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How to use this guide

This guide supports the preparation, implementation, and classroom discussion of the court conges-
tion, deadlines, and access to justice activity available through the Behavioral and Experimental
Economics Research Lab (BEER Lab) at the Department of Economics of Tecnoldgico de Monterrey.
It is intended for instructors with different levels of familiarity with experimental and behavioral
econoics.

The document offers three reading paths. The quick guide is enough to launch a session. The
operational chapters explain each screen used by instructors and students. The conceptual chapters
present the theories, predictions, and empirical findings needed to lead the post-game discussion.

Access instructions and common screens are explained once. Each variant then focuses only on
what changes relative to the basic game: configuration, group size, decisions, predictions, relevant
outcomes, and academic literature.

Author

This guide was prepared by Stanislao Maldonado, research professor in the Department of Economics
at Tecnoldgico de Monterrey, Monterrey Campus. For questions or suggestions about its content,
please contact the author at stanislao.maldonado@tec.mx.

For the instructor

This guide follows the English-language interface. Spanish configurations use the same
logic. Never project individual codes or connect outcomes to names, student identification
numbers, or seats in the room.
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Chapter 1

Preparation and access

1.1 Family overview

Purpose Compare priority, review, adjournments, and performance incentives in
a capacity-constrained office.

Experimental unit a group of 4 people per case

Participants Multiples of 4; minimum 4.

Suggested duration 20-40 minutes of play; 60-90 with discussion.

Basic edition One case; ten with fixed groups or rematching with stable roles.

Extended edition 8 conditions, including the reference; ten cases.

Decision court congestion, deadlines, case management

Payoff ECU per case; sum of active cases. See role-specific accounts.

Topics court congestion; deadlines; case management; adjournments; access to
justice

JEL C92, K41, D73

1.2 Locate the activity and choose a comparison

Start at https://beer-lab.org/en/ and select CLASSROOM in the top menu. This opens
https://teaching.beer-lab.org/en/, where you can search for this activity by title and filter
by topic or JEL code. The card distinguishes Espafiol and English; Show extended version changes
the edition. The directory language does not by itself determine the session language. Check the
configuration name before creating a session and clear filters from an earlier search if the card is
missing.

The stable address for this family is https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org. Participants enter
through https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/room/court_delay_en; instructors prepare
sessions through https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/demo or https://courtdelay.beer-lab
.org/rooms. The preview verified on this computer is http://localhost:8216/demo. A local
address works only on the computer running it. Classroom use across several devices requires the
institutional instance. If the card is not yet visible, its catalog integration remains to be completed.
Do not substitute a similar family and thereby change the rules without noticing.

Distinguish four links. The room is the entry point shared with the class. The instructor panel
selects configurations and creates sessions. An individual link identifies one specific participant
slot and belongs to one person. The report belongs to that session and contains information


https://beer-lab.org/en/
https://teaching.beer-lab.org/en/
https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org
https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/room/court_delay_en
https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/demo
https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/rooms
https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/rooms
http://localhost:8216/demo
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reserved for the instructor. Sharing the panel is different from sharing the room: it can expose
administrative controls or outcomes that should still remain hidden.

Before inviting participants, define a question: which institution will you compare, and what
outcome would be compatible with the proposed mechanism? Select the reference condition and
one extension that changes the relevant dimension. Record what remains constant, how you will
assign conditions, and when discussion begins. Changing several rules simultaneously can create
an interesting class, but prevents attribution of the observed difference to just one rule. The
extensions support several lessons; they need not all be run in a single meeting.

1.3 Prepare a usable session

The experimental unit in this family is a group of 4 people per case. The roles are Manager,
Claimant 1, Claimant 2, Claimant 3. Prepare 4 slots per interactive unit where applicable, and check
the requirement displayed by the creation form. Rematching needs several units for composition
to change; with only one unit there is no alternative counterpart. In an individual activity, each
student advances independently. Do not add artificial participants to a real session merely to
complete groups: this changes both the experience and the data you intend to discuss.

Open a demonstration beforehand. Read the instructions from every role and solve one numerical
example by hand. Check the reference balance, resources already committed, transfers, and costs
that consume resources. A starting figure of 100 ECU does not imply that everyone can spend 100
on every decision. Some games subtract a loss or an invested claim before choices occur. Final
payment appears at case completion and accumulated payment adds all active cases. This guide
explains how to reconstruct those values independently of the results screen.

ECU means Experimental Currency Units. They are the activity’s accounting unit, not an
automatic equivalence with pesos or dollars. This delivery does not announce a cash conversion. If
the laboratory organizes a paid session, agree and communicate the exchange rate and payment
rule beforehand. Do not associate higher earnings with a better grade: maximizing points and
producing a well-supported academic explanation are different objects of assessment.

Allow time for reading and private questions. Check that each device can enter the room and that
participants do not share an individual link. Project only public instructions. A student viewing
a private file should not display it to the entire class. Prepare an alternative for someone who
does not participate: they can examine aggregated outcomes after the activity and solve the same
conceptual exercise without receiving private information during decisions.

For the instructor

Before starting, confirm title, language, edition, number of cases, and participant count.
Demo and Rooms must contain only this family’s configurations and four rooms. If another
game appears, consult laboratory coordination before starting. Correct filtering protects
both the instructions and subsequent downloads.

1.4 Accompany the participant sequence

The welcome page introduces the laboratory and its rules: decide privately, remain silent, and seek
assistance without communicating decisions. Instructions, the session’s specific condition, and
comprehension questions follow. These questions check resources, number of cases, ECU meaning,
and a central mechanism. An incorrect answer produces a corrective explanation. Ask the student
to identify the relevant rule before submitting again; do not treat that error as evidence about
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preferences or strategy.

