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1. Introduction

The universities of York, Lancaster, and Cardiff were commissioned by the Solicitors Regulation
Authority (SRA) to understand the reasons why there is overrepresentation of Black, Asian and
minority ethnic solicitors in reports to the SRA. There are two main components to the research.
The first looks at the factors, present in the legal sector and wider society, which may explain
the overrepresentation in complaints of potential misconduct made to the SRA. The second
looks at decision making at the assessment stage, when the SRA decides which complaints to
take forward for investigation. The reason for this focus is that the overrepresentation is
particularly evident at these two early stages of the SRA's processes. It is present in the
complaints received and increases further at the assessment stage. The research uses multiple
complementary research methods, including both quantitative and qualitative analyses, to shed
further light on this subject.

The overall findings from the research, including an overview of the component parts of the
project, are published separately. This supporting report is part of the first component of the
project and tests the theory identified in the earlier literature, that there may be a greater
likelihood that Black, Asian and minority ethnic solicitors have complaints about potential
misconduct raised about them with the SRA, due to potential socio-cognitive biases that
influence decision-making by the complainant.
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2. Summary of results

Background to the survey

Our literature review [https://guidance.sra.org.uk/sra/research-publications/over-rep-black-asian-minority-ethnic-
solicitors-reports/] identified potential reasons behind the greater likelihood that Black, Asian and
minority ethnic solicitors have complaints about potential misconduct raised about them with
the SRA. One such factor identified was the potential that socio-cognitive biases might influence
decision-making by some groups of consumers.

This is based on social attribution theory and it is focused on how individuals use information to
arrive at causal explanations for events. There are two elements to this theory, which can
influence the extent to which an individual may attribute responsibility, which in this context
may influence whether or not they make a complaint about someone. These are known as
dispositional attribution and situational attribution.

» Dispositional attribution considers the extent to which the perception of misconduct is
assigned to an individual's 'internal' characteristics, or a 'deliberate decision' taken by
them. Published research suggests this is more likely when a service provider is from a
minority ethnic group. Dispositional attribution has been shown in consumer research to
increase the likelihood of complaints being made. This may have the effect of amplifying
the likelihood of complaints about potential misconduct made to the SRA about Black,
Asian and minority ethnic solicitors.

e Situational attribution considers the extent to which the perception of misconduct is due to
situations or events outside an individual's control, stressing the importance of 'external’
influences or situations 'happening to' the subject. Situational attribution has been shown
to reduce the likelihood of complaints being made and to be less likely when a service
provider is from a minority ethnic group. This may have the effect of reducing the


https://guidance.sra.org.uk/sra/research-publications/overrepresentation-reports-sra/
https://guidance.sra.org.uk/sra/research-publications/over-rep-black-asian-minority-ethnic-solicitors-reports/

Solicitors Regulation Authority

likelihood of complaints about potential misconduct being made to the SRA about White
solicitors.

We wanted to test whether there was any empirical evidence to support this and so we
conducted an online survey to understand how consumers attribute responsibility for potential
misconduct, when this service is provided by solicitors from different ethnic backgrounds (i.e.,
Black, Asian, or White solicitors) and gender (i.e., male or female solicitors). We also sought to
test whether as a result, these consumers were more likely to report the solicitors in question to
the SRA for potential misconduct.

Results by the characteristics of the solicitor

In summary, we found that respondents did not make substantially differential attributions
based on either the perceived ethnicity or the gender of the solicitor in the scenario. Nor were
they more likely to report a solicitor to the SRA for potential misconduct based on their
perceived ethnicity or gender. The results of our analysis by the ethnicity and gender of the
solicitors for each question in the survey shows:

¢ Respondents did not attribute responsibility for the potential misconduct differently
depending on the perceived ethnicity or gender of the solicitor in the scenario (see table 6
below).

e When asked whether factors outside the control of the solicitors were responsible (such as
bad luck or unforeseeable circumstances), respondents did not respond differently
depending on the ethnicity or gender of the solicitor in the scenario (see table 7 below).

* Respondents did not respond differently depending on the ethnicity or gender of the
solicitor when asked whether the solicitor who provided the service could have prevented
what happened (see table 9 below).

