly use the same
services as signals to the abuser because they are better off after using the services since the violence
is reduced if they decide to return.
III. Data
We take advantage of four different data sets: district-level data on socioeconomic and
geographic characteristics, household-level data on justice and conflict resolution issues, the
Peruvian Household Surveys (ENAHO) and Health and Demographic Surveys (ENDES).
The district-level data comes from the 1993 population census and is used to obtain
characteristics of all the districts before the implementation of the program. It includes
approximately 1,544 control and 283 treated districts.
The household-level data was collected in 2009 as part of the impact evaluation design. Before
collecting data, districts were matched one-to-one based on the estimated probability score of having
the program on numerous district pre-intervention characteristics obtained from the 1993
population census (since we use the same matching technique in the identification strategy, this
technique will be explained in detail in section IV). A random sample of treated districts was drawn,
and based on pre-program characteristics, for each randomly drawn district, a comparison district
that did not receive treatment was also chosen and surveyed The final sample includes 2500
households in 141 districts that were chosen randomly from the matching district sample.
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The analysis focused on the most common sources of reported conflicts, which, based on
secondary sources, include: aggravated theft (hurto agravado), child support, domestic violence, land
expropriation (usurpacion de tierras) and collection of debts (cobro de titulo ejecutivo vencido). Hernandez
Breña (2007) shows that in 2006, 34 percent of the national cases were civil, 31 percent penal, 20
percent family related, 9 percent labor and 6 percent fault cases (faltas). The main cases in civil and
criminal matters were violent robbery (35 percent), followed by simple theft (11 percent) and the
payment of debts (9 percent). 4 Regarding family matters, the most common conflicts were child
support and domestic violence. Around 41 percent of faults, dealt with in peace courts and police
stations, correspond to injury (lesion dolosa) and 33 percent to simple theft (hurto simple). 5 According
to anecdotal evidence, Justice Module officers often stated that the most common conflicts brought
to the modules were: aggravated theft, domestic violence, child support, and land expropriations.
The questionnaire was answered by the household head or spouse. It was fielded in the first
quarter of 2009. It recorded the instances of past conflicts for each household member, including
when the event occurred and the current status, to the extent that the household head or spouse
could recall these. It then asked more specific questions regarding the most recent conflict which
the respondent reported having been a party to, under the supposition that the respondent would
have more knowledge regarding own conflicts than those of others. Respondents were asked
questions regarding specific measures that were taken to resolve the conflict, including the use of
both formal (e.g. police, prosecutor, judge) and informal resolution mechanisms (e.g. judges of the
peace, community leaders, NGOs). They were asked on the current status of the conflict, including
4
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if the conflict has been resolved, and the outcome of that resolution. 6 Data on household sociodemographics, including schooling, health, demographics, labor and earnings, and income, was also
collected, as was information on the perception regarding the different entities of the judicial system,
and questions regarding basic rights and the functions of the police, the courts, etc.
Roughly 17 percent of the sample report involvement in one of the mentioned conflicts,
therefore the sample size for questions regarding conflict outcomes is actually quite small (433
households). Table 1 presents a breakdown of the most recent conflicts. More than 50 percent of
the recent conflicts are related to domestic violence, criminal offenses (delitos penales) and child
support.
Table 2 presents the different agents that the households referred to in order to solve their
conflicts. Most of the households took their conflicts to police stations (about 29 percent), judges
(14 percent) and attorneys (13 percent). It is important to note that the proportion of household that
did not present a complaint to any justice agent is larger in the control group. If we disaggregate by
type of conflict, in the case of child support conflicts 11 percent resort to police, 19 percent to
judges, 17 to attorneys and 19 to women attention centers. In the case of domestic violence, 33
percent resort to police and about 42 percent to prosecutors, judges, attorneys and women attention
centers. In the case of penal crimes, 42 percent of the households present a formal complaint in
police stations and about 30 percent resort to prosecutors, judges and attorneys. In addition, 18
percent prefer to settle the dispute through community authorities or do nothing.

6

In the case of conflicts of a sexual nature, it was not possible to apply protocols that would ensure

the adequate level of privacy. Therefore, the authors do not consider these results to be reliable; they
are not reported.
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IV. The Impact of the Justice Modules on Conflict Resolution Outcomes
A. Methodological Concerns
In most instances the preferred method to obtain unbiased estimates of treatment effects on the
treated is through a randomized design. Ideally we would like to identify the districts eligible for the
construction of modules and then randomly assign the placement between those districts. However,
this method was not done in the allocation of the justice modules; instead, there was a selection
process which was based on a need assessment that considered poverty profiles, distance to justice
centers and potential demand (measured by population density) into account. This allocation
mechanism was consistent with the aim of the program since it was intended to strengthen the lower
levels of the administration of justice within poorer areas where the ratio of judges to population
was at its lowest. The actual caseload was not used as a selection criteria, due to the fact that this
information was not available at a disaggregated level.
Table 3 presents the pre-program starting conditions in the treated and not treated districts using
the whole census data. This is not data on the evaluation sample; rather it is data on all districts that
were treated and all that were not. For each of the characteristics, we present the means and
standard errors for non-treated and treated districts as well as the mean differences and respective
standard errors. As shown, consistently with the allocation mechanism of the MBJs, there are
significant differences in poverty measures and in the principal means of access between the nontreated and treated districts.
Since the program was not randomly allocated, the challenge was to construct a control group
from those districts not covered by the modules that would resemble the treatment group as much
as possible. This is especially important because if the control group is different from the treatment
group in some characteristics that are correlated with our outcomes of interest, estimation of the
impact of the program would be biased. Since Peru has a large number of districts (approximately
14

1800 districts) and only about 260 districts were covered by the program, it was possible to find a
comparable control district for every treated in the sampling strategy.
Another concern to be addressed is the absence of baseline data of our outcomes, which limits
our analysis to cross districts comparisons. With baseline information we could have exploited the
difference in the time of construction of the modules and controlled by double differencing the data
for all the differences between regions that do not change over time. Since this strategy is not
possible we had to resort to other identification strategies.