After comprehension, the case page identifies position and period. Decision pages appear when that
role must act. In interactive games, waiting pages allow the program to collect the information
required before advancing. Waiting does not reveal another person’s decision and does not mean a
choice was rejected. The individual activity has no synchronization between participants. The
instructor should distinguish expected synchronization from a connectivity problem.

Case results show payments and accounting components. The closing page states that the activity
is finished and asks participants to remain there. Do not launch another session in the same tab
until discussion has ended or data have been saved. If a student finishes early, request silence.
Comments about offers, votes, or losses can affect people who are still deciding, particularly in
repeated versions.

What participants will see

Each person receives the information needed for their own role. A screen can display a
private balance or file that other positions do not know. Instructor assistance should clarify
what a rule means without recommending an option or revealing what happened in another

unit.
Tecnologico @ BEER es m
de Monterrey S
PARTICIPATE CLASSROOM RESEARCH EVENTS INITIATIVES NEWS TRAINING TEAM

Tecnoldgico de Monterrey

@ BEER | &
Ve study how

people decide.

In the laboratory, in the classroom and in the field. Here you

can sign up to take part in our studies, use our games in class,

or host your own experiment.

Take part in experiments ‘ Explore the lab

Figure 1.1: Current institutional navigation: select CLASSROOM to open classroom experiments.
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Tecnologico
@ de Moné'rrey @ BEER e m

PARTICIPATE CLASSROOM RESEARCH EVENTS INITIATIVES NEWS TRAINING TEAM

INSTRUCTORS AND STUDENTS

Classroom experiments

rimental economics games for classroom activities and discussion. Open the game

nes in class or propose a new one —+ instructor guide
-lab.org/enfresearch

Search by title, topic, keyword or JEL code..

Topic JEL code ~ 103 games
Electoral Accountability and Political Selection Aggregate Demand and Aggregate Supply
Study how the prospect of remaining in office changes an Understand how spending choices aggregate into demand and
officeholder's behavior and how information allows voters to how equilibrium with supply determines output and prices. Basic
choose between politicians with different types. Basic: One One period, ten periods with the same economy, or ten periods
encounter or four encounters with fixed or reassigned groups with reassigned economies. Extended: Demand expansion and
Extended: Eight treatments on continuation, information, types contraction, supply shock, fiscal stimulus, capacity, expectations
office value, term limits, and audits. and coordination

Figure 1.2: Current institutional navigation: search by title, topic, or JEL code and confirm
language and edition.

Demo
C tion judicial, pl la justicia - Basica - ES- U .z
ongestion judicial, plazos Yy acceso a la Justicla dSICa n caso Congestlon
Congestion judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Basica - ES - Diez casos - Participantes estables judicial, plazos Yy
/ orden fijo acceso ala

Congestion judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Basica - ES - Diez casos - Reasignacion JUStICIa / Court
conservando roles Congestlon,
Deadlines, and
Access to Justice

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice - Basic - EN - Ten cases - Stable participants / — BEER Lab
fixed order

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice - Basic - EN - One case

Seleccione una variante

. . . . ) . de este juego. Select a
Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice - Basic - EN - Ten cases - Rematching with

ctable roles version of this game.
Congestion judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida - ES - Orden de llegada

Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida - ES - Prioridad por urgencia

Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida - ES - Seleccién del gestor

Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida - ES - Plazo sin aplazamientos

Figure 1.3: Demo lists this family’s configurations. Confirm language, edition, and horizon before
creating a session. (1/2)
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Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida
Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida

Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida

presentacion

Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -
Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -
Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -
adjournments

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -
decisions

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -
cost

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice -

Extended

Extended -

Extended -

Extended -

Extended -

Extended -

Extended -

Extended -

“EN

EN -

EN -

EN -

EN -

EN -

EM -

EN -

- ES - Bono por casos resueltos
- ES - Bono por aciertos

- ES + Acceso sin costo de

- ES - Mayor costo de espera

- Queue order
Urgency priority
Manager selection

Deadline without

Bonus for resolved cases

Bonus for accurate

Filing without an entry

Higher waiting costs

Figure 1.4: Demo lists this family’s configurations. Confirm language, edition, and horizon before
creating a session. (2/2)

Rooms
Current rooms:

Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Basica - ES

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice - Basic - EN

Congestién judicial, plazos y acceso a la justicia - Extendida - ES

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice - Extended - EN

Figure 1.5: Four rooms distinguish language and edition; share only the room corresponding to
the session.
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Room: Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice - Basic -
EN

Create a new session

Session Config

Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to Justice - Basic - EN - One case

Number of participants

Complete groups of 4 participants. Use a multiple of 4; minimum 4.

Configure session £

App sequence

court_delay_game (10 rounds)

0 participants present

Start links

These URLs will stay constant for new sessions, even if the database is recreated.

Room-wide URL

Here is the room-wide URL anyone can use. Don't use this link when testing in multiple tabs on the same browser, because all

tabs will be assigned to the same participant, using a cookie.

http://127.0.0.1:8216/room/court delay_en

Figure 1.6: Instructor form: check participant count and configuration before creating.
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EEER @ Tecnolégico

............ de Monterrey

Your role: Manager - Case 1/ 1

Welcome to the laboratory

The Behavioral and Experimental Economics Research Lab at the Department of Economics,
Tecnoldgico de Monterrey, is a place to learn about economic decisions through controlled

activities.

+ Remain silent and do not communicate with other people.

» Decide individually and privately.

» Follow the instructions; do not refresh, close or leave the page.
o If there is a problem, raise your hand or contact staff privately.

| have read the rules and am ready to continue.

