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FIGURE 4(a): Jurisgenerative Regime Settlement Rates
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FIGURE 4(b): Jurispathic Regime Settlement Rates



Figure 3 shows the mean trials for agents under various regimes. As seen in other results
there are three basic groupings. In Figure 3(a) these groups are most obvious, with total
information producing fewer trials than some information. Finally, judicial decision-making that
is random (no information) produces the most trials. Once again it is worthy of note that in the
case of jurispathic decision-making the relative order of total information and some information
is switched, with some information being generally better than total information (see Figure

3(b)).

Figure 4 shows the percentage of settled cases over the course of the runs. Once again
we see three groups divided along the lines of information with the order of partial vs. complete
switched from jurispathic to jurisgenerative decision-making. What is particularly remarkable is
that the settlement rate of the highest performance judicial decision-making (jurisgenerative with
complete information and jurispathic with partial information) begins to converge on realistic
settlement rates. It is estimated that only between 2% and 7% of cases that are filed actually go
to trial (Posner 1998). Both jurisgenerative decision-making with complete information and
jurispathic with partial information begin to reach those values.

CONCLUSION

The current model shows promise as a method to test the utility and effect of judicial
decision-making regimes. Using the system introduced by Axtell and Epstein (Axtell 1994 and
Axtell 2005) to evaluate the empirical substance of the models described in this study, one could
say that it is Level 0, i.e. the code functions properly, and may be beginning to approach Level 1
as it shows some similarity to actual macro-level dynamics, namely settlement dynamics. In
principle it should be possible to move the model firmly to Level 1. Furthermore, there are large
amounts of data available on our legal system, this should make it possible to move, at least parts
of it, to Level 2. It would be a very serious challenge to move into Level 3, however, it may be
possible.

This model represents a first step towards a careful examination of the effects of judicial
decision-making in our legal system. To fully appreciate the effects of jurisgenerative and
jurispathic decisions, and the effects that differing amounts of information will have on these
decisions, the next generation of models must perform much more sophisticated analyses on the
resource extraction strategies of the agents. Transaction costs must be included, as well as the
effects and costs of information and precedence. Only after inclusion of these important features
could an informed study be performed regarding reforms that may be useful to the judicial
decision-making process. Obviously it is impossible to create a decision-making regime with
complete information; therefore, it is particularly intriguing to see results indicating that partial
information in a jurispathic regime is better than complete information in that regime.
Hopefully, this study is a first step in that direction and will help to inform discussions of
jurispathic and jurisgenerative decision-making and to begin to articulate the utility agent-based
modeling could have in jurisprudential study. Given the inroads made by Economics (of
particular interest is Behavioral Law and Economics) and Game Theory, incorporation of agent-
based modeling seems only natural.
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