B. Identification Strategy
Since we do not have baseline data and the selection process was not random, we use propensity
score matching techniques to account for observed heterogeneity. We follow the same strategy that
we used earlier for district selection when collecting the data. That is, we use the same propensity
scores from the matching procedure used to identify the surveyed districts. If selection is based on
observable characteristics, as seems to be our case, this method estimates treatment effects
consistently in a non-experimental context. Matching techniques eliminate selection bias by
comparing treated districts with control districts that have similar pre-treatment characteristics. The
assumption behind this method is that conditional on some observable variables, the counterfactual
outcome distribution of the treated group is the same as the observed outcome distribution of the
units in the control group.
First, we estimated the propensity score for each district using a probit model, which produces
the probability of being treated conditional on a set of observable pre-intervention characteristics.
The probability of having a MBJ in the district is conditioned on a set of census variables that
include the level of poverty, population density (as a proxy of case load considerations), geographical
characteristics, distance in kilometers to the capital of the province (proxy for the distance to the
15

justice centers since most judicial centers are located in the capital), main means of access to the
district and social services supply. These were the variables used in the original selection process,
according to available documentation (see Inter-American Development Bank, 1997) and to field
interviews. 7
Once the propensity score is calculated for every district, we use them to do a one-to-one
without replacement matching between districts that have MBJs with those not covered. This was
the basis for the survey sample applied.8 Finally, we estimate the Average Treatment Effect on the
Treated (ATT) on the outcomes of interest using the one-to-one matching. According to Todd
(2006), a general matching estimator takes the form of:

ˆ M 

1
 Y1i  E Y0i D  1, Pi 
n1 iI1 S p

Eˆ Y0i D  1, Pi  

̂ M 

W i, j Y
jI 0

0 j,



1
Y1i  W i, j Y0 j 

n1 iI1 S p 
jI 0


Where Y1i denotes the outcome of unit i if i were exposed to the treatment, Y0i the outcome of
unit i if i were not exposed to the treatment, Di ∈ {0, 1} an indicator of the treatment actually
received by unit i, I1 the set of treated districts, I0 the set of non-treated districts, Sp the region of
7
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members involved in the original design were interviewed regarding the program implementation.
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Districts in the metropolitan area of Lima were excluded, due to the difficulty in finding

comparable controls.
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common support and n1 denotes the number of districts in the set I 1S P . The pair for each treated
district i I 1S P is constructed as a weighted average over the outcomes of non-treated districts,
where weights depend on the distance between the propensities scores of treated Pi and control
districts Pj. This means that the closer the propensity score of the non-treated to the treated district,
the more weight will be assigned to that non-treated district in the construction of the weighted
average. The one-to-one matching estimator differs from the radius caliper and kernel matching in
the definition of the neighborhood and the weights W(i, j). It associates the outcome Yi of a treated
unit i with the outcome of the most observably similar control unit. 9
Table 4 presents the results of estimating the marginal effects of the probit specification. The
variables that mostly affect the probability of being covered by the program are the poverty levels,
the population density, whether the district is the capital of the province, the distance to the capital
and the main means of access to the district. As was expected, the poorer districts and those more
distant to the capital present a higher probability of being treated. These results are consistent with
the module allocation process which was based on poverty levels, population density and distance to
the justice centers.
One potential concern with this specification is that the treated districts could be matched with
control districts that have a similar propensity score but are quite distant from each other. In order
to address this concern, we divided the data set into nine geographical groups taking into account
the territorial division of North, Center and South and the natural regions of coast, mountain and
jungle. Once the division was made, we keep only 6 groups that have enough number of control and
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treated districts and we repeat the probit specification and the matching for each group. 10 The
variables that affect the probability of being treated for each group are similar to those found using
the whole sample (see table A1 in appendix). As a result of applying the matching, 480 districts are
maintained in the sample, where half of the districts are treated and half are part of the control
group. Figure A1 in the appendix presents the propensity score distribution before and after
matching for every group. In all groups, matching seems to reduce the differences between the
distribution of the control and treated districts. Figure 1 presents the kernel density for the
distribution of the propensity score in all the districts before and after matching. The distribution
between control and treated groups is better after the pairing. We also perform a two-sample
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for equality of distribution functions; we found that we cannot reject the
hypothesis null of equal distributions (p-value=0.92).
In order to test the success of the identification strategy, we perform a test of means for the
census variables using only the matched sample. Table 5 presents the results; in most of cases we
cannot reject the null hypothesis of equality between the control and the treated districts in the preintervention period. These results can be interpreted as evidence that the pre-intervention
characteristics of the control and treated districts that resulted from matching are similar, suggesting
10

The following groups were maintained: North Coast which includes the coast regions of the

departments of La Libertad, Lambayaque, Piura and Tumbes; North Mountain which includes the
Andean zones of the departments of Amazonas, Cajamarca, La Libertad, Lambayeque and Piura; North
Jungle which includes the jungle regions of the departments of Amazonas, Cajamarca, La Libertad and
Loreto; Centre Mountain

which includes the Andean regions of the departments of Anchash,

Huanuco, Junin, Lima and Pasco; South Coast which includes the coast regions of the departments of
Arequipa, Ica, Moquegua, and Tacna; and South Mountain which includes the Andean areas of the
departments of Apurimac, Arequipa, Ayacucho, Cusco, Huancavelica, Ica, Moquegua, Puno and Tacna.
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that the control group may be a good counterfactual of what would have happened to the treated
group in the absence of intervention.
We also perform Hotelling's t-squared test which tests simultaneously whether the set of means
is zero or equal between two groups. We found that there is no significant evidence to reject the
hypothesis null of equality.
Since the error term is assumed to be independent across space to avoid potential biases in the
estimation, for all the specifications standard errors will be clustered at the district level.11 This
allows an arbitrary covariance structure within households that remain in the same districts. One
possible concern is that if the household errors are highly correlated, clustering standard errors may
reduce the statistical power of our estimation.

C. Results
In this section, we investigate the causal effect of improving access to justice on the incidence,
duration and resolution of conflicts, as well as alternative dispute resolution mechanisms and Justice
Module’s complementary judicial services.

