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Abstract

:

This study proposes a novel evaluation model for lawyer selection incorporating the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude employing the hybrid multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) approach. In the proposed approach, the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude is employed as an evaluation factor in the evaluation model for lawyer selection from law firms’ perspective. In this paper, a hybrid approach based on the Delphi technique and analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is proposed to manage qualitative and quantitative criteria for selecting the best alternative lawyer for law firms in China. Finally, a law firm in China is carried out to verify the feasibility of the proposed approach. Based on the result, the backbone leadership does provide valuable information in the evaluation model for lawyer selection. The results also revealed that the proposed approach would help law firms and human resource managers to understand and develop strategies to hire a lawyer.
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1. Introduction


Hiring a qualified lawyer is crucial to the law firm. A lawyer is a representative of clients or a neutral third party, playing a vital role in society. Moreover, lawyer recruitment is the process of selecting, evaluating, and hiring lawyers for a business. Hence, lawyer selection is the complicated problem that is served as the impetus for law firms and academic studies.



However, with the lawyer selection problem, some obstacles arise. First, previous studies lack factors that influence the selection of lawyers [1]. Moreover, the vast majority of studies typically focused on the long-term customer relationship [2] and clients’ service quality [1]. Moreover, the most frequently used factors are measured by private clients in these studies [3]. Finally, existing studies have focused on the views of corporate clients, rather than law firms.



Collaboration is naturally becoming more essential in today’s dynamic business environment [4,5]. The complex and integrative nature of legal work requires professionals to bring together their specialized expertise in order to successfully serve clients. The backbone is the initiative as a whole by integrating the efforts of multiple partners working toward the same goal. The backbone organization of the leader plays another crucial function in organizational collaboration [6]. However, previous studies did not consider the issues for law firms [1,2,3].



Second, to select the best alternative lawyer is a type of multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) problem. The analytical hierarchy process (AHP) is a tool in the decision-making [7,8,9,10,11,12]. Employing AHP can decompose the decision problem into several hierarchical levels, can help to make decisions based on the professional knowledge and experience of experts [7,8]. Hence, this study employs the AHP method to determine the relative influences of evaluation factors on lawyer selection problems.



To our best knowledge, the topic of lawyer selection from a law firm’s perspective has yet to be properly investigated. The aim of this study proposes a novel evaluation model for lawyer selection, incorporating the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude employing the hybrid MCDM approach from the perspective of law firms. First, we derived the main factors through an extensive literature review while adopting the backbone leadership concept into the evaluation model to give a more comprehensive analysis for decision makers. Second, it provides a promising alternative for the lawyer selection model. The Delphi technique firstly confirms the evaluation factors that are used to select the best alternative. Next, we employ AHP to determine the relative weights of evaluation factors and to rank the alternatives. Finally, an empirical study to validate the effectiveness of the proposed approach, in a law firm in China, is carried out.



The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents an overview of lawyer selection and the methods including Delphi, AHP, and our proposed approach in Section 3. Next, it describes the results and discussions of the case study. Finally, it offers the conclusions and further discussion.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Factors Influencing Lawyer Selection


Recruitment and selection are very important operations in human resource management. Personnel selection is the process of placement of individuals into jobs [13]. General factors pertaining to work mainly include cognitive ability, job knowledge, and job experience of the individuals in the organization [14].



The literature on lawyer selection is in its infancy and rather scant. Previous studies examining those factors that influence this topic place greater efforts targeting client satisfaction and service evaluation [1,15]. Some looking into clients’ selection of lawyers do so from the viewpoints of corporate clients and not law firms. These studies highlighted the prominence of good personal relationships between corporate clients and lawyers [16,17] and the legal firms [18,19,20,21,22].



A few studies have examined choice factors as applied by private clients when selecting a lawyer [3,23], while others have noted that individual consumers like lawyer experience [24], competence [23], and reputation [25]. Dissimilarly, some studies place less emphasis on the price of lawyer services when making a decision [25], although studies have stated that clients might measure the quality of legal services based on lawyer fees [23]. The previous studies also note that factors such as experience and competence are not valued as much as competing factors, such as convenient office hours and location [24] as well as the physical appearance of the lawyer’s office [15,23].



However, there are several problems from the previous studies. First, most studies look at the United States and the United Kingdom, and thus their results may or may not be applied to other countries. Second, choosing a lawyer is difficult, because legal services are relatively intangible [26], and the lawyer selection issue is often ambiguous, complex, or unpredictable [23,27]. Furthermore, law firms’ selection factors for hiring lawyers cover tangible factors such as the demographic variables of the lawyer.




