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ABSTRACT 

Opinions about ―what works‖ in juvenile justice are often based on poorly informed 

beliefs and attitudes rather than on scientific evidence.  Disseminating credible information 

remains a challenge.  Studies have identified programs that effectively address juvenile offenders 

while exposing ―get tough‖ alternatives as ineffective.  It is important to communicate these 

findings to future legal policy professionals, many of whom will come from the ranks of today‘s 

law students.  Previous findings by this author suggest that belief barriers may impact openness 

to empirical evidence. The current study addressed two questions: Can brief, on-line educational 

modules change participant knowledge and beliefs about ―what works‖?  How will attitudes 

influence receptivity to new information?  The 161 nationally recruited law students who 

completed this study were randomly assigned to one of two experimental groups (Module One: 

―benefits of empirically-supported programs [ESP]‖ or Module Two: ―weaknesses of 

unsupported programs‖) or a control group (Module Three: general information about juvenile 

crime).  Prior to receiving an educational module, participants completed surveys regarding 

demographics, baseline justice related attitudes, and beliefs about program effectiveness.  After 

completing the modules, participants rated program effectiveness again.  

Results at pre-test demonstrated that individuals were readily categorized as having either 

a treatment-focused ―supportive‖ belief system or a punitive ―get tough‖ belief system.  The 

―supportive‖ group tended to rate ESP as highly effective while the ―get tough‖ participants 

tended to rate unsupported programs as highly effective, while also emphasizing the lack of 

effectiveness for ESP.  Although baseline attitudes were significant predictors of pre-test 
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program ratings, at post-test, it was clear that exposure to Module One not only produced the 

expected result (i.e., raising the ESP effectiveness ratings), but also had a notable carryover and 

corrective influence on subsequent ratings of unsupported programs.  Module Two also produced 

expected results (i.e., lowering the post-test ratings of unsupported program effectiveness).  

Following exposure to educational modules based on empirical evidence, it appeared that pre-

existing attitudes no longer played a significant role in assigning program effectiveness ratings. 

Module One had a particularly robust effect on post-test ratings; these were in line with the 

research literature on ―what works‖ in juvenile intervention.
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INTRODUCTION 

 

―The greatest discovery of my generation is that a human being can alter his life by altering his 

attitude of mind.‖  

-William James 

 

The pursuits of understanding criminal behavior and then intervening to reduce it have 

long been a major goal of the behavioral sciences from psychology to criminology to political 

science. This review traces some of the juvenile justice theory and policy trends over the last 

century. Not only has there been vigorous academic debate about what interventions and 

sanctions are most effective, but also significant fluctuations in public beliefs about the nature of 

criminal conduct and the value of treatment (Bazemore & Feder, 1997; Perelman & Clements, 

2009). Further complicating matters is the distinction between juvenile and adult crime and the 

assumptions that most juveniles are deserving of and quite amenable to rehabilitative 

interventions (Cullen, Golden, & Cullen, 1983; Moon, Sundt, Cullen, & Wright, 2000).  In 

particular, certain interventions with juveniles have accumulated impressive empirical support, 

while many publically popular strategies have attained a poor record of reducing crime 

(Gendreau, 1996). Many unsuccessful programs may well be persistent because of their 

convergence with social attitudes regarding crime and criminal behavior rather than with 

empirical findings. The aim of this research is to examine those attitudes and the responsiveness 

of future legal professionals (law students) to educational interventions about ―what works‖ in 

juvenile rehabilitation. 
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Juvenile Correctional Policy Overview 

The first juvenile justice court in the U.S, which laid the foundation for a juvenile justice 

system, was founded in 1899 in Chicago (Watkins, 1998) on the provision of rehabilitation for 

its offenders.  The mood among many correctional experts (juvenile and adult alike) during the 

late 19
th

 century was similarly hopeful and treatment-oriented.  They emphasized the protection 

of society as well as the reformation of offenders by instilling hope and emphasizing reward over 

punishment (Gendreau, Smith, & Goggin, 2000b).  This orientation flourished for fifty years 

within the juvenile justice system with the help of the ―progressives‖, or ―child savers‖, and of 

approaches like the Family Court Model whose core ideas focused on nurturance and 

rehabilitation (Farnworth, Frazier, & Neuberger, 1988).  In retrospect, and compared to 

contemporary findings emphasizing ―what works‖ and evidence-based treatment, many of these 

early interventions seem rudimentary and were often poorly implemented (Quay, 1977). 

The rehabilitative agenda was not buttressed with well-designed studies, and this 

limitation set the stage for the ―nothing works‖ pronouncements of criminologist Robert 

Martinson (1974) and the ensuing pessimistic groundswell. His quasi meta-analytic research 

revealed, he claimed, a ―radical flaw in our present strategies that education at its best, or that 

psychotherapy at its best, cannot overcome, or even appreciably reduce, the powerful tendency 

for offenders to continue in criminal behaviors‖ (Martinson, 1974, p. 49).  Martinson believed 

that research supporting rehabilitation lacked adequate theoretical, methodological, and 

analytical foundations and plans (Losel, 1995).  This cynical wave became the dominant milieu 

for conversations, both academic and public, about criminal justice practice. Yet, more surprising 

than the mere number of people who have criticized the rehabilitative movement, was their 
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perseverance in doing so even after Martinson later recanted his statements and acknowledged 

significant errors in his earlier analysis (McGuire & Priestley, 1995).   

Similarly, concepts such as ―just-deserts‖ and ―get tough on crime,‖ typical of the adult 

criminal justice system, were imported to the juvenile arena in the 1980s and eventually led to 

the criminalization of juvenile behavior (Watkins, 1998; Leiber, Schwarze, Mack, & Farnworth, 

2002). Ironically, many of the open-ended, highly discretionary policies of the juvenile justice 

system were rightly criticized for their lack of due process and their funneling of minority and 

economically disadvantaged toward more punitive sanctions (Kempf-Leonard, 2007). Even so, 

progressives grew more concerned that allowing attorneys to be a part of deciding the ―best 

interests‖ of the juvenile in courtroom discussion would perpetuate the very criminal and 

adversarial legal atmosphere they were trying to prevent (Watkins, 1998). Ultimately, legal 

safeguards were installed in order to balance due process concerns with what had become a 

highly discretionary and largely private decision-making arena. In addition, some youth-oriented 

protections remained as a buffer to the complete imposition of the adult criminal justice system 

(Watkins, 1998).  

In keeping with the trend toward more stringent approaches to juvenile justice, 

policymakers in the 1990s continued to search for parallels between the typical juvenile offender 

and the typical adult offender.  They believed that the public perceived juveniles as serious, 

violent offenders who should be treated in the same way as their adult counterparts (Leiber et al., 

2002).  This momentum became even more evident when many states legislatures decided to 

prosecute selected juvenile offenders in the adult criminal court system, a process that now exists 

in every state (Farnworth et al., 1988; Adams & Addie, 2009). 
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Juvenile Crime Statistics 

Although crime rate statistics can be somewhat varied, The Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) drafted a comprehensive report on juvenile court statistics 

(Stahl et al., 2004). Much like the overall attitudes toward juvenile crime, the juvenile crime 

rates have shifted throughout these decades. Between 1960 and 2004 there was an overall 

increase in juvenile court delinquency caseloads of 300%.  In 1960 about 1,100 juveniles were 

processed daily, while in 2004 4,500 juveniles were processed daily.  

Of particular interest is the steady increase in cases seen during the 1980s and 1990s, 

paralleling the recriminalization of the juvenile court system and an emphasis on the ―get tough‖ 

strategy. More specifically, the number of delinquency cases processed by juvenile courts 

increased 44% between 1985 and 2004, reaching an all time peak in 1997 at about 1,850,000 

juvenile cases. Thus, although politicians believed their strict actions against crime were most 

effective, an opposite effect was actually found. Overall, there was an increase in violent crime 

by young offenders.   

These variations in the current criminal statistics continue to reinforce the divide between 

the ideals of rehabilitation and the realities of punishment (Farnworth et al., 1988; Perelman & 

Clements, 2009).  While some advocates never departed from their original belief that the 

juvenile justice system ought to be a bastion of rehabilitation, others have been influenced by 

frequent counter-points and believe that it should be transformed into a punitive system very 

similar to the adult system (Bazemore & Feder, 1997).  In the absence of widely available 

outcome studies, crime statistics, political ideology and subjective attitudes have often formed 

the basis for policy.   
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Program Effectiveness Research 

Although not widely available to the general public or legal professionals, over the last 

decade a substantial body of research has identified intervention programs that are strongly 

supported by empirical evidence. At the other end of the spectrum, interventions with scant or 

negative evidence also have been documented.   Generally, research has shown that effective 

programs are those that identify and target high risk offenders and their specific criminogenic 

needs and risks (Andrews & Bonta, 2006). In addition, programs proven to be most effective are 

firm and fair in manner, intensive, and longer in duration.  In such approaches, the program 

structure incorporates the offender‘s social network in a manner that disrupts delinquency cycles 

and requires an increase in prosocial interactions (Gendreau, 1996).  These successful programs 

are usually provided by clinical staff who are well trained in specific programmed treatments that 

match the juvenile‘s risk-need profile (Gendreau, Smith, & Theraiault, 2009). 

This more recent research addresses some of the radical flaws identified in earlier 

evaluation studies such as Martinson (1974) whose conclusions about the ineffectiveness of 

correctional treatment were actually based on evaluations of poorly designed studies. These 

programs were not assessed beyond basic design, data analysis, and outcome measures. Quay 

(1977) argued that before concluding that a method of correctional treatment has been shown 

effective (or ineffective), there is a great deal that needs to be demonstrated beyond experimental 

design and outcome criteria. This additional facet of program evaluation involves the assessment 

of the integrity of the treatment program itself, the ―how‖ of treatment and its implementation 

(Mihalic & Irwin, 2003).  Treatment characteristics, service characteristics, client engagement, 

personnel characteristics, and the match between the treater, treatment, and treated all represent 

subcomponents of the integrity of treatment. Documenting the extent to which the program was 
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actually carried out as intended (treatment ―fidelity‖) has now become a standard for treatment 

effectiveness research (Quay, 1977; Leschied, 2000; Goggin & Gendreau, 2006).  

Government agencies such as OJJDP and university research projects such as Blueprints 

for Violence Prevention (University of Colorado) now have databases of scientifically validated 

programs that address these issues. Selected programs have been characterized as ―promising‖, 

―effective‖, and ―exemplary‖ or ―model.‖ OJJDP‘s evidence ratings are based on a literature 

evaluation of specific programs and are derived from four summary subgroups of program 

effectiveness criteria:  

 ―the conceptual framework of the program;  

 the program fidelity;  

 the evaluation design;  

 and the empirical evidence demonstrating the prevention or reduction of problem 

behavior, the reduction of risk factors related to problem behavior or the 

enhancement of protective factors related to problem behavior.‖  

(cf: www.dsgonline.com/mpg2.5/mpg_index.htm).  

 Similarly, Blueprints for Violence Prevention examines programs for ―evidence of 

deterrent effect with a strong research design, sustained effect, and multiple site replication‖. 

Evidence of a deterrent effect with a strong research design requires a program to provide 

sufficient quantitative data to document effectiveness in preventing or reducing violence, drug 

abuse, and/or delinquency. Therefore, evaluative designs that provide reasonable confidence in 

the findings are essential to the aforementioned goal (cf: www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/).   

 ―Exemplary‖ or ―model‖ programs have the highest level of fidelity when implemented, 

use a reputable conceptual framework and an evaluation design of the highest quality, and 
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demonstrate robust empirical findings (cf: www.dsgonline.com/mpg2.5/mpg_index.htm; 

www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/).  Multisystemic Therapy (MST), Aggression Replacement 

Training (ART), Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy (CBT), and LifeSkills Training (LST) are all 

juvenile intervention programs that have met these standards and fall within this category.  While 

well accepted within the psychological community of specialists in evidence-based treatment, 

they are not often understood by the public, rank and file justice workers, or even principal 

decision makers.  

 Multisystemic Therapy is a family-oriented home based program that targets chronically 

violent and substance abusing juveniles who face imminent risk of incarceration.  MST strives to 

reduce criminal activity and antisocial behavior, including substance abuse, by promoting 

prosocial behaviors.  It is based on the belief that the most effective way to achieve these goals is 

through the family.  Therefore, Multisystemic Therapy concentrates on empowering parents and 

improving their effectiveness by identifying their underlying strengths.  In addition, following 

Bronfenbrenner‘s Ecological Theory (1979), Multisystemic Therapy helps develop natural 

support systems for the family (e.g., extended family, neighbors/communities, school, teachers, 

and church members) while removing barriers (e.g., parental substance abuse, high stress 

environments, and poor parental relationships) (Borduin, 1994).  Empirical evidence has 

demonstrated that this multimodal intervention has a wide range of benefits.  For example, 

outcome evaluations on Multisystemic Therapy have revealed a decrease in behavior problems 

and criminal offending among at-risk juveniles (Henggeler, 1986), a reduction in substance use 

and abuse (Henggeler, Clingempeel,  Brondino, & Pickrel, 2002), a decrease in the number of 

out-of-home placements (Henggeler, Pickrel, & Brondino, 1999), and improvements in family 

functioning and peer relations (Borduin & Schaeffer, 2001). 
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Aggression Replacement Training is a multimodal intervention designed to modify the 

behavior of chronically aggressive and violent adolescents and children.  The program 

incorporates three techniques: skill-streaming which uses modeling and role playing to learn 

prosocial behaviors, anger-control training in which participants provide descriptions of anger 

arousing situations in order to learn to deal with them, and training in moral reasoning which 

develops a sense of justice and fairness relative to the needs of others (Goldstein, Glick, & 

Gibbs, 1998).  Overall, outcome evaluations for Aggression Replacement Training revealed 

enhancements in prosocial skills and prosocial behavior, a reduction in impulsiveness, and a 

decrease in the frequency and intensity of in-facility acting-out behaviors/impulsiveness 

(Goldstein & Glick, 1996; Nugent, Bruley, & Allen, 1999).  Furthermore, ART participants were 

re-arrested less often than non-ART participants (Barnoski, 2004).  

Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy is a problem-focused therapeutic approach which assists 

individuals to recognize illogical beliefs, thoughts, related negative feelings and dysfunctional 

behaviors.  Its success is rooted in the employment of both cognitive and behavioral therapy 

techniques.  Cognitive therapy helps change faulty or maladaptive thinking and patterns, while 

behavioral therapy works with positive reinforcement to replace negative behaviors with positive 

ones (Sadock & Sadock, 2003).  A meta-analytic study (Sukhodolsky, Kassinove, & Gorman, 

2004) on the treatment outcomes of Cognitive-Behavioral Therapies for anger-related problems 

in children and adolescents revealed a mean effect size in the medium range (Cohen‘s d = .67).  

CBT-based skills training and multimodal treatments were most effective at reducing aggressive 

behavior and enhancing social skills. Alternatively, problem-solving treatments were more 

effective at reducing subjective anger experiences.  Finally, an increase in the amount of 

modeling and feedback provided will increase the overall effectiveness of the CBT treatment.   
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 LifeSkills Training is a classroom based program which focuses on alcohol, substance 

abuse, and violence prevention for upper elementary, junior high school, and high school 

students.  Its goal is to prevent early stage substance abuse and violent behavior by targeting the 

major social and psychological risk factors that promote experimental use of drugs and alcohol 

and the initiation of other risky behaviors (Botvin & Kantor, 2000).  Outcome evaluations for 

LifeSkills Training revealed lower smoking, alcohol, marijuana, and methamphetamine use. In 

addition, the prevalence of poly-drug abuse was lower for those who received LST than for non-

LST students (Botvin & Kantor, 2000; Griffin, Botvin, Nichols, & Doyle, 2003).  

Alternatively, ineffective programs, often popularized by media, have limited theoretical 

credibility, although they may have face validity. Gendreau (1996) described programs as 

ineffective in reducing recidivism as follows: 

1. Programs focused on what was thought to be ―get tough‖ or ―punishing smarter‖ (i.e., 

boot camp, ―Scared Straight‖, drug testing, electronic monitoring, and shock 

incarceration).   

2. Counseling or therapy involving psycho-dynamic and client-centered techniques. 

3. Programs that did not target the multiple causes of offending: antisocial attitudes and 

behaviors, interpersonal relationships, peers, substance abuse, leisure activities, and 

work (i.e., criminogenic needs). 

Many of these same programs, such as boot camp, ―Scared Straight‖ and electronic monitoring, 

have failed scientific evaluations (Gendreau, 1996; Gendreau et al., 2009).  For example, neither 

electronic monitoring nor ―Scared Straight‖ programs have been shown to be effective in 

reducing juvenile crime (Cullen & Gendreau, 2000; Gendreau, Goggin, & Fulton, 2000).  

Additional research has even provided evidence for the detrimental effects of boot camps on 
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juveniles such as new arrests, increased criminal behavior, and antisocial personality traits 

(Henggeler & Schoenwald, 1994; Tarolla, Wagner, Rabinowitz, & Tubman, 2002).  

 Even harder to understand is the popularity of newer, perhaps more bizarre treatments, 

some delivered without any form of evaluation: finger painting, acupuncture, diaper baby 

treatment, dunce caps, and diets (Gendreau et al., 2009). Unfortunately, it appears that these 

various unvalidated types of treatment may have become preponderant.  Andrews, Dowden, and 

Gendreau‘s (1999) meta-analysis of offender treatment revealed that 87% of programs attempt 

neither to use effective principles nor to document their therapeutic integrity, a finding that 

indicates a state of practice that is somewhat worse than it was a decade ago (Gendreau et al., 

2009).   

Public Attitudes toward Juvenile Offender Rehabilitation 

 Developing policy from this accumulating evidence about what works (and does not 

work) in corrections, especially juvenile corrections, faces stiff challenges given the tenacity of 

punishment-oriented stances. One protective factor against this persistence might be that juvenile 

offenders have typically been seen as amenable to change.  Public attitudes research also reveals 

that many believe that, due to their age, juveniles cannot be held fully responsible for their 

actions and decisions (Moon et al., 2000).  An Illinois survey of the general public supported this 

finding. It noted that 81.6% of the population surveyed believed it would be ―irresponsible‖ to 

deprive juvenile offenders of rehabilitation opportunities (Cullen et al., 1983).  Even with the 

increasing levels of juvenile violence, and despite a 100% increase in murders committed by 

juveniles from 1988 to 1994 (Snyder, 1998a), the public still agreed that rehabilitation ought to 

be the fundamental goal of juvenile corrections (Moon et al., 2000).  More specifically, research 
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has found that females are more supportive of offender treatment than punishment as compared 

to their male counterparts (Applegate, Cullen & Fisher, 2002).  

This same overarching belief might also be responsible for support of a higher preferred 

minimum age for adjudication of youth (15 even for violent crimes), which is higher than 14 –

the legal standard in many states (Reppucci, Scott, & Antonishak, 2009), supporting the idea that 

youth are not fully accountable for their actions.  Furthermore, politically liberal participants in 

Reppucci et al. (2009) believed that the mean age of adult criminal adjudication should be higher 

than 16, significantly greater than the determined age endorsed by moderates and conservatives.  

Regardless of this support for rehabilitation, Moon et al. (2000) also revealed a paradox 

in community attitudes.  While the researchers found, not surprisingly, a belief among 63.3% of 

those surveyed that the main emphasis in juvenile corrections ―should be‖ rehabilitation, 36.1% 

of respondents were unsure as to how to achieve this goal and only 29.4% said rehabilitation ―is‖ 

currently the goal.  This discrepancy reveals a fundamental lack of comprehension on the part of 

the public as to the nature, purpose and benefits of the juvenile correctional system. 