Figure 1.7: The welcome page introduces the laboratory and private-decision rules.

EEER @ Tecnoldgico

............ de Monterrey

Your role: Claimant 2 - Case 1/ 1

Instructions

Resources and unit of account

One manager and three claimants receive 100 ECU each per docket. ECU means Experimental

Currency Units. There are three hearing slots and each claimant may file one claim.

ECU stands for Experimental Currency Units. It is the unit of account for this activity.

This session does not convert ECU into real money.

One manager and three claimants receive 100 ECU each per docket. ECU means Experimental
Currency Units. There are three hearing slots and each claimant may file one claim.

Filing costs 2 ECU. Each fictional claim is valid or invalid with equal probability and only its
claimant knows its status before resolution. A favorable decision pays 30 ECU.

Each used slot costs [3, 6, 9] ECU respectively to claimants whose cases remain pending,
including the case heard in that slot. A case removed from the queue stops generating cost. After

three slots, pending cases receive no award.

Figure 1.8: Actual instructions: identify resources, costs, and the session rule before starting. (1/2)
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Ordinary priority follows queue order; an adjournment moves a case to the end. Urgency serves
the highest waiting cost; under discretion the manager selects. The manager chooses review 0, 1
or 2, costing 2 ECU per level. Accuracy is 60%, 75% or 90%. An announced automatic rule
adjudicates, not a hidden person.

Each selected claimant may adjourn once, except under strict deadlines. Adjournment uses the
slot and adds 15 accuracy points to the next review, capped at 95%. In the final slot it may leave
the case unresolved.

Manager bonuses in this session: 0 ECU per resolved case and 0 ECU per correctly resolved case.
Decisions are compared with fictional status at closure.

Each round resets the three files, resources and slots. Pending cases do not carry into the next

round: the report retains the number left unresolved.

Specific rule for this session

The initial queue is followed; adjournments move a file to its end.

Number of cases: 1 - Stable participants / fixed order

Each case begins with the described resources. Final payment sums all active cases.

Figure 1.9: Actual instructions: identify resources, costs, and the session rule before starting. (2/2)
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Tecnoldgico
_BEE.R,_“ @ de Mongerrey

Your role: Manager - Case 1/1

Check the rules

Resources and unit of dccount

ECU stands for Experimental Currency Units. It is the unit of account for this activity.

This session does not convert ECU into real money.

What is the individual reference balance before claims, losses or decisions?

101

Your answer: 101. The correct answer is 100. The reference balance before losses, claims or decisions is
100 ECU. Adjustments are explained separately.

How many cases are included in this session?

Figure 1.10: An incorrect answer receives an explanation. Address understanding before
interpreting choices. (1/2)



BEER Lab Court management

Your answer: 2. The correct answer is 1. This session contains 1 case(s); this is not group size.

What does ECU mean?

‘ An academic grade ‘

Your answer: An academic grade. The correct answer is Experimental Currency Units. ECU means
Experimental Currency Units. No conversion to real money is announced.

An adjournment uses one of the three available slots.

‘ False

Your answer: False. The correct answer is True. The slot is consumed without resolution, retaining waiting
costs and potentially leaving pending cases at closure.

Figure 1.11: An incorrect answer receives an explanation. Address understanding before
interpreting choices. (2/2)

10



Chapter 2

Court congestion: capacity, waiting,
and accuracy

2.1 Managing limited capacity

An institution can resolve more files, resolve them more accurately, or serve people with greater
waiting costs earlier. These objectives need not coincide. The game presents an office with three
hearing slots, one manager, and three claimants. Capacity is fixed, and an adjournment consumes
a slot without resolving a case. Filing, review, and adjournment choices determine access, costs,
and unfinished files.

Everyone starts the round with 100 ECU. Claimants receive a fictionally valid or invalid case
with equal probability and privately know its status. The manager does not know that truth
when assigning review. Filing costs 2, and a favorable decision pays 30 from an external account.
Someone who does not file retains 100 and never joins the queue. Validity is randomly assigned
case information, not a description of a student’s actual conduct or merit.

Waiting costs per pending slot are 3, 6, and 9 for claimants 1, 2, and 3. Costs apply during every
used slot while a case remains pending, including the slot in which it is resolved. Differences across
positions permit study of urgency priority. Waiting costs are consumed resources, not transfers to
the manager. Files unresolved after three slots receive no award that round.

2.2 The docket sequence

First, each claimant decides whether to file. The manager observes pending files and assigns a
review level to the case selected under the scheduling rule. Levels zero, one, and two have accuracy
60, 75, and 90 percent. Each level costs the manager 2. An announced automatic rule adjudicates
by comparing a draw with accuracy; there is no hidden human judge.

After assignment, the selected claimant may request one adjournment if it remains available and
the condition permits it. Adjournment consumes the slot, keeps the case pending, and adds 15
percentage points to future review accuracy, capped at 95 percent. Review expenditure already
incurred in that slot is not refunded. The manager selects review anew on a later slot; the previous
level is not automatically retained.

The sequence continues until three available slots are used or the queue is empty. Ordinary priority
follows queue order, with an adjourned file moved to the end. Urgency priority selects again by
waiting cost, so an urgent adjourned case can be selected before others. A new round resets the
docket: previous unfinished files are recorded but do not carry forward into an accumulating queue.

11
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2.3 A complete example without adjournments

Suppose all three file and are served in order 1, 2, and 3. The first waits one slot and pays 3; the
second waits two and pays 12; the third waits three and pays 27. Filing costs total 6 and waiting
costs 42. If all receive favorable decisions, their payments are 125, 116, and 101: initial 100 minus
filing and waiting plus award 30.