C1. Utilization of Formal Justice Services
C1.1. Alternative Dispute Resolution Mechanisms
First we will test if the presence of Justice Modules reduces the number of conflicts solved by
extrajudicial means such as lawyers, NGOs, rural authorities, conciliation centers, free legal clinics,
popular legal clinics, Offices of the Ombudsman, women attention centers (Demuna o centro de atención
de la mujer), informal negotiations with the other party, lay magistrates or representatives of the
11
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and the null hypothesis could be over rejected.
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church. Second, we will analyze the impact of the Justice Modules on the conflicts solved by
informal extrajudicial means (e.g., focusing only on rural authorities, NGOs, Ombudsman Offices,
informal negotiations with the other party, and representatives of the church). Tables 6 and 7
present these results. There are significant effects under most specifications. In the treated districts
there is a reduction of about 19 percentage points in the proportion of households that solved their
conflicts by extrajudicial means. In addition, if we only keep informal judicial mechanisms, we find a
reduction of about 9 percentage points. These results do not change when using different matching
estimators (see Table A2 in the Appendix).
If we separate the analysis by type of population, we found that in the rural areas the effect of
the modules is higher. In these areas, the proportion of households that solve conflicts by
extrajudicial means is reduced by 19 percentage points (see Table 8).
In order to test for the robustness of this result we use the household perception questions
about formal and informal mechanisms of justice. Table 9 shows that a significantly higher
proportion of households located in the districts covered by MBJs disapproved of taking justice into
their own hands. Furthermore, in terms of cost of access in the treated districts, since many of the
transportation costs were reduced, the proportion of households that believe that resorting to
formal justice is a ―waste of time and money‖ in contrast to the control group is reduced in 22
percentage points (see Table 10).
C1.2. Complementary Judicial Services
One of the expected results of the program was to increase the utilization of attorneys, given
that they are necessary in order to access many justice services. We measure this effect as the
probability that respondents reported using an attorney in order to resolve a conflict. In Table 11 we
find an increase of approximately 10 percentage points in the utilization of services provided by
attorneys. These results do not change under different estimators.
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Unfortunately there is not sufficient power to identify impacts by urban and rural areas, and the
significance varies slightly by estimation method.12 However, prima facie, the size of parameter
estimates is similar in both cases, suggesting no evidence of a differential impact between rural and
urban areas.
C2. Incidence of Conflicts
The construction of MBJs may affect the incidence of conflicts through several mechanisms. We
define the incidence of conflicts based on the question ―Were you a victim of a conflict in the last 8
years‖. On the one hand, treated households are more likely to be informed about judicial rights and
therefore might identify and report to the survey a larger number of conflicts. On the other hand, it
is also possible that the presence of judicial institutions may have reduced the incentive to generate
conflicts by increasing the probability of being punished.
Results are presented in Table 13. The table shows that improving access to justice reduces the
incidence of conflicts by about 4 percentage points. This suggests that if indeed the program also
increased the propensity to report conflict to the interviewer this was more than offset by the impact
of the MBJs on incentives to transgress. In addition, we find that the MBJs actually have no
significant impact on people’s knowledge of the Justice System (see Table 14), which casts doubt on
the hypothesis that the program engendered biases to report through greater awareness. If we
disaggregate by rural-urban we find that the impact is driven by the rural areas (about 9 percentage
points); although the urban area estimates are also positive, they are not estimated with precision.

12

From the 2511 households surveyed, we have data on the rural/urban variable only for 2502

households, leading to the discrepancy between the observations for National and the sum of the
Urban and Rural observations.
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One way to understand the mechanism in which MBJs could reduce the incidence of conflicts is
to look at the probability of acting on the conflict by reporting it. We define this as the probability of
acting on an existing conflict (bringing it to the attention of different justice service providers),
conditional on reporting having experienced the conflict. Since MBJs create a new alternative to
solving conflicts, the probability of reporting increases, as does the probability of being punished. As
a result, we could expect a reduction in conflicts generated, and that is what the data shows. Table
16 shows that the probability of having acted on a conflict is greater in areas where the program
intervened. In addition if we test the link between probability of acting and the probability of
punishment through a correlation between complaints and resolution of conflicts (measured as the
proportion of conflicts brought to a judge and solved), we find that the correlation is positive and
significant at the 1 percent level (17 percent more of the conflicts that are reported found a
solution).13
The results are robust to other matching specifications (radius and kernel matching). These
results can be found in Table A2 of the appendix. Nevertheless, it is important to mention that this
argument might differ by type of conflict. For example, in the case of domestic violence it is difficult
to argue that individuals might internalize this increase in the probability of being punished.
However, it may be a more reasonable hypothesis in the case of debts, thefts, alimony transfers and
land expropriation conflicts.

13

The assumption behind this reasoning is that most of the households that had a conflict were

plaintiffs. This assumption is reasonable since in the sample most of the households are plaintiffs
(about an 80 percent).
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C3. Conflict Resolution
In this section, we test the hypothesis of whether MBJs have an impact on the probability of
having a formal resolution of the conflict. We define conflict resolution through the courts as the
number of conflicts that are brought to the court and solved, as reported by the respondent in the
household survey. Note that respondents are asked a series of mutually exclusive questions
regarding the status of the conflict, including if it was brought to the court but not solved, and if it
was brought to the court and solved by the judge. The questionnaire explicitly avoided the use of
legalistic or technical language, since it would likely not be understood. The results suggest that there
is no significant impact in the proportion of households that obtained a formal resolution to
conflict. If we distinguish by type of area, we find that the justice modules have a significant impact
in the urban areas (17 percentage points). If we disaggregate by type of conflict, we only found a
significant impact on the resolution of conflicts related to child support. In this case, households in
the districts covered by the MBJs experienced an increase of about 20 percentage points in the
proportion of conflicts solved by a judge. 14
To check the robustness of the results, we consider the possibility of right-censoring of the
outcome variable by running a Tobit model. Our findings do not change under this specification.15

C4. Time Needed to Resolve a Conflict
In Peru, the caseload per magistrate and judge with special jurisdiction is very low (about 250
and 300 cases per year, respectively). The MBJs might have enabled the judges to concentrate on
14

It is important to note that the absence of impact of the program found when we disaggregate by

type of conflict could be due to the lack of power since there are a small number of observations per
conflict.
15