2.2. Backbone Leadership


The leadership styles can be classified into two categories, namely transactional and transformational [28]. Transactional leadership is a leadership style where founded on contingent rewards by exception, motivates followers to achieve optimal job performance from his or her subordinates [29]. Transformational leadership is a popular leadership style based on vision, generally energetic, enthusiastic, and passionate. Such leadership can inspire positive changes in followers to achieve a vision moored on objectives to work towards for all stakeholders’ goals [29].



Backbone leadership, derives from the transformational leadership in which the vision is one of achieving moral good, trust, and moral rectitude, and the core values are those of integrity. Backbone leaders require a uniquely skilled individual who is comfortable with ambiguity and sees his or her role as building the capacity of the staff and partners to navigate complexity and adapt accordingly [30,31]. Building trust and respectful relationships is a cornerstone of coalition leadership [30,31].



There are some characteristics of effective backbone leadership: visionary, relationship builder, collaborative, focused, adaptive, charismatic, results-oriented and influential communicator, political and humble [30]. A good leader also requires the management competence, and collective impact stress the importance of high quality backbone leadership [32,33]. Such leaders require a keen sense of understanding when they are encountering the environmental change, which can be solved with existing resources and expertise, and when the deeper, more human side of adaptive changed is at play, which evokes fear, feelings of loss, and resistance [31].



Lawyers often act in the leadership role, especially in the context of law firms [23]. Moreover, their development should not only have the competences from their profession, but also have to exercise leadership style [25]. The lawyers work in uncharted territory—beyond the boundaries of clients, non-clients, and judge sectors. The study for leadership is needed to focus the integrative work these lawyers do—convening diverse stakeholders, leveraging external resources, participation, and achieving collective impact [34]. More specifically, law firms are collaborative organizations that have a team of lawyers and legal specialists who work together for their customers in order to creatively and strategically set a course for their courtroom experience.



Like most effective collaborations, law firms need a strong backbone leader to keep the work moving forward in a structured way [33]. There is a lack of studies exploring the role of backbone leadership in the law firm. This study could be the practices for lawyer selection effectively [34,35].




2.3. Research Gap


Regarding the above review, the previous studies lack the factors that influence the selection of lawyers. In particular, lawyer selection is a multi-criteria problem. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, AHP has been used extensively in different evaluation problems, but has not been applied to the problem of lawyer selection so far. Ali et al. [36] and Goepel and Performance [37] provided a detailed review of the AHP methods for personnel selection-related problems, which have not been applied to the problem of lawyer selection so far.



Thus, this study endeavors to fill the gap of knowledge in lawyer selection. We propose a hybrid evaluation model for lawyer selection by integrating the Delphi and AHP techniques, while adopting lawyer’s backbone leadership as an evaluation factor. First, we derive the main factor through the literature review and use the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude employed as an evaluation factor in the evaluation model from the law firms’ perspective. The Delphi method is used to confirm the relevant evaluation factor. Then, we applied AHP to rank and prioritize the evaluation factors and alternative lawyers. Finally, the Chinese law firm verifies the feasibility of the proposed approach.





3. Method


To deal with the lawyer selection problem, a hybrid MCDM method with a combination of Delphi and AHP is proposed. The Delphi technique has proven to be a popular tool for many applications [38]. It is a useful instrument for identifying and prioritizing issues for managerial decision-making. The AHP method is a prominent and powerful tool for making decisions in MCDM problems. The principle of the AHP is to develop a hierarchy by breaking the problem down to the decision to be more manageable and easier [7,8]. It is a structured technique and can be the supplementary research for the Delphi method [7,8]. Moreover, the Delphi survey may be employed prior to the AHP technique to refine a set of evaluation factors.



The hybrid approach combines the relative benefits of the Delphi and AHP. Although, it can create a qualitative and quantitative measurement framework, the application of a combination of both techniques together for lawyer selection in China is still limited. The detail is provided in the following sub-sections.



3.1. Delphi Method


The Delphi technique is part of a project funded by the US Air Force [39,40]. This method entails a structured group of experts who anonymously answer questionnaires in two or more rounds [41,42]. The characteristics of the Delphi method, including controlled feedback, iteration, and anonymity and a panel of expert response, are used to elicit and refine group estimation and consensus [38].



The Delphi method consists of the literature review and interviews with experts. This method is employed because it allows for experts’ interaction in the first round. The experts are able to provide further clarification on matters and present arguments to justify their opinion. The Delphi method also recognizes the evaluation factors for selecting attorneys, which we determine via anonymous interviews with professionals and from a survey of statistical outcomes regarding the topic. Hasson and Keeney [42] suggested that the number of experts, when using the Delphi method, should be between five and nine.