If the manager chooses review zero throughout, review costs nothing and the basic-condition
manager finishes with 100. Combined payments total 442. Reconstruct this from initial 400 minus
filing costs 6 minus waiting costs 42 plus external awards 90. This identity does not mean the
office created social welfare of 90: awards are financed by a separately identified external account.

An unfavorable decision in the third case gives that claimant 71, without reimbursement of filing
or waiting costs. An unresolved third case also receives no award, but its waiting costs depend on
slots actually used. A pending file is not an adverse judgment and is excluded from the accuracy
denominator. Different procedural paths can generate identical payments without constituting
identical institutional outcomes.

Theoretical foundation

A claimant’s payment equals endowment minus filing cost, minus per-slot cost times slots
spent pending, plus any favorable award. The manager pays review costs and may receive
bonuses. Speed, accuracy, and claimant earnings are different measures: a favorable decision
can be incorrect relative to fictional status.

2.4 Filing is not always attractive

With review zero, a valid case has probability 0.60 of receiving 30 and an invalid case probability
0.40. Expected awards are 18 and 12. For a claimant with cost 9 served after three slots, filing and
waiting total 29. Neither expected award offsets 29 under monetary self-interest. If that person
were the only filer and served in one slot, cost would be 11 and both expected awards would exceed
it.

Filing therefore depends on expectations about other claims, priority, and adjournments. There is
no unique access threshold independent of other people’s behavior. Few filed cases may reflect
deterrence through delay, not absence of harm or sufficient institutional capacity. Read the report
from filing through resolution and retain people who never entered proceedings.

Higher accuracy raises expected monetary recovery for a valid case and lowers it for an invalid
one. This asymmetry supports discussion of private incentives to improve evidence, but is not
automatically a preference for justice. Distinguishing factual state, favorable decisions, and payment
prevents receipt of an award from becoming a universal quality measure.

12



Chapter 3

Scheduling rules and managerial incen-
tives

3.1 Urgency priority

The highest waiting cost is served first, with positional tie-breaking. When everyone files and
nobody adjourns, order is 3, 2, and 1. Waiting costs are respectively 9, 12, and 9, totaling 30.
Ordinary order produced 42. The same three-slot capacity therefore creates different total waiting
costs depending on scheduling.

The reduction of 12 does not benefit everyone. Claimant 1 waits three slots instead of one and
pays 9 rather than 3. Claimant 3 improves from 27 to 9. The comparison contrasts arrival-order
equality with minimization of announced waiting costs. It neither observes actual urgency nor
permits claimants to report costs strategically.

3.2 Manager selection

The manager may choose any pending file and its review level. Without a performance bonus,
reducing other people’s waiting costs produces no direct monetary benefit for the manager. They are
monetarily indifferent about order. Choices can reflect concern for others, an intuitive scheduling
rule, or procedural preferences, but one action does not identify those motivations.

Compare accumulated costs and positions left pending against automatic rules. Discretion is not
necessarily arbitrariness: it can prioritize costly delays. Conversely, an automatic rule need not
minimize costs. The teaching task is to identify the decision maker’s information and the objective
that the institution rewards.

3.3 Deadline without adjournments

Adjournment is unavailable. With three filed cases, every used slot can produce a decision, allowing
all three to finish within capacity. The opportunity for improved accuracy from later review
disappears. This separates a timing benefit from the opportunity to improve information.

More resolved cases can coexist with lower conditional accuracy. Evaluate both measures and
waiting costs together. Do not conclude that every actual continuance is unnecessary: this model
fixes its informational benefit at 15 points and its capacity cost at one slot. The result depends on
those values and available capacity.

13
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3.4 Bonus for resolved cases

The manager receives 5 per resolved case. The bonus rewards completion, not agreement with
fictional truth. Review costs resources without directly increasing hearing slots, so speed incentives
alone do not make purchasing accuracy attractive. The manager also cannot refuse an otherwise
permitted adjournment; that choice belongs to the claimant.

This illustrates limits of a performance metric. Three resolutions do not imply three correct
resolutions. Examine the bonus together with errors, review expenditure, and pending cases.
Changed accuracy can reflect different review choices or a different set of cases reaching resolution.
The export permits reconstruction of both stages.

3.5 Bonus for accurate decisions

The manager receives 20 for every decision matching fictional status. Without a previous adjourn-
ment, an extra review level raises accuracy by 0.15 and expected bonus by 3, at cost 2. Under
monetary self-interest, and assuming the selected case will be resolved, investment can be attractive.
This makes the distinction between rewarding quantity and rewarding accuracy operational.

After adjournment, accuracy levels are 75, 90, and 95 percent. The first increase still adds expected
bonus 3, but the second adds only 1 because of the 95-percent cap. Both increments cost 2. The
preferred level can therefore shift from two to one. Caps matter: do not apply a 15-point increase
mechanically when the rule limits accuracy.

3.6 Filing without an entry cost

Filing cost falls from 2 to zero while waiting costs and capacity remain constant. Lower cost can
encourage access and expand the queue faced by others. Compare filing, resolution, and total
waiting costs. More claims need not create a proportional increase in awards or fewer pending files.

This condition does not eliminate every access barrier. Expected waiting cost 27 remains substantial
even when entry is free. Distinguish the cost of opening a file from the cost of remaining in the
system. A reduction in entry charges should not be interpreted as a complete solution to congestion.

3.7 Higher waiting costs

Per-slot costs rise from 3, 6, and 9 to 6, 12, and 18. Capacity and accuracy remain unchanged.
With all three resolved in ordinary order and no adjournments, total waiting cost doubles from 42
to 84. Filing responses can change actual cases and slots, so observed total cost need not double.