Results are available upon request.
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their jurisdictional duties and thus may have increased the number of cases per year by separating
the judicial tasks from the administrative tasks. In this sub-section, we analyze whether the MBJs
helped to reduce the time needed for conflict resolution. The MBJs could have affected the time for
resolution in two ways. First, they might have improved the courts’ efficiency by concentrating all
the judicial services in one location and thus reduced the time needed to solve a conflict. Second,
they might have reduced the time needed to solve a conflict by increasing the supply of formal
justice services. We define time needed for conflict resolution as the difference between the year
where the conflict was solved and the year where the conflict arose. Unfortunately we do not have
specific dates for the beginning of the conflict, so the most precise identification possible is at the
level of year, and even in this case it is subject to substantial recall error, which may be particularly
severe among populations with relatively poor cognitive capabilities16. However, to the extent that
recall error is present, even if it systematic, it is reasonable to assume that it would be equally
prevalent in both treated and control communities.
Table 19 presents the results. For all specifications the modules have no significant impact on
the time taken to reach a resolution. This could be explained by the fact that in many of the districts
covered by MBJs there were no other justice mechanisms available before the intervention. In this
sense, it is possible that the uncovered demand for these services exceeded the supply offered by the
modules. In addition, Alonso (2003) has pointed out that the low judge’s caseload in Peru have
might been a reflection of the lack of access more than of judicial inefficiency. Unfortunately, to test
this we would need data regarding the modules’ caseloads and data on the supply of justice services
before the implementation, which is not available.
16

Although there is ample research on the importance of recall error in areas such as earnings–see

Bound et al. (1994)—and expenditures—see for example Deaton (1997)—there is no evidence of
the severity of recall error in reporting conflict.
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C5. Domestic Violence, Child Support and Land Expropriation Risks
Since only 17 percent of the household sample reported involvement in some conflict, in order
to analyze the effectiveness of the program by type of conflict, we will use data from Peruvian
Household Surveys (Encuesta Nacional del Hogar, ENAHO) and Health and Demographic Surveys
(Encuesta Demografica y de Salud Familiar, ENDES). First, we will construct from the ENAHO a panel
at the district level for the period 1998-2002 that covers 201 control and 82 treated districts. We will
exploit the variability in time and space in the allocation of the modules to investigate the impact on
the proportion of women that received child support. Second, since this panel does not have
information about which dwellings have property rights; in order to investigate the effect of the
program on the risks of land expropriation we will use the ENAHO surveys for the period 2003 to
2005. This dataset includes 128 control and 123 treated districts. Finally, we will use the ENDES
surveys for the period 2004 to 2006 to investigate the impact on cases of domestic violence. 17

C5.1. Child Support and Domestic Violence
Conflicts related to child support and domestic violence are especially important in Peruvian
rural areas where women are at a disadvantage when trying to resolve conflicts using informal
mechanisms of justice. In this sense, it is interesting to analyze in which way accessing formal
mechanisms might affect the probability of being a victim of domestic violence and the probability
of receiving child support after divorce or separation.
The ENAHO surveys include data about the proportion of women receiving child support since
the year 1998 and the allocation of the modules was between 1999 and 2003. Thus, in contrast to
the previous analysis, we can construct a panel at the district level. We estimate a difference-indifferences model that compares the evolution in outcomes in the treatment group before and after
17

In all the samples we do the analysis only for the districts that remain on the common support.
25

the intervention to the evolution in outcomes in the control group. The assumption beyond this
model is that the evolution of the control group is an unbiased estimator of what would have
happened to the treatment group with no intervention. 18 The difference-in-differences estimator
includes year fixed effects that control for any common shocks for all districts and district fixed
effects that control for time-invariant influences. Since there is variation across time and space, using
panel data, we will attempt to identify the causal effect of the program on the probability of
receiving child support. 19
Table 20 presents the results. Column 1 presents the results for a model including only the
dummy that indicates if the district is covered by the modules, the fixed effects for each district, and
the year dummies. We found that the probability of receiving child support is higher for women
living in areas covered by the program by about 5 percent. This result is consistent with that found
using the household survey that was part of the evaluation design Since the differences-in18

In order to test this assumption following Galiani et al. (2005), we test if the trends in the pre-

treatment period are similar for the treated and the control groups. If in the pre-intervention period
the trends are not different then it is possible to assume that in the absence of the treatment the
trends would remain the same in the post-intervention period. Formally, this assumption is tested
estimating a model which includes a dummy that takes the value of 1 if the district will be eventually
treated and 0 if the district will never be treated and an interaction between this dummy and the year
dummy using only the observations from the pre-treatment period. The results of this estimation
suggest that there is no evidence to reject the null hypothesis that the pre-intervention year dummies
are the same for the eventually treated districts and control districts, giving validity to the differencein-differences approach.
19

In order to make the working sample more comparable, similarly as in the previous analysis, we

restrict the sample to districts with probabilities that lie within the common support.
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differences model does not take into account the characteristics that vary across time and across
districts and that might be correlated with the probability of receiving child support and the
allocation of the modules, column 2 includes for the proportion of households that are poor,
extremely poor and not poor. 20 Column 3 presents the results using the one-to-one matching
techniques. In this model, there is no evidence to reject the null hypothesis of no effect.
In order to assess the impact of modules on the probability of being a victim of domestic
violence; we use the ENDES surveys which include questions about physical and psychological
violence. We found that the modules do not have an impact on these outcomes. This could be
explained by the fact that when individuals engage in conflicts such as those related to domestic
violence, they cannot internalize the punishment associated with the conflict, or this factor does not
play a key role because there are other factors that supersede the punishment factor. It can also be
argued that in cases of domestic violence, the institution that plays a significant role in resolving this
type of conflict is the police and not the courts.

C5.2. Dwelling Expropriation Risk
Since we do not have data on land expropriation cases, we investigate whether the modules
decrease the dwelling’s expropriation risk by analyzing the amount of investments put into the
dwelling. The presence of modules might have increased the proportion of households with
property rights that invest in ways to improve the quality of the dwelling since the risk of
expropriation is reduced. Table 21 presents the results. We found that the probability of investing on

20

Since all the other variables that affect the allocation of the modules are fixed in time, we only

include the poverty levels.
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the dwelling is about 9 percent higher in the treated group than the control group. The result is
robust to other matching specifications. 21

V. Conclusions
During the 1990s, many Latin-American countries implemented a series of Judicial Reforms in
order to enhance access to justice. However, there is little evidence showing success of programs
that supported such reform. This paper provides evidence relating to the impact of a program which
was part of Peru’s Judicial Reform and consisted of the establishment of justice centers in rural and
marginal urban regions. While this paper is the first to analyze a court decentralization program,
further research should be done by developing a more detailed analysis differentiating by type of
conflict. In our analysis, we could not use the surveys that were part of the evaluation design since
we did not have enough statistical power to do a rigorous study in each subsample of conflicts. We
could only do a brief analysis using alternative data from Peru for the conflicts related to child
support and domestic violence. However, this paper sheds light on the importance of strengthening
lower levels of the administration of justice within areas of the greater poverty in order to mitigate
barriers of access to formal justice.
First, the results suggest that the presence of Justice Modules reduces the number of conflicts
solved by extrajudicial and informal mechanisms. This finding can be interpreted as evidence that
the program was effective in reducing the cultural barriers found by these communities in the formal
justice system. At the same time, there was an increase in the demand for complementary court
services, such as demand for attorneys.
Second, we find that there was an improvement in the number of conflicts related to child
support that were referred to and resolved through the use of a judge. This result is robust to
21