The experts participated in this study by placing a priority weight on each criterion via a 5-point Likert scale. Their weightings are anonymous to avoid influencing others. To form a consensus, in successive rounds, the expert team provided controlled feedback, which was distributed to each participant, by presenting each one’s initial answer and the group’s responses after descriptive statistical analysis. With the median and interquartile range (IQR) set by the 25th and 75th percentiles, each expert can view his/her response ahead of his/her participation in the next round. To finalize setting up a consensus, we establish that IQR should be ≤0.5, and that a response rate in the range of the median ±1 should be greater than 80%.




3.2. Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)


The well-known AHP is a systematic way for dealing with complex problems, may aid the decision maker to set priorities and then synthesize the results [39,43,44]. The AHP methodology in the 1970s was accomplished using the following steps [11,39,44,45].



Step 1. Define the problems.



Step 2. Set up the hierarchy structure model.



The hierarchy is built with the decision-maker’s objective at the top, with the intermediate levels capturing the evaluation factors on which subsequent levels depend, and the bottom level contains the alternatives.



Step 3. Form the pair-wise comparison matrix.



Once the hierarchical structure of the AHP is built, the decision makers can systematically evaluate the alternatives by making pair-wise comparisons for each of the chosen factors. The most critical factors influencing the solution of targeted problems for the hierarchy architecture are selected. The pair-wise comparisons with respect to each decision criteria, according to a numerical scale from 1 to 9 to represent their relative importance, and are shown in Table 1.



On the other hand, if there are n factors, then the pair-wise comparisons matrix as matrix A:


  A =  [     1     a  12       … …      a  1 n          a  21      1    … …      a  2 n        .   .    … …    .       a  n 1        a  n 2       … …    1     ]  =  [     1     a  12       … …      a  1 n         1 /  a  12      1    … …      a  2 n        .   .    … …    .      1 /  a  1 n       1 /  a  2 n       … …    1     ]  ,  



(1)




where n is the number of the related elements at this level,    a  i j   = 1 /  a  j i    ,    a  i j   > 0   and    a  i j   = 1  ; j = 1, 2, …,n. This requires n(n − 1)/2 comparisons need to be made. Moreover, each decision maker will provide an individual pair-wise comparison matrix, and then employ aggregation rules for all individual pair-wise comparison matrixes [11,39,43,44]. This study applied the geometric method to aggregation individual judgment comparison matrix. The geometric mean of all elements in each row of the judgment matrix A is as the following equation:


   u i  =     ∏   j = 1  n   a  i j    n   (  i , j = 1 , … , n  )  .  



(2)







Step 4. Test for consistency



The consistency test is to determine if the pair-wise comparisons have any internal conflicts. The consistency ratio (CR) checks the consistency in experts’ opinions. CR is calculated in the following equation, CR = CI/RI, which, using the eigenvalue, λ, and corresponding number random index (RI) table, to calculate a consistency index. The RI values are presented in Table 2:


  CI =    λ  max   − n   n − 1   .  



(3)







Consistency would only be considered reliable when the value of CR should be less than 0.1.



Step 5. Synthesize results.



As a final step, these priorities are synthesized to obtain each alternative’s overall priority, from which the alternative with the highest priority is selected.




3.3. Proposed Approach


In this study, we proposed the hybrid Delphi and AHP techniques for lawyer selection, as shown in Figure 1. In the first stage, the Delphi method is employed to confirm the evaluation factors. The next stage is to determine the relative weights of criteria, sub-criteria, and prioritize the alternative lawyer by the AHP method.



3.3.1. The Survey Respondents for the Delphi and AHP


The most critical factors in selection of expert panels are their experience and proficiency. In the study, a two-round Delphi method was employed as the group consensus is desirable. In the first round of the Delphi survey, this study conducted the expert interview with 10 senior legal practitioners who were engaged in the field of law for more than 10 years. Through their professional knowledge and work experience, they provided professional opinions and suggestions on what factors and matters needing attention should be taken into consideration in the decision-making of the law firm, with the aim of supplementing and completing the selection of the criteria and sub-criteria.



For the second round of the Delphi survey, we approached 33 experts, including 9 chief lawyers, 5 practicing lawyers, 4 original judges, 10 senior judges, and 5 law professors in China. The questionnaire was sent to each participant by e-mail to ensure independent completion of it. The same 33 experts took part in the AHP survey.




3.3.2. The Process of Delphi and AHP Method Analysis


First, the Delphi survey was employed with the interview of 10 experts to identify the criteria and sub-criteria for evaluating lawyer selection in China. In this study, we primarily conducted interviews with a group of participants. The expert panels were asked to evaluate the significance level of 83 pre-determined factors individually to the lawyer selection.