One problem might be that, although researchers and many clinicians understand the 

outcomes evaluation literature, very few in the public or the policy arena are knowledgeable 

about which approaches actually are effective and which are ineffective (perhaps even 

counterproductive) in terms of reducing juvenile crime.  Perelman and Clements (2009) found 

that psychology students (representing the general population) were unable to differentiate 

between programs that were empirically-supported and had proven beneficial versus those that 

were shown to be ineffective.  However, this no-difference main effect obscured a powerful 

association between preexisting attitudes and beliefs about effectiveness.  Individuals who 

identified with punishment orientations and who held higher levels of internal (dispositional) 
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crime attributions were much more likely to rate ―get tough‖ punishment-oriented programs as 

more effective.  Alternatively, those with rehabilitative orientations and higher levels of external 

(situational) attributions were more likely to endorse as effective those programs that had 

empirical support (Perelman & Clements, 2009).  These findings further reiterated those of 

Finkel, Maloney, Valbuena, and Groscup (1996) as well as Wood and Viki (2004) who found 

that people who generally endorse rehabilitative goals are likely to be more optimistic about 

program effectiveness. These findings suggest that program selection and endorsement are based 

more on attitudes than on actual knowledge, particularly in the absence of contemporary 

research-validated information. Green (2006) also reported that the public has opinions about 

topics they know little about (such as juvenile rehabilitation) and when pressed, will often rely 

on various values and cognitive heuristics.  

Politicians and policymakers typically respond to what they believe the legal 

professionals and public feel and want (Lane, 1997; Roberts & Hough, 2005).  However, if a 

sizable portion of the public is uninformed about evaluative research and, further, base beliefs 

and decisions on preexisting attitudes, then the influence of empirical findings on policy is 

effectively bypassed, thus resulting in the potential perpetuation of flawed interventions  

(Gendreau et al., 2009). Additionally, merely passing laws and policies cannot promote change 

unless there is also awareness, dissemination, and communication among all parties (Diamond, 

Cruser, Childs, Schnee, & Quinn, 1999).  

Legal Professionals’ Attitudes toward Juvenile Offender Rehabilitation 

As one example of attitudes affecting policy, Cochran and Chamblin (2005) believed that 

decisions regarding the death penalty are often determined in a step-wise manner.  First, public 

support for capital punishment might influence the prosecutors‘ decisions to seek it. As a result 
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of the perceptions of the public and of prosecutorial demands, trial judges might feel pressure to 

impose the death penalty. Finally, judges‘ decisions influence the governor and the justices of the 

Supreme Court to change legislative or constitutional standards. Supreme Court Justice 

Thurgood Marshall, for example, believed that public opinion was a direct indicator of the 

―evolving standards of decency‖ (Cochran & Chamblin, 2005, p. 574).   

Similarly, despite what politicians have reported as the national mood among juvenile 

justice professionals, researchers have failed to find a preference for solely punitive philosophies 

among these individuals (Bazemore & Feder, 1997).  However, there is limited research focusing 

on justice and legal professionals‘ attitudes and knowledge regarding any area within the domain 

of correctional treatment and policy.  Furthermore, within this existing body of research, most 

studies have focused on the adult criminal system as well as on those in front-line positions such 

as probation officers, correctional officers, and prison wardens (Carroll, Perkowitz, Lurigio, &  

Weaver, 1987; Cullen, Latessa, Burton, & Lombardo, 1993; Bazemore, Dicker, Al-Gadheeb, 

1994; Leiber et al., 2002), not on the juvenile justice system  nor on individuals who either make 

policy decisions currently or will make such decisions in the future (Bazemore & Feder, 1997).  

The findings of this research are also very dichotomous. Some have reported, for 

example, that correctional officers are generally rehabilitative in their attitudes, while others have 

reported that detention correctional workers have high levels of punitiveness, regardless of their 

initial rehabilitation motivation (Bazemore et al., 1994). On the other hand, probation officers 

who work with offenders outside a correctional setting were seen as less punitive than 

correctional workers (Leiber et al., 2002).  

Carroll et al. (1987) followed the Attribution Theory framework in their examination of 

the sentencing attitudes and criminal attributions of students and probation officers.  The 
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Attribution Theory posits that one‘s beliefs influence one‘s attributions which then influence 

one‘s goals, all of which cumulatively influence the sentencing decisions one makes.  However, 

findings revealed that one‘s resonance or constellation of many traits and beliefs actually 

influenced one‘s punitive or rehabilitative nature.  Therefore, there was very little consensus 

among probation officers regarding sentencing goals or criminal attributions due to different 

resonances. Yet, it should be noted that probation officers, more so than students, did emphasize 

drugs and antisocial peer associations as significant influences of criminal behaviors. These risk 

factors are indeed supported by evidence.    

Cullen et al. (1993) examined prison wardens‘ correctional orientations. Prison wardens, 

according to Cullen et al. (1993), put a priority on custodial/prison order concerns, but also 

emphasized the need for rehabilitation (rating the item ―rehabilitation programs have an 

important place in my institution‖ highest in the ―general view‖ category).  Therefore, it is clear 

that their overall main priority is security and maintaining order, but close thereafter is 

rehabilitating offenders. Of note, those prison wardens who were once correctional officers 

tended to emphasize the importance of rehabilitation.      

Theoretically, lawyers and juvenile justice judges are thought to be better-suited than 

frontline staff (i.e., correctional officers, probation officers, and wardens) to the role of policy 

formulation and implementation (Bazemore & Feder, 1997).  Throughout history they have 

retained important decision-making power in the juvenile justice system. Their support or lack of 

support for a particular orientation or outlook thus provides a barometer of the overall climate in 

the justice system (Bazemore & Feder, 1997).  Students of policy implementation research have 

argued that professional ideologies may have an important influence on front-line criminal 

justice staff (Bazemore, 1994). Moreover, research has found that ―thinking‖ by judges can often 
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be a successful metric for ―doing‖ as leaders and for decision making (Bazemore & Feder, 

1997). Earlier research has shown that judges, up to this point, don‘t necessarily see 

rehabilitation and punitive goals as mutually exclusive, but as objectives that need to be balanced 

(Bazemore & Feder, 1997). 

Research has also shown that correctional orientations for judges may be based on earlier 

functional roles (Farnworth, Frazier, Neuberger, 1988; Leiber et al., 2002).  Judges who were 

once prosecutors tend to be more punitive (Bazemore & Feder, 1997; Bazemore, Dicker, Al-

Gadheeb, 1994).  Furthermore, judges with more years on the bench were shown to be more 

likely than newer judges to support rehabilitation (Bazemore & Feder, 1997), a tendency that has 

been attributed to an increase in maturity (Bazemore et al., 1994). In one study, differential 

justice roles explained 14% of the variance in attitudes, with the strongest commitment to 

rehabilitation being held by public defenders, while judges, police and prosecuting attorneys 

were more strongly committed to punishment (Farnworth et al., 1988).  These same functional 

role divisions were found to be more significant than educational background in determining 

correctional orientations.  For example, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and judges all complete 

similar schooling. Therefore, it is likely that components of the defense attorney‘s functional role 

or personal attitudes rather than education must explain the characteristics of his or her 

orientation (Farnworth et al., 1988). Self-selection into different legal roles is also a likely 

barometer of attitudes. 

This is not to say that one‘s educational experience and level play no role in attitude 

formation and maintenance.  In the same study, Farnworth found that more education and 

knowledge of social sciences were originally hypothesized to be correlated with higher 

preference for rehabilitation. A college degree was found to explain 6% of variance in attitudes 
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and social science specialization explained 4% of variance. In most participants, a college 

education and knowledge of social sciences moved them somewhat toward rehabilitation. 

Accordingly, educational background is associated with some attitudes of decision makers about 

orientation, but this is, in fact, a weaker factor than unique functional role (Farnworth et al., 

1988; Leiber et al., 2002).  

It seems worthwhile then that research should examine the effectiveness of more targeted 

educational programs for those who will thus make decisions based on empirical findings rather 

than on functional roles or on pre-existing attitudes or ―intuition‖.  Researchers must also 

determine how, if at all, these positive changes translate into sentence decisions or other legal 

dispositions (Allen, 2008). As Rubin (1979) described, judges [among others] could easily 

benefit from an increase in knowledge about social sciences, particularly where it interfaces with 

the law. Of note, the principal organization of juvenile court judges, the National Council of 

Juvenile and Family Court Judges includes in its mission ―…to affect national policy and 

enhance the functioning of the juvenile and family court field through state-of-the-art research, 

training and professional education‖ (cf: http://www.ncjfcj.org/). The American Bar Foundation 

agrees, stating the importance of ―advancing justice through rigorous research on the law, legal 

practices, and the law's impact on our society… [through] broad dissemination of research 

findings to the organized bar, scholars, and the general public‖ (cf: 

http://www.americanbarfoundation.org/about/mission.html). 

Why Start with Law Students? 

 

Although it is essential to help educate those who are currently making juvenile justice 

decisions, it might be equally vital to target the next generation of legal professionals who will 

eventually assume the roles of  judges and other decision and policy makers.  Moreover, 



  

 

17 

 

according to research on attitude change susceptibility and specifically concerning the Increasing 

Persistence Hypothesis, individuals are eminently more flexible and responsive to social 

circumstances when they are younger. As they age, their flexibility and responsiveness decreases 

gradually (Glenn, 1974, 1980; Jennings & Niemi, 1981; Krosnick & Alwin, 1989). According to 

this view, steady changes in aggregated societal attitudes reflect changes among the youngest 

members of society (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989).  Therefore, examining this population may 

enable preventative rather than corrective measures.  

 Empirical research has documented the distinction between fluid versus crystallized 

attitudes with respect to law students and practicing legal professionals. Krieger (1998) 

demonstrated the importance of targeting law students early on.  He found that the idealism and 

emotional investment of students generally dampened within a few weeks of first practicing law, 

dealing with the same types of cases, and increasing caseloads. In her book Susan Swaim 

Daicoff (2004) also reports that although less cynical with time, law students do become less 

idealistic during law school. These initial minor shifts turn into much more fixed attitudes as 

lawyers and judges become hardened (Krieger, 1998).  Many believe that one‘s law school 

experience and subsequent practice of law itself have long term influence on attitudes and 

knowledge (Rathjen, 1976). Of course, legal education should not end with the conclusion of law 

school (Shepard, 1998), and, accordingly, Continuing Legal Education (CLE) is a well-

institutionalized practice. Whether those who are making justice-related decisions are receiving 

educational interventions emphasizing the latest in empirical findings about effectiveness is 

uncertain. But before considering legal professionals already in practice, it is worthwhile to 

begin with law students (Lawless, Robbennolt, & Ulen, 2009). 
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 A dissertation pre-study that replicated Perelman and Clements (2009) examined law 

students‘ baseline attitudes and knowledge of juvenile programs. Results revealed that, as 

compared to the general public (which was a sample of undergraduate students), law students 

were more knowledgeable about program effectiveness.  They were able to discriminate between 

empirically-supported and unsupported correctional programming and rated empirically-

supported programs as more effective.  However, similar to college undergraduates, law students 

who were more rehabilitative in their sentencing philosophy tended to acknowledge external 

factors contributing to crime and to support empirically-supported programs. In contrast, those 

who were punitive tended to be more internally attributive and to support ineffective programs. 

In addition, those who were rehabilitative tended not to support punitive goals and vice versa. 

Yet this law student sample revealed additional evidence that could confirm some of Krieger‘s 

concerns about legal practitioners.  The intercorrelations between sentencing goals and crime 

attributions were stronger than those among a more general population, suggesting that law 

students‘ attitudes may be seen as more firmly held.   Moreover, punitive and internally 

attributing individuals no longer see unsupported programs as effective; they now see 

empirically-supported programs as extremely non-effective.  This would constitute a rather jaded 

viewpoint of empirically-supported programs, among other programming.  Although more 

knowledgeable than undergraduates, these students are still relying on their attitudes for too 

much of their decision-making responsibilities. 

  Finally, Stevens, Richardson, and Abramowitz (1989) found that ethical beliefs and 

related decision making were very similar between law students and practicing lawyers.  Daicoff 

(2004) commented that research has found that law students tend to ―silence‖ their voice of 

caring in order to be more aligned with the ―right‖ assumptions of law school. Thus, harkening 
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back to Rubin‘s (1979) recommendation, an educational intervention may be particularly critical 

at this early stage in a legal-professional progression. However, it is extremely important to 

determine how to best frame and implement an educational intervention in order to maximize its 

persuasiveness.   

Producing an Effective Educational Intervention  

i. Knowledge vs. Attitude Change. Studies examining knowledge increase versus attitudes 

change have shown that knowledge can increase with proper education; however, findings on the 

benefits of education for attitude change have been more inconsistent (Stein, 2003). Additional 

research findings on stigma and stereotypes hold that education may effectively challenge the 

misconceptions that support stereotypes. People have been found to be less likely to support 

stereotypic beliefs in the face of contrary evidence (Pruegger & Rogers, 1994). Church, Baldwin, 

Brannen, and Clements (2009) found a strong education-attitude link in a sample of social work 

students (e.g., BSW, MSW) regarding mentally ill offenders and prisoners in general. Yet, others 

disagree and think attitudes remain impervious to persuasion and education (Holmes, Corrigan, 

Williams, Canar, & Kubiak, 1999).  

Persuasive strength is also influenced by the individual‘s need for cognition (Cacioppo, 

Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996). Researchers found that people who have a high need for 

cognition (i.e., ―chronic cognizers‖) typically process persuasive messages fully, while those 

with a low need for cognition (i.e., cognitive misers) are more likely to appraise messages 

passively (Cacioppo et al., 1996). Thus, researchers who study persuasion believe that those with 

a low need for cognition are more susceptible to using heuristics when making decisions about 

political judgments (e.g., punishment) rather than thoroughly processing the information 

presented (Sargent, 2004). Therefore, relying only on strategies that require little cognitive effort 
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(such as punishment slogans) may be more effective when trying to convince individuals with 

low need for cognition about rehabilitative practices (Sargent, 2004).  Although a low need for 

cognition might be seen more within the general public (Green, 2006), law students have 

consistently shown a strong preference for thinking: logical analysis, principles, cost-benefit 

analyses, and reasoning (Daicoff, 2004).  All of these traits help build the argument that law 

students inclined to have a high need for a high need for cognition.    

ii. Message Framing. Tversky and Kahneman (1981) and Kahneman and Tversky (1979, 

1982, 1984) recognized that the framework through which a message was disseminated could 

also influence the persuasive strength and, thus, one‘s decision-making preferences accordingly.  

Their Framing Postulate of Prospect Theory indicates that factually equivalent information 

concerning risky decisions could be ―framed‖ in either one of two ways: emphasizing potential 

gains (risk averse) or potential loses (risk seeking). People tend to be risk averse (i.e., avoid 

taking chances) when confronted with information about potential gains and tend to be risk 

seeking (i.e., more willing to take chances) when confronted with information about potential 

loses (Banks, Salovey, Greener, Rothman, Moyer, Beauvais, & Epel, 1995; Rothman & Salovey, 

1997; Detweiler, Bedell, Salovey, Pronin, & Rothman, 1999).    

However, the Prospect Theory only explains decisions based on risk perception.  What 

happens when risk is not involved? One alternative hypothesis is Attribute Framing Theory 

which does not require any risky options (Levin, Schneider, & Gaeth, 1998). In attribute framing 

only a single attribute is the subject of the framing manipulation.  For example, the favorability 

of accepting one event then also determines the (un)favorability of rejecting that same event 

(Levin et al., 1998). More specifically, something could be described as 10% fat (unfavorably) or 

90% fat free (favorably). Meta-analytic studies reveal that ―valence-consistent shifts‖ (i.e., 
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positive framing of attributes leads to more favorable evaluations as compared to negative 

framing) occur in most areas of attribute framing (Levin et al., 1998).  The same researchers find 

no real cases in which negative framing was more favorable than positive framing within the 

domain of attribute evaluations. However, with that said, topics that concern strongly held 

attitudes are often less susceptible to attribute framing (Levin et al., 1998).   

It seems almost intuitive that positive framing would lead to more favorable evaluations 

and negative frameworks would support less favorable evaluations.  Levin and Gaeth (1988) 

believed that these effects occur because messages‘ descriptive valence dictates how information 

is encoded. Therefore, if a positive label is attached to an attribute, the attribute is encoded and 

represented similarly, and this leads to the evocation of positive associations in one‘s memory.  

iii. The Teaching Environment. In addition to the message content presented, the 

environment in which one chooses to provide the message is also important.  Although the 

specific effectiveness of educational efforts remains an open question, research has found that 

barriers to effective teaching are usually due to complexity of information, difficulty 

understanding the literature, and time constraints, particularly difficult when trying to educate 

those in another field (Green, 2006). Participants often complain that courses may take too much 

time and require a lot of extra work that deters them from learning (Stevenson, Lewis, & Hay, 

2003).  Alternatively, the effectiveness of an intervention is related to the intensity of that 

intervention (Stevenson et al., 2003).  Therefore, interdisciplinary communication can be 

challenging due to different language, agendas, and goals (Green, 2006).  Research has shown 

that, due to these barriers, policy makers (and others), tend to rely on personal beliefs or, 

perhaps, on limited and generic narrative reviews when making decisions regarding policy 

(Gendreau, Goggin, & Smith, 2000a).  As a result, one is left relying on the same small sample 
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of studies he/she understands or can ―handle‖ in order to generate decisions that might be 

different if he/she were aware of more nuanced findings (Gendreau et al. 2000a) 

 Elements of the teaching environment are also vital to producing knowledge results.  

Early on, Maslow (1970) described a relaxed, open format to be very important. Students can 

learn at their own pace and retain information in a less pressured way.  A web-based educational 

module can furnish this type of environment very easily.  ―Asynchronous online teaching‖ 

provides lectures not in real time.  In other words, the presenter is not streaming the lecture at the 

same time that students are watching it.  Such lectures are created, posted, and can be re-watched 

as often as the student feels necessary, which can also be extremely cost-effective (Wang & Hsu, 

2008). Students have more time to read, reflect, and respond at their convenience. Additionally, 

online lectures provide flexibility to students in multiple locations and minimize the negative 

effects of time differences by allowing courses to be taught to individuals in different regions at 

the same time (Taylor, 2002; Johnson, 2006; Wang & Woo, 2007; Wang & Hsu, 2008).   

The Faculty Center at the University of Central Florida notes that to some extent the 

purpose of an online educational module is to replace an in-person lecture.  Therefore, some 

instructors and teachers merely opt to upload a regular presentation online. However, a more 

complex and time-intensive method, but one with perhaps a greater chance of achieving  desired 

outcomes, would be to record an audio file of a lecture concurrent with presenting parallel slides 

(cf:  

http://www.fctl.ucf.edu/TeachingAndLearningResources/LearningEnvironments/TeachingOnlin

e/modules.php). 

 Although this type of learning lacks face-to-face interaction or immediate feedback, 

Wang and Hsu (2008) have described asynchronous learning as not inferior to synchronous 
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learning (in real time).  In fact, 65% of distance educators reported that they would like to 

increase their amount of asynchronous teaching (Branon & Essex, 2001). In addition, two-thirds 

of students surveyed reported that asynchronous online experiences enriched their learning 

(Wang, 2004).  This perception is consistent with the finding that asynchronous teaching is often 

superior to face-to-face discussion-based learning (Johnson, 2006).   

 There are other benefits of an asynchronous learning environment. Researchers have 

found it effective in courses requiring cognitive learning and critical thinking, such as 

psychology and sociology (Taylor, 2002; Wang & Woo, 2007).  Accordingly, it is most effective 

when focused on conceptual thinking rather than procedural matters, as it is extremely difficult 

to teach hands-on experience over the internet (Wang & Hsu, 2008).   

Examples of Previous Impact Educational Interventions 

Although there have been none in the field of juvenile rehabilitation, there have been 

numerous educational interventions targeting attitudes and beliefs regarding a specific 

psychological or legal issue.  These interventions vary in their message content, message format, 

and teaching environment.  