¢ There was a statistically significant difference by the ethnicity and gender of the solicitor,
in responses to whether the solicitor would behave in the same way in the future. In the
scenarios involving an Asian-female and White solicitors (both male and female)
respondents were more likely to indicate that the solicitors would be very unlikely or
unlikely to behave in the same way in the future than for the other scenarios (see table 8
below).

e There was no difference depending on the ethnicity or gender of the solicitor, in whether
respondents would report these solicitors to the SRA for potential misconduct (see table 10
below).

Results by the characteristics of the respondents

When we analysed the results by the different characteristics of the respondents, we found
evidence that there were differential attributions.

Looking firstly at socio-demographic characteristics we found the following differences:

* The ethnicity of respondents affected how they attributed responsibility for what
happened. White respondents ascribed responsibility for what happened to the solicitor in
the scenario more than Asian or Black respondents (see table 11 below). There were also
some differences by place of birth (see table 16 below), although these characteristics did
not affect the likelihood the respondents would report solicitors to the SRA for potential
misconduct (see table 15 in relation to ethnicity and 20 in relation to place of birth).

¢ Female respondents were more likely to attribute responsibility for what happened to the
solicitor (see table 21 below), but male respondents were slightly more likely to believe
outside factors were mostly responsible (see table 22 below), although there was no
significant difference between the genders in terms of the likelihood to report solicitors to
the SRA for potential misconduct (see table 25 below).

¢ Older respondents were more likely to attribute responsibility to the solicitor in the
scenario than younger respondents (see table 26 below) and less likely to attribute
responsibility to outside factors (see table 27 below). But older respondents were not more
or less likely to report them to the SRA for potential misconduct (see table 30 below).

e Respondents not in paid work (e.g., homemaker, retired or disabled) and unemployed
respondents were respectively the most and the least likely to attribute responsibility to
the solicitor in the scenario (see table 31 below). Employment status also affected the
likelihood to report solicitors to the SRA for potential misconduct (see table 35 below).
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Results by the respondents' experience of, satisfaction with and
knowledge of the legal industry

Looking at the different levels of experience of, satisfaction with, and knowledge of the legal
industry that respondents have, we found the following differences:

* Respondents with a higher level of experience of the legal industry were more likely to
believe that the potential misconduct could have been prevented than those with a lower
level of experience of the legal industry (see table 44 below). This group were also slightly
more likely to take the complaint further and report the solicitor to the SRA for potential
misconduct (see table 45 below).

* Respondents who were more dissatisfied with the legal industry were more likely to think
the solicitor would behave in the same way in the future (in relation to the potential
misconduct) than those who were more satisfied with the legal industry (see table 43
below). The level of satisfaction with the legal industry did not significantly affect whether
someone would report the solicitor to the SRA for potential misconduct (see table 45
below).

¢ Respondents with a better legal knowledge were more likely to think that outside factors
were totally responsible for what happened than respondents with a poorer legal
knowledge. Respondents with a poorer legal knowledge, however, were more likely to think
that outside factors were mostly responsible than respondents with a better legal
knowledge (see table 47). And respondents with a better legal industry knowledge were
more likely to report the solicitor to the SRA for potential misconduct (see table 50 below).

Taken together, the results of our survey provided evidence that respondents attributed
responsibility for potential misconduct differently. Different attributions, however, seemed to be
linked more to respondents' socio-demographic characteristics and levels of experience of,
satisfaction with, and knowledge of the legal industry than to the ethnicity or gender of the
solicitor who delivered the service.

3. Methodology

To investigate how consumers attribute responsibility for potential misconduct, we administered
a survey to a randomised sample of people through Prolific, an online research platform that
provides the recruitment and management of participants for online research.

In a pilot survey, administered to 300 people, we tested two slightly different scenarios that we
had previously developed drawing on actual complaints received by the SRA. For each scenario,
we asked respondents to tell us how likely they would be to submit a complaint to the SRA
about potential misconduct if they were in this situation. We then selected the scenario for
which the responses were more evenly distributed across the available options, in order to
reduce the possibility of different responses being down to factors other than the scenario itself.
The scenario we used for the survey is set out in Annex A.