In the second-round Delphi analysis, the panelists gave their individual answers on these issues, i.e., first quantile, median, third quantile, and inter-quantile range (IQR) of each evaluation factor. Therefore, the results could lead to a clarified list of evaluation factors for the AHP survey.



From the Delphi analysis, we shortlisted three criteria and their sub-criteria for further analysis. In the AHP methods, we decided to use a numerical scale between 1 and 9 (Saaty’s scale) and this scale was used to assign the weights for criteria, sub-criteria, and alternatives. In the first step, the comparison was made between criteria and sub-criteria. In the next step, each alternative was compared with criteria and sub-criteria and then the overall priority weights of criteria, sub-criteria, and alternatives were calculated. Subsequently, the AHP method was employed with the Expert Choice Software (version 11) to get the weights of criteria, sub-criteria, and rank lawyer alternatives for law firms.






4. Results and Discussion


4.1. Empirical Analysis


For verifying the applicability of the proposed approach, the case of a law firm in China is carried out. As a case study, a law firm attempts to hire a lawyer from a list of three candidate lawyers, A, B, and C. The proposed approach for lawyer selection comprises the Delphi and AHP techniques. They are elaborated as below.



4.1.1. Identification of Evaluation Factors by the Delphi Method


In order to understand the evaluation factors of lawyer selection, we used the Delphi method to obtain expert scoring. In this study, two rounds of questionnaires were employed, as the following steps:



Step 1: The first-round Delphi result



A literature review was made before the first round of the Delphi study. In this context, 83 sub-criteria were collected through the elimination of repeating and/or similar criteria.



In the first round of the Delphi survey, the experts in the survey who were anonymous were asked to evaluate 83 sub-criteria selected from the literature, to add any other sub-criterion that they thought to be necessary, and to indicate the sub-criteria that they propose to exclude. The data were collected through individual interviews in which the questionnaires were completed by 10 experts.



Based on the feedback provided in the first round of the Delphi survey, the second questionnaire was modified accordingly. Then, the extracted factors were classified into three groups of factors, according to the experts’ opinion. The criteria are as follows: professional level, backbone leadership, and practice experience.



Step 2: The second-round Delphi result



We conducted the second-round survey, final panels consisted of 33 experts. These respondents were asked to describe and score the suggested factors in terms of their significance, using a 5-point Likert scale from “very unimportant” (1 point) to “very important” (5 points). The questionnaire was sent to each participant by e-mail to ensure independent completion of it. Respondents e-mailed back the completed questionnaire within the stipulated period.



During the second-round of the Delphi method, we saw a high degree of consensus on the priorities given to the 83 criteria (IQR ≤ 0.5, and over 80% of responses are within the range of the median value ± 1) (see Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5). From the 32 sub-criteria connected to the professional level (see Table 3), the results show that those with a median over 4 (more than moderately relevant) were service quality (P1), customer-oriented (P19), and professional category (P27).



Based on the above procedure, the evaluation factors are shown in Table 6. Since each factor met the median (greater than 4) and IQR (less than 0.5) level, these factors are acceptable. Finally, as shown in Table 6, there are 3 criteria, including professional level, backbone leadership, and practice experience. Moreover, this reflects that the nine important sub-criteria for lawyer selection are service quality, customer-oriented, professional category, visionary, influential communicator, results-oriented, client evaluation, client visibility, and public relation. Thus, these criteria and sub-criteria were identified and confirmed by the Delphi method and further used in the AHP model.




4.1.2. Applying AHP for Optimal Lawyer Selection


The AHP technique consists of several steps, which are detailed below:



Step 1: Structure the hierarchy model



Based on the Delphi method contained in the previous section and interviews with the expert team, a four-level hierarchical structure was developed. As shown in Figure 2, the AHP model encompass the three criteria addressed in the above section (i.e., professional level, backbone leadership, and practice experience). Moreover, as Figure 2 depicts, a further nine sub-criteria are elaborated.



Step 2: Compute the pair-wise comparisons



After establishing the hierarchal model, a pair-wise comparison to express experts’ preferences was conducted. After the expert team gave weighted, their geometric mean values help up formulate a standard for selecting the alternative lawyers. In this study, the Expert Choice is software that can automatically calculate the weights and synthesize the result. The results are shown in Table 7.



Step. 3: Perform the consistency testing



In order to ensure the consistency of the judgments, the CI and CR are analyzed. The results of the sub-criteria are shown in Table 7. As the evaluation criterion met the required levels of CR (less than 0.1), the judgments are acceptable.



Step 4: Calculate the criteria weight



The priority weight of criteria and sub-criteria are calculated along with their rank as shown in Table 8. The results reveal that professional level (C1) (0.4777) is the most important factor influencing the lawyer selection, followed by backbone leadership (C2) (0.3148), and practice experience (C3) (0.2075).