The Local Crime Community Sentence (LCCS) project throughout England and Wales 

has attempted to educate the general public on the effectiveness of community sentences through 

one-hour interactive presentations provided by magistrates and probation staff (Allen, 2008).   

During one educational session, the audience was surveyed before and after the presentation. Of 

the members who originally said that offenders should go to prison over half changed their mind 

and supported community sentences. Furthermore, the majority of the audience reported 

increased confidence in community sentences as a result of the presentation (Allen, 2008). 

Within the macrosystem Allen (2008) notes that, ―at a national level [due to these educational 
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efforts]…more people now believe that community sentences provide a tough punishment for 

adult offenders and are effective means of punishing someone‖. 

Cochran and Chamlin (2005) provided an empirical example of the first two Marshall 

Hypotheses: (1) support for capital punishment is inversely related to knowledge about it and (2) 

exposure to information about capital punishment produces sentiment in opposition to the death 

penalty (Cochran & Chamlin, 2005). In essence, Justice Marshall asserted that support for the 

death penalty was a function of a lack of knowledge about it.  Although many studies have tested 

at least one of the Marshall Hypotheses and had mixed findings (Bohm 1989; 1990), the most 

recent study found support for both of these hypotheses. In other words, knowledge level about 

capital punishment was inversely associated with support and an increase in knowledge was 

associated with lowered support for the death penalty (Cochran & Chamlin, 2005). Changes in 

knowledge were measured as the difference between pre- and post-tests scores on a 50 item 

multiple-choice and true/false questionnaire.   

Social workers‘ attitudes toward drug addiction were studied by Stein (2003).  He 

proposed that a one-time, four-hour long course would be sufficient to change attitudes.  

However, no significant difference between pre-test and post-test attitudes (30 days after course) 

was found.  Therefore, Stein reported that more conservative substance abuse attitudes, in the 

domains of permissiveness, nonstereotypes, treatment intervention, treatment optimism, and 

nonmoralism, seen at post-test were probably not based on the educational program nor were 

they an improvement in attitudes.  The researchers noted the brevity of their educational program 

as a possible limitation. 

Another study examined the public‘s change in attitude toward persons with 

schizophrenia after a 16-week course (Holmes et al., 1999). Previous studies cited in Holmes et 
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al. (1999) suggested that an increase in factual knowledge may improve attitudes about severe 

mental illness (Link & Cullen, 1986). Also, individuals with greater pre-education knowledge 

about mental illness might be primed for positive attitudes and, therefore, have more attitude 

change (Holmes et al., 1999). Alternatively, some hypothesize a ceiling effect and suggest that 

education might not improve attitudes that are already based on large amount of pre-education 

knowledge (Holmes et al., 1999). However, this study found overall knowledge and some 

attitude shifts in the experimental group. The attitudes were found to be moderated by the 

educational program and person variables.  Therefore, Holmes et al. (1999) reported that 

educational programs were beneficial because of their accessibility and the limited effort they 

required. 

Finally, when similar attitudes were measured in medical students before and 

immediately after a one-hour long educational program (Mino, Yasuda, Tsuda, & Shimodera, 

2001), a significant positive shift in the attitudes in most domains examined (e.g., 

tolerance/acceptance, rights of the mentally ill, function of mental hospitals, openness of mental 

hospitals, and respect for patients) was seen in the experimental (but not in the control) group.  

These researchers, unlike Stein (2003), found that a short and simple lecture was relatively 

successful in reducing the stigma of mental illness.    

The results of these studies are inconsistent, as are their methodologies. Many had weak 

designs and included in-person, lecture-based trainings.  In addition, it should be noted that none 

of these studies was an examination of attitude shifts or knowledge increase with respect to 

juvenile justice.  As a preliminary consideration for my dissertation, I explored the possibility of 

knowledge change deriving from a generic upper-level psychology/law or criminal justice 

college course.  In both of these courses there was neither direct discussion of, nor a lecture 
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describing, effective juvenile rehabilitation programs.  Regardless, I wanted to see if mere 

exposure to information related to this topic would lead to a shift in attitudes and increased 

knowledge of juvenile rehabilitation programs.  No significant increase in knowledge or attitudes 

was found from pre-test to post-test.    

Statement of the Problem and Relevance of the Current Study 

The aforementioned findings have left many gaps in the research and, thus, raise many 

questions. For example, how can researchers help increase target audiences‘ ability to use 

knowledge, rather than attitudes, to make decisions about policy issues, such as those related to 

juvenile intervention programs? Would a highly targeted educational intervention address the 

limitations of previous studies? Would such an educational intervention enhance knowledge as 

well as counteract persistent attitudes associated with misinformation? Furthermore, what might 

it take to construct a comprehensive and effective educational intervention?  In other words, 

what are the core ingredients of such an intervention? 

It has been somewhat discouraging to discover that although the research has focused on 

the tension between rehabilitation and punishment ideals and on the components of effective 

programs, there remains a scarcity of research focused on approaches that disseminate 

information about program effectiveness to the general public, law students and legal 

professionals, as well as to policy and decision makers.   

The current research aims to address all of these issues and to be the first to do so.  Given 

that no other research has focused on disseminating juvenile program effectiveness findings to a 

law student population, this study provides the field with primary research on reversing the 

effects of attitude-based decision making in this domain.   
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Research Questions and Primary Hypotheses 

1. Will political ideology be associated with baseline attitudes and program 

effectiveness knowledge? 

a. Based on the findings of Perelman and Clements (2009), those who are more 

politically liberal were hypothesized to be more rehabilitative, more externally 

attributive, and to rate empirically-supported programs as more effective than 

unsupported programs. 

b. Based on the same findings (Perelman & Clements, 2009), those who are 

more politically conservative were hypothesized to be more punitive, more 

internally attributive, and to rate unsupported programs as more effective than 

empirically-supported programs. 

2. Will there be associations between sentencing goals and crime attributions for 

students based on academic path (e.g., through undergraduate major, electives, and/or 

year in law school) or career goal distinction (e.g., defense- or prosecution-oriented)? 

a. It is hypothesized that, similar to Farnworth et al. (1988), baseline attitudes of 

law students with more prosecution-oriented goals were more punitive in 

nature, while those with more defense-oriented goals were more rehabilitative 

in nature.   

i. In addition, based on the findings of Perelman and Clements‘ 

dissertation pre-study (2009), students with more defense-oriented 

goals were more likely to credit external factors as contributing to 

juvenile crime.  Those with more prosecution-oriented goals were 

more likely to attribute juvenile criminal behavior to internal          
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trait-centered factors.   

3. Will there be associations between these more prosecution- and more defense-

oriented students with regard to program effectiveness rating? 

a.   Miller (1991) found that decision makers, like judges, often perceive court 

interventions as being effective regardless of their research support.  Thus, 

students with more prosecution-oriented goals, who may eventually become 

judges, were hypothesized to rate unsupported programs at pre-test as more 

effective than empirically-supported programs (Stevens et al., 1989).   

b.   Alternatively, it was hypothesized that more defense-oriented students were 

more likely to rate empirically-supported programs as significantly more 

effective at pre-test. 

4. To what extent did the educational intervention affect participants‘ beliefs about the 

programs‘ effectiveness? 

a. A 3 (treatment group assigned) x 2 (program type) x 2 (assessment time) 

interaction effect was hypothesized (as illustrated in Figure 1). 

i. Because people have been shown to change beliefs in the face of 

contrary evidence (Pruegger & Rogers, 1994), it was hypothesized that 

both experimental groups would increase their ratings of the 

empirically-supported programs, but the control group would not 

change its ratings of the empirically-supported programs (Farnworth et 

al., 1988). 

ii. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that both experimental groups would 

decrease their ratings of the unsupported programs, but the control 
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group would not change its ratings of the unsupported programs 

(Farnworth et al., 1988; Pruegger & Rogers, 1994).    

iii. Due to the ―Valence Consistent Shifts‖ principle presented in the 

Attribute Framing Theory by Levin et al. (1998) , it was hypothesized 

that program effectiveness ratings for empirically-supported programs 

in the ―benefits of empirically-supported programs‖ experimental 

group would be higher than those in the ―weaknesses of unsupported 

programs experimental group.‖  

iv. Participants in both of the experimental groups would feel that the 

training influenced their beliefs more than those in the control group 

did.  

1. This set of hypotheses would parallel that hypothesized for 

participants‘ attitude as to intended behavior change.   
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Figure 1 

Predicted Program Effectiveness Ratings of Both Program Types across Three Treatment Groups following Educational Interventions 

 

                            
Note: Empirically-supported Programs                          Note: Unsupported Programs 



 

31 

 

5. Is the effect of the treatment group type on program effectiveness ratings associated 

with change in knowledge? 

a. Thus, based on findings by Cochran and Chamblin (2005), the more 

knowledge participants gained from the educational intervention, the more 

their evaluation of program effectiveness would change.   
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METHODS 

Design   

 This study had two major designs.  Correlational designs were used to examine the 

strength and the direction of various relations between  attributions about criminal behavior (e.g., 

external/situational versus internal/dispositional causes), sentencing goals endorsement, 

prosecutorial versus defense-oriented legal orientation, and judgments about program 

effectiveness.   

 Second, this study used a 3 (module group assignment: ―benefits of empirically-

supported programs,‖ ―weaknesses of unsupported programs‖ and control) x 2 (program target 

type: empirically-supported programs [ESP] and unsupported programs) x 2 (assessment time: 

pre-test and post-test) mixed model design to examine the impact of educational modules on 

knowledge of juvenile programs and their rated effectiveness (see Figure 2).  Group assignment 

was a between subjects variable and type of programs assessed and assessment time were within 

subject variables. 
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Figure 2 

3 x 2 x 2 Mixed Model Design 

 

Groups 1 and 2 served as experimental groups and received an educational module designed to 

enhance their knowledge of juvenile program effectiveness; a third group served as a control 

group, receiving only general statistics about juvenile crime.  For the first (experimental) group, 

participants were exposed to a module that presents principles of effective correctional treatment 

and information regarding the characteristics and benefits of four empirically-supported 

programs. These programs were highlighted in the literature review beginning on page 6.  The 

second (experimental) group reviewed a module that presents information regarding the nature 

and shortcomings of three unsupported programs.  These programs were highlighted in the 

literature review beginning on page 9. Finally, the third (control) group was exposed to general 

information regarding juvenile crime, but did not receive information on specific treatment 

programs or their effectiveness.  Participants‘ justice-related attitudes were measured before the 
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educational interventions while ratings of program effectiveness were measured before and after 

exposure to the interventions.   

 The study also evaluated the degree to which pre-existing attitudes and attributions 

moderate knowledge changes as reflected by program effectiveness ratings.  Participant 

demographics were also analyzed with respect to outcome measures and correlates.  

Participants   

This study examined the pre-existing attitudes and knowledge change in a law student 

population.  Although initial recruitment was limited to law students at The University of 

Alabama School of Law (19.9% of all participants), recruitment was later extended to 46 other 

ABA accredited national law schools (80.1% of all participants), both public (55.9%) and private 

(44.1%), in order to increase sample size. The public-private samples were distributed across the 

three groups as reflected in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Percentages for Type of Law Schools by Group 

 

Law school locations were analyzed based on divisions according to the Census Regions and 

Divisions of the United States (see http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf for map).  

50.3% of all participants attended a law school in the South region, 27.3% in the Midwest, 13% 

in the Northeast, and 9.3% in the West (see Table 2).   

 

 

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 TOTAL 

SAMPLE 

Public 42.6% 64.2% 61.1% 55.9% 

Private 57.4% 35.8% 38.9% 44.1% 

http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf
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Table 2 

Percentages from Law School by Regions across Groups 

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 TOTAL 

SAMPLE 

South 44.4% 60.4%  46.3% 50.3% 

Midwest 22.2% 28.3% 31.5% 27.3% 

Northeast 25.9% 3.8% 9.3%  13% 

West 7.4% 7.5% 13% 9.3% 

 

With respect to public-private and regional distributions, it appeared that private law schools 

were somewhat overrepresented in group one as was the South region. The South region was 

somewhat overrepresented in group two.  Analyses of these distributions are described beginning 

on page 37.   

Participation across all three years of law school was evenly distributed (1L = 34.2%, 2L 

= 32.9%, and 3L = 32.9%).   Both male and female students were recruited for participation in 

this study to ensure the most externally valid sample.  Overall, the participants tended to be 

slightly more female (55.3%), predominantly Caucasian (78.9%), with an average age of 27, a 

modal age of 22, and identified themselves as politically moderate (32.9%) or liberal (30.4%) 

(see Table 3 for complete primary demographics). 
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Table 3 

Primary Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Demographic n (%) 

Gender  

(n = 161) 

Male 72 (44.7) 

Female 89 (55.3) 

Ethnic Identity 

(n = 161) 

Caucasian 127 (78.9) 

African American 10 (6.2) 

Latino 10 (6.2) 

Asian 7 (4.3) 

Multiracial 7 (4.3) 

Undergraduate Major 

(n = 161) 

Psychology 10 (6.2) 

Criminal Justice 10 (6.2) 

Social Work  7 (4.3) 

Political Science 38 (23.6) 

Science  6 (3.7) 

Business 22 (13.7) 

Technology 3 (1.9) 

Humanities 49 (30.4) 

Other 16 (9.9) 

Political Ideology 

(n = 161) 

Very Liberal  37 (23) 

Liberal  49 (30.4) 

Moderate  53 (32.9) 

Conservative  19 (11.8) 

Very Conservative  3 (1.9) 

Age 

(n = 161) 

 

21 (min) 

22 

23 (mode) 

24 

25  

26 

27 (mean) 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34-49  

50 (max) 

1 (.6) 

11 (6.8) 

22 (13.7) 

21 (13) 

21 (13) 

18 (11.2) 

15 (9.3) 

12 (7.5) 

11 (6.8) 

5 (3.1) 

2 (1.2) 

4 (2.5) 

4 (2.5) 

13 (7.8) 

1 (.6) 

 

As mentioned previously, there has been little research examining the effectiveness of 

educating law students on topics such as the focus of this study.  Therefore, a sample size needed 
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to attain statistical significance was determined based on an a priori power analysis of a Mixed 

MANOVA: repeated measures, within-between interactions assuming a small effect size (d = 

.25), a significance level of p = .05, a power of .8, 3 groups, and 2 measurement times.  The 

current study aimed to gain access to as many participants as possible, with a goal of at least 158 

total participants (53 per each group).  

A total of 170 subjects participated in the study.  Three participants were excluded due to 

missing data, while six participants were removed from the study due to inconsistent responses, 

resulting in a new total of 161 participants.  Inconsistent responses were determined by the 

standards set by the Paulhaus Deception Scales (i.e., significantly elevated or low scores on 

Impression Management and Self-deceptive Enhancement).  Of the remaining 161 participants, 

54 were randomly assigned to group one (benefits of empirically-supported programs), 53 were 

randomly assigned to group two (weaknesses of unsupported programs), and 54 were randomly 

assigned to group three (control).   

Participants in the three groups did not differ in gender, age, ethnic identity, year in law 

school, undergraduate major. However, as suggested by Table 1, there was a marginal significant 

difference between groups on the type of law school (public vs. private), χ
2
(2, n = 161) = 5.94, p 

= .051, such that those in group one were more likely to be from private law schools (57.4%), 

while those in group two and three were more likely to be from public law schools (n = 64.2% 

and 61.1%, respectively).
1
 In addition, there was a significant difference between groups on 

geographic region of law school (see Table 2), χ
2
(6, n = 161) = 14.60, p = .024, such that 

participants from group one were more likely to be from the South or the Northeast (n = 24 and 

                                                 
1
 Due to the marginal significance of this variable, the primary ANOVA was reanalyzed with law school as a 

covariate.  This did not affect the current findings.   
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14, respectively), those from group two or three were more likely to be from the South or 

Midwest (n = 32 and 35 or n = 25 and 17, respectively).
2
     

Measures 

i.  Demographics (see Appendix A).  Primary demographic information was collected on 

participants‘ gender, age, race, political ideology, undergraduate major, year in law school, 

future legal career goals (focus on defense versus prosecution), and law school electives taken.  

The courses for the University of Alabama were slightly different than those later identified at 

the national law schools which were included when the recruitment plan was expanded.  

ii. Program Effectiveness Ratings (PER; see Appendix B). Designed for the Perelman and 

Clements study (2009), the six-point rating scale assesses participants‘ beliefs about the 

effectiveness of programs.  The scale ranges from 1 (Detrimental) to 6 (Strongly Effective).  

Participants were asked to rate several juvenile programs, some of which have been shown to be 

―unsupported‖ such as boot camp, ―Scared Straight‖, and electronic monitoring. Other programs 

rated have been shown to be empirically-supported through scientific research. These include 

Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy, Multisystemic Therapy, Aggression Replacement Training, and 

LifeSkills Training. Rating scores were collected for each of the seven individual programs. 

Composite scores were calculated for empirically-supported programs (4), unsupported programs 

(3), and total (7) program effectiveness ratings.  At pre-test, a brief description of these seven 

programs was given. In the effectiveness rating task, the presentation order of the programs was 

mixed. Participants were also asked how much they knew about each program and what they 

based their ratings on.  They were then given a manipulation check of consistency. In addition, 

as an indication of intended behavior, participants were asked, ―As a future practicing attorney, 

                                                 
2
 Due to the significance of this variable, the primary ANOVA was reanalyzed with law school as a covariate.  This 

did not affect the current findings.   
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how likely would you be to recommend this program for your juvenile client?‖  Responses were 

measured on a five-point scale from 1 (Not Very Likely) to 5 (Very Likely).  The original PER 

consisted of four ―unsupported‖ programs, the fourth being counseling.  However, factor 

analysis (Principal Axis factoring with Oblimin rotation and Kaiser Normalization) revealed that 

counseling did not align with other ―unsupported‖ programs.  Therefore, for the purposes of this 

study, it has been removed.   

iii.  Sentencing Goal Inventory (SGI; see Appendix C). Clements, Wasieleski, Chaplin, Kruh, 

and Brown (1998) developed the SGI, a 30-item, 3-subscale instrument designed to assess the 

endorsement of traditional goals of punishment in a five point Likert scale (Do Not Agree to Very 

Strongly Agree).  For example, the directions state, ―[Y]ou should rate, from 1 to 5, how strongly 

you agree with each statement.  Use a single number to rate each item.  There is no ―right‖ or 

―wrong‖ answer; just your opinion.‖  An example of such a statement is, ―Convicted offenders 

should be sent to prison regardless of their crime.‖  Three constructs are examined under this 

scale: Rehabilitation (Rh), Retribution (Rt) and Utilitarian Punishment (UP).  Coefficient alphas 

(p < .05), ranging from .76 for UP to .86 for Rh indicated acceptable internal consistency.  In 

addition, item-total correlations were attained for each item relative to the sub-scale membership.  