Regressions are available upon request.
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different specifications. In addition, we test the validity of this result using data from Peruvian
Household Surveys and we also find a significant effect on the proportion of women receiving child
support. Since the power was not sufficient to conduct the same analysis for each type of conflict,
we investigate the impact of the program on the number of conflicts resolved without making any
distinction by type of conflict. In this case, we find that there were significant impacts only for urban
areas. This could be explained by the fact that the supply of justice services in urban areas was not as
scarce as in rural areas. This is especially important in terms of policy because if the MBJs were
located in places with more potential demand, since there is no other supply of justice services the
modules would not increase the number of conflicts solved and this could be the case of rural areas.
However, if modules are placed in areas where the caseload is fairly high (this could be the case of
urban areas), they might have a more significant impact. In this sense, the allocation of modules in
the places with the largest caseload might not be the optimal policy approach.
Third, we find that improving access to justice in rural and marginal urban areas has a significant
impact on the incidence of conflicts that could be explained by an increased probability that parties
to a conflict will act on them. This finding is consistent with what would be expected through the
increased supply of formal mechanisms of conflict resolution. In this case, we also attempt to
identify which mechanisms led to a reduction in the number of conflicts. We found that the
introduction of a new alternative to obtaining justice increases the probability of acting on conflic6ts
and thus the probability that punishment will reduce the incentives to transgress.
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Table 1. Most Recent Conflicts (%)
Treatment Control
Child abandon (abandono de menores o del

3

4.5

21.89

19

9.01

10

21.03

22.5

1.72

1.5

2.58

3

6.44

5.5

3.86

10

Omission of family assistance

0.43

1.5

Child support

21.89

13.5

Livestock theft (robo de ganado)

5.15

4

3

5

233

200

hogar)
Domestic violence
Minor and major aggressions (agresiones
menores o mayores)
Aggravated theft (delitos penales: hurto
agravado, robo,etc)
Evictions (Desalojos)
Offenses against property (faltas contra el
patrimonio)
Land expropriation
Collection of debts (obligación de dar suma de
dinero, deuda)

Other
Observations
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Table 2. Justice Agents (%)
Treatment Control
Police Station

28.1

29.18

Lay magistrates

6.19

6.56

Prosecution

7.38

9.51

Judge

14.52

13.11

Free legal clinics

0.71

0.98

Attorney

13.57

12.13

Abogado de oficio

5.71

2.62

Conciliatory Centre

1.67

1.31

Office of the Ombudsman

2.62

0.98

7.62

6.56

Women attention centres (demuna o centro
de atención a la mujer)
NGOs

0.24

Preferred to settle the dispute by their

7.14

7.54

Anything done to solve the dispute

4.52

9.51

Observations

233

200

own
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Table 3. Pre-Treatment Characteristics using the Whole Census Data
Variable

Treated

Population 1999
Poverty ranking
Index of absolute poverty
Population density
Distance to the province capital
Main mean of access avenue or asphalt road
Main mean of access affirmed road or railway
Main mean of access aerial or passable road
Main mean of access fluvial o lake
Main mean of access lane
Altitude logarithm
Malnutrition rate
Medical posts deficit
Classroom deficit
Proportion of population without access to
Proportion
of the population without drain
drinking water
Proportion of the population without electricity
Proportion of employees
Proportion of non remunerated family members
Proportion of household members
Proportion of independent workers
Proportion of employers
Note: Standard errors are in parenthesis.
* p<.1
**p<.05
*** p< .01
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19789.321
(3685.646)
960.918
(30.591)
0.446
(0.007)
441.733
(116.248)
53.727
(4.25)
0.314
(0.027)
0.36
(0.028)
0.247
(0.025)
0.045
(0.012)
0.031
(0.01)
7.243
(0.082)
36.827
(0.684)
14.385
(3.21)
12.473
(2.585)
42.802
(1.966)
76.4
(1.699)
54.385
(2.023)
0.102
(0.005)
0.185
(0.007)
0.021
(0.001)
0.459
(0.01)
0.016
(0.002)

NonTreated
12795.778
(883.507)
900.441
(13.439)
0.46
(0.003)
433.442
(65.925)
54.411
(1.762)
0.231
(0.01)
0.316
(0.011)
0.327
(0.011)
0.028
(0.004)
0.097
(0.007)
7.062
(0.042)
36.771
(0.294)
6.806
(0.632)
8.903
(1.043)
36.774
(0.82)
71.992
(0.793)
60.853
(0.88)
0.109
(0.002)
0.192
(0.003)
0.021
(0)
0.457
(0.004)
0.013
(0)

Difference
6993.543
(2594.802)***
60.477
(33.936)*
-0.015
(0.009)
8.291
(161.631)
-0.684
(4.489)
0.083
(0.027)***
0.044
(0.03)
-0.08
(0.03)***
0.017
(0.011)
-0.066
(0.018)***
0.181
(0.105)*
0.055
(0.745)
7.578
(2.017)***
3.569
-2.672
6.028
(2.088)***
4.407
(1.987)**
-6.469
(2.225)***
-0.007
(0.006)
-0.007
(0.007)
0
(0.001)
0.001
(0.011)
0.003
(0.002)

Table 4. Probit Estimates of Geographic Location of
Justice Modules (marginal effects)
Indicator of absolute poverty
0.49570
(0.24823)**
Logarithm of population density
0.02793
(0.00697)***
Capital of the province (=1)
-0.08747
(0.01808)***
Extreme Poverty (=1)
0.02680
(0.17556)
Very Poor (=1)
0.03287
(0.15026)
Poor (=1)
0.00655
(0.13028)
Regular (=1)
0.05182
(0.14182)
Km to the province capital
0.00027
(0.00013)**
Main mean of access: carretera
-0.05225
(0.02548)**
Main
mean
access: via aerea and
-0.16011
afirmada
andofferrocarril
(0.03020)***
Main
of access: via fluvial
0.08510
caminomean
carrozable
(0.09927)
Main
of access: camino de
-0.16213
and viamean
lacustre
(0.01456)***
Mountain
(=1)
-0.07879
herradura and
trocha o sender
(0.04769)*
Jungle (=1)
-0.07654
(0.02823)***
Logarithm of the altitude
0.04593
Malnutrition rate
Medical post deficit
Deficit of classrooms
Observations
R2
Note:
Standard
* p<.1
**p<.05
*** p< .01

errors
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are

(0.01167)***
-0.00297
(0.00152)*
0.00111
(0.00079)
-0.00053
(0.00039)
1733
0.683
in
parenthesis.