Distinguish the mechanical effect from behavioral responses. First calculate what happens with
choices held constant, then examine changed behavior. Lower observed aggregate waiting cost
could arise because high-cost people stopped filing, even though access deteriorated. An empty
queue alone is insufficient evidence of improved institutional performance.
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Chapter 4

Evidence, measurement, and exercises

4.1 Foundation and scope

Steven Shavell’s Continuances and Uncertainty in the Course of Adjudication, NBER Working
Paper 31084 from 2023, develops a theoretical analysis of continuances and delay costs. Additional
time can improve information and avoid unnecessary preparation but also creates waiting costs.
Evaluating continuances requires comparing those effects.

This game simplifies the problem to three slots and an announced accuracy gain. It neither
reproduces a judicial experiment nor estimates a real reform’s effect. Priority, performance
incentives, and entry-cost changes are teaching comparisons built on the stated accounts. Present
their predictions as model implications and classroom observations, distinguished from professional-
court evidence.

4.2 Accuracy among resolved cases

The report counts filed, resolved, and pending claims. Conditional accuracy divides correct decisions
by decisions actually made. Pending cases are neither successes nor errors. With no resolved case,
accuracy is undefined. Do not replace absence of a denominator with zero accuracy or with perfect
accuracy because no error was recorded.

Suppose one office resolves two cases correctly and leaves one pending. Conditional accuracy is
100 percent, but only two of three cases were resolved. Another resolves all three and gets two
right: accuracy is about 66.7 percent with complete resolution coverage. Choosing between them
requires a criterion valuing pending cases and costs, not merely ranking accuracy.

4.3 Adjournment and queue exercise

All three file under ordinary priority and the first adjourns. Slot one charges waiting costs to all
three and moves file 1 to the end. Slot two serves file 2 and slot three serves file 3, leaving file 1
pending. Waiting slots are three for case 1, two for case 2, and three for case 3. Their costs are 9,
12, and 27, totaling 48 compared with 42 without adjournment.

Besides increasing cost, adjournment eliminates one resolution within the horizon. Its promised
accuracy improvement is never used because no slot remains. That is not a software error: the
benefit was conditional on a later review. Ask why an adjournment in a short horizon differs from
one in an office with guaranteed future capacity.
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4.4 Review-incentive exercise

Without prior adjournment and with accuracy bonus 20, level zero gives expected bonus 12 at no
cost. Level one gives 15 at cost 2, net 13. Level two gives 18 at cost 4, net 14. Level two maximizes
expected money. Under a speed bonus, every level gives the same completion bonus while positive
levels add cost.

After adjournment, net expected accuracy bonuses are 15, 16, and 15: multiply accuracies 0.75,
0.90, and 0.95 by 20 and subtract costs zero, two, and four. Level one becomes preferable. The
exercise requires knowing the effective rule before recommending more review and shows how a
well-defined incentive can produce an interior choice.

4.5 Access and selection exercise

A claimant with waiting cost 9 anticipates three pending slots. Even with a valid case and accuracy
0.90, expected recovery is 27 while filing plus waiting costs 29. Under the monetary benchmark, not
filing is preferable. Removing entry cost leaves expected award 27 against waiting cost 27, creating
indifference before accounting for risk. Urgency priority serving the case in one slot reduces cost
to 11 and changes the comparison.

Queue and access rules therefore interact. Accuracy comparisons among filers can omit people
deterred by waiting. Request a table preserving potential claimants, filed cases, and resolutions as
separate stages. Access quality should be assessed from the population eligible to enter, not only
the files reaching the end.

4.6 Advanced exercise: why private adjournment incentives differ

For a valid case, a 15-point accuracy increase raises expected award by 4.5 ECU if another resolution
opportunity is assured and the cap does not bind. For an invalid case, it lowers expected award
by the same amount. Both may incur additional waiting costs and risk exhausting capacity. The
private desirability of delay thus depends on fictional status, waiting cost, and the likelihood of
being served later.

The manager does not observe status when assigning review. Inferring it from an adjournment
request would require a behavioral model, and even then the request is not conclusive. Some
people may misunderstand the queue or value aspects beyond money. The implementation keeps
private status separate from public action so the class can discuss inference without treating a
request as direct proof of merit.

4.7 Advanced exercise: compare throughput with social cost

Two schedules resolve all three cases with identical review effort and accuracy, but one uses ordinary
order and the other urgency order. Throughput and precision are identical, yet waiting totals differ
by 12. A dashboard containing only completion counts and accuracy would miss the distribution
of delay costs. Explain which additional statistic captures that difference and who gains or loses
when order changes.

Now let one claimant stop filing because anticipated waiting is costly. Throughput can fall while
measured average waiting among completed files improves. This is a selection effect, not necessarily
better management. Students should retain both potential and actual demand in their evaluation
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and state whether the institution is judged by people served, accuracy, resource cost, or access for
high-cost claimants.

4.8 Conceptual closure

Court performance has several dimensions: access, timely resolution, accuracy, costs, and dis-
tribution of waiting. No single count ranks every institutional choice. The game makes those
dimensions explicit and permits reconstruction of the underlying decisions. Its central lesson is to
specify an objective and denominator before judging a rule, while recognizing what a three-slot
fictional model leaves outside its scope.

4.9 Reference operating rules

The following record collects the effective basic-condition instructions. Use it to check that
demonstration accounts match the worked examples. The preceding extensions explain condition-
specific changes.

One manager and three claimants receive 100 ECU each per docket. ECU means Experimental
Currency Units. There are three hearing slots and each claimant may file one claim.