The results revealed item-total correlation ranges of .49-.82 for Rh, .41-.70 for UP, and .38-.73 

for Rt.  Correlations between UP and sentence severity (r = .32, p < .05) reveal a reasonable 

level of validity.  Correlations between Rt and sentence severity (r = .13) reflect the principle of 

proportionality. Thus one would assume sentencing that could range from lenient to harsh 

depending on the case.  Finally, correlations between Rh and sentence severity (-.26) are 

consistent with past research that indicates that endorsement of this goal influences more lenient 

sentencing decisions. A recent confirmatory factor analysis (Perelman, Clements, & Miller, 
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2010) conducted on a large dataset retained 25 of the original 30 items and showed acceptable 

fit. This version also preserved the three factor model which has been shown to be fairly robust 

across several studies.  As a result, this version was used in the current study.   

iv. Crime Attributions Scale (CAS; see Appendix D). Originally developed by Clements and 

Shumacher (1988), this two-factor, 26-item instrument assesses individual attitudes regarding the 

causes of crime on a five point Likert scale (Disagree to Strongly Agree).  An example of a 

statement is, ―Crime is a direct product of poverty.‖  Based on a dispositional-situational 

attribution model, the CAS assesses the extent to which individuals attribute criminal behavior to 

both internal influences and personal defects or to external influences and situational causes.  It 

has also been found to relate in meaningful ways to other attitudinal factors that influence 

criminal justice decisions.  The CAS External Scale was positively correlated with the SGI 

Rehabilitation scale (r = .22, p < .05). The CAS Internal Scale was negatively correlated with 

SGI Rehabilitation (r = -.20, p< .05) and positively correlated with Utilitarian Punishment (r = 

.33, p< .05) and Retribution (r = .37, p< .05) which revealed a reasonable level convergent 

validity.  Coefficient alphas (p < .05) of .70 for the Internal Scale and .77 for the External Scale 

and item-total correlations ranging from .20-.42 for Internal and .16-.65 for External indicated 

adequate reliability of this measure (Clements & Brown, 1998).  

v. Paulhus Deception Scales (PDS; see Appendix E). This 40-item questionnaire designed 

by Paulhus (1998) measures one‘s propensity to give socially desirable responses.  Participants 

were asked to rate the propositions on a five point Likert scale (Not True to Very True).  An 

example of a statement is, ―I rarely appreciate criticism.‖ The PDS is able to capture two types of 

socially desired responses because it is comprised of two relatively independent subscales: Self-

Deceptive Enhancement (SDE) and Impression Management (IM). The SDE intends to capture 
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the tendency to give honest but inflated self-descriptions reflecting a lack of insight and an 

overly confident self-regard, while the IM involves conscious use of inflated self-descriptions, 

faking, or lying in an attempt to make oneself appear more favorably. The purpose of this 

measure in my research is solely to determine if respondents are deliberately self-enhancing 

while completing the battery of measures.  Therefore, the IM is of more relevance.  Coefficient 

alpha for internal reliability of the SDE scales ranged from .70-.75 and .81-.86 for IM and total 

PDS scores.  The PDS has high correlation with the Marlowe-Crowne Scale (the most popular 

measure of desirable response).  Unfortunately, the Marlowe-Crowne Scale does not calculate 

the two separate subscale scores.   

vi. Post-Test Program Effectiveness Ratings (Post-Test PER; see Appendix F). This version 

of the PER will be similar to the pre-test PER and was designed for this study.  The same six-

point Likert rating scale was used to assess the participant‘s beliefs about the effectiveness of 

programs.  The order of these programs was rearranged so as to not repeat the same order as the 

pre-test PER. However, they were still seen in mixed order so as to avoid grouping all 

empirically-based programs together or all unsupported programs together. The scale once again 

ranged from 1 (Detrimental) to 6 (Strongly Effective).  Participants were still asked to rate the 

seven juvenile programs in terms of effectiveness (without the brief descriptions). Like the pre-

test, rating scores were collected for each of the seven individual programs as well as composite 

scores for empirically-supported programs (4), unsupported programs (3), and total (7) program 

effectiveness ratings.  Instead of the pre-test question, ―How much do you know about the above 

approach?‖ participants were asked, ―How much did the information from the module affect 

your rating of (specific program)?‖ A five-point scale from 1 (Not At All) to 5 (A Good Amount) 

was used to assess their perceived knowledge shift. In addition, participants were again asked, 
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―As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client?‖ The same five-point scale from 1 (Not Very Likely) to 5 (Very Likely) from the 

pre-test was used to assess the participant‘s attitude as to intended behavior change.  Finally, this 

measure included a manipulation knowledge check comprised of mostly multiple choice 

questions utilized to determine participants‘ level of attention to and factual grasp of the 

intervention information.  The question topics focused on information provided in all three 

online modules.  All participants received the same set of 16 questions.  

vii. Presentation Evaluation (see Appendix G). This brief questionnaire asked participants to 

rate their impressions of the information presented, format of the online module, their level of 

engagement, and the quality of the presentation. Ratings were based on a five point Likert scale 

from 1 (Not True) to 5 (Very True).  

Procedure 

 Through either in-person recruitment at The University of Alabama (UA) School of Law 

(see Appendix I) or email recruitment for UA and all other participating law schools (see 

Appendix J), law students were solicited for the 20-25 minute pre-test online survey, the 30-35 

minute online asynchronous educational program, and finally, for completion of a brief post-test 

online survey (10-15 minutes).  The total time that each participant was asked to allot was no 

more than 1 hour and 30 minutes.  However, in retrospect, the average duration was closer to 70 

minutes.   

 As an incentive, each participant also received $1.00 that he/she could donate either to 

the Student Bar Association (SBA) or Public Interest Institute (for UA students) and ABA-Law 

Student Division or National Legal Aid and Defender Association (for national students).  In 

total, $10 was donated to SBA, $50 was donated to Public Interest Institute, $25 was donated to 
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ABA-Law Student Division, and $105 was donated to National Legal Aid and Defender 

Association on behalf of all participants who completed the study.  The additional payments 

were accumulated during a period of two weeks when the researcher doubled the amount of 

donations in order to enhance recruitment.    

 Potential participants who showed interest were asked to email the researcher at 

uapsychresearcher@gmail.com (a research-based email account) or visit 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/dissertationrecruitmentinfo in order to sign up for 

participation.  To begin with, all individuals received an informed consent/information sheet that 

described the risks and benefits of the study and their rights as participants (see Appendix H). 

Through the Research Randomizer website (www.randomizer.org) six sets of 45 unique numbers 

were determined in order to assure a balanced distribution across both recruitment sites over time 

(i.e., three sets for UA and three sets for national law schools).  Therefore, numbers 1-15 were 

assigned to experimental group one, numbers 16-30 were experimental group two, and numbers 

31-45 were control group (group 3).  

Once assigned to a group, participants received an email response with a link to the pre-

test online surveys.  Participants all began by filling out the SGI, then completed the CAS, the 

PER with the PER check, the PDS, and finally they completed the demographics questionnaire.  

All survey measures were housed at www.surveymonkey.com. At the conclusion of these pre-

intervention measures, participants were directed through another link to complete one of three 

online asynchronous educational modules (through www.sliderocket.com).  Each module was 

equal in length and design.  The content of each module was also comparable in terms of 

comprehension level (see Figure 3).   
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Figure 3 

General Content of Two Experimental Groups’ and Control Group’s Online Educational 

Modules 

 

 

 

 

Modules consisted of a PowerPoint-based presentation with synchronized audio commentary that 

had been uploaded online. (The reader is invited to sample the group one module by following 

this link: http://app.sliderocket.com/app/FullPlayer.aspx?id=78918ebc-c0bc-44d0-8df4-

8f6efe074590 or refer to Figure 4 for example slides.) 

 

 

 

http://app.sliderocket.com/app/FullPlayer.aspx?id=78918ebc-c0bc-44d0-8df4-8f6efe074590
http://app.sliderocket.com/app/FullPlayer.aspx?id=78918ebc-c0bc-44d0-8df4-8f6efe074590
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Figure 4 

Sample Slides from Both Experimental Conditions 

 

At the conclusion of the online module participants were linked back to 

www.surveymonkey.com to complete a post-test survey (Post-Test PER with manipulation 

knowledge check and presentation evaluations).   

During their creation, modules were edited in three tiers (―experts,‖ ―upper-level graduate 

students,‖ and ―lower-level graduate students‖).  The experts were professionals in the field of 

psychology and law such as Dr. Carl Clements (University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, Alabama), 

Dr. Robert Hoge (Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada), and Dr. Kurt Bumby (Center for 

Effective Public Policy, Columbia, Missouri).  Upper-level students were those in at least their 

4
th

 year of the psychology and law concentration at the University of Alabama‘s clinical 

psychology graduate program.  These individuals have also completed a course in correctional 
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psychology.  Finally, the lower-level students were those in the psychology and law 

concentration at the University of Alabama‘s clinical psychology program who had not yet taken 

a course in correctional psychology.   
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RESULTS 

 Results include both primary and exploratory analyses presented in approximately the 

following order:  A between groups analysis will provide evidence of evenly matched groups at 

pre-test.  Next, gender differences among baseline attitudes and pre-test program effectiveness 

ratings are examined.  Relationships among all baseline attitudes are also analyzed.  In addition, 

a brief presentation of analyses on participants‘ pre-test program effectiveness decision making 

and knowledge is included. These important but preliminary analyses are followed by 

examinations of the relationships between baseline attitudes, academic paths/career orientations, 

and pre-test program effectiveness ratings.  Ultimately, the impact of the online modules on 

program effectiveness ratings, program knowledge, and program recommendations constitute the 

primary analyses of this dissertation.  Knowledge gained via online modules will also be 

examined with regards to changes in program effectiveness ratings.  Finally, participants‘ 

evaluations of all three modules are examined.    

 Although there were minor differences between the demographic survey received by UA 

law students and the other law students (e.g., courses and donation options), all other surveys and 

the three educational modules were identical.  Therefore, the majority of the analyses have been 

conducted after collapsing across these two non-distinct samples of students.   

Between Group Preliminary Analysis at Pre-test 

 As mentioned previously, initial analysis of the demographic information revealed very 

few significant differences across groups at pre-test.  In addition, political ideology, SGI scores 

(Rh, UP, and Rt), and CAS scores (Internal and External) did not differ significantly.  
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Furthermore, there was no significant difference between groups with respect to individuals‘ 

desire to practice criminal law in the future.  However, it should be noted that participants in 

groups one (―benefits of ESP‖ module) and two (―weaknesses of unsupported programs‖ 

module) were slightly more likely to make a positive endorsement about a future career in 

criminal law, while those in group three (control group) were slightly more ―unsure‖ about their 

future career.  When specifically asked, ―…whether or not your future legal work will involve 

prosecution or defense roles?‖ a substantial proportion of all three groups endorsed ―strongly 

inclined‖ to work in a defense role in the future (31.5%, 32.1 %, 29.6%, respectively).  These 

findings, in combination with the previous non-significant demographic analyses, support the 

argument that all three groups were evenly matched at pre-test through random assignment.    

 Participants, across all three groups tended to be, at least somewhat, defense-oriented 

(75%) and a plurality were considering a future in criminal law practice (40%).  In addition, 

there seemed to be minimal law school course differences across groups.  A one-way ANOVA 

revealed that the only variation was among UA law students regarding the Criminal Sentencing 

Seminar, F(2, 28) =  3.43, p = .047.  Those in group one (benefits of ESP) (M = .56, SD = .53) 

were significantly more likely to have taken or to intend to take the Criminal Sentencing Seminar 

than those in group two (weaknesses of unsupported programs) (M = .09, SD = .30).   

 Gender differences were also examined.  Collapsed across the three groups, independent 

samples t-tests did not reveal any significant differences between gender on political ideology, 

potential for a future career in criminal law, defense/prosecution orientation, sentencing goals, or 

crime attributions. 

Relations among Baseline Attitudes 

 In order to analyze the relationship among all baseline attitudes (SGI, CAS, and political 
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ideology), collapsed across all groups, a zero-order correlation matrix was completed (see Table 

4) 

Table 4 

 Baseline Attitudes Correlations 

 SGI  

(Rh) 

SGI 

(UP) 

SGI 

(Rt) 

CAS 

(Internal) 

CAS 

(External) 

SGI (UP) -.276**     

SGI (Rt) -.103 .598**    

CAS (Internal) -.390** .612** .526**   

CAS (External) .413** -.001 .066 .025  

Political Ideology -.304** .331** .316** .351** -.164* 

Note: *p < .05   ** p < .01; SGI Rh = Rehabilitation, SGI UP = Utilitarian Punishment, SGI Rt = Retribution, CAS 

Internal = Internal Attributions, CAS External = External Attributions  

 

As expected, the SGI rehabilitation scores were negatively correlated with punitive scores, 

r(161) = -.276, p<.01.  Those holding a rehabilitative perspective were somewhat less likely to 

endorse punitive goals.  Additionally, the SGI Rh scores were also significantly negatively 

correlated with the CAS internal scale, r(161) = -.390, p<.01.  Alternatively, the SGI Rh scale 

has a medium-to-large positive correlation with CAS external scores, r(161) = .413, p<.01.  

Thus, a participant who is rehabilitative-in-nature is less likely to attribute crime to dispositional 

factors and more likely to endorse the role of situational factors.  The SGI punitive (UP) and SGI 

retributive (Rt) scales are strongly positively correlated, r(161) = .598, p<.01.  Finally, both the 

SGI UP and Rt scales are highly positively correlated with the CAS internal scale, r(161) = .612, 

p<.01 and r(161) = .526, p<.01, respectively.  A participant who is more punitive or who 

endorses retributive goals will tend to perceive crime as a product of dispositional factors with 

respect to the juvenile offender.   

One portion of the first research question focused on an examination of baseline 
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attitudes‘ relationship with political ideology.  Political ideology was significantly correlated in 

predicted directions with all subscores of both the SGI and the CAS.  Rehabilitation scores (Rh) 

were negatively correlated with political ideology (higher scores are associated with more 

conservative ideology), r(161) = -.304, p <.01.  Alternatively, both utilitarian punishment (UP) 

and retribution scores (Rt) were positively correlated with political ideology, r(161) = .331, p 

<.01 and r(161) = .316, p <.01, respectively.  Thus, participants with high rehabilitation scores 

tended to endorse being more politically liberal, while more participants with higher punitive and 

retributive scores tended to be more politically conservative.  External crime attribution scores 

were negatively correlated with political ideology, r(161) = -.164, p <.05 and internal crime 

attribution scores were positively correlated with political ideology, r(161) = .351, p <.01.  Thus, 

more liberal participants were more likely to acknowledge external crime causation factors while 

more conservative participants emphasized internal or dispositional factors. 

 Analysis of these same relations via one-way between subjects ANOVAs revealed 

significant differences across political ideology in the endorsement of all three SGI subscale 

scores, F(4, 156) = 4.19, p =.003.  Self-designated very liberal participants (M = 39.73, SD = 

5.36) were more rehabilitative than moderate participants (M = 35.72, SD = 7.62), conservative 

participants (M = 34.63, SD = 5.96), and very conservative participants (M = 29.33, SD = 10.02).  

Liberal participants (M = 38.00, SD = 5.70) were also more rehabilitative than very conservative 

participants.  Interestingly, a similar, but opposite, pattern was revealed relative to the 

endorsement on the SGI‘s utilitarian punishment, F(4, 156) = 6.77, p <.001.  Very liberal (M = 

11.76, SD = 2.89) participants were significantly less punitive than liberal (M = 15.27, SD = 

4.21), moderate (M = 14.91, SD = 4.42), conservative (M = 16.95, SD = 4.29), and very 

conservative (M = 17.67, SD = 8.50) participants.  A similar endorsement pattern was seen with 
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retribution scores, F(4, 156) = 7.13, p <.001.  Very liberal (M = 19.92, SD = 6.14) participants 

were significantly less retributive than liberal (M = 25.14, SD = 6.15), moderate (M = 24.92, SD 

= 5.16), and conservative (M = 27.26, SD = 4.12) participants. The SGI-political ideology 

association is portrayed in Figure 5. 

Figure 5      

SGI Scores across Political Ideologies        

 
Note: Unequal number of items contained in scales Rh (9), UP (9), and Rt (7) 

 

 Political ideology was also associated with significant differences in internal CAS scores, 

F(4, 156) = 7.39, p <.001.  Very liberal (M = 18.32, SD = 4.82) participants were significantly 

less likely to attribute crime to internal factors as compared to liberal (M = 23.88, SD = 6.61), 

moderate (M = 24.43, SD = 7.10), conservative (M = 25.32, SD = 4.83), and very conservative 

(M = 30.33, SD = 15.01) participants.  However, there were no significant differences in external 

CAS scores by political ideology (see Figure 6).   
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Figure 6 

CAS Scores across Political Ideologies        

 
Note: Unequal number of items contained in scales Internal (12) & External (14) 

 

Baseline Attitudes and Academic Path/Career Orientation 

 This study‘s second research question examined the association between pre-existing 

attitudes and academic path (e.g., undergraduate major, year in law school, and elective course 

choice), and career orientation (e.g., defense vs. prosecution orientation and criminal law future).  

There were some significant differences between previous undergraduate majors with regard to 

SGI and CAS scores.  Specifically, there was a significant difference in SGI rehabilitation 

scores, F(8, 152) = 2.60, p =.011.  Those who majored in a technological field (M = 24.00, SD = 

9.54) had lower Rh scores than those with any other major: criminal justice (M = 39.20, SD = 

5.29), political science (M = 36.63, SD = 5.82), science field (M = 40.50, SD = 5.21), psychology 

(M = 39.50, SD = 5.38), social work (M = 38.14, SD = 5.21), humanities (M = 37.67, SD = 6.12), 

business (M = 34.59, SD = 8.49), or ―other‖ (M = 37.69, SD = 7.00), which was either gender 
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studies, communications, or general studies.  There was also a significant difference in CAS 

internal scores, F(8, 152) = 2.08, p =.041.  Technology majors (M = 31.00, SD = 1.00) attributed 

crime more to internal/dispositional factors than did those who majored in ―other‖ (M = 20.94, 

SD = 6.33), psychology (M = 20.30, SD = 5.56), social work (M = 18.14, SD = 3.24), and 

humanities (M = 22.18, SD = 6.16).  Furthermore, those who majored in social work were less 

internally attributive than those who majored in political science (M = 24.32, SD = 7.45), 

business (M = 25.18, SD = 6.86), and the sciences (M = 25.83, SD = 10.25).  There were no 

significant differences as a function of years in law school with regard to SGI or CAS scores.   

 Although endorsement of previous, current, or future enrollment in certain elective law 

courses at both UA and other national law schools was mostly unassociated with sentencing 

goals and crime attributions, there were some significant findings.  Among UA law students, 

there was a significant difference in SGI UP scores with regard to enrollment in the Law and 

Psychology Review course, F(1, 29) = 9.24, p =.005, such that, those who stated that they had 

either taken or hope to take Law and Psychology Review (M = 18.57, SD = 4.86) were more 

punitive than those who did not take or did not plan to take this course (M = 14.21, SD = 2.81).  

The same pattern was seen with the UA Law Review course, F(1, 29) = 6.70, p =.015 with a 

―yes‖ endorsement (M = 16.75, SD = 3.91) being more punitive than a ―no‖ (M = 13.53, SD = 

2.90).   Interest in the UA Criminal Justice Jurisprudence course was significantly associated 

with a difference in CAS external scores, F(1, 29) = 8.97, p =.006.  Individuals who had not 

taken or did not plan to take Criminal Justice Jurisprudence (M = 51.07, SD = 5.76) tended to be 

more externally attributive than those who either took the course or were planning to (M = 41.5, 

SD = 7.51).  Finally, interest in the UA Juvenile Justice course was significantly associated with 

a difference in CAS internal scores, F(1, 29) = 5.63, p =.025.  Participants who did not display 
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an interest in this course (M = 25.67, SD = 6.83) were more internally attributive than those who 

did (M = 19.43, SD = 5.00).   

 Among all other national law students, there was a significant difference in SGI UP 

scores with regard to enrollment in pretrial/trial practice type courses, F(1, 127) = 5.99, p =.016.  

Those who did not take or did not plan to take this course (M = 15.51, SD = 5.22) were more 

punitive than those who did (M = 13.57, SD = 3.77).   Interest in juvenile justice type courses 

was significantly associated with a difference in SGI Rh scores, F(1, 127) = 7.37, p =.008.  

Those who displayed interest in this type of course (M = 39.43, SD = 4.59) were more 

rehabilitative than those who did not (M = 36.33, SD = 7.15).  juvenile justice courses were also 

significantly associated with differences in CAS internal scores, F(1, 127) = 10.80, p =.001, such 

that, those who have not or do not plan to take a juvenile justice course (M = 24.35, SD = 6.81) 

are more likely to attribute crime to internal factors than those who either have taken or plan to 

take a juvenile justice course (M = 20.33, SD = 6.65).  Although there were significant findings, 

there seemed to be no consistent pattern between the courses participants had taken or hoped to 

take while in law school and their baseline attitudes.  Therefore, the results were relatively 

inconclusive.  