The pilot also tested respondents' assumptions about ethnicity, based on 'typical' names
commonly ascribed as belonging to particular ethnic groups. These names were taken from
previous research on the impact of ethnicity on customers' complaints (Wood et al., 2009). We
tested two names for each ethnicity-gender combination (i.e., two for White-female, two for
White-male, two for Black-female, two for Black-male, two for Asian-female, and two for Asian-
male). We decided to use these relatively 'high-level' ethnic groups because we wanted to have
a large enough sample to analyse. Based on the consistency of the responses we collected in
the pilot, we selected one name for each ethnicity-gender combination. The gender of the
solicitor in the scenario was indicated by the use of typical pronouns used to indicate whether
someone was male or female. The names and pronouns we used to identify the ethnicity and
gender of the solicitors in the six scenarios are set out in Annex A.

Following the pilot, we prepared six versions of the same questionnaire, one for each ethnicity-
gender combination, with the only differences being the pronoun and name of the solicitor in
the scenario. We collected around 700 responses for each of them, resulting in a total sample of
around 4,200 responses.

We collected demographic data about the respondents, including ethnicity, place of birth,
gender, age and employment status.
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Our respondents were almost equally distributed between female (51.5%) and male (48.5%).
The largest age group was 18- to 39-years-old (38.8%), followed by 40- to 59-years-old (36.3%),
and then 60+ (24.9%). Most of our respondents were White (87.1%) followed by Asian (6.6%)
and Black (3.2%) respectively being the second and third largest ethnic group in our sample.
Most of our respondents (87.7%) were born in the UK. Respondents born in Europe, Asia, and
Africa account for respectively 5.7%, 3.1%, and 2.1% of our sample. Most of our respondents
were in full-time employment (41.5%). Respondents not in paid work (e.g., homemaker, retired
or disabled) and those in part-time employment account for respectively 17.4% and 15.2% of
our sample.

In the first part of the questionnaire, we asked respondents to read the scenario provided and to
tell us:

¢ Q1I1: To what extent they thought the solicitor in the scenario was responsible for what
happened. This question tested the extent to which respondents attribute responsibility for
potential misconduct to factors within the control of the solicitor.

* Q2: To what extent they thought factors outside of the control of the solicitor in the
scenario (such as bad luck or unforeseeable circumstances) were responsible for what
happened. This question tested the extent to which respondents attributed responsibility
for potential misconduct to outside factors, such as those mentioned in the question.

¢ Q3: How likely they thought it was that the solicitor in the scenario would behave in the
same way in the future.

¢ Q4: To what extent they agreed that the solicitor in the scenario could have prevented
what happened.

* Q5: How likely they would be to report the solicitor in the scenario to the SRA for potential
misconduct.

These questions were asked in order to understand how respondents attributed responsibility
and in turn how likely they were to report the solicitor to the SRA for potential misconduct.

In the second part of the questionnaire, we asked respondents several questions, related to
their experience of, satisfaction with, and knowledge of the legal industry. More specifically:

e To understand respondents' level of experience of the legal industry, we asked them to
answer the following question: 'Have you ever used legal services?' Respondents could
choose among the following answers: 'Yes,' '‘No,' 'Do not know,' or 'Prefer not to say.'

» To understand respondents' level of satisfaction with the legal industry, we asked them to
answer the following question: 'How satisfied are you with the most recent service you
have used?' Respondents were asked to provide an answer on a scale ranging from 1
("extremely dissatisfied') to 5 (‘extremely satisfied').

e To understand respondents' level of knowledge of the legal industry, we asked them to
answer the following question: 'To what extent do you agree with the following statement: |
have good knowledge and understanding of legal processes?' Respondents were asked to
provide an answer on a scale ranging from 1 ('strongly disagree') to 5 (‘strongly agree').

These questions were asked in order to understand if these factors affected how respondents

attributed responsibility and in turn their likelihood to report the solicitor to the SRA for potential
misconduct.

4. Analysis of results for all respondents

This section looks at the overall response from all respondents across the six scenarios we
tested.