Table 5. Pre-Treatment Characteristics using the Matching Sample
Variable

Treated

Control

Population 1999

9638.879 9249.412
(997.512) (1117.726)
Poverty ranking
925.175
895.412
(32.378)
(33.293)
Index of absolute poverty
0.456
0.463
(0.008)
(0.008)
Population density
154.653
97.962
(41.405)
(31.795)
Distance to the province capital
48.987
49.029
(4.123)
(3.96)
Main mean of access avenida o carretera asfaltada
0.266
0.245
(0.028)
(0.027)
Main mean of access carretera afirmada o ferrocarril
0.391
0.42
(0.031)
(0.031)
Main mean of access aerea o camino carrozable
0.262
0.241
(0.028)
(0.027)
Main mean of access fluvial o lacustre
0.045
0.066
(0.013)
(0.016)
Main mean of access herradura o sender
0.033
0.025
(0.011)
(0.01)
Altitude logarithm
7.476
7.478
(0.078)
(0.079)
Malnutrition rate
38.385
39.242
(0.692)
(0.67)
Medical posts deficit
5.416
5.066
(.753)
(0.785)
Classroom deficit
4.383
5.737
(0.871)
(1.228)
Proportion of population without access to drinking water 41.249
40.351

Difference
389.466
(1498.113)
29.762
(46.441)
-0.008
(0.012)
56.691
(52.204)
-0.042
(5.717)
0.02
(0.039)
-0.03
(0.044)
0.02
(0.039)
-0.021
(0.021)
0.008
(0.015)
-0.003
(0.111)
-0.857
(0.964)
0.35
(1.088)
-1.355
(1.506)
.897

(2.174)
77.095

(2.145)
76.352

(3.054)
.742

(1.849)
54.778
(2.228)
.091
(0.004)
.195
(0.007)
.02
(0.001)
.464
(0.011)
0.015

(1.779)
60.343
(2.214)
.1
(0.004)
.205
(0.008)
.021
(0.001)
.46
(0.011)
0.01

(2.566)
-5.565
(3.141)*
-.009
(0.006)
-.011
(0.011)
-.001
(0.002)
.004
(0.016)
0.005

(0.003)
Note: standard errors are in parenthesis. * p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01

(0.001)

(0.003)

Proportion of the population without drain
Proportion of the population without electricity
Proportion of employees
Proportion of non remunerated family members
Proportion of household members
Proportion of independent workers
Proportion of employers
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Table 6. The Impact of the Justice Modules on the Proportion of People that Solve
Conflicts by Extrajudicial Means
Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice Modules
(=1)

Observations
R-squared

(1)
-0.16709

(2)
-0.16997

(3)
-0.16023

(4)
-0.15011

One-to-One
Matching
(5)
-0.19083

(0.05129)***

(0.05161)*** (0.05386)*** (0.06128)** (0.05524)***

[0.07014]**

[0.06787]**

[0.06289]**

[0.07778]*

347

347

347

347

0.032

0.058

0.100

0.106

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the proportion of people that solve their conflicts by extrajudicial means.
(1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for indigenous population, quality of the floor, and
education. (3) Controls for distance to the capital of the province, if the district is the capital of
the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the population and type of region (mount
and jungle). (4) Controls for medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate
and for the proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard
errors clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 7. The Impact of the Justice Modules in the Proportion of People that Solve
Conflicts through Informal Mechanism

(1)
-0.10288

(2)
-0.09892

(3)
-0.08853

(4)
-0.07655

One-to-One
Matching
(5)
-0.09923

(0.03949)***

(0.03919)**

(0.04183)**

(.04511)*

(.04275)**

[0.03916]***

[0.03740]***

[0.03810]**

[0.04314]*

347

347

347

347

0.022

0.07

0.091

0.102

Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice Modules
(=1)

Observations
R-squared

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the proportion of people that solve their conflicts by informal
mechanisms. (1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for indigenous population, quality of the
floor, and education. (3) Controls for distance to the capital of the province, if the district is
the capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the population and type of
region (mount and jungle). (4) Controls for medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty,
malnutrition rate and for the proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors are in
parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 8. The Impact of the Justice Modules on the Proportion of People that Solve Conflicts
by Extrajudicial Means by Rural/Urban Areas

Justice Modules
(=1)

Using Observations on the Common
Support
National
Urban
Rural
-0.16997
-.1610743
-.1859207

R-squared

National
-0.19083

Urban
-0.14458

Rural
-0.19565

(0.05161)*** (.0634237)** (.1046324)* (0.05524)*** (0.07155)** (0.09376)**
[0.06787]**

Observations

One-to-One Matching

[.0888124]* [.0846349]**

347

253

94

0.058

0.0784

0.1990

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the dependent
variable is the incidence of conflicts. This model includes as covariates: the indigenous population,
quality of the floor and education. There are no covariates at the district level due to the lack of
power. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the district level are
in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 9. The Impact of the Justice Modules on the Proportion of Households that
Disapprove Taking Justice in their Own Hands

(1)
0.03831

(2)
0.03564

(3)
0.02968

(4)
0.03734

One-toOne
Matching
(5)
.05172

(0.02054)*

(0.02078)*

(0.02125)

(0.02227)*

(.02249)**

[0.02078]*

[0.03211]

[0.03255]

[0.03448]

Observations

2469

2457

2456

2456

R-squared

0.001

0.008

0.012

0.014

Using Observations on the Common Support

Justice Modules (=1)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the proportion of Households that disapprove taking justice into their own
hands. (1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for indigenous population, quality of the floor, and
education. (3) Controls for distance to the capital of the province, if the district is the capital of
the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the population and type of region (mount and
jungle). (4) Controls for medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate and
for the proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard errors
clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 10. The Impact of the Justice Modules on the Proportion of Households that
Think that Using the Formal Justice is a Waste of Time and Money
Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice Modules (=1)