 With regard to the association of pre-existing attitudes and career orientation, 

participants‘ endorsements of defense vs. prosecution orientation as well as their desire to 

practice criminal law were examined.  SGI punishment scores, retributive scores, CAS internal 

attribution scores, and political ideology were all positively correlated with the 

defense/prosecution continuum (higher scores are associated with prosecution), r(161) = .184, 

p<.05, r(161) = .224, p<.01, r(161) = .229, p<.01, r(161) = .198, p<.05, respectively (see Table 5 

for the full correlation between scores).  Thus, participants who are more politically conservative 
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with higher punitive, retributive, or internal attribution scores tended also to endorse a greater 

desire to work as prosecutors in the future.  

Table 5 

Defense/Prosecution Orientation and Sentencing Goal Inventory (SGI)/Crime Attribution Scale 

(CAS) Correlations 

 

 SGI (Rh) SGI (UP) SGI (Rt) CAS 

(External) 

CAS 

(Internal) 

Political 

Ideology 

Defense/ 

Prosecution 

-.102 .184* .224** -.066 .229** .198* 

   Note: *p < .05 **p< .01 

 Participants‘ desire to practice criminal law (not otherwise specified) in the future 

differed significantly with regard to SGI punishment scores, F(2, 158) = 3.48, p =.033.  In 

particular, those who endorsed a desire to practice criminal law (M = 13.50, SD = 3.64) had 

lower UP ratings than those who were still ―unsure‖ of their future career goals (M = 15.52, SD = 

4.45).    

Attitudes, Attributions and Ideological Resonances 

 Although no hypotheses or formal statistical analyses were advanced, inspection of the 

correlation matrices noted above (Tables 4 and 5) suggests two major unifying factors. The two 

core resonances are consistent with Carroll, et al. (1987) who found such a division across 

several measures similar to those used here.  These consist of a more treatment-focused 

―supportive‖ belief system and a more punitive ―get tough‖ belief system.  These resonances are 

based on one‘s political ideology and legal career orientation as well as scores on the SGI and 

CAS, and are partially borne out in the exploratory multiple regression analyses described on 

page 60.  Further, the resonances are associated with pre-test ratings of program effectiveness as 

described on page 59 (Table 6). 
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Pre-test Program Effectiveness Ratings  

 When analyzed between groups, there was no significant difference with regard to 

program effectiveness ratings of empirically-supported programs or unsupported programs.  

Furthermore, no significant difference between groups with regard to the basis (e.g., gut feeling, 

courses taken, media, etc.) of one‘s ratings was revealed.  Finally, no significant difference 

between groups with regard to the ranking of the most and least effective programs was found.  

Therefore, all preliminary pre-test PER analyses were conducted collapsing across all three 

groups.  There was a significant difference in the mean pre-test program effectiveness ratings of 

ESP (M = 4.02, SD = 81) and unsupported programs (M = 3.14, SD = .90), t(160) = 9.93, p < 

.001.  At pre-test, the average ratings of ESP were around one point higher than unsupported 

programs (see Figure 7).    

Figure 7 

Comparison of Pre-test Program Effectiveness Mean Ratings 
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In addition, 37.3% of all participants noted ―other personal experience‖ while 36% of all 

participants noted ―gut feeling‖ as the two most influential reasons for the ratings given to the 

programs.  90.8% of all participants ranked Multisystemic Therapy (MST) as the ―most 

effective‖ while 96.4% of all participants ranked electronic monitoring as the ―least effective‖.  

Finally, there were no gender differences in overall program effectiveness ratings at pre-test.  

However, when group one was examined alone, males rated the four empirically-supported 

programs as significantly less effective (M = 14.58, SD = 3.79) than did females (M = 17.09, SD 

= 2.83), t(52) = -2.75, p = .008).  No other gender by group differences were found.  

Pre-test Programmatic Knowledge between Groups  

 A primary interest of this study, and addressed in the fourth research question, was 

whether exposure to online educational modules would have an impact on one‘s ratings of 

program effectiveness and program recommendation.  It was important to assess whether groups 

had different amounts of program knowledge prior to receiving the modules.  At pre-test, 

participants were asked the following question about each program, ―How much do you know 

about the above approach?‖  There were no significant differences between groups in their 

knowledge ratings for either the ESP or unsupported programs.  Across all groups, the majority 

of participants tended to report knowing ―nothing‖ or ―a little bit‖ about each of the seven 

programs.  Likewise, pre-test program ratings were quite similar. The mean program 

effectiveness ratings for ESP for each of the three groups were 4.05, 3.92, and 4.07, respectively.  

The mean program effectiveness ratings for ―get tough‖ programs for each of the three groups 

were 3.01, 3.20, and 3.20, respectively.  Therefore, all three groups had similar levels of 

knowledge about each program and these appear to be reflected in the pre-test PER means (see 

Figure 8).   
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Figure 8  

Comparisons of Pre-test Program Effectiveness Mean Ratings by Group 

 

However, it should be noted that there were significant differences between program types in 

pre-test mean program effectiveness ratings for all three groups, such that ESP were always rated 

as more effective than unsupported programs for groups one, two, and three. 

Relations among Pre-test Programmatic Knowledge and Program Effectiveness Ratings across 

Groups  

 Comparisons between reported knowledge and pre-test mean PER scores within each 

group were also completed.  Trends were seen in the expected directions. Higher levels of 

claimed pre-test knowledge were generally associated with higher ratings of empirically-

supported programs (small positive correlations) and lower ratings of unsupported programs 

(small negative correlations). Minor group differences were found with correlations ranging 

between r = .179 to .277 and -.219 to -.059. These differences were all non-significant.  

Relations among Baseline Attitudes and Pre-test Program Effectiveness Ratings 

 A comparison of the SGI scores, CAS scores, and political ideology to both PER scores 

for ESP and for unsupported programs revealed some interesting relationships (see Table 6). 
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Table 6 

Pre-test Program Effectiveness Ratings (PER) and Baseline Attitudes Correlations 

 

Pre-test PER 

for: 

SGI 

(Rh) 

SGI 

(UP) 

SGI 

(Rt) 

CAS  

(External) 

CAS  

(Internal) 

Political 

Ideology 

Empirically- 

supported  

Programs 

.380** -.243** -.123 .166* -.402** -.205** 

Unsupported  

Programs 

 

.020 .351** .410** -.022 .188* .132 

  Note: *p < .05   ** p < .01 

 Rehabilitation (Rh) scores had a noteworthy medium-to-large positive correlation with 

program effectiveness ratings for ESP, r(161) = .380, p<.01.  Consistent with the dissertation 

pre-study research (Perelman & Clements, 2009), the converse was found for utilitarian 

punishment (UP), r(161) = -.243, p<.01).  A significant medium-to-large positive correlation was 

found between UP and the effectiveness ratings for unsupported programs, r(161) = .351, p<.01.  

Thus, at pre-test, participants with higher rehabilitative scores were more likely to rate ESP as 

highly effective.  Participants with higher punitive scores, at pre-test, were more likely to rate 

unsupported programs as highly effective while rating ESP as much less effective.  Finally, a 

significant positive correlation between retribution (Rt) and effectiveness ratings for unsupported 

programs was found, r(161) = .410, p<.01.  At pre-test, participants with higher retributive 

scores also rated unsupported programs as more effective.   

 With regard to the CAS, there was a medium-to-large negative correlation between 

internal attributions and effectiveness ratings for ESP, r(161) = -.402, p<.01.  Thus, at pre-test, 

more internally attributing participants tended to rate ESP as ineffective.  There was a positive 

correlation between external attributions and effectiveness ratings for ESP, r(161) = .166, p<.05.  

Alternatively, there was a positive correlation between internal attributions and unsupported 
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program effectiveness ratings, r(161) = .188, p<.05.  At pre-test, more externally attributing 

participants believed that the ESP were highly effective while internally attributing participants 

tended to believe that unsupported programs were highly effective.     

 Finally, regarding the question of whether political ideology was correlated with pre-test 

program effectiveness ratings, only one significant association was found, namely with ESP 

scores, r(161) = -.205, p<.01.  More liberal participants tended to rate empirically-supported 

programs as more highly effective. 

Combined and Unique Predictive Ability of Baseline Attitudes on Pre-test Program Effectiveness 

Ratings  

Exploratory standard multiple regression analyses were conducted in order to determine 

how well the combined pre-test constructs (sentencing goals, crime attributions, and political 

ideology) predicted either pre-test ESP ratings or unsupported program ratings.  The first model 

with all six predictors for ESP ratings produced R² = .249 and was statistically significant, F(6, 

154) = 8.52, p < .001.  Thus, these six predictors accounted for about 25% of the variance in ESP 

ratings.  Among these, only the Rh sentencing goal (β = .207, t = 2.37, p = .019) and Internal 

attributions (β = -.364, t = -3.68, p < .001) made significant unique contributions to explaining 

the ESP ratings when all other variables were controlled for.  Higher endorsement of 

rehabilitative goals was associated with more favorable ratings of empirically-supported 

programs, while the converse was true for higher internal crime attributions.   

The second model with all six predictors for unsupported program ratings produced R² = 

.211 and was statistically significant, F(6, 154) = 6.86, p < .001.  Thus, sentencing goals, crime 

attributions and political ideology accounted for about 21% of the variance in ratings of 

unsupported or ―get tough‖ programs.  Among the six predictors, only the UP (β = .244, t = 2.46, 



  

 

61 

 

p = .015) and Rt sentencing goals (β = .332, t = 3.54, p = .001) were significant unique 

contributors to explaining the unsupported program ratings.  Persons endorsing higher levels of 

utilitarian punishment goals (deterrence and incapacitation) and retribution goals gave higher 

effectiveness ratings to unsupported programs. These exploratory analyses confirm that among 

the zero order correlations noted earlier only the higher of these retained significance when their 

overlap with other predictors was controlled for.  

Relations among Career Orientation and Pre-test Program Effectiveness Ratings  

 Research question three addressed the association between career orientations and pre-

test PER.  There were no significant correlations between any of the seven listed programs‘ 

effectiveness ratings at pre-test with participants‘ endorsement of defense vs. prosecution 

orientation.  However, there were two significant correlations between reported knowledge of 

individual programs and career orientation.  Specifically with regards to Multisystemic Therapy 

(MST) and ―Scared Straight,‖ there were small-to-medium negative correlations with defense vs. 

prosecution orientation.  Thus, prosecution-oriented participants reported less knowledge of both 

MST, r(161) = -.197, p<.05 and ―Scared Straight‖ programs, r(161) = -.210, p<.01.   

 Participants who reported wanting a future in criminal law reported knowing more about 

electronic monitoring (M = 3.05, SD = 1.30) than those who were not interested in a career in 

criminal law (M = 2.14, SD = 1.06) or those who were unsure about their future career (M = 

2.56, SD = 1.28).  

Impact of Online Education Modules on Overall Strength of Endorsement 

i. Analysis of Change in Overall Strength of Endorsement Scores 

 As proposed, it was determined that the impact of the educational modules on one‘s 

program effectiveness ratings (PER) and one‘s recommendation ratings for these programs 
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should be measured by a Mixed ANOVA, rather than a MANOVA, given that the two outcome 

measures were highly correlated (i.e., r > .50).  These relationships were measured with Pearson 

r bivariate correlations.  There was a large positive correlation between mean pre-test PER for 

ESP and pre-test recommendation ratings of these programs, r(161) = .740, p<.01.  There was 

also a large positive correlation between mean PER for unsupported programs and pre-test 

recommendation ratings of these programs, r(161) = .794, p<.01.  The same was seen for post-

test ESP PER and recommendation ratings, r(161) = .844, p<.01, and post-test unsupported PER 

and recommendation ratings, r(161) = .813, p<.01.  Thus, the two outcome measures were 

averaged together in order to produce a new single dependent variable designated as ―overall 

strength of endorsement‖.  

 An analysis of the assumptions for a Mixed ANOVA revealed that the assumptions of 

sample size, normality, and independence were not violated.  Homogeneity of Variance was also 

not violated because Levene‘s Test of Equality of Error Variances significance levels were .860, 

.273, .376, .745 (which are all greater than .05).  In addition, because there were only two levels 

of the within subjects variable, the assumption of Sphericity could not have been violated.  

Finally, the Homogeneity of Inter-correlations was not violated because Box‘s Test Equality of 

Co-variance significance level was .005 (which is greater than .001).  Therefore, a 3 (module 

group assignment: ―benefits of ESP,‖ ―weaknesses of unsupported programs‖ and control) x 2 

(program target type: ESP and unsupported programs) x 2 (assessment time: pre-test and post-

test) mixed model design including all main effects and possible interactions among these 

variables was analyzed using a Mixed ANOVA (for reference, see Figure 9).   
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Figure 9 

3 x 2 x 2 Mixed Model Design 

 

Within this study, the main effects and first-order interactions (Table 7) of the three 

independent variables provide limited information regarding the central research question. 

Analyzing the within subjects variables first, there was a significant main effect of assessment 

time, F(1,158) = 33.45, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .175. Pre-test endorsement scores (M = 3.25, SE = .047), 

collapsed across group assignment and program type, were significantly greater than post-test 

endorsement scores (M = 3.05, SE = .043).  There was also a significant main effect of program 

type, F(1,158) = 287.79, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .646, collapsed across group assignment and assessment 

time.   ESPs (M = 3.84, SE = .057), received higher endorsement scores than unsupported 

programs (M = 2.46, SE = .060).  Analysis of the between subjects variable revealed a significant 

main effect of group assignment, F(2,158) = 3.70, p = .040, ηp
2 

= .040.  Collapsed across 

program type and assessment time, group one (benefits of ESP) (M = 3.21, SE = .072), and group 
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three (control group) (M = 3.24, SE = .072), gave higher endorsements than group two 

(weaknesses of unsupported programs) (M = 3.00, SE = .073).  

 The two way interaction between assessment time and group assignment was significant, 

F(2,158) = 19.61, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .199.  Post-hoc analysis revealed that for group two only 

(weaknesses of unsupported programs), pre-test endorsement scores (M = 3.25, SE = .082) were 

significantly higher than at post-test (M = 2.75, SE = .075).  There was also a significant two way 

interaction between program type being rated (ESPs and unsupported programs) and group 

assignment, F(2,158) = 3.32, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .040.  For the ratings of ESPs, those in group one 

(benefits of ESP) (M = 4.01, SE = .10), gave higher overall endorsement than those in group two 

(weaknesses of unsupported programs) (M = 3.72, SE = .10).  For the unsupported programs 

ratings, those in group three (control) (M = 2.69, SE = .10) gave higher overall endorsement than 

those in group two (M = 2.28, SE = .10).  Finally, there was a significant assessment time by 

program type two way interaction, F(1,158) = 184.46, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .539, such that, for ESP 

ratings, pre-test overall endorsement scores (M = 3.70, SE = .06) are significantly lower than 

post-test scores (M = 4.00, SE = .06).  By contrast, for unsupported programs ratings, pre-test 

overall endorsement scores (M = 2.80, SE = .07) are significantly higher than at post-test (M = 

2.13, SE = .06). These latter findings indicate that, across all groups (treatments and control), 

ratings of ESPs moved higher while ratings of unsupported programs moved lower following 

exposure to educational modules. Table 7 summarizes all main effects and two-way interactions.    
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Table 7 

Main Effects and Two-way Interactions  

Group  F(2, 158) = 3.70, p = .040, ηp
2 

= .040  

Time  F(1 158) = 33.45, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .175  

Program  F(1, 158) = 287.79, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .646  

Group X Time  F(2, 158) = 19.61, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .199  

Group X Program  F(2, 158) = 3.32, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .040  

Time X Program  F(2, 158) = 184.46, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .539  

 

 Regarding the central question of differential module impact, the three way interaction 

between group assignment, program type, and assessment time was significant, F(2,158) = 

15.31, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .162.  Figure 10 provides clear indication of differential effects.  With 

regard to ratings of ESPs (left side of Figure 10), those in group one (benefits of ESP module), 

had significantly higher post-test strength of endorsement scores (M = 4.31, SE = .11)  as 

compared to pre-test scores (M = 3.70, SE = .10), t(53) = -6.84, p < .001.  By contrast, groups 

two and three attained minimal and non-significant pre-test to post-test shifts.  Group one‘s 

overall strength of endorsement post-test ratings were also significantly higher than either of 

group two or three (p = .002 and .007, respectively).  However, the other two group‘s post-test 

ratings were not significantly different.  In terms of module impact on ratings of ESPs, group one 

stands alone as producing the notably positive and hypothesized shift. 

  With regard to ratings of unsupported programs(right side of Figure 10), group two 

showed the most dramatic downward shift from pre-test (M = 2.82, SE = .12) to post-test (M = 

1.73, SE = .11), t(52) = 9.62, p < .001.  Group one‘s post-test ratings of unsupported programs 
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(M = 2.11, SE = .11) also were significantly lower than their pre-test endorsement (M = 2.71, SE 

= .12), t(53) = 8.28, p < .001.  Group three (control group) also displayed a downward shift from 

pre-test (M = 2.84, SE = .12) to post-test (M = 2.54, SE = .11) in their ratings of unsupported 

programs, and this difference was also significant, t(53) = 4.21, p < .001.  In direct post-hoc 

comparisons of post-test scores, group two was significantly lower than the control group (p < 

.001) and marginally lower than group one (p = .039) .  Further, group one was significantly 

lower than the control group (p = .016).  While all three modules had some effect or lowering the 

endorsements of unsupported programs, group two, which received a module directly bearing on 

the weaknesses of such programs had the most dramatic impact.  However, group one, after 

receiving only information about the benefits of empirically supported treatments showed a 

similar downward shift in their endorsements.  Taken as a whole, module one directly influenced 

the hypothesized positive shift in ratings of ESPs while indirectly influencing a downward shift 

in ratings of unsupported programs. Module two, on the other hand, had the desired impact of 

lowering this group‘s endorsement of unsupported programs but produced little carryover to 

post-test ratings of ESPs. 
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Figure 10 

Overall Strength of Endorsement for Empirically-supported Programs (ESP) and Unsupported Programs Pre- and Post-test 

                        
  Note: Endorsement of Empirically Supported Programs          Note: Endorsement of Unsupported Programs 
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To summarize briefly, exposure to the module for group one (benefits of empirically-

supported programs) had, as hypothesized, an impact on subsequent ratings of ESPs, whereas 

groups two and three exhibited only minimal change in their endorsement of ESPs.  As 

anticipated, exposure to Module Two (weaknesses of unsupported programs) had an impact (in 

the desired direction) on the ratings of unsupported programs.  Group three (controls) also 

exhibited this change.  However, interestingly, exposure to the ―benefits of ESP‖ module also 

sharply influenced subsequent (negative) endorsement of unsupported programs. Although not 

exposed to the ―weaknesses of unsupported programs‖ module, individuals in group one 

nevertheless lowered their ratings of such programs. 

ii.   Gender, Career Orientation, and Baseline Attitude Differences in Change Scores  

  Gender differences were examined with respect to change in overall strength of 

endorsement scores.  For group one (benefits of empirically-supported programs), a one-way 

ANOVA found that there was a significant gender difference for change of overall strength of 

endorsement for empirically-supported programs, F(1,52) = 4.06, p = .049, such that males (M = 

.85, SD = .67)  had a greater change in endorsement than did females (M = .48, SD = .62).  