Filing costs 2 ECU. Each fictional claim is valid or invalid with equal probability and only its
claimant knows its status before resolution. A favorable decision pays 30 ECU.

Each used slot costs [3, 6, 9] ECU respectively to claimants whose cases remain pending, including
the case heard in that slot. A case removed from the queue stops generating cost. After three
slots, pending cases receive no award.

Ordinary priority follows queue order; an adjournment moves a case to the end. Urgency serves
the highest waiting cost; under discretion the manager selects. The manager chooses review 0,
1 or 2, costing 2 ECU per level. Accuracy is 60%, 75% or 90%. An announced automatic rule
adjudicates, not a hidden person.

Each selected claimant may adjourn once, except under strict deadlines. Adjournment uses the
slot and adds 15 accuracy points to the next review, capped at 95%. In the final slot it may leave
the case unresolved.

Manager bonuses in this session: 0 ECU per resolved case and 0 ECU per correctly resolved case.
Decisions are compared with fictional status at closure.

Each round resets the three files, resources and slots. Pending cases do not carry into the next
round: the report retains the number left unresolved.
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_BEER _ @ Tecnologico

de Monterrey

Your role: Manager - Case 1/1

Case management

Initial balance per person; 100 ECU.

Pending files (claimant positions): 1, 2, 3

Assign review for this slot

‘ Select an option

Figure 4.1: Decision for Manager. Check the information and options available to this position.

_BEER _ @ Tecnologico

de Monterrey

Your role: Claimant 1- Case 1/ 1

Case management

Initial balance per person; 100 ECU.
Your file has fictional merit: yes
Each slot your case remains pending costs 3 ECU.

File the claim?

‘ Select an option

Figure 4.2: Decision for Claimant 1. Check the information and options available to this position.
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_BEE_R_ @ Tecnoldgico

de Monterrey
Your role: Claimant 2 - Case 1/ 1

Case management

Initial balance per person: 100 ECU.

Your file has fictional merit: yes

Each slot your case remains pending costs 6 ECU.

File the claim?

‘ Select an option

Figure 4.3: Decision for Claimant 2. Check the information and options available to this position.

Tecnolégico
@ _BEE.R.. @ de Montgerrey

Your role: Claimant 3-Case 1/ 1

Case management

Initial balance per person: 100 ECU.

Your file has fictional merit: yes

Each slot your case remains pending costs 9 ECU.

File the claim?

‘ Select an option

Figure 4.4: Decision for Claimant 3. Check the information and options available to this position.
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_BEER _ @ Tecnoldgico

de Monterrey
Your role: Manager - Case 1/1

Case outcome

Your payment for this case: 100 ECU

Payments by role

Manager 100 ECU
Claimant 1 89 ECU

Claimant 2 116 ECU
Claimant 3 101 ECU

Case outcome

Filed claims 3

Resolved cases 2

Figure 4.5: Case result: reconstruct the payoff before moving to the next file. (1/2)
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Unresolved cases 1
Adjournments 1
Decisions matching fictional status 1
Errors against fictional status 1
Accumulated waiting slots 8
Manager review expenditure 0

Accounts and components

Filing cost 6 ECU
Waiting cost 48 ECU
Review cost 0 ECU
Awards from external account 60 ECU
Manager bonus 0 ECU

Figure 4.6: Case result: reconstruct the payoff before moving to the next file. (2/2)
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Chapter 5

Reading outcomes and designing dis-
cussion

5.1 Begin with the unit and denominator

Open the report for the session that was actually used. Before revealing results, check completed
cases, the possible total, and pending cases. The report observation is one case of the experimental
unit, not every individual row in the participant file. When several people share a group outcome,
recording that outcome for each member does not create independent realizations. This distinction
matters for percentages, graphs, and any subsequent analysis.

The report starts hidden. Reveal aggregates after the decisions you intend to compare are complete,
and hide them again when reviewing administrative information. Hiding controls the instructor’s
projection; it does not replace private access to the panel. First ask for a literal description of what
happened: number of units, frequency of an outcome, and dispersion. Introduce the economic
explanation afterward. This order discourages students from selecting only observations that fit an
announced prediction.

Means summarize outcomes but do not describe the entire distribution. Two groups can have the
same average payoff and very different inequality. A histogram reveals concentrations, extremes,
or absence of variation. Each bar reports the count and share of completed cases taking that value.
If everyone chose the same option, the distribution is concentrated; the chart is not broken. With
few cases, large differences between bars can arise from chance or one decision.

Role tables show the mean, median, and number of completed payments. The median is the middle
ordered payoff; the mean is their sum divided by the number of observations. A large difference
between the two is a reason to examine extremes before describing a typical participant. Colors
identify positions in the activity, not types of people. Do not use a color or label to attribute moral
dispositions to particular students.

Evolution by case shows changes during the session. A slope does not establish learning: it can also
reflect different realizations, adaptation to counterparts, fatigue, or presentation order. Repeated
observations with fixed groups share people and history. Under rematching, people continue
accumulating experience even when group membership changes. To compare formats, retain period
and configuration, and avoid treating every row as an independent observation.
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Feedback script

First describe a number and its denominator. Then reconstruct a rule that could produce
it. Finally propose an alternative explanation and a comparison that could distinguish the
two. A convincing explanation connects information, choice, and outcome; naming a bias is
insufficient.

5.2 Move from observation to a defensible claim

A reference prediction states what particular assumptions would produce. It may require knowledge
of the rules, accurate calculation, exclusive concern for personal earnings, and a specified attitude
toward risk. If behavior differs, do not immediately conclude that students are irrational. First
check whether the prediction uses the actual parameters, whether decisions depended on private
information, and whether several responses were compatible with the same criterion.