Overview of the results

Overall, our respondents thought that the solicitor in the scenario was responsible for what
happened, but that outside factors were responsible as well, at least to some extent. Our
respondents also thought that the solicitor would be unlikely to behave in the same way in the
future and that they could have prevented what happened. Three out of four of our respondents
said that they would take the complaint further and report the solicitor to the SRA for potential
misconduct.

Detailed results
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Table 1 shows the answers our respondents provided to Q1 (i.e., 'To what extent do you think
[solicitor name] is responsible for what happened?'). Most of our respondents thought that the
solicitor in the scenario was responsible for what happened, with 43.6% of them saying that the
solicitor in the scenario was totally responsible and 30.6% saying that the solicitor was mostly
responsible. Only 7.2% of our respondents thought that the solicitor in the scenario was not
responsible at all or slightly responsible.

Table 1: Responses to Q1 (responsibility for what happened)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Not responsible at all 47 1.1 1.1
Slightly responsible 254 6.1 6.1

Somewhat responsible 775 18.5 18.6
Mostly responsible 1278 30.5 30.6
Totally responsible 1823 43.4 43.6
Total 4177 99.5 100
Missing 19 0.5
Total 4196 100

Table 2 shows the answers our respondents provided to Q2 (i.e., 'To what extent do you think
factors outside of the control of [solicitor name] (such as bad luck or unforeseeable
circumstances) are responsible for what happened in the scenario?'). Most of our respondents
thought that outside factors were responsible to some extent for what happened, with 31.3% of
them saying that outside factors were slightly responsible and 30.4% saying that outside factors
were somewhat responsible. Only 4.9% of our respondents thought that outside factors were
totally responsible for what happened.

Table 2: Responses to Q2 (extent to which outside factors were responsible)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Outside factors not responsible at all 620 14.8 14.9
Outside factors slightly responsible 1305 31.1 31.3
Outside factors somewhat responsible 1269 30.2 30.4
Outside factors mostly responsible 772 18.4 18.5
Outside factors totally responsible 203 4.8 4.9

Total 4169 99.4 100

Missing 27 0.6

Total 4196 100

Table 3 shows the answers our respondents provided to Q3 (i.e., 'How likely do you think it is
that [solicitor name] will behave in the same way and leave documents in his/her car in the
future?'). Most of our respondents thought that the solicitor in the scenario would be unlikely to
behave in the same way in the future, with 41.4% of them saying that the solicitor would be
very unlikely to behave in the same way and 33.4% saying that the solicitor would be unlikely to
behave in the same way. 11.6% of our respondents, however, believed that the solicitor in the
scenario would be likely to behave in the same way, with likely being the third most selected
option.

Table 3: Responses to Q3 (likely to behave in the same way in the future)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Very unlikely 1700 40.5 41.4
Unlikely 1371 32.7 33.4

Neither likely nor unlikely 337 8 8.2
Likely 476 11.3 11.6

Very likely 225 5.4 5.5

Total 4109 97.9 100

Missing 87 2.1
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Table 4 shows the answers our respondents provided to Q4 (i.e., "To what extent do you agree
that [solicitor name] could have prevented what happened?'). AImost 70% of our respondents
strongly agreed that the solicitor in the scenario could have prevented what happened. Only 2%
of our respondents either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement.

Table 4: Responses to Q4 (extent to which events could have been prevented)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Strongly disagree 29 0.7 0.7
Disagree 55 1.3 1.3
Neither agree nor disagree 122 2.9 2.9
Agree 1067 25.4 25.6
Strongly agree 2899 69.1 69.5
Total 4172 99.4 100
Missing 24 0.6
Total 4196 100

Table 5 shows the answers our respondents provided to Q5 (i.e., "You complained to [solicitor
name] ... but you were not happy with their response. How likely would you be to take the
complaint further and report [solicitor name] to the regulator of solicitors?'). Most of our
respondents said that they would be either likely (39.0%) or very likely (36.3%) to take the
complaint further and report the solicitor in the scenario to the regulator of solicitors. Around
12% of them, however, reported being very unlikely or unlikely to take the complaint further
and report the solicitor to the regulator of solicitors.