Males, who at pre-test gave lower ratings to ESPs, demonstrated a larger positive shift in overall 

strength of endorsement scores as compared to females.  For those in group two (weaknesses of 

unsupported programs), another one-way ANOVA found that there was a significant gender 

difference for change of overall strength of endorsement for empirically-supported programs, 

F(1,51) = 5.52, p = .023.  Here, however, females (M = .30, SD = .59) had a significantly larger 

change score as compared to males (M = -.09, SD = .61).  Although males had slightly higher 

ESP ratings at pre-test, females had a larger upward shift (expected direction) in strength of 

endorsement scores as compared to males‘ slight negative shift (unexpected direction).   
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A one-way ANOVA examining the potential difference between defense vs. prosecution 

orientations on change in overall strength of endorsement for ―get tough‖ programs found there 

was a significant difference for group two only, F(4,48) = 2.99, p = .028.  Those who were 

strongly inclined (defense) (M = -1.01, SD = .65), inclined (defense) (M = -.71, SD = .51), and 

somewhat inclined (prosecution) (M = -.73, SD = .50) all had smaller downward shifts in overall 

strength of endorsement than inclined (prosecution) (M = -1.83, SD = 1.41).  Alternatively, those 

who were somewhat inclined (defense) (M = -1.43, SD = .85) had a greater downward shift in 

overall strength of endorsement than somewhat inclined (prosecution).  There were no 

significant differences between defense vs. prosecution orientations on change in overall strength 

of endorsement for groups one and three.  With respect to all three groups, there were no 

significant differences in change scores for empirically-supported programs or unsupported 

programs with regard to one‘s desire to practice criminal law in the future.   

Zero-order correlational analysis between baseline attitudes (sentencing goals, crime 

attributions and political ideology) and change scores for ESPs and unsupported programs 

revealed no significant relationship in any group.  Consistently, exploratory standard multiple 

regression analyses revealed little impact on change scores.  For ESP, the overall model 

produced R² = .028 and this was not statistically significant, F(6, 154) = .746, p = .614.  For 

unsupported programs, the overall model produced R² = .032 and this was not statistically 

significant, F(6, 154) = .836, p = .544.  It appeared that little variance in the change scores for 

either program type could be explained by baseline attitudes.   

To summarize briefly, baseline attitudes and related variables had little influence on the 

noted shifts in program endorsement and recommendation scores. These shifts, instead, were 

much more a function of exposure to the online educational modules. 
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iii. Post-test Beliefs of Modules’ Impact on Program Effectiveness Ratings  

 In terms of how much the participants felt that the online educational modules influenced 

their subsequent program effectiveness ratings, a one-way ANOVA revealed that there were 

significant differences between modules with regard to targeted vs. non-targeted programs 

viewed.  With respect to their ratings of ESP, group one participants (those exposed to the 

―benefits of ESP‖ module) felt that this module was more influential (M = 3.19, SD = .99) than 

did group two participants (who were exposed to the ―weaknesses of unsupported programs‖ 

module) (M = 2.65, SD = .96) and those in (control) group three (M = 2.71, SD = .99, F(2,158) = 

4.80, p = .009.     

 In their post-test ratings of unsupported programs, group two participants, who received 

information about unsupported programs, felt that their module was more influential (M = 3.15, 

SD = 1.03), than did group one participants who received no information about unsupported 

programs (M = 1.87, SD = .81) and than (control) group three participants (M = 2.28, SD = .93).  

Interestingly, with regard to their ratings of unsupported programs, control group three also 

reported significantly higher module influence than did group one, F(2, 158) = 26.69, p < .001.   

iv. Knowledge of Intervention Information and Change in Overall Strength of Endorsement 

 The fifth research question proposed an examination of the effect of knowledge on 

change in overall strength of endorsement.  The construct of knowledge of intervention 

information was assessed by responses to questions 8-24 on the post-test PER survey (see 

Appendix F).  The first question asked participants to identify all programs that they recalled 

learning about during their respective online educational module.  Table 8 displays the 

percentage of individual programs reportedly seen by each group.  
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Table 8 

Reported Mean Percentages of Individual Programs Seen by Group  

Target Categories and 

Program Identifiers  

Presented in Knowledge 

Post-test 

 

Group 1 (Benefits of 

Empirically-Supported 

Programs) 

  

Reported % Seen 

Group 2 (Weaknesses of 

Unsupported Programs) 

 

Reported % Seen 

Group 3 

(Control 

Group) 

 

Reported % 

Seen  

 MST 85% (―Hits‖) 47% 61% 

ESP CBT 87% (―Hits‖) 28% 67% 

     

 ART 87% (―Hits‖) 23% 48% 

 LST 76% (―Hits‖) 34% 61% 

Unsupp. SS 9% 85% (―Hits‖) 39% 

 BC 20% 89% (―Hits‖) 31% 

 EM 9% 77% (―Hits‖) 28% 

 D.A.R.E. 6% 17% 19% 

Fillers Career 

Counseling 6% 11% 31% 

 Functional 

Family Therapy 24% 13% 44% 

 Drug Test 2% 13% 15% 

Note: All percentages not labeled ―Hits‖ were ―False Positives‖ 

As seen in Table 8, participants could correctly report (―Hits‖) having seen programs assigned to 

their group as well as incorrectly report seeing programs to which they were not directly exposed 

through the modules.  Inspection of Table 8 shows not only a high level of ―Hits‖ for groups one 

and two but also a small proportion of false positives.   A grading scheme was created for this 

analysis and is as follows: for every ―Hit,‖ a participant would receive one point.  Additionally, 

participants earned a point for each ―correct rejection‖ (e.g., non-reporting of programs not 

covered in the training module).  A perfect score is 11.  For example, if a group one individual 

(benefits of empirically-supported programs module) reported seeing all four empirically-

supported programs (4 ―Hits‖), ―Scared Straight,‖ and D.A.R.E. (2 ―False Positives‖) they would 

receive all four points for ―Hits‖ but only 5 points (out of 7) for correct rejections of non-seen 

programs. This particular participant‘s ―programs seen accuracy score‖ would have been 9.  

Additionally, a ―programs seen accuracy percentage‖ was also calculated by dividing the 
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possible total score of 11 by participant‘s programs seen score.  Thus, this hypothetical 

participant‘s ―programs seen accuracy percentage‖ is 9/11 or 82%.      

 Using these data, a one-way ANOVA revealed that there was a significant difference in 

the ―programs seen accuracy percentages‖ between groups, F(2, 158) = 20.11, p < .001.  Post-

hoc analyses revealed that percentages for group one (benefits of empirically-supported 

programs) (M = 86%, SD = .17) was significantly higher than that of either group two 

(weaknesses of unsupported programs) (M = 77%, SD = .23) or group three (control group) (M = 

60%, SD = .26).   

The remaining 16 questions on the knowledge check measure were in a multiple choice 

format with specific right and wrong answers.  Therefore, a total percentage was calculated, as 

well as percentages for each of the three subsets of questions. Table 9 displays the percentages 

correct for each subset of questions, as well as total accuracy by group and subset mean 

accuracy. 

Table 9 

Mean Accuracy Percentages on 16 Multiple Choice Questions by Group 

Question 

Subsets 

Groups Subset 

Mean 

Accuracy 

One Two Three  

ESP 80%* 75% 68% 74% 

Unsupported 65% 78%* 47% 63% 

Control  56% 55% 61%* 57% 

Total   

Accuracy 

by Group 

68% 70% 62% 67%** 

Note: * targeted area of knowledge      ** mean accuracy for entire sample 

As seen in the Table 9, groups one and two both had the highest percentages correct for the 
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subset of questions related to their specific module information.  Each group also correctly 

answered a relatively high percentage (47%-75%) of questions pertaining to information not 

directly covered in their module.  

Before any analyses were run on the associations between the overall strength of 

endorsement change scores and knowledge (both ―programs seen percentages‖ and ―knowledge 

accuracy‖), Pearson r bivariate correlations were used to calculate the relationship between PER 

at post-test (only) and knowledge.  For group one, there were significant positive correlations 

between post-test PER for ESP and knowledge (accuracy) regarding ESP only, r(161) = .338, p 

< .05.  For group two, there were significant negative correlations between post-test endorsement 

of unsupported programs and knowledge regarding unsupported programs, r(161) = -.327, p < 

.05, as well as knowledge regarding ESPs, r(161) = -.422, p < .01.  As group two participant 

accuracy increased, post-test endorsement for unsupported programs decreased.  Likewise, 

higher accuracy regarding ESPs (though not directly targeted) was associated with lower 

endorsement levels of unsupported program endorsement. These knowledge-endorsement 

relations are consistent with hypotheses and were in the desired direction, although the latter was 

not predicted. 

In addition, these same analyses were conducted with respect to change in overall 

strength of endorsement.  There was a significant medium positive correlation between change in 

empirically-supported programs‘ overall strength of endorsement and the ―programs seen 

accuracy percentage‖ in group one (benefits of empirically-supported programs), r(161) = .279, 

p<.05.  Furthermore, there were significant medium positive correlations between change in 

empirically-supported programs‘ overall strength of endorsement and knowledge related both to 

ESPs, r(161) = .304, p<.05, and to unsupported programs, r(161) = .274, p<.05.  Thus, higher 
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levels of knowledge of information about ESPs and ―get tough‖ programs were associated with 

participants‘ subsequent increased support of empirically-supported programs.   

Individuals in group two (weaknesses of unsupported programs) had a significant 

medium-to-large negative correlation between the change in unsupported programs‘ overall 

strength of endorsement and ―programs seen accuracy percentage‖, r(161) = -.371, p<.01.  

However, unlike participants in group one, in group two there were no significant associations 

between change scores and ―knowledge accuracy‖ for either program type.  As expected, better 

accuracy of programs reportedly seen was associated with a more pronounced positive shift (for 

group one) and a negative shift (for group two) from pre-test to post-test.    

 Finally, the ―programs seen accuracy percentages‖ of those in the control group (group 

three) was not associated with change in overall strength of endorsement for either ESP or 

unsupported programs.  However, as participants in this group displayed higher levels of correct 

knowledge for material covered in their subset (Table 9), they showed a positive shift in their 

endorsement of unsupported programs, r(161) = .279, p<.05.  In sum, higher levels of control 

group knowledge displayed by group three were associated selectively with subsequent increases 

in endorsement of unsupported programs.  This finding was neither predicted nor readily 

interpretable. 

Evaluation of Online Modules 

 The majority of participants in group one (benefits of empirically-supported programs), 

group two (weaknesses of unsupported programs), and group three (control group) reported that 

they had not taken notes while viewing the online module (96.3%, 98.1%, 98.1%, respectively).  

When asked, ―I knew a lot about this information prior to watching this online module,‖ the 

largest percentage of participants in all three groups noted that this state was ―not true‖ (46.3%, 
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39.6%, 42.6%, respectively).  The same ―not true‖ endorsement was seen for, ―I did not find the 

information presented to be very informative.‖  Participants in all three groups varied in their 

opinions as to whether or not this information would have been better taught in an in-person 

lecture.  Those in group one were evenly split between ―somewhat true‖ and ―true.‖  Although 

these were the largest rated responses, they were both relatively small percentages (22.2%).  

Those in groups two and three were evenly split as to believing this statement was ―not true‖ and 

―true‖ (28.3% and 24.1%, respectively).  Due to the variation in ratings, these responses seem 

inconclusive.  With regard to, ―I learned a lot from watching this online module,‖ 37% of 

participants in group one reported that this was ―moderately true‖.  In groups two and three, 

participants noted that this was ―somewhat true‖ (35.8% and 40.7%, respectively).  The majority 

of participants in all three groups reported that the module was easy to follow (48.1%, 58.5%, 

51.9%, respectively).  Although participants in group one reported that they did not agree with 

the statement, ―I found this online module to be very engaging‖ (50% believed this to be untrue), 

37.7% of those in group two found this to be ―moderately true‖ and 44.4% of those in group 

three found this to be ―somewhat true.‖  Finally, when asked if they would recommend that 

others in the legal field watch the modules, 27.8% of group one and 28.3% of group two reported 

this to be ―true,‖ while 31.5% of group three reported this to be ―somewhat true.‖   
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DISCUSSION 

 

Previous research findings, including those in my thesis (Perelman & Clements, 2009), 

continue to highlight the inconsistencies between individuals‘ attitudes about what juvenile 

correctional treatment should entail versus their endorsement of programs believed to be 

effective.  Furthermore, these studies have also provided evidence that certain pre-existing 

attitudes such as sentencing goals and crime attributions tend to underlie individuals‘ 

endorsements of specific program‘s effectiveness.  However, influential and ground breaking as 

these previous results were, they have, for one reason or another, not produced the necessary 

groundswell needed to lead researchers toward rectifying the situation.  For example, although 

we know what the public thinks about juvenile corrections and, increasingly, what empirical 

evidence tells us about juvenile corrections, there has been little-to-no research on the 

dissemination of correctional treatment effectiveness, particularly within the juvenile justice 

system, to the general public, law students and legal professionals, as well as to policy and 

decision makers.  This project provided a foundation for future research on educational 

interventions that may address these potentially costly knowledge gaps.   

This dissertation sought to reverse the effects of attitude-based decision making and to 

promote accurate knowledge in line with evidence from empirical studies. By targeting law 

students— pre-professionals who are still forming their legal identity and who have the potential 

to become future sentencing and policy decision-makers—the study was a first step in providing 

evidence-based information to a legally trained audience.   In doing so, this dissertation has also 
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examined the core ingredients necessary to produce a comprehensive and effective educational 

intervention that enhances knowledge-based decision making.   

Analysis of Demographic and Attitudinal Resonances 

 Research has demonstrated that females are generally more supportive of rehabilitation 

and more willing to take responsibility to help others (Applegate et al. 2002).   Interestingly, the 

current analysis revealed that gender appeared to have no significant association within crime 

attributions, sentencing goals, political ideology, and one‘s career orientations (defense vs. 

prosecution or likelihood to practice criminal law).  A possible explanation for this contradictory 

finding is the relatively small size of a solely law student sample.  In previous studies, males 

tended to be more punitive.  However, these studies often had a much larger and much more 

occupationally diverse sample (Moon et al. 2000).  Therefore, as in Perelman and Clements 

(2009), it may be that a gender difference would be seen if there were a larger demographically 

diverse sample of participants.   

 Although gender did not appear significant, it was hypothesized, based on the findings of 

the dissertation pre-study (2009), that baseline attitudes, political ideology, academic path, and 

career orientation would, in fact, be associated, thus, creating divisions among participants based 

on resonances or constellations of attitudes and traits that may influence one‘s ratings of program 

effectiveness.  The theoretical basis behind resonances was originally proposed by Carroll et al. 

in 1987 and demonstrated more recently in Perelman and Clements (2009) as well.  Two core 

resonances are typically seen: a more treatment-focused ―supportive‖ belief system and a more 

punitive ―get tough‖ belief system. This finding also highlighted Bazemore and Feder‘s (1997) 

claim that research has failed to find a solely punitive attitude among juvenile justice 

professionals. 
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  At its foundation, a treatment-focused resonance was primarily based on a number of 

individual factors.  First, as expected, these individuals had a high rehabilitation Sentencing 

Goals Inventory score (Rh).  These same individuals also tended to be low on utilitarian 

punishment (UP) sentencing goals.  Thus, they emphasized the importance of treating the 

offender rather than trying to deter through harsh punishment.  Additionally, participants who 

were more rehabilitative tended to endorse external crime attributions but lower levels of internal 

crime attributions, which indicated a stronger willingness to recognize situational/environmental 

factors associated with criminal behavior.  A more politically liberal stance also differentiated 

these participants from those with a more ―get tough‖ resonance.  Overall, these findings 

supported those seen in Perelman and Clements (2009).  However, law students appeared to have 

a stronger association between crime attributions and political ideology as compared to 

undergraduates, a finding that will be discussed further in the following section.  Although 

neither the associations between Rh or external crime attributions and law students‘ preference 

toward the defense or prosecution were significant, their directionality indicated a defense 

preference.  This aforementioned result supported that seen in Farnworth et al. (1988) and the 

Perelman dissertation pre-study (2009) and, thus, justified the addition of a stronger defense 

orientation to this resonance.  Finally, it appeared that previous social work majors were more 

likely to be placed in the rehabilitative resonance.  This finding replicated Farnworth et al. 

(1988) that found that a knowledge of the social sciences correlated with a higher preference for 

rehabilitation.    

Alternatively, a punitive resonance was based on contrasting individual factors.  First, 

given the high correlation between punitive Sentencing Goals Inventory (UP) scores and 

retributive Sentencing Goals Inventory (Rt) scores, as well as the similarity in other associations 
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including these scores, both UP and Rt have been placed within the overarching punitive 

resonance.  This supports Clements et al.‘s (1998) original idea that, although theoretically 

different, both UP and Rt are generally punitive.  Thus, these individuals tended to believe that 

the primary goal of sentencing should emphasize deterrence, incapacitation, and/or retribution.  

The longstanding connection between conservative politics and ―get tough‖ punitive justice 

decision making (Watkins, 1998; Leiber et al., 2002) was replicated in the current study.  

Overall, these findings supported those found in Perelman and Clements (2009) and provided 

further evidence for the resonance.  Also, law students with this resonance attributed criminal 

behavior to the characteristics of the offender (dispositional factors) rather than to their 

environment and were often much more prosecution-oriented.  This latter result supports 

Farnworth et al.‘s (1988) finding that prosecuting attorneys as compared to defense attorneys 

tended to be more strongly committed to the punishment of the offender.  Those who fit this 

more punitive resonance type also reported a tendency to be more politically conservative.  

Consistent with both the treatment-focused and punitive resonances, there was a strong 

connection between political ideology and crime attributions. This result was not seen in 

Perelman and Clements‘ (2009) sample of undergraduates.  This finding in law students is 

supported by Rathjen‘s (1978) idea that law school experiences tend to have long term influence 

on one‘s attitudes.  In addition, this finding was also seen in the dissertation pre-study giving 

credence to the Increasing Persistence Hypothesis that older law students, as compared to 

younger undergraduates, have stronger fixed and crystallized attitudes (Glenn, 1974, 1980; 

Jennings & Niemi, 1981; Krosnick & Alwin, 1989).  Krieger (1998) also noted that, with time, 

legal professionals‘ attitudes as well become more fixed.  Thus, it is not surprising to see some 

increased rigidity and consistency across law students‘ attitudes as compared to undergraduates.  
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Finally, unlike social work majors, previous technology majors were more likely to be placed in 

the punitive resonance, an interesting but less compelling finding given that educational 

background has been found to be less significant in the formation of justice-related attitudes than 

functional orientations (defense vs. prosecution) (Farnworth et al., 1988; Leiber et al., 2002) (see 

Figure 11 for diagrams of two core resonances).     

 In general, these resonances were associated with different degrees of support for 

juvenile intervention programs.  The treatment-oriented resonance was associated with 

endorsement of empirically supported treatments.  The punitive resonance gave more credence to 

―get tough‖ programs.  These findings, however, were prior to the experimental interventions in 

the form of online educational modules whose impact generally negated the attitude-program 

rating association.
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Figure 11 

Characteristics of the Two Core Resonances 
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Preliminary Perceptions of Program Effectiveness 

  In Perelman and Clements (2009) undergraduate students were unable to differentiate 

between the effectiveness of empirically-supported programs and unsupported programs.  In the 

current study, law students appeared a bit more knowledgeable about basic program 

effectiveness prior to receiving any intervention.  Overall, the law student sample, at pre-test, 

rated ESP as significantly more effective than ―get tough‖ programs.  This division was further 

emphasized by law students‘ ability to identify an ESP program as potentially the ―most 

effective‖ program and an unsupported program as potentially the ―least effective‖ program.  

However, this result was compounded by the fact that, similar to the findings of Perelman and 

Clements (2009), the overall mean effectiveness ratings were relatively low (―somewhat 

effective‖ and ―moderately effective‖) across both program types which suggested that law 

students are also uninformed about program effectiveness research and unaware of the broad 

spectrum of efficacy among correctional programs.  Furthermore, law students reported ―gut 

feeling‖ as well as ―other personal experiences,‖ not ―scientific evidence‖ or ―courses taken‖, as 

two of most influential bases for their attitudes toward of program effectiveness.   