Step 5: Synthesize the results



After obtaining the weight of evaluation factors, the alternatives with respect to each criterion can be done. In Figure 2, we construct a judgment matrix taken on a quantitative scale. The overall weights and ranking of sub-criteria (see Table 8) was obtained after computing the eigenvectors and performing the consistency test. Moreover, the Expert Choice software implements the AHP which can do the rest automatically, or we manually compute the overall priority of criteria, sub-criteria, and alternatives, which are presented in Table 9. The results show the global priorities are calculated for each of the alternatives. The highest value (0.3609) corresponds to the B, followed by A (0.3391) and C (0.2999). For selection purposes, the lawyers are now ranked according to their overall priorities, as follows: B, A, and C, indicating that B is the best qualified lawyer to the law firm in China.





4.2. Discussion and Findings


In the study, the relative weights of evaluation factors by hybrid Delphi and AHP methods from the law firms’ perspective. First, we derive the main factor through the literature review incorporating the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude into the lawyer selection model and further confirmed by Delphi methods. The results show a wide range of evaluation feedback from the expert team on the criteria and sub-criteria (see Table 6). Second, we further confirmed the relative importance of evaluation factors (see Table 8) and prioritize the candidates by AHP methods (see Table 9). The findings from these issues are presented below.



4.2.1. Results of Delphi Method


There are two rounds of surveys by questionnaire to select the evaluation factors by the Delphi method. The experts help formulate the model and determine the potential factors. The findings revealed there are three criteria and nine sub-criteria identified. The results of the study also revealed the backbone leadership should provide extra information for the lawyer selection process for law firms.




4.2.2. Results of AHP Analysis


Based on the above results, the factors grouped together hierarchically are constructed as shown in Figure 2. The hierarchical structure comprises of four levels: evaluating the lawyer selection for law firm (Level 1), 3 criteria (Level 2), 9 sub-criteria (Level 3), and 3 alternative lawyers (Level 4).



Professional level (C1) is deemed the most important criterion for lawyer selection. In this perspective, the sub-categories differ in importance as follows: service quality (C11) (0.3816), professional category (C13) (0.3180), and customer-oriented (C12) (0.3004).



The criteria of backbone leadership (C2) also acts as the second important factor of lawyer selection. Under this perspective, visionary (C21) (0.4990) and results-oriented (C23) (0.3125) are the most important sub-criteria for lawyer selection. The last is influential communicator (C22) (0.1884). On the other hand, in the criteria of practice experience (C3), prominence goes toward client evaluation (C31) (0.4088) as the most important factor. Client visibility (C32) (0.3601) and public relation (C33) (0.2312) are given second and third priorities.





4.3. Implications of the Study


Previous studies did not address lawyer selection, this study proposed a two-stage approache incorporating the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude to the lawyer selection model from the law firms’ perspective. After the law firm in China is carried out, three important factors for lawyer selection are identified: professional level, backbone leadership, and practice experience. The results herein serve as a reference for law firms and human resource managers to understand and develop strategies to hire more appropriate lawyers in China.



The results of our study have implications for lawyer selection. Unlike previous studies focusing on client satisfaction and service evaluation, our study proposes an evaluation framework for lawyer selection from the perspective of law firms. The findings, thus, indicated from that the law firms’ viewpoint, professional level has the highest rank among evaluation factors, which shows that this criterion is an important consideration for hiring a lawyer. Its three sub-criteria are service quality, customer-oriented, and professional category. To support a high-quality professional level, we recommend that lawyers should better develop their service quality, their professional category, and be more customer-oriented.



Moreover, backbone leadership is the second important factor and provides useful information for lawyer selection. Finally, the alternative lawyer B has the highest priority in our evaluation. Based on the above analysis, it can be concluded that the proposed approach is a well alternative solution for law firm and policy makers to understand and develop strategies to hire a lawyer.





5. Conclusions and Further Research


Backbone leadership establishes foundations of future HRM competitiveness [30,31]. Integration of backbone leadership and HRM competitive advantages possibly could facilitate the differentiation between resources and capabilities, especially during the recruitment process for the lawyers.



The lawyer selection problem involves multiple criteria and a finite set of potential candidate alternatives, the MCDM methods can be effectively applied to solve such type of problem. As the existing studies lack the selection of attorneys from the law firms’ perspective, a novel integrated lawyer selection model incorporating the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude is proposed. The main contributions are as follows. First, this study incorporates the backbone leadership factors employed as an evaluation factor in the lawyer selection process from the perspective of law firms. Based on the result, backbone leadership does provide valuable information in lawyer selection.