Observations
R-squared

(1)
-0.22527

(2)
-0.23268

(3)
-0.28803

(4)
-0.32031

(0.09767)**

(0.10730)**

(0.12653)** (0.13675)**

[0.11354]*

[0.11561]**

[0.13505]**

[0.13341]**

101

101

101

101

0.051

0.138

0.220

0.247

One-to-One
Matching
(5)
-0.26530
(.09760)***

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the proportion of households that thinks that going to the formal justice is
a waste of time and money. (1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for indigenous population,
quality of the floor, and education. (3) Controls for distance to the capital of the province, if the
district is the capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the population and
type of region (mount and jungle). (4) Controls for medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit,
poverty, malnutrition rate and for the proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors are
in parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 11. The Impact of Justice Modules on Attorney’s Demand

(3)
0.09745

(4)
0.05611

One-to-One
Matching
(5)
.1

(0.04645)**

(0.04911)

(.04368)**

Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice
Modules (=1)

Observations
R-squared

(1)
0.11189

(2)
0.13829

(0.04212)*** (0.04279)***
[0.06455]*

[0.06422]**

[.05875]*

[0.05673]

433

433

433

433

0.016

0.048

0.093

0.116

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the attorney’s demand. (1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for
indigenous population, quality of the floor, and education. (3) Controls for distance to the
capital of the province, if the district is the capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude,
logarithm of the population and type of region (mount and jungle). (4) Controls for medical
posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate and for the proportion of Fujimori
votes. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the district level
are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 12. The Impact of Justice Modules on Attorney’s Demand by Rural/Urban Areas

Justice Modules

Using Observations on the Common
Support
National
Urban
Rural
0.09745
.075063
.1332075

(=1)

(0.04645)** (.0612054) (.0699581)* (.04368)** (.060893)* (0.06488)
[.05875]*

Observations
R-squared

One-to-One Matching
National
Urban
Rural
.1
.109243 0.09091

[.0791219] [.0576902]**

433

285

147

0.093

0.0899

0.1383

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the incidence of conflicts. This model includes as covariates: the
indigenous population, quality of the floor, education, distance to the capital of the province, if
the district is the capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the population
and type of region (mount and jungle). Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard
errors clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 13. The Impact of Justice Modules on the Incidence of Conflicts

(1)
-0.04459

(2)
-0.04580

(3)
-0.04279

(4)
-0.03721

One-toOne
Matching
(5)
-0.04087

(0.01568)***

(0.01577)***

(0.01570)***

(0.01630)**

(0.01710)**

[0.02549]*

[0.02616]*

[0.02573]*

[0.02245]*

Observations

2511

2499

2498

2498

2509

R-squared

0.003

0.015

0.021

0.030

0.003

Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice Modules
(=1)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the incidence of conflicts. (1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for
indigenous population, quality of the floor, and education. (3) Controls for distance to the
capital of the province, if the district is the capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude,
logarithm of the population and type of region (mount and jungle). (4) Controls for medical
posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate and for the proportion of Fujimori
votes. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the district level
are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01

47

Table 14. Judicial System Knowledge Questions (%)
Treatment

Control

True

49.17

47.31

False

37.36

37.75

Non reply

13.47

14.94

The judge sanctions the crime and the

True

56.34

60.76

prosecutor is responsible for the public

False

30.13

27.29

Non reply

13.54

11.95

The judge gives a verdict and the

True

61.98

63.25

prosecutor investigates and reports the

False

22.89

22.71

Non reply

15.3

14.04

True

18.25

19.72

False

69.41

69.02

Non reply

12.34

11.25

1507

1004

The judge investigates the crime and the
prosecutor helps

order

crime to the judge

Both play the same role

Observations
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Table 15. The Impact of Justice Modules on the Incidence of Conflicts by
Rural/Urban Areas

Justice Modules (=1)

Observations
R-squared

Using Observations on the
Common Support
Urban
Rural
-.0124583
-.0669138

One-to-One Matching
Urban
-.0064

Rural
-.0859375

(.021528)

(.027833 )** (.02227) (.02683563)***

[.0279659]

[.0283878]**

1610

880

0.0458

0.06

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in
which the dependent variable is the incidence of conflicts. Both models include
controls for indigenous population, quality of the floor, education, distance to
the capital of the province, if the district is the capital of the province, logarithm
of the altitude, logarithm of the population, type of region (mount and jungle),
medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate and for the
proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
Standard errors clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 16. Rates of Reported Conflicts

Reported Conflicts

Treatment

Control

Difference

0.9184549

0.855

-0.0634549

(0.01796)

(0.0249)

(0.0301)**

Note: standard errors are in parenthesis.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 17. The Impact of the Justice Modules in Conflict Resolution

(1)
0.05105

(2)
0.06685

(3)
0.08229

(4)
0.06703

One-toOne
Matching
(5)
0.035

(0.03918)

(0.04143)

(0.04108)**

(0.04151)

(0.04024)

[0.05250]

[0.05805]

[0.05542]

[0.04583]

433

433

433

433

0.004

0.040

0.050

0.097

Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice Modules (=1)

Observations
R-squared

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the proportion of people that went to a judge and solved the conflict.
(1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for indigenous population, quality of the floor, and
education. (3) Controls for distance to the capital of the province, if the district is the capital of
the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the population and type of region (mount
and jungle). (4) Controls for medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate
and for the proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard
errors clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 18. The Impact of Justice Modules in Conflict Resolution by Rural/Urban Areas

Justice Modules

Using Observations on the Common
One-to-One Matching
Support
National
Urban
Rural
National
Urban
Rural
0.06703
.1668031
-.0645843 0.035
0.15126
-0.07576

(=1)

(0.04151)

(.0543493)*** (.0840521) (0.04024) (0.05363)*** (.06381)

[0.04583]

[.0599824]***

[.0828 ]

433

285

147

0.097

0.18

0.14

Observations
R-squared

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the incidence of conflicts. This model includes as covariates: the indigenous
population, quality of the floor, education, distance to the capital of the province, if the district is
the capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the population and type of
region (mount and jungle), number of medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty and
malnutrition rate. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the
district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 19. The Impact of the Justice Modules on the Time Length of Conflict Resolution