Table 5: Responses to Q5 (likelihood of reporting to the SRA)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Very unlikely 74 1.8 1.8
Unlikely 447 10.7 10.8
Neither likely nor unlikely 500 11.9 12.1
Likely 1608 38.3 39
Very likely 1497 35.7 36.3
Total 4126 98.3 100
Missing 70 1.7
Total 4196 100

5. Analysis of results by the gender and ethnicity of the solicitor in the

scenario

This section compares the responses by the gender and ethnicity of the solicitors in the

scenario2#02l.

Overview of the results

Overall, the answers our respondents provided did not differ across solicitors of different gender
and ethnicity in a statistically significant way. Q3 (i.e., 'How likely do you think it is that [solicitor
name] will behave in the same way and leave documents in his/her car in the future?') was,
however, an exception, as the responses provided to this question varied across ethnicity-
gender combinations. Some combinations (i.e., Black male, Asian male, Black female) were
considered more likely to behave in the same way in the future than others (i.e., Asian female
and White female).

Detailed results

Table 6 shows the responses provided to Q1 (i.e., 'To what extent do you think [solicitor name] is
responsible for what happened?') by each individual gender-ethnicity combination in our
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scenario. The responses provided were rather similar across gender-ethnicity combinations.
Most of our respondents thought that the solicitor in the scenario was either totally responsible
or mostly responsible for what happened, regardless of gender or ethnicity. Although the
analysis found some slight differences, overall, the results of a test we conducted to compare
responses across gender-ethnicity combinations were not statistically significant (see Annex B).

Table 6: Responses to Q1 (responsibility for what happened) by gender-ethnicity
combination

Asian Asian Black Black White White

female male female male female male Total
Not Count 7 8 10 3 9 10 47
responsible at
all % 1.00% 1.20% 1.40% 0.40% 1.30% 1.40% 1.10%
Slightly  Count 45 40 36 46 41 46 254
responsible % 6.50% 5.80% 5.10% 6.60%  5.90% 6.70%  6.10%
Somewhat Count119 120 112 151 133 140 775
responsible % 17.10% 17.30% 16.00% 21.60% 19.10% 20.30% 18.60%
Mostly Count 223 210 254 205 187 199 1278
responsible 9% 32.00% 30.20% 36.20% 29.40% 26.90% 28.80% 30.60%
Totally Count 302 317 290 293 325 296 1823
responsible % 43.40% 45.60% 41.30% 42.00% 46.80% 42.80% 43.60%
Total Count 696 695 702 698 695 691 4177

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Table 7 shows the responses to Q2 (i.e., 'To what extent do you think factors outside of the
control of [solicitor name] (such as bad luck or unforeseeable circumstances) are responsible for
what happened in the scenario?') by each gender-ethnicity combination in our scenario. The
responses provided are again rather similar across gender-ethnicity combinations, with most of
our respondents indicating that outside factors are only slightly or somewhat responsible for
what happened. The results of a test we performed to compare responses across gender-
ethnicity combinations confirmed that differences in responses are not statistically significant
(see Annex B).

Table 7: Responses to Q2 (extent to which outside factors were responsible) by
gender-ethnicity combination

Asian Asian Black Black White White

female male female male female male Total
Outside factors count 101 117 100 97 106 99 620
not responsible
at all % 14.50% 16.90% 14.30% 14.00% 15.30% 14.30% 14.90%
0utsi|<§|ehfta;ct0rs Count 217 208 231 223 197 229 1305
slightly
responsible % 31.20% 30.00% 33.00% 32.10% 28.40% 33.10% 31.30%
Outside factors count 217 213 197 229 211 202 1269
somewhat
responsible % 31.20% 30.70% 28.10% 32.90% 30.40% 29.20% 30.40%
Outside :?ctors Count 131 122 136 125 135 123 772
mostly
responsible % 18.80% 17.60% 19.40% 18.00% 19.50% 17.80% 18.50%
Outstidte flfctors Count 29 33 37 21 45 38 203
otally
responsible % 4.20% 4.80% 5.30% 3.00% 6.50% 5.50% 4.90%
Count 695 693 701 695 694 691 4169
Total

% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Table 8 shows the responses to Q3 (i.e., 'How likely do you think it is that [solicitor name] will
behave in the same way and leave documents in his/her car in the future?') by each gender-



Solicitors Regulation Authority

ethnicity combination in our scenario. The responses provided appeared similar across gender-
ethnicity combinations in that most of our respondents thought that it was either very unlikely
or unlikely that the solicitor in the scenario would behave in the same way in the future,
regardless of the gender-ethnicity combination considered. However, those respondents that
were presented with a scenario that featured Asian-female, White-female, and White-male
solicitors were more likely to indicate that the solicitors in the scenario would be very unlikely or
unlikely to behave in the same way in the future than other respondents. The results of a test
we performed to compare responses across gender-ethnicity combinations confirmed the
relevance of these differences, showing that differences in responses were statistically
significant (see Annex B).

Table 8: Responses to Q3 (likely to behave in the same way in the future) by gender-
ethnicity combination

Asian Asian Black Black White White

Total
female male female male female male
Verv unlikel Count 293 269 268 236 340 294 1700
y Y o 4250% 39.40% 39.10% 34.40% 49.70% 43.20% 41.40%
Unlikel Count 250 217 226 241 213 224 1371
y % 36.20% 31.80% 33.00% 35.10% 31.10% 32.90% 33.40%
Neither Count 48 54 75 64 38 58 337
likely nor

unlikely % 7.00% 7.90% 10.90% 9.30%  5.60% 8.50%  8.20%
Likel Count 67 95 79 94 66 75 476
y % 9.70% 13.90% 11.50% 13.70% 9.60% 11.00% 11.60%

Verv likel Count 32 48 37 52 27 29 225
y y % 4.60% 7.00%  5.40% 7.60%  3.90% 4.30%  5.50%
Total Count 690 683 685 687 684 680 4109

% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Table 9 shows the answers our respondents provided to Q4 (i.e., "To what extent do you agree
that [solicitor name] could have prevented what happened?') by each gender-ethnicity
combination in our scenario. The responses provided were quite similar across gender-ethnicity
combinations. Most of our respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that the solicitor in the
scenario could have prevented what happened, regardless of the gender and ethnicity of the
solicitor. The results of a test we performed to compare responses across gender-ethnicity
combinations confirmed that differences in responses were not statistically significant (see
Annex B).

Table 9: Responses to Q4 (extent to which events could have been prevented) by
gender-ethnicity combination

Asian Asian Black Black White White

female male female male female male Total
Strongly Count6 5 4 4 4 6 29
disagree % 0.90% 0.70% 0.60% 0.60% 0.60%  0.90%  0.70%
) Count 8 8 7 12 7 13 55
Disagree % 1.20%  1.20% 1.00% 1.70% 1.00%  1.90%  1.30%
Neither agree Count 20 14 19 16 24 29 122
nor disagree % 2.90%  2.00% 2.70%  2.30%  3.50% = 4.20%  2.90%
Count 193 177 164 190 171 172 1067
Agree % 27.80% 25.50% 23.40% 27.30% 24.60% 24.90% 25.60%
Strongly Count 468 490 506 475 489 471 2899
agree % 67.30% 70.60% 72.30% 68.10% 70.40% 68.20% 69.50%
Total Count 695 694 700 697 695 691 4172

% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Table 10 shows the answers our respondents provided to Q5 (i.e., 'You complained to [solicitor
name] ... but you were not happy with their response. How likely would you be to take the
complaint further and report [solicitor name] to the regulator of solicitors?') by each gender-
ethnicity combination in our scenario. Most of our respondents reported being either likely or
very likely to take the complaint further and report the solicitor in the SRA, regardless of the
gender and ethnicity of the solicitor. The results of a test we performed to compare responses
across gender-ethnicity combinations confirmed that differences in responses were not
statistically significant (see Annex B).