Second, we proposed the integration of the Delphi and AHP technique as a two stage approach for lawyer selection. In the first stage, the evaluation factors were identified through an exhaustive literature review and further confirmed by the Delphi method. Moreover, by applying the AHP, the relative weights of evaluation factors and prioritizing the alternative lawyers were identified. Third, the Chinese law firms are carried out to verify the proposed approach. Finally, the proposed approach is efficient in considering the lawyer’s backbone leadership attitude for hiring a lawyer for law firms, and this is useful for academia and practitioners.



5.1. Implications for Academia


HRM responsibilities require an overlapping set of skills and competencies [13,54]. A lawyer now needs effective skills and competencies to be an excellent contributor to the law firms. The key to better hiring may be to focus more on competencies than credentials in law firms.



To the best of our knowledge, no study has been conducted on lawyer selection from the perspective of law firms. Moreover, previous studies discarded the backbone leadership factor as a tool to evaluate the lawyer selection process. By exploring the relevant literature, the main factors for lawyer selection were derived and further analyzed based on expert team’ opinion utilizing the Delphi approach. The case of the Chinese law firm incorporates the backbone leadership factor into the lawyer selection. Finally, we believe the proposed approach should be an alternative for hiring a lawyer.




5.2. Implications for Practitioners


To recruit and select an HRM competency-based employee is an important issue [55]. For law firms with a dynamic environment, lawyer selection has become increasingly important. As such, we offer several useful implications for law firms. Backbone leadership will provide extra information in lawyer selection. Moreover, the proposed approach would help law firms and policy makers to understand and develop strategies to hire lawyers.




5.3. Limitations and Suggestions


This study does have some limitations. First, we consider the backbone leadership attitudes of lawyers under the evaluation and selection of lawyers. Hence, some criteria and sub-criteria might be discarded. Future studies can be conducted to testify the issue from the client’s perspective. Additional comparative analysis is carried out with the larger sample to verify. Lastly, we should compare other different professions such as managers, doctors, teachers, etc.
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Figure 1. Framework for the proposed approach. 
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Figure 2. Framework for evaluating lawyer selection. 
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Table 1. Table of relative scores.
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	Value of ajk
	Interpretation





	1
	j and k are equally important



	3
	j is slightly more important than k



	5
	j is more important than k



	7
	j is strongly more important than k



	9
	j is absolutely more important than k










[image: Table] 





Table 2. Randomized index of randomization index.
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	n
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16



	RI
	0.525
	0.882
	1.115
	1.252
	1.341
	1.404
	1.452
	1.484
	1.513
	1.535
	1.555
	1.570
	1.583
	1.595
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Table 3. Verified results of the professional level.
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	No.
	Sub-Criteria
	Median
	IQR
	Result





	P1
	Service quality
	4.61
	0.50
	Accepted



	P2
	Personal qualifications
	3.67
	0.50
	Rejected



	P3
	Typical cases
	3.61
	0.50
	Rejected



	P4
	Stability
	3.58
	0.50
	Rejected



	P5
	Spirit of cooperation
	3.85
	0.50
	Rejected



	P6
	Cooperation mechanism
	3.36
	0.50
	Rejected



	P7
	Clear division and cooperation
	3.52
	0.50
	Rejected



	P8
	Project management capability
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	P9
	Professionalism
	3.15
	0.50
	Rejected



	P10
	Payment of service value
	3.58
	0.50
	Rejected



	P11
	Team scaling
	3.39
	0.50
	Rejected



	P12
	Team specialization
	3.70
	0.50
	Rejected



	P13
	Team elite
	3.67
	0.50
	Rejected



	P14
	Team integration
	3.82
	0.50
	Rejected



	P15
	Self-improvement ability
	3.64
	0.50
	Rejected



	P16
	Productivization of legal services
	3.70
	0.50
	Rejected



	P17
	Business professional segmentation
	3.64
	0.50
	Rejected



	P18
	Service standard processing
	3.70
	0.50
	Rejected



	P19
	Customer-oriented
	4.18
	0.50
	Accepted



	P20
	Service area
	3.58
	0.50
	Rejected



	P21
	Division of cases and distribution system
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	P22
	Quality control system
	3.79
	0.50
	Rejected



	P23
	Training system
	3.55
	0.50
	Rejected



	P24
	Management and synergy system
	3.67
	0.50
	Rejected



	P25
	Structural rationalization
	3.70
	0.50
	Rejected



	P26
	Values
	3.76
	0.50
	Rejected



	P27
	Professional category
	4.33
	0.50
	Accepted



	P28
	Insist on taking facts as the core
	3.76
	0.50
	Rejected



	P29
	Victory rate
	3.64
	0.50
	Rejected



	P30
	Membership update mechanism
	3.55
	0.50
	Rejected



	P31
	Branding of legal services
	3.55
	0.50
	Rejected



	P32
	Total profit and per capita
	3.52
	0.50
	Rejected
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Table 4. Verified results of the backbone leadership.
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	No.
	Sub-Criteria
	Median
	IQR
	Result