When responding to the statement, ―I knew a lot about this information prior to watching 

this online module,‖ the largest percentage of students noted that this was ―not true.‖  These 

results may serve as further evidence that although highly educated and potentially less driven by 

attitudes as compared to undergraduates, law students are equally as uninformed about juvenile 

correctional research and treatment.  Therefore, although generally more knowledgeable about 

program effectiveness, likely due to increased age and experience, law students still 

demonstrated and endorsed a lack of formal education needed to make decisions based solely on 

facts and not feelings.  More specifically, law students, like those in Cochran and Chamblin‘s 
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study (2005), provided evidence of the existence of the first Marshall Hypothesis.  In all three 

groups, law students produced an inverse relationship between their pre-test rating of 

unsupported programs and their reported knowledge of these programs before intervention.  In 

other words, law students‘ lack of knowledge regarding unsupported programs was actually 

associated with higher support for this type of programming.  Thus, the need for intervention 

among law students was not only hypothesized, but now very apparent.   

Baseline Attitudes and Career Orientation Influence on Program Effectiveness Ratings  

 It was predicted that all the contributing factors to one‘s primary resonance—sentencing 

goals, crime attributions, political ideology, and career orientations—might also directly 

influence program effectiveness decision making.  Previous research by Finkel et al. (1996), 

Wood and Viki (2004), and Perelman and Clements (2009) demonstrated that people who 

support rehabilitative sentencing goals and external crime attributions (treatment-focused 

―supportive‖ belief system) were also more optimistic about the program effectiveness of 

empirically-supported programs.   In the current study, the same positive correlations revealed a 

strong association between a treatment-focused ―supportive‖ belief system and perceptions that 

empirically-supported treatment programs and interventions are highly beneficial.  This finding 

corresponds to Cullen et al.‘s (1993) and Moon et al.‘s (2000) results that highlighted the 

public‘s attitude that juveniles should not be held fully responsible for their actions and that it 

would be ―irresponsible‖ not to attempt to rehabilitate juvenile offenders.   

 According to Finkel et al. (1996), support of a punitive sentencing goal and/or emphasis 

on internal crime attributions (those with a penal ―get tough‖ belief system) would lead to more 

optimism about the program effectiveness of popular, yet unsupported, programs. As 

hypothesized, the current study revealed these strong associations.  In other words, people who 
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held this strongly punitive belief system felt that unsupported or ―get tough‖ programs were 

nonetheless the most effective relative to treating juvenile offenders.  As expected, the 

association between more retributive sentencing goals and PER of unsupported programs 

followed a similar pattern.  Therefore, law students who had strongly punitive and retributive 

sentencing goals also believed that ―get tough‖ programs were highly effective for juvenile 

correctional treatment.  These within-resonance results replicated the findings of Perelman and 

Clements (2009).  However, an additional and more unexpected finding among those with a 

punitive belief system was discovered.  Similar to the findings of the dissertation pre-study 

(2009), these law students not only endorsed unsupported programs, but emphasized the 

ineffectiveness of empirically-supported programs.  This rather jaded view of empirically-

supported programs among those with a more penal ―get tough‖ belief system demonstrated that, 

much like the undergraduates, law students relied on their baseline attitudes rather than evidence 

or knowledge, and they may have done so even more heavily.        

 The findings of Perelman and Clements (2009) revealed that political ideologies were 

also highly correlated with program effectiveness ratings such that those individuals who were 

more politically liberal tended to be more likely to rate empirically-supported programs as more 

effective than unsupported programs.  Conversely, those who were more politically conservative 

were more likely to rate unsupported programs as more effective than empirically-supported 

programs.  The current study hypothesized that this same result would be replicated within the 

law student community and, in fact, this finding was only partially replicated.  Political ideology 

was highly associated with pre-test PER for ESP such that individuals who were more liberal 

were more likely to endorse the effectiveness of ESP.  Interestingly, although in the direction 

expected, the association between political ideology and PER for unsupported programs was not 
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significant.  However, it may be recalled from regression analyses that political ideology did, in 

fact, have less predictive strength as compared to the subscores of the SGI and the CAS for both 

ESP ratings and unsupported program ratings.   

 To summarize, overall, those with a treatment-focused ―supportive‖ belief system tended 

to rate ESP as highly effective while the more punitive ―get tough‖ belief system tended to rate 

unsupported programs as highly effective, while also emphasizing the lack of effectiveness for 

ESP.  Furthermore, both the attitudes toward sentencing goals and crime attributions appeared to 

be good predictors of one‘s program effectiveness ratings at pre-test.   

The Effects of Targeted Online Educational Modules  

i. Overall Strength of Endorsement  

Assessment of between groups pre-test programmatic knowledge revealed no significant 

differences in either knowledge ratings or program effectiveness ratings for ESP or unsupported 

programs.  However, after the completion of the modules, a more divergent pattern between 

groups was revealed which supported Pruegger and Rogers‘ (1994) finding that individuals are 

able to change beliefs in the face of contrary evidence.  In their post-intervention ratings of 

empirically-supported programs (ESP), participants exposed to Module One (benefits of ESP), as 

hypothesized based on the research of Farnworth et al. (1988), significantly increased their 

overall strength of endorsement from pre- to post-test.  In contrast, and as predicted, no 

significant shift was demonstrated in the control group condition. However, contrary to 

prediction, law students in module group two (weaknesses of unsupported programs) responded 

more like the control condition and did not significantly shift their scores from pre-test to post-

test.  Clearly, Module One had a strong impact on subsequent positive ratings of empirically-

supported programs, while exposure to Module Two provided no indirect carryover.  Thus, 
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positive framing of educational messages led to more favorable evaluations as compared to 

negative framing, a result that defined the ―Valence Consistent Shifts‖ principle presented in the 

Attribute Framing Theory by Levin et al. (1998). 

With regard to ratings of unsupported programs, as hypothesized, those in group two had 

a significant decrease in overall strength of endorsement from pre-test to post-test, while the 

control group did not.  Module Two had the desired impact.  However, there was also a 

significant decrease in overall strength of endorsement of unsupported programs by participants 

in the Module One group, thus providing evidence of a significant and desirable carryover effect.  

Although this latter finding was originally hypothesized, the magnitude was larger than would be 

expected from the theoretical findings of Farnworth et al. (1988) and Pruegger and Rogers 

(1994).   

ii. Post-test Beliefs of Modules’ Impact on Program Effectiveness Ratings 

It was predicted that law students in both experimental groups would feel that the 

educational modules influenced their post-intervention ratings more than those exposed to the 

control group module.  With regard to their ratings of ESP, law students in group one, as 

expected, felt as though their module was more influential than did groups two and three who 

were exposed to different modules.  Consistently, with respect to participant ratings of 

unsupported programs, group two believed that their module was more influential than did 

groups one or three.  Overall, the modules‘ influence followed expected patterns, and 

participants gave them appropriately divergent credit in terms of direct influence on presented 

programs‘ effectiveness ratings.  

iii. Influence of Knowledge of Module Information  

One way in which acquired knowledge was measured was through an examination of the 
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programs reportedly seen in each of the modules.  Initial analysis revealed that law students in 

group one had a higher percentage of accurately identified programs (correct ―hits‖ and correct 

―rejections‖) than did groups two or three. (Those in group three could only gain accuracy when 

noting correct ―rejections‖.) Those in group two accurately identified a significantly higher 

percentage of programs than group three.  The second way in which acquired knowledge was 

measured was through accuracy on a multiple-choice module-based information test.  

Participants in both groups one and two scored around 80% on the subset of questions related to 

their module information on the post-test knowledge check.  These same percentages were also 

highly related to post-test PER scores for either ESP or unsupported programs.  In other words, 

for those in group one, higher post-test ESP program effectiveness ratings were associated with 

higher accuracy on questions regarding Module One.  For those in group two, lower post-test 

unsupported programs PERs were associated with higher accuracy on questions regarding 

Module Two.   

Based on the findings of Cochran and Chamblin (2005), as one is exposed to information 

and as more knowledge is potentially gained from an educational intervention, one expects a 

more pronounced shift in evaluations of program effectiveness.  This pattern was observed in 

group one in which accuracy of programs seen (―hits‖) and change scores were significantly 

positively associated.  An equal but opposite effect was found with the change scores for ―get 

tough‖ programs within group two.  As expected, better accuracy was associated with a more 

pronounced negative shift from pre-test to post-test.   

In addition, an association between change scores and knowledge accuracy for group one 

participants was seen and provided further evidence of Cochran and Chamblin‘s (2005) finding.  

In other words, it was hypothesized that there would be significant relationships between ESPs‘ 
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overall strength of endorsement change scores and the knowledge accuracy for that same 

subgroup.  This finding helped increase confidence in attributing the significant shift in overall 

strength of endorsement to an increase in knowledge regarding empirically-supported programs.  

Interestingly, positive endorsement shifts by these same participants regarding ESPs had a 

significant association with their knowledge accuracy of unsupported programs.  Although not 

presented with information regarding the weaknesses of unsupported programs, those in group 

one who nevertheless showed higher levels of such knowledge exhibited larger shifts in their 

support for ESPs.  Conversely, the control group‘s knowledge of their own module information 

was related to an increase in overall strength of endorsement scores for unsupported programs.  

Therefore, it appeared that gaining general knowledge of juvenile crime statistics and theories 

produced higher levels of endorsement for ―get tough‖ programs.  It is not surprising that college 

courses or brief exposure to juvenile crime statistics and other general information could well 

lead to endorsement of juvenile programs that are popular but unsupported by empirical 

evidence. 

To summarize, Module One not only produced the expected results, but also a 

remarkable carryover and corrective influence on the decision making regarding unsupported 

programs.  Moreover, judging from the low levels of knowledge claimed at pre-test, the 

knowledge accuracy and correct program identification (―hits‖) at post-test for both experimental 

groups suggest that new information was indeed learned.  Similar to the theoretical foundation of 

the Second Marshall Hypothesis (Cochran and Chamblin, 2005), exposure to targeted 

information did indeed influence changes in program effectiveness ratings for both types of 

programs.  However, Module One (―benefits of empirically-supported programs‖) appeared to 

have more of the core components needed for a comprehensive and effective educational 
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intervention.  Of the three modules tested, Module One seems deserving of additional 

dissemination. 

iv. The Lack of Influence of Demographic and Baseline Attitudes   

Exploratory analyses revealed few significant gender differences with relation to change 

scores.  For both groups one and two, a significant difference between males and females was 

seen for ESP ratings.  Within group one, men had a larger increase in scores from pre-test to 

post-test, while for group two women shifted more in the desired direction.  Generally, however, 

gender had little influence on the shift in scores for either program or group type.  This coincided 

with the earlier finding that gender did not play a large role in the affiliation with baseline 

attitudes or career orientations.    

It was also important to make sure that the change scores were due to a potential increase 

in knowledge rather than pre-existing attitudes and beliefs, as they were in pre-test. Thus, 

correlations between baseline attitudes and change scores were analyzed.   There were either no 

differences or relatively inconclusive findings with regard to all other baseline attitudes‘ 

association with change scores.  Furthermore, although certain baseline attitude measures (e.g., 

Rh, UP, Rt, and internal crime attributions) strongly predicted pre-test program effectiveness 

ratings, these same baseline attitudes were found to have had no significant predictive ability on 

the change scores for either program type.  In combination, these findings were significant 

because it did not appear that baseline attitudes or career orientations had much of an influence, 

if any at all, on the noted shifts in program endorsement and recommendations.  In combination 

with the discussion of the previous section, this finding helped support the hypotheses that 

research-based information can, in fact, be taught and that law students used this acquired 

knowledge, more than pre-existing attitudes, to inform their post-test decisions.  
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v.  Evaluation of Online Modules   

Participants‘ responses to a post-test evaluation of the online modules revealed further 

evidence of the positive effects of the targeted intervention.  Participants heavily endorsed the 

information presented in the modules as very informative.  Although somewhat less strong, law 

students‘ belief that they learned a lot from watching the online modules ranged from ―somewhat 

true‖ to ―moderately true‖.  Along the same lines, a plurality of participants found the modules 

relatively easy to follow, although fewer felt that the modules were very engaging.  Regardless, 

the largest percentages of participants in each group still indicated that they would recommend 

that others in the legal field watch the modules, a sentiment that very much support the beliefs 

held by Rubin (1979), the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, and the 

American Bar Foundation regarding educating legal professionals on social science research and 

practice.   

Conclusions  

There has long been a need for research on the effectiveness of disseminating information 

about juvenile justice programming to the general public, legal professionals, and those in 

decision-making roles.  As Gendreau (1996) so eloquently summarized, ―…there is a sobering 

reality that far too little of this knowledge is being used by practitioners, scholars, and 

policymakers.  The major impediments in this regard… (are) the shortage of appropriate training 

programs‖ (p. 157).   Therefore, I set forth to achieve this goal.  

At pre-test, individuals were easily categorized as having either a treatment-focused 

―supportive‖ belief system or a punitive ―get tough‖ belief system.  The first group tended to rate 

ESPs as highly effective while the participants with punitive beliefs tended to rate unsupported 

programs as highly effective, while also emphasizing the lack of effectiveness for ESP.  At post-



  

 

91 

 

test, however, it was clear that Module One not only produced the expected results, but also had 

a remarkable carryover and corrective influence on the ratings of unsupported programs.  Thus, 

the training focused on the benefits of empirically-supported programs appeared to be 

sufficiently salient and to contain the components necessary for a comprehensive and effective 

educational intervention.   

Limitations  

There are important limitations to note in this study.  Given the time constraints, minor 

external incentives to participate, and the relative neglect of the topic among law students, it is 

possible that those who demonstrated an interest in participation created a pseudo-self selection 

bias, in that they had to have a strong desire and will to participate.   However, other than 

ethnicity, the participants were relatively demographically varied and represented both 

resonances.  Furthermore, a large majority of participants reported a lack of knowledge of 

juvenile justice programming prior to receiving the modules.  Therefore, although they may be 

more interested in the topic, they were not necessarily more educated about it prior to the start of 

this study.  Participants were also randomly assigned to one of three conditions which mitigated 

the potential for an unbalanced design.  However, this randomization process was not stratified 

by type of law school (i.e., public versus private) or the law students‘ region of the country.  This 

would have been beneficial because it would have allowed for balance within each stratum, thus, 

producing a more balanced overall design. 

The use of self-report measures may have increased the likelihood of false responding.  

With self-report measures, participants have the opportunity for self-serving bias.  In other words 

one can exaggerate or omit information when self responding.  Researchers do not have the 

opportunity, with such measures, to corroborate any responses with collateral information.  This 
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limitation was somewhat corrected for by use of the Paulhus Deception Scale (PDS) which was 

meant to identify any participants who were using positive or negative impression management 

in responding.  Those who were identified as above or below threshold on either of the two 

subscales of the PDS were removed from the sample.  

In addition, the use of online self-reporting instruments may have affected the results 

given by participants.  However, previous studies suggest that Internet-based results are 

consistent and in some ways superior to findings from studies using more traditional pencil and 

paper methods (Stanton, 1998).  Similarly, online studies have been shown to help increase the 

amount of sensitive information revealed.   

Of particular note for this study was the use of an asynchronous online teaching method.  

Although some individuals have reported this as a weakness due to a lack of interaction between 

teacher and student, it was essential for the current study given the wide scope of participant 

population (law students from national law schools).  This study allowed students from across 

the country to participate at any time that was convenient for them (not for the researcher).  Not 

only has this type of instruction also been shown to be very effective with topics that rely heavily 

on critical thinking (Taylor, 2002; Wang & Woo, 2007), but it has, in fact, been found to be 

equal, if not superior, to synchronous (real-time) online learning (Wang, 2004).   

Although some of the participants in the current study believed that this information 

would be better presented in an in-person lecture, others did not feel the same way.  Furthermore, 

some of those that did report a preference for in-person learning also endorsed presenting these 

modules to other legal professionals.   However, it should be noted that some participants also 

reported that these modules were somewhat ―slow,‖ ―too long,‖ and ―dry.‖  These same 
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participants also reported that having more video clips, summary slides, and handouts may 

alleviate these issues and concerns.   

Methodologically, it was possible that the program types described within each 

experimental module were too dichotomous.  In other words, there may have been a group of 

participants who did not believe that juvenile correctional programming only comes in two sizes: 

―get tough‖ or empirically-supported, but, rather, felt as though programs that are supportive, 

treatment-oriented, but also firm and hold a juvenile fully responsible for his/her actions are 

better described as neither solely punitive or rehabilitative.   

 Finally, the lack of a follow-up makes long-term generalizability difficult.  It is 

impossible to say if the results found within this study would persist three months, six months, or 

longer after exposure to the educational module intervention.         

Future Directions  

In order to correct the last limitation noted in the section above, a three month, or even a 

six month, follow up would help serve as stronger evidence that both of the experimental 

modules do have the hypothesized effects.  If the hypothesized result does not persist long term, 

this may help serve as the evidence needed to further enhance one or both of the modules. 

 The current study revealed that the ―benefits of empirically-supported programs‖ module 

appeared to have the most substantial effects.  Therefore, further research should focus on 

enhancing this module.  Potentially, components from the aforementioned module and some 

from the ―weaknesses of unsupported programs‖ module could be synthesized to create a more 

comprehensive educational experience. In addition, and given the responses from law student 

participants, more multimedia and multimodal presentation styles would help with the 

enhancement process, engagement issues, and increased retention of information. 
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 The results among law students were very promising. Thus, it seems relevant to perform 

both the short-term and long-term follow up studies using practicing lawyers, judges, justice 

administrators, and politicians as participants in a step-wise fashion in order to gather 

information about those currently making decisions in the juvenile justice world.  This is a time-

consuming endeavor, but an essential one nonetheless.  The end goal for this line of research has 

been and will continue to be to find the most effective and complete way to educate individuals, 

particularly those who are in position of powers relative juvenile justice programming related 

issues.  Research tells us much about effective interventions for juveniles.  Putting this 

information in the right hands will better serve court-involved youth and their communities.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

Demographic Questionnaire (Please circle or fill in your answers) 

 

1. What is your gender?   Male  Female 

2. What is your ethnic identity?  

 

Caucasian    African-American    Latino/Latina     Other 

 

3. What is your age?  ___________ 

4. Which best describes your political ideology?  

 

Very liberal      Liberal     Moderate   Conservative      Very Conservative 

 

5. What was your undergraduate major?  

 

Criminal Justice  Political Science  Science field 

Psychology  Social Work   Humanities field 

  Business  Health field   Technology field 

       Other 

 

6. What year are you in law school?  1L 2L 3L 

7. What law school are you currently enrolled in? ________________ 

8. What state is your law school located in? _____________________ 

9. Which of the following law school electives have you taken (or hope to take)? 

 
   University of Alabama     

   Law and Psych Review (658 or 659)   

   Law Review (712-715 or 716)   

   Journal of Legal Profession (741/742 or 743)  

   Clinic-Criminal Defense (655)   

   Criminal Justice Jurisprudence (768)   

   Advanced Criminal Law (777)   

   Juvenile Justice (791)       
 

National Sample 

Criminal Law 

Pre-trial/Trial Practice 

Juvenile Justice 

Criminal Procedure 

Jurisprudence 

Advanced Criminal Law 

 

10. Do you have a desire to practice Criminal Law in the future? 

Yes  No  Unsure 
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11. Whether or not your future legal work will involve prosecution or defense roles, please 

indicate your general orientation on the scale below: 

      -3     -2  -1                +1  +2       +3 
Strongly Inclined     Somewhat     Somewhat     Inclined       Strongly 

Inclined to to work        Inclined       Inclined         to work       Inclined to 

work in  in def.            in prosec.     work in  

defense role role                         role prosecution   

                                  role 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Pre-test Knowledge and Program Effectiveness Ratings (PER) 

Responding to juvenile crime has been a topic of concern for several decades.  Dozens of 

programs have been designed in an attempt to address the problem.  Below, we ask you to 

consider seven (7) of these programs and to provide your opinion as to how effective you believe 

them to be for juvenile offenders. 