Separate three levels of claim. An observation summarizes the session: for example, a certain share
selected an option. A compatible mechanism explains how incentives or information could produce
that choice. A causal conclusion needs a comparison that attributes the change to a rule while
excluding relevant alternatives. Classroom sessions often support the first two levels well. The
third requires planning assignment, sample size, and incident handling before seeing outcomes.

Do not exclude a unit because it contradicts the theory. Record technical problems or documented
departures from instructions and apply criteria established beforehand. Keep a table of excluded
cases and reasons. An unexpected decision remains a valid observation when the person understood
the task and acted within available options. Comprehension questions improve the activity but do
not exhaustively measure understanding, attention, or effort.

5.3 A sixty-minute lesson

Use the first eight minutes to introduce the institutional question without announcing a desirable
answer. Allow ten minutes for reading, questions, and comprehension. Reserve fifteen minutes
for the basic activity; actual duration depends on its turns and the class’s experience. Spend ten
minutes reconstructing an outcome with the accounting rules, twelve contrasting an extension,
and five on an individual closing response. If the sequence takes longer, reduce the number of
conditions rather than the time needed to understand them.

In a ninety-minute lesson, you can run two comparable sessions and reserve twenty minutes for
joint discussion. If the same people complete both, alternate condition order across groups when
feasible. If that is impossible, explicitly state that the second condition occurs after learning the
first. Do not call the difference a pure institutional effect. Repetition offers an opportunity to
teach why order matters in an experiment.

A short assessment can request three products: a correct calculation, a prediction with assumptions,
and a limitation of inference. Award credit for identifying a condition under which the prediction
would change. Do not grade earnings or agreement with the instructor’s opinion. For advanced
work, request a small alternative design that changes one rule and specifies an outcome capable of
distinguishing two explanations.
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5.4 A workshop for reconstructing the export

Begin with a verifiable task: reconstruct one completed case from decisions without looking at
the computed payment. In the custom export, locate session, participant, round, and group.
Completion indicates whether an outcome exists; phase identifies the last transition reached.
Choices are stored in fields numbered by stage. Their meaning depends on role and condition, so
the same technical field does not necessarily represent the same question for everyone.

The state field retains a structured record of information, aggregate choices, payments, and accounts.
These components trace the program’s causal sequence: initial situation, action, institutional
rule, and outcome. For spreadsheet analysis, convert components into columns while retaining
the untouched original. Avoid text replacements that remove commas or minus signs without
distinguishing values from structure. Conversion must preserve numbers, missing values, and
position-specific payment lists.

Select a second unit with a different outcome and repeat the reconstruction. The contrast helps
locate whether differences arise from choices, a random draw, or an institutional rule. In a
programming exercise, a useful check independently verifies a resource identity. A test copying
the same payment formula under a different name can reproduce the same mistake and is not an
independent accounting check.

5.5 What synthetic data contribute

The analysis folder includes synthetic cases generated under each condition’s rules. They support
practice importing records, making tables, and verifying accounts. Preserve the synthetic-data
label in every derived chart or file. Simulated choices do not represent a student population and
are not calibrated to reproduce an empirical frequency. A condition generating more agreements
or votes in this file is not an experimentally validated behavioral prediction.

Use synthetic data to examine operation: possible values, balanced accounts, fields changing across
conditions, and observation structure. Use classroom data to describe behavior actually observed,
subject to assignment and sample-size limitations. Keeping these sources separate prevents a
software example from accidentally becoming evidence about human preferences. Students should
be able to explain which parts of a synthetic outcome were generated by choices and which follow
mechanically from the institution.

5.6 Plan a comparison before seeing results

Write a hypothesis identifying the reference condition, extension, primary outcome, and expected
direction under explicit assumptions. Add a secondary outcome capable of revealing an inter-
vention’s cost. An institution can improve the metric it rewards while worsening one it ignores.
Specifying both in advance makes discussion less dependent on whichever number looked most
striking afterward.

Also record assignment. If one classroom group receives one condition and another group receives
another, experience or understanding can vary alongside treatment. With random assignment,
preserve the unit assigned and do not artificially multiply sample size through rounds or group
members. With a before-and-after design using the same people, recognize learning and order as
alternative explanations. These choices matter even when teaching is the main objective.
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5.7 A short analysis deliverable

Request one page containing a question, a small table, a distribution plot, and an interpretation
paragraph. The table should state the unit and number of complete cases; plots should preserve a
common scale across conditions. Separate observed outcomes, a compatible mechanism, and a
limitation in the paragraph. An excellent answer can find little difference and explain why the
design or sample does not establish equivalence.

Keep a minimal implementation record containing configuration, language, horizon, participant
count, and incidents. A screenshot of a plot without these rules is insufficient for reproduction.
There is no need to present infrastructure or commands during feedback. The purpose is for
students to explain how decisions become outcomes and which comparison supports each claim.
Encourage them to report one observation that would weaken their preferred explanation, making
the analysis open to disagreement rather than a search for confirmation.

Instructor report - Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to
Justice

Queue order - Stable participants / fixed order
Completed cases: 0 / 2 - Pending: 2

Results remain hidden until the instructor chooses to display them.

Figure 5.1: Monitoring view: unrevealed report and case count.

25



BEER Lab

Court management

Instructor report - Court Congestion, Deadlines, and Access to

Justice

Queue order - Stable participants / fixed order

Completed cases: 2 / 2 - Pending: 0

l Download this session (CSV by person and case)

Results remain hidden until the instructor chooses to display them.

Hide results

Each observation is a completed group or individual case, according to the design. Pending cases are excluded from means

and distributions but retained in the download.