	B1
	Performance
	3.55
	0.50
	Rejected



	B2
	Visionary
	4.45
	0.50
	Accepted



	B3
	To engage in legal affairs in this field
	3.64
	0.50
	Rejected



	B4
	Interoperability with external networks
	3.91
	0.00
	Rejected



	B5
	Comprehension and investigation
	3.97
	0.00
	Rejected



	B6
	Influential communicator
	4.21
	0.50
	Accepted



	B7
	Integration with company business
	3.45
	0.50
	Rejected



	B8
	Speed of response to customer needs
	3.58
	0.50
	Rejected



	B9
	Credit to customers
	3.64
	0.50
	Rejected



	B10
	Qualification
	3.82
	0.50
	Rejected



	B11
	Transaction efficiency
	3.27
	0.50
	Rejected



	B12
	Diligence and duty
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	B13
	Professional ethics
	3.76
	0.50
	Rejected



	B14
	Industry evaluation and word-of-mouth
	3.67
	0.50
	Rejected



	B15
	Balance ability
	3.64
	0.50
	Rejected



	B16
	Practical experience outside the field
	3.61
	0.50
	Rejected



	B17
	Professionalism
	3.67
	0.50
	Rejected



	B18
	Acting as legal adviser
	3.58
	0.50
	Rejected



	B19
	Follow-up services of agent termination
	3.70
	0.50
	Rejected



	B20
	The level of legal theory
	3.70
	0.50
	Rejected



	B21
	Foreign language level
	3.27
	0.50
	Rejected



	B22
	Second degree
	3.18
	0.00
	Rejected



	B23
	Human relationship
	3.88
	0.50
	Rejected



	B24
	Records of rewards and punishments
	3.52
	0.50
	Rejected



	B25
	Average cycle of case handling
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	B26
	Re-judgment rate (litigation cases)
	3.79
	0.50
	Rejected



	B27
	Return satisfaction
	3.58
	0.50
	Rejected



	B28
	Political competence
	3.33
	0.50
	Rejected



	B29
	Background of law education
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	B30
	Good at learning, research, and thinking
	3.85
	0.50
	Rejected



	B31
	Results-oriented
	4.30
	0.50
	Accepted
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Table 5. Verified results of the practice experience.
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	No
	Sub-Criteria
	Median
	IQR
	Result





	F1
	Credit evaluation
	4.30
	0.50
	Accepted



	F2
	Partner cooperation
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	F3
	Reward and punishment mechanism
	3.76
	0.50
	Rejected



	F4
	Client visibility
	4.24
	0.50
	Accepted



	F5
	Cultural construction
	3.67
	0.50
	Rejected



	F6
	Hardware facilities
	3.55
	0.50
	Rejected



	F7
	Qualified as a management agent
	3.85
	0.50
	Rejected



	F8
	Size of law firm
	3.76
	0.50
	Rejected



	F9
	Domestic and foreign exchange mechanisms
	3.58
	0.50
	Rejected



	F10
	Training mechanism
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	F11
	Communication skills with departments or institutions
	3.79
	0.50
	Rejected



	F12
	Law firm rating
	3.82
	0.50
	Rejected



	F13
	Records of rewards and punishments in the industry
	3.76
	0.50
	Rejected



	F14
	Years of membership
	3.73
	0.50
	Rejected



	F15
	Market access qualification
	3.45
	0.50
	Rejected



	F16
	Profitability
	3.67
	0.50
	Rejected



	F17
	Public relations
	4.61
	0.50
	Accepted



	F18
	The service direction of law firms
	3.48
	0.50
	Rejected



	F19
	Development prospects
	3.88
	0.50
	Rejected



	F20
	Website construction
	3.39
	0.50
	Rejected
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Table 6. Criteria refined by the experts.
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Criteria

	
Sub-Criteria

	
References






	
Professional level

	
Service quality

	
Minor [46], Crocker [47], Filler [48]




	
Customer-oriented

	
MacLane and Walmsley [49], Crocker [47], Minor [46]




	
Professional category

	
Fulero and Penrod [50], MacLane and Walmsley, [49]




	
Backbone leadership

	
Visionary

	
Turner et al. [30], Hanleybrown et al. [31]




	
Influential communicator

	
Turner et al. [30], Hanleybrown et al. [31]