(1)
-0.14447

(2)
-0.13291

(3)
-0.17659

(4)
-0.30908

One-to-One
Matching
(5)
-0.054093

(0.24499)

(0.25294)

(0.26759)

(0.27743)

(0.23634)

[0.28312]

[0.28448]

[0.31479]

[0.30808]

287

285

285

285

0.001

0.023

0.052

0.089

Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice Modules (=1)

Observations
R-squared

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the dependent
variable is the time length of conflict resolution. (1)Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for indigenous
population, quality of the floor, and education. (3) Controls for distance to the capital of the
province, if the district is the capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude, logarithm of the
population and type of region (mount and jungle). (4) Controls for medical posts deficit, classrooms
deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate and for the proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors
are in parentheses. Standard errors clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 20. The Impact of Justice Modules on the Probability of Receiving Child
Support

Justice Modules (=1)

Using Observations on the Common
Support
(1)
(2)
0.0561
0.0515

One-to-One
Matching
(3)
0.002

(0.0269)**

(0.0271)*

[0.0300]*

[0.0302]*

District Effects

Yes

Yes

Yes

Time Effects

Yes

Yes

Yes

Observations

2203

2203

1446

0.0014

0.0052

R-squared

(0.017)

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which
the dependent variable is the attorney’s demand. (1) Without covariates. (2) Controls
for poverty. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. Standard errors clustered at the
district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table 21. The Impact of Justice Modules on Investments to Improve Dwellings

(1)

(2)

(3)

One-to-One
Matching
(4)

0.08785

0.09364

0.15454

0.08599

(0.04477)*

(0.04801)*

(0.13015)

(0.04054)**

[0.02423]***

[0.01653]***

[.0771603]*

297

297

297

0.018

0.0316

0.061

Using Observations on the Common Support
Justice Modules
(=1)

Observations
R-squared

Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficients of a regression model in which the
dependent variable is the attorney’s demand. (1) Excludes covariates. (2) Controls for
distance to the capital of the province, capital of the province, logarithm of the altitude,
logarithm of the population and type of region (mount and jungle). (3) Controls for
medical posts deficit, classrooms deficit, poverty, malnutrition rate and for the
proportion of Fujimori votes. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. Standard errors
clustered at the district level are in brackets.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Appendix
Table A1. Probit Estimates of Geographic Location of Justice Modules for Each Group

Indicator of

North
Coast
(1)
0.63298

North
Mount
(2)
0.16647

North
Jungle
(3)
0.64374

Centre
Mount
(4)
0.17025

South
Coast
(5)
-0.30052

absolute poverty

(0.66341)

(0.31372)

(0.83015)

(0.77909)

(1.52407)

(0.43080)

Logarithm of

-0.01064

0.00615

0.02180

0.12338***

-0.02439

0.06468***

(0.01703)

(0.01405)

(0.02029)

(0.02526)

(0.03860)

(0.01434)

population
density

South Mount
(6)
1.10115**

Capital of the

-0.04338

-0.20027**

-0.02508

province (=1)

(0.04174)

(0.08626)

(0.04323)

Extreme Poverty
(=1)
Very Poor (=1)

Poor (=1)

Regular (=1)

0.95850***

0.95684***

(0.02118)

(0.03598)

0.99166***

-0.03293

0.15226

-0.10366

-0.00395

0.99151***

(0.00713)

(0.08948)

(0.11528)

(0.13767)

(0.55122)

(0.04222)

0.85997***

0.26306

-0.20342

0.09141

0.99216***

(0.17903)

(0.23263)

(0.20364)

(0.40964)

(0.03918)

0.74728*

0.49781

-0.14079

0.05931

0.94324***

(0.41654)

(0.61329)

(0.15806)

(0.23941)

(0.03020)

Km to the
province capital

Main mean of

-0.00082

-0.00003

-0.00005

-0.00077

0.00310***

0.00044*

(0.00068)

(0.00012)

(0.00029)

(0.00055)

(0.00114)

(0.00023)

-0.04655

-0.15006

0.93814***

-0.01519

-0.14308**

0.02364

(0.03436)

(0.75123)

(0.20525)

(0.07391)

(0.06951)

(0.05965)

access: carretera
afirmada and
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ferrocarril
Main mean of

-0.09814** -0.99998***

0.87877*

-0.16929

-0.16405

-0.13428**

(0.04852)

(0.48519)

(0.10813)

(0.10437)

(0.06729)

access: via aerea
and camino

(0.00037)

carrozable
Main mean of

0.99808***

access: via fluvial
(0.00744)

and via lacustre
Main mean of

-0.17886***

access: camino de
herradura and

(0.03615)

trocha o sender
Logarithm of the

0.03348*

0.08585

0.04659

0.04023

0.10765**

-0.12723

altitude

(0.01896)

(0.09841)

(0.03999)

(0.12762)

(0.04347)

(0.08512)

Malnutrition rate

-0.00573

0.00061

0.00240

-0.00536

0.00098

-0.00326

(0.00556)

(0.00239)

(0.00410)

(0.00533)

(0.01035)

(0.00240)

Medical post

0.00280

-0.00243

-0.00193

-0.01380

0.01104*

-0.00027

deficit

(0.00175)

(0.00295)

(0.00403)

(0.01054)

(0.00615)

(0.00219)

Deficit of

-0.00024

0.00265

0.00057

-0.00068

-0.00228

-0.00197

classrooms

(0.00071)

(0.00278)

(0.00136)

(0.00479)

(0.00391)

(0.00134)

Observations
138
100
162
325
82
580
Note: Each column reports the estimated coefficient of a probit model in which the dependent
variable is a dummy variable that indicates if the district is covered by the MBJs or not. Standard
errors are in parenthesis.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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Table A2. Matching Estimators
Incidence of Conflicts

Justice Modules (=1)

Radius

Kernel

-0.045

-0.034

(.010)***

(0.015)**

Extrajudicial Means
Justice Modules (=1)

-0.167

-0.178

(0.033)***

(0.052)***

Informal Means
Justice Modules (=1)

-0.103

-0.099

(.023)***

(0.038)***

Complementary Means
Justice Modules (=1)

0.112

0.120

(.0307)***

(0.050)**

Resolution of Child Support Conflicts
Justice Modules (=1)

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesis.
* p<.1 **p<.05 *** p< .01
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0.207

0.2

(0.074)***

(0.112)**

Figure A1. Propensity Score Kernel Distribution Before and After the Matching
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