Table 10: Responses to Q5 (likelihood of reporting to the SRA) by gender-ethnicity
combination

Asian Asian Black Black White White

female male female male female male Total
Very unlikel Count 15 11 10 16 10 12 74
y Y o 220% 1.60% 1.40%  2.30% 1.50%  1.70%  1.80%
Unlikel Count 75 61 80 79 73 79 447
y % 10.90% 9.00% 11.50% 11.50% 10.70% 11.50% 10.80%
Neither Count 89 81 82 87 85 76 500
likely nor
unlikely % 12.90% 11.90% 11.80% 12.60% 12.40% 11.10% 12.10%
Likel Count 259 255 276 280 271 267 1608
y % 37.50% 37.40% 39.80% 40.60% 39.60% 38.90% 39.00%
. Count 253 273 245 227 246 253 1497
Very likely
% 36.60% 40.10% 35.40% 32.90% 35.90% 36.80% 36.30%
Total Count 691 681 693 689 685 687 4126

% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

6. Analysis of results by respondents’' profile

This section looks at the overall response to the scenario by the characteristics of the
respondents.

Overview of the results

The responses our respondents provided varied across respondents' profiles. Respondents born
in different places or of different ethnicities attributed responsibility for potential misconduct
differently. This, however, did not translate into an increased likelihood to submit a complaint to
the SRA. In a similar vein, respondents' age and gender affected how they attributed
responsibility for potential misconduct, but this again did not translate into a higher likelihood to
submit a complaint to the SRA. Respondents of employment status, on the contrary, differed not
only in terms of how they attributed responsibility for potential misconduct. They also differed in
terms of their likelihood to submit a complaint to the SRA for potential misconduct.

Detailed analysis by respondents' ethnicity

Table 11 shows that the responses our respondents provided to Q1 (i.e., 'To what extent do you
think [solicitor name] is responsible for what happened?') varied across their ethnicities.
Focusing on the three ethnicities with the largest number of responses (i.e., Asian, Black, and
White), White respondents ascribed responsibility to the solicitor in the scenario more for what
happened than Asian or Black respondents. White respondents were in fact less likely than
Black and Asian respondents to think that the solicitor in the scenario was not responsible at all
for what happened and more likely than Black and Asian respondents to think that the solicitor
in the scenario was totally responsible for what happened. The results of a test we performed to
compare the responses across ethnicities confirmed that the differences observed are
statistically significant (see Annex B).

Table 11: Responses to Q1 (responsibility for what happened) by respondent's
ethnicity
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Asian Black Mixed Other White Total
Not responsible at all Count > 4 L 0 37 47
% 1.80% 3.00% 1.40% 0.00% 1.00% 1.10%
] _ Count 22 8 3 6 215 254
Slightly responsible o " 500 610% 4.20% 10.50% 5.90% 6.10%
_ Count64 31 19 13 648 775
Somewhat responsible . " 5500 53509 26.80% 22.80% 17.80% 18.60%
Mostly responsible "t 92 38 16 21 1111 1278
% 33.20% 28.80% 22.50% 36.80% 30.50% 30.60%
, Count 94 51 32 17 1629 1823
Totally responsible o " 5 500, 38.60% 45.10% 29.80% 44.80% 43.60%
| Count 277 132 71 57 3640 4177
Tota % 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Table 12 shows that the responses our respondents provided to Q2 (i.e., To what extent do you
think factors outside of the control of [solicitor name] (such as bad luck or unforeseeable
circumstances) are responsible for what happened in the scenario?') varied across their
ethnicities. Focusing on the three ethnicities with the largest number of responses (i.e., Asian,
Black, and White), Black respondents were more likely than Asian and White respondents to
believe that outside factors were somewhat responsible for what happened, but less likely than
Asian and White respondents to believe that outside factors were mostly responsible. The
results of a test we performed to compare the responses we collected across ethnicities confirm
that the differences we observed were statistically significant, although to a lower degree than
the responses to Q1 (see Annex B).

Table 12: Responses to Q2 (extent to which outside factors were responsible) by
respondent's ethnicity

Asian Black Mixed Other White Total
Outside factors not Count 34 20 11 8 547 620
responsible at all % 12.50% 15.30% 15.50% 14.00% 15.00% 14.90%
Outside factors slightly Count 70 32 23 14 1166 1305
responsible % 25.60% 24.40% 32.40% 24.60% 32.10% 31.3