	
Results-Oriented

	
Selin [6], Turner et al. [30], Hanleybrown et al. [31]




	
Practice experience

	
Client evaluation

	
Braucher et al. [51], Robertson [52]




	
Client visibility

	
Crocker [47], Filler [48]




	
Public relations

	
Rooks and Shanklin [24], Meyers and Maas [53]
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Table 7. Aggregate pair-wise comparison matrix for criteria of level 2.
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Professional Level

	
Backbone Leadership

	
Practice Experience






	
Professional level

	
1

	
1.7470

	
1.999




	
Backbone leadership

	
0.5724

	
1

	
1.747




	
Practice experience

	
0.5003

	
0.5724

	
1




	
Note: (1) λmax = 3.0199; (2) CR = 0.0192 ≦ 0.1.
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Table 8. Weights of criteria and sub-criteria.
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Criteria

	
Weight of Criteria

	
Sub-Criteria

	
Weight of Sub-Criteria

	
Overall Weight of Sub-Criteria

	
Rank






	
Professional level

	
0.4777

(1)

	
Service quality

	
0.3816

	
0.1823

	
1




	
Customer-oriented

	
0.3004

	
0.1435

	
4




	
Professional category

	
0.3180

	
0.1519

	
3




	
Backbone leadership

	
0.3148

(2)

	
Visionary

	
0.4990

	
0.1589

	
2




	
Influential Communicator

	
0.1884

	
0.0600

	
8




	
Results-Oriented

	
0.3125

	
0.0995

	
5




	
Practice experience

	
0.2075

(3)

	
Client evaluation

	
0.4088

	
0.0848

	
6




	
Client visibility

	
0.3601

	
0.0747

	
7




	
Public relations

	
0.2312

	
0.0480

	
9
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Table 9. Overall hierarchy ranking.






Table 9. Overall hierarchy ranking.





	
Criteria

	
Sub-Criteria

	
Overall Weight of Sub-Criteria

	
A

	
B

	
C






	
Professional level

	
Service quality

	
0.1823

	
0.4465

	
0.2016

	
0.3519




	
Customer-oriented

	
0.1435

	
0.7092

	
0.1501

	
0.1408




	
Professional category

	
0.1519

	
0.2024

	
0.6278

	
0.1699




	
Backbone leadership

	
Visionary

	
0.1589

	
0.1387

	
0.2834

	
0.5780




	
Influential Communicator

	
0.0600

	
0.5441

	
0.2802

	
0.1757




	
Results-Oriented

	
0.0995

	
0.1570

	
0.6884

	
0.1546




	
Practice experience

	
Client evaluation

	
0.0848

	
0.2102

	
0.2247

	
0.5651




	
Client visibility

	
0.0747

	
0.1366

	
0.6435

	
0.2200




	
Public relations

	
0.0480

	
0.5772

	
0.2356

	
0.1872




	
Synthetic weight

	

	

	
0.3391

	
0.3609

	
0.2999












© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  mathematics-08-01370


  
    		
      mathematics-08-01370
    


  




  





media/file3.png
Level 1: Goal

Select the most
appropriate
lawyer

-

Level 2: Criteria

Professional
level(C1)

Level 3: Sub-criteria

—| Service quality(C11)

|_

Backbone
leadership(C2)

I Customer-oriented(C12)

I_

—| Professional category(C13)

—I Visionary(C21)

| Influential communicator(C22)

Level 4: Alternatives

_|

Lawyer A

Practice
experience(C3)

_I Results-oriented(C23)

—I Client evaluation(C31)

|_

i Client visibility(C32)

| Public relations(C33)

Lawyer B

l_

Lawyer C






media/file1.png
Designate a group of experts for defining the

evaluation criteria

Delphi method .| Review pertinent literature on major factors
influencing lawyer selection

A 4

Confirm sub-criteria for lawyer selection

Pairwise comparisons of the criteria and
sub-criteria

v

Prioritizing the criteria and sub-criteria

AHP method

— Prioritizing the lawyer team

. Selecting the optimal lawyer team






media/file0.jpg
Delphi method

Designate a group of experls for defining the
evaluation criteria

Review pertinent literature on major factors
influencing lawyer selection

Confirm sub-criteria for lawyer selection

Pairwise comparisons of the criteria and
sub-criteria

AHP method

Prioritizing the criteria and sub-criteria

Prioritizing the lawyer team

Sclccting the optimal lawyer team






media/file2.jpg
Level 3: Subcriteria Level 4 Atematives

Levell:Goal  Level 2 Crteria
T
s
level(C1)
e
S
—
=L e
s =0

Pracice
experience(C3)

Resulsorented(C23)

[~