 

We will provide titles and descriptions of the programs. Please read all of the program 

descriptions carefully as you will be asked to apply this information a little later on. 

 

Please indicate, as defined below, whether you think the program is (or would be):  

Detrimental, Ineffective, Slightly Effective, Moderately Effective, Effective,  

Strongly Effective for juvenile offenders. 

 

 Juvenile Offenders: persons under the age of 16 who have been charged and found delinquent 

of a legal offense.   

 

  The Programs: In your opinion, how effective do you believe the seven (7) different   

  programs described below are in responding to juvenile offenders? You may    

  base this opinion on any experience, personal knowledge, or beliefs you have about each   

  individual program. Rate each of the seven (7) different programs independently, without  

  reference to the other programs. There are no right or wrong answers. You should rate   

  each program using the following scale: 

 

PLEASE READ THESE DEFINITIONS REGARDING EFFECTIVENESS:      

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

1. Multisystemic Therapy:    

A 3- to 5-month intensive family-oriented home- and community-based treatment program that 

targets chronically violent and substance abusing juveniles who face imminent risk of 

incarceration. This program is designed to develop natural support systems with extended family, 

teachers, neighbors, friends, church members, etc. 

Detrimental 

 

Ineffective 

 

Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much do you know about the above approach?  

Nothing A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

2. Boot camp: 

A 3- to 6-month residential program modeled after military basic training camps, using highly 

disciplined and structured techniques. They emphasize vigorous physical activity, manual labor, 

and other activities that ensure that participants have little, if any, free time. Correctional officers 

act as drill instructors, initially using intense verbal tactics designed to overcome resistance and 

lead to constructive changes. 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much do you know about the above approach?  

Nothing A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

3. Electronic Monitoring: 

24-hour surveillance consisting of an electronic device (e.g., ankle bracelet) attached to a person 

usually on community mandatory supervision allowing location and activities to be monitored as 

well as mobility restricted. In addition, it allows for the enforcement of the juvenile's curfew. 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much do you know about the above approach?  

Nothing A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

4. LifeSkills Training:  

A 10- to 30-session classroom-based program to help prevent the early stages of substance abuse 

by addressing risk factors associated with experimental use of drugs and alcohol in children. The 

program consists of three major components which seeks to teach students: (1) general self-

esteem and self-confidence skills, (2) social skills, and (3) information and skills specifically 

related to drug use. 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much do you know about the above approach?  

Nothing A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

5. Aggression Replacement Training: 

A program designed to teach adolescents to understand and replace aggression with positive 

thoughts and behaviors. It incorporates three techniques: (1) skill-streaming which uses imitation 

and role playing to learn healthy behaviors, (2) anger-control training in which participants 

provide descriptions of anger provoking situations in order to learn to deal with them, and (3) 

training in moral reasoning which develops a sense of fairness relative to the needs of others. 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much do you know about the above approach?  

Nothing A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

6. “Scared Straight”: 

Organized visits to prison facilities by delinquents or at-risk youth to meet with adult inmates 

who graphically emphasize the negative consequences of criminal behavior, including harsh 

prison conditions. The foundation of this approach is one of deterrence. In other words, the goal 

is that juveniles will not follow the same path as these inmates who ended up in prison. 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much do you know about the above approach?  

Nothing A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

7. Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy: 

A problem-focused approach in which a therapist assists an individual to recognize illogical 

beliefs, thoughts and dysfunctional behaviors. This therapy can take place in groups or 

individually. The cognitive component helps change faulty or unhealthy thinking patterns, while 

the behavioral component works to replace negative behaviors with positive ones.  

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much do you know about the above approach?  

Nothing A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 

 

 

8. I have based the above ratings primarily on: (select one) 

 a. gut feeling   e. courses taken 

 b. media   f. scientific evidence 

 c. peers   g. other personal experience 

 d. parents   h. other __________ 

 

9. Of the programs described on the previous page which one do you believe is or would be 

the most effective for juvenile offenders? Least effective? 

 a. Multisystemic   d. LifeSkills Training  

 b. Boot Camp    e. Aggression Replacement Training 

 c. Electronic Monitoring f. "Scared Straight" 

     g. Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Sentencing Goals Inventory (SGI) 

 

 The following 30 statements represent different attitudes and beliefs people have about 

sentencing in the criminal justice system.  You may agree with many of the statements.  For 

example, you may agree (or not) with the following statement: 

 

 "Convicted offenders should be sent to prison regardless of their crime." 

 

We are interested in how strongly you agree with each statement.  Use the following scale: 

 

   1-----------------------2-----------------------3-----------------------4----------------------5 

Do Not                Somewhat                 Moderately                 Strongly                     Very 

Agree                    Agree                         Agree                        Agree                    Strongly 

                                                                                                                                    Agree 

 

 You should rate, from 1 to 5, how strongly you agree with each statement.  Use a single 

number to rate each item.  There are no "right" or "wrong" answers; just your opinion. 

 

1) Every conviction and sentence should be well publicized. 

 

2) Criminals should be taught pro-social behavior. 

 

3) The parole system should be abolished. 

 

4) Severe sentences are appropriate for offenders who commit serious crimes. 

 

5) The correctional system should develop programs for reintegrating offenders back into 

society. 

 

6) Emphasis should be placed on keeping criminals behind bars where they can't do any 

more harm. 

 

7) Plea-bargaining should be abolished. 

 

8) Programs should be developed to teach offenders useful working skills. 

 

9) Criminals should be imprisoned until they're too old to commit further crimes. 

 

10) The correctional system should punish offenders in proportion to the seriousness of their 

crimes. 

 

11) A repeat offender deserves greater punishment than a first offender. 
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   1-----------------------2-----------------------3-----------------------4----------------------5 

Do Not                Somewhat                 Moderately                 Strongly                     Very 

Agree                    Agree                         Agree                        Agree                    Strongly 

                                                                                                                                    Agree 

                                                                                                                                     

 

12) Criminals should be harshly punished as examples to others. 

 

13) While in prison, offenders should have access to counseling and training in problem-

solving skills. 

 

14) Offenders need assistance in becoming productive citizens. 

 

15) Prisons should provide opportunities for offenders to learn appropriate behavior. 

 

16) Trying to rehabilitate prisoners is a worthwhile use of time and money. 

 

17) Serious offenders deserve to be in prisons with strict discipline. 

 

18) If lawmakers would make tougher laws against crime, there wouldn't be so many 

criminals. 

 

19) Harm to the victim should be considered when setting the punishment for a given crime. 

 

20) Lawbreakers should be made to bear full responsibility for their actions. 

 

21) Treatment should be provided to young, first-time offenders. 

 

22) Long prison sentences help keep our community safer. 

 

23) Emphasis should be placed on changing the offender. 

 

24) Light sentences do not provide enough threat to deter people from crime. 

 

25) Harsher crimes deserve harsher sentences. 

 

 

 



  

 

116 

 

APPENDIX D 

Crime Attributions Scale (CAS)  

The 26 statements below describe different attitudes or opinions about the causes of criminal 

behavior. There are no right or wrong answers. You are asked to express your opinions about 

each statement by indicating whether you: (1) DISAGREE STRONGLY, (2) DISAGREE, (3) 

UNDECIDED, (4) AGREE, or (5) AGREE STRONGLY. 

Indicate your answers next to the corresponding number on the answer sheet provided (or in the 

blank if no answer sheet is furnished). Please answer every item. Thank you.  

Use this scale to indicate your opinions: 

  

     1---------------------2------------------------3------------------------4----------------------5 

Disagree                 Disagree                    Undecided                   Agree                Strongly 

 Strongly                                                                                                                  Agree               

 ____ 1. Criminals are different from other people.  

____ 2. Children learn crime in street gangs.  

____ 3.  In the long run, social and economic planning will do the most to decrease crime.  

____ 4.  Poverty breeds crime.  

____ 5.  Some people are born losers.  

____ 6.  Crime is a direct product of poverty.  

____ 7.  Ultimately, the criminal is the only one to blame for his or her crimes.  

____ 8.  Criminals are rotten to the core.  

____ 9.  People who persistently show a high tendency for criminality should be prevented from 

reproducing.  

____10.  Criminal behavior is learned from parents, peers, and other significant people.  
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   1---------------------2------------------------3------------------------4----------------------5 

Disagree                 Disagree                    Undecided                   Agree                Strongly 

                                                                                                                                 Agree 

____11.  It is usually a waste of time to try to rehabilitate criminals.  

____12.  People with little education are more likely to break the law than people who  are 

educated. 

____13.  Criminals believe there is no reason to obey the law.   

____14.  Prisons foster further learning of criminal behavior.  

____15.  A criminal is mainly a product of his or her environment.  

____16.  Law breakers are abnormally incapable of experiencing shame and guilt.  

____17.  Criminals are basically bad people.  

____18.  People avoid trouble because they fear the consequences.  

____19.  Good childhood discipline can prevent people from growing up to become criminals.  

____20.  Poor educational or job opportunities are major causes of crime.  

____21. Criminals are born, not made.  

____22. Criminal acts are committed by those who have observed others break the law. 

____23. Some people are naturally lazy and worthless. 

____24. Only certain personality types become criminals. 

____25. Most crime is due to an uneven distribution of wealth in a society 

____26. Criminal behavior results from poor economic conditions.  
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APPENDIX E 

Paulhus Deception Scales (PDS)  

Read each statement below, and select the number that best describes you, from Not True to Very 

True about you. 

 

 1 -------------- 2 -------------- 3 -------------- 4 -------------- 5  

 Not       Very      

 True                      True     

 

_____  1.  My first impressions of people usually turn out to be right. 

_____  2.  It would be hard for me to break any of my bad habits. 

_____  3.  I don‘t care to know what other people really think of me. 

_____  4.  I have not always been honest with myself. 

_____  5.  I always know why I like things. 

_____  6.  When my emotions are aroused, it biases my thinking. 

_____  7.  Once I‘ve made up my mind, other people seldom change my opinion. 

_____  8.  I am not a safe driver when I exceed the speed limit. 

_____  9.  I am fully in control of my own fate. 

_____ 10.  It‘s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. 

_____ 11.  I never regret my decisions. 

_____ 12.  I sometimes lose out on things because I can‘t make up my mind soon 

       enough. 

_____ 13.  The reason I vote is because my vote can make a difference. 

_____ 14.  My parents were not always fair when they punished me. 

_____ 15.  I am a completely rational person. 

_____ 16.  I rarely appreciate criticism. 

_____ 17.  I am very confident of my judgments. 

_____ 18.  I have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover. 

_____ 19.  It‘s all right with me if some people happen to dislike me. 

_____ 20.  I don‘t always know the reasons why I do the things I do. 

_____ 21.  I sometimes tell lies if I have to. 

_____ 22.  I never cover up my mistakes. 

_____ 23.  There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. 

_____ 24.  I never swear. 

_____ 25.  I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 

_____ 26.  I always obey laws, even if I‘m unlikely to get caught. 

_____ 27.  I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back. 

_____ 28.  When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening. 

_____ 29.  I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling him or 

       her. 

_____ 30.  I always declare everything at customs. 
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1 -------------- 2 -------------- 3 -------------- 4 -------------- 5  

Not          Very     

True                         True  

 

 

_____ 31.  When I was young I sometimes stole things. 

_____ 32.  I have never dropped litter on the street. 

_____ 33.  I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit. 

_____ 34.  I never read sexy books or magazines. 

_____ 35.  I have done things that I don‘t tell other people about. 

_____ 36.  I never take things that don‘t belong to me. 

_____ 37.  I have taken sick leave from work or school even though I wasn‘t really sick. 

_____ 38.  I have never damaged a library book or store merchandise without reporting 

       it. 

_____ 39.  I have some pretty awful habits. 

_____ 40.  I don‘t gossip about other people‘s business 
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APPENDIX F 

 

 

Post-Test Program Effectiveness Ratings (Post-Test PER) 
 

Responding to juvenile crime has been a topic of concern for several decades.  Dozens of 

programs have been designed in an attempt to address the problem.  Below, we ask you to 

consider seven (7) of these programs and to provide your opinion as to how effective you believe 

them to be for juvenile offenders. 

 

We will provide only the titles of the programs.  

 

Please indicate, as defined below, whether you think the program is (or would be):  

Detrimental, Ineffective, Slightly Effective, Moderately Effective, Effective, or Strongly 

Effective for juvenile offenders. 

 

 Juvenile Offenders: persons under the age of 16 who have been charged and found delinquent 

of a legal offense.   

 

The Programs: In your opinion, how effective do you believe the seven (7) different programs 

named below are in responding to juvenile offenders? Rate each of the seven (7) different 

programs independently, without reference to the other programs. There are no right or wrong 

answers. You should rate each program using the following scale: 

 

PLEASE READ THESE DEFINITIONS REGARDING EFFECTIVENESS:      

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

1. Electronic Monitoring: 

 

Effectiveness Rating 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much did the information from the module affect your rating of Electronic Monitoring? 

Not At All A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 

 

2. Aggression Replacement Training: 

 

Effectiveness Rating 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much did the information from the module affect your rating of Aggression Replacement 

Training? 

Not At All A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 

 



  

 

122 

 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall effect 

on juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a very 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

3. Boot camp: 

 

    Effectiveness Rating 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much did the information from the module affect your rating of Boot camp? 

Not At All A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 

 

 

4. “Scared Straight”: 

      

     Effectiveness Rating 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much did the information from the module affect your rating of ―Scared Straight?‖ 

Not At All A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

very large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

5. LifeSkills Training:  

 

 Effectiveness Rating 

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much did the information from the module affect your rating of LifeSkills Training? 

Not At All A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 

 

 

6. Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy: 

 

    Effectiveness Rating  

Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much did the information from the module affect your rating of Cognitive-Behavioral 

Therapy? 

Not At All A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 
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Detrimental Ineffective Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

The 

program is 

likely to 

have a 

negative 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have no 

overall 

effects,  

positive or 

negative, on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

small 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

moderate 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

…likely to 

have a 

large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders 

 

…likely to 

have a 

very large 

positive 

overall 

effect on 

juvenile 

offenders. 

 

 

 

7. Multisystemic Therapy:    

 

    Effectiveness Rating 

Detrimental 

 

Ineffective 

 

Slightly 

Effective 

Moderately 

Effective 

Effective Strongly 

Effective 

 

How much did the information from the module affect your rating of Multisystemic Therapy? 

Not At All A Little Bit A Moderate 

Amount 

A Fair Amount A Good 

Amount 

 

As a future practicing attorney how likely would you be to recommend this program for your 

juvenile client? 

Not Very 

Likely 

A Little Likely Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very Likely 

 

 

8. Please check the names of all programs listed below that you received detailed information 

about:  

 Career Counseling 

Multisystemic Therapy 

 Electronic Monitoring 

 Drug Testing 

―Scared Straight‖ 

 LifeSkills Training 

 Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy 

 D.A.R.E. 

Boot camp 

 Aggression Replacement Training 

 Functional Family Therapy 
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REGARDLESS OF WHETHER YOU LEARNED ABOUT ANY SPECIFIC PROGRAMS 

NOTED ABOVE, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 9-24 TO THE BEST OF YOUR 

ABILITY BASED ON THE INFORMATION YOU RECEIVED 

 

9. Which program emphasizes behavior change by using strengths and resources in the juvenile‘s 

natural environment (e.g., family, peers, schools, neighborhood, and community)? 

 a) Multisystemic Therapy   c) Electronic Monitoring 

 b) Aggression Replacement Training  d) Functional Family Therapy 

 

10. According to Social Learning Theory which has the most influence on juveniles? 

 a) Television and Movies c) Neighborhood and Church 

 b) School and Job  d) Family and Peers 

 

11. Which is not true of unsupported programs? 

 a) They have not been certified as evidence based by federal agency 

 b) They don‘t target the R-N-R Principle 

 c) They have follow-up and maintenance treatment 

 d) Their staff lacks appropriate training  

 

12. What governmental agency has an online registry for model programs? 

 a)  National Institute of Corrections      

 b)  Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

 c)  Office of Model Programs 

 d)  Center for Ethical Treatment of Others 

 

13. Which is not a major theory of juvenile delinquency? 

 a) Stress Theory  c) Strain Theory 

 b) Life-Course Perspective d Interactional Theory 

 

14. What is the principle recommended for determining the most effective program for each 

individual offender? 

 a)  Risk/Non-Risk Principle 

 b)  Effective Outcomes Principle 

 c)  Needs-Benefits-Consequences Principle 

 d)  Risk-Needs-Responsivity Principle 

 

15. Which group of juvenile offenders makes up the majority of the juvenile delinquent 

population according to the Juvenile Careers Theory? 

 a) Chronic   c) Serious, Violent, Chronic 

 b) Serious   d) Non-serious, Non-violent, Non-chronic 

 

16. Which program emphasizes that situations produce thoughts and that thinking can influence 

how one feels? 

 a) Social Learning Theory c) LifeSkills Training 

 b) Boot Camp   d) Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy 
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17. Which program has resulted in some juvenile deaths? 

 a) Scared Straight  c) Electronic Monitoring 

 b) Boot Camp  d) D.A.R.E 

 

18.  What are the major methods for measuring juvenile delinquency? 

 a) Arrest data, Re-arrest data, Death rates 

 b) Census, Self-report survey, Crime rates 

 c) Arrest data, Victimization data, Self-report data  

 d) Boot camp, LifeSkills Training, CBT 

 

19.  What is another name for unsupported programs? 

 a) ―Punishing Tough‖  c) “Punishing Smarter” 

 b) ―Punishing Right‖  d) ―Punishing All‖ 

 

20.  Which factors help lower one‘s risk for juvenile delinquency? 

 a) Safety factors  c) Protective factors 

 b) Risk factors   d) No delinquency factors 

 

21. Which program significantly lowers aggression and impulsiveness among youth in juvenile 

correctional facilities? 

 a) Aggression Replacement Training c) Strain Training 

 b) LifeSkills Training    d) Scared Straight 

 

22. Which program acts as an alternative to incarceration and is often done in conjunction with 

house arrest? 

 a) Electronic Monitoring c) Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy 

 b) Scared Straight  d) Drug Testing 

 

23. Which theory of juvenile delinquency focuses on why certain juveniles don‘t engage in 

delinquent behavior? 

 a) Strain Theory  c) Stress Theory 

 b) Control Theory   d) Juvenile Careers Theory 

 

24. Which needs should be addressed when attempting to reduce recidivism? 

 a) Dire    c) Criminality 

 b) Criminogenic  d) Responsivity 
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APPENDIX G 

 

Presentation Evaluation 

 

1. Did you happen to take written notes to help you retain the material during the module?  

Yes   No 

 

The following statements will ask you to think about the module you just watched. Read each 

statement below, and select the number that best describes you,  

from Not True to Very True about you. 

  

1 -------------- 2 -------------- 3 -------------- 4 -------------- 5  

Not   Somewhat    Moderately         True    Very     

True    True      True                             True  

 

 

2. I knew a lot about this information prior to watching this online module. 

3. I did not find the information presented to be very informative. 

4. I would have preferred to learn this information in an in-person lecture. 

5. I learned a lot from watching this online module. 

6. I did not find this online module to be very easy to follow. 

7. I found this online module to be very engaging. 

8. I would recommend that others in the legal field watch this module. 
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APPENDIX H 

 

  Informed Consent Form/Information Sheet 

                                               

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA 

UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 

 

Title of Research:  Attitudes and Beliefs about Juvenile Delinquency Rehabilitation 

Investigator(s): Abigayl Perelman, M.A. & Carl Clements, Ph.D. 

IRB Approval #:  

You are being asked to be in a research study.   

 

The name of this study is ―Attitudes