Payments by role

Manager Mean: 100 Median: 100,0
Claimant 1 Mean: 89 Median: 89,0
Claimant 2 Mean: 116 Median: 116,0
Claimant 3 Mean: 86 Median: 86,0

Case outcome

Filed claims 3
Resolved cases 2
Unresolved cases 1
Adjournments 1
Decisions matching fictional status 1.5
Errors against fictional status 05

n=2

n=2

n=2

n=2

n=2

Il
[}

n

n=2

n=2

n=2

n=2

Figure 5.2: Monitoring view: revealed results; read every figure with its denominator.

Filed claims

100%

Figure 5.3: Monitoring view: the distribution shows concentration and dispersion.

Filed claims

Case 1 Mean: 3

n=2

Figure 5.4: Monitoring view: evolution separates cases and available observations.
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QEER @ Tecnolégico

gimi=t de Monterrey

Your role: Claimant 2- Case 1/ 1
The activity has ended

Your accumulated payment: 116 ECU

Remain on this page and wait for the instructor's directions.

Figure 5.5: Monitoring view: closure confirms there are no further decisions for this person.
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Chapter 6

Data, retention, and incident recovery

6.1 Download the right session

From the session panel, open Data and use its own download link. The general oTree file is wide:
one participant row contains columns for different rounds. This family’s custom export is long and
retains participant, round, group, role, language, edition, treatment, matching, phase, decisions,
completion, payoff, and case state. Pending cases are retained. A blank field may indicate a
decision that was unnecessary or has not yet been made; it must not automatically become zero.

Save the original file unchanged with the configuration and date. Use a copy to construct tables.
Identify the session by its code and check that the last active round is present. Unused technical
rounds do not belong to the experimental horizon. In a one-case version, the report must summarize
that case even if the administrator opens the last technical period. Completed and pending counts
provide a cross-check between the download and the visible session.

The private report also includes Download this session, which directly delivers the person-by-case
CSV for the open session. This option requires no API-key configuration. It preserves all active
rounds, including those still pending. The general Data download and this long download represent
the same session in different layouts; their organization differs, not the active horizon that must be
retained.

Collective outcomes repeat in members’ state records. To construct a unit-level file, retain one
observation per session, group, and round, or per participant and round for the individual activity.
For payments by role, retain individual rows. Do not mix these levels in one average without
specifying its weights. The analysis folder includes clearly marked synthetic data for practicing
calculations. They are not evidence collected from students.

6.2 Protect interpretation and privacy

Do not collect names, student identification numbers, or demographic variables for this activity.
Session and participant identifiers support operational tracking but should not be projected or
published with results. Restrict access to the original file. When sharing a classroom table, remove
individual codes and use aggregates that do not make a particular decision easy to recognize. A
file’s fictional status does not describe the real conduct, merit, or responsibility of the person
assigned to it.

Classroom data do not automatically constitute a research sample. Before using them in a study,
separately define the protocol, consent, data management, and relevant authorizations. You can
discuss limitations pedagogically without turning every class into a research procedure. This guide
teaches how to read outcomes, recognize observational units, and formulate hypotheses. It does
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not promise representative estimates for actual judges, creditors, or data users.

6.3 Recover a session without changing its rules

If someone is waiting, examine the other positions in that unit. Locate the pending slot and
check whether its participant is reading, has not submitted, or lost connectivity. Do not decide for
them. If two people opened the same individual link, stop interpreting that unit and record the
incident. If faithful recovery is impossible, retain partial data and create a new session for a later
demonstration.

Correct a language error before choices begin. Do not informally translate for one participant
while everyone else receives different instructions. If an incorrect configuration already produced
decisions, identify those data separately. Restarting a server while preserving its database does not
erase a session. Deleting or recreating the database invalidates previous individual links, requires a
new session, and must never be used merely to refresh the interface.

Checkpoint

At closure, confirm that all planned cases are either complete or accompanied by a recorded
incident, that the download belongs to the selected session, and that pending outcomes have
not become zeros. Save the configuration alongside the data. Reproducibility begins with
preserving the rules actually used.

Attention

Reveal the report after the decisions you wish to compare. Showing averages from other
groups during play introduces social information. When that information is not part of the
treatment, it changes the activity and must be recorded as an implementation incident.

6.4 Awvailable rooms and conditions

Stable room: https://courtdelay.beer-1lab.org/room/gestion_judicial_es
Stable room: https://courtdelay.beer-1lab.org/room/court_delay_en
Stable room: https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/room/gestion_judicial_extendido

Stable room: https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/room/court_delay_extended

Queue order The initial queue is followed; adjournments move a file
to its end.

Urgency priority The highest waiting cost is served first, with ties broken
by position.

Manager selection The manager chooses any pending file.

Deadline without adjournments Adjournment requests are unavailable.

Bonus for resolved cases The manager receives 5 ECU per resolved case.
Bonus for accurate decisions The manager receives 20 ECU per decision matching
fictional status.

Filing without an entry cost Filing the claim costs zero ECU.
Higher waiting costs Costs per pending slot are 6, 12 and 18 ECU.



https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/room/gestion_judicial_es
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https://courtdelay.beer-lab.org/room/court_delay_extended
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6.5 References and provenance

Shavell, Steven (2023). Continuances and Uncertainty in the Course of Adjudication. NBER
Working Paper 31084. DOI: 10.3386/w31084.

https://www.nber.org/papers/w31084

JEL classification verified with the American Economic Association: https://www.aeaweb.org/e
conlit/jelCodes.php?view=jel

Original BEER Lab teaching design. Additional predictions follow from the rules documented here.
Sources and navigation checked in October 2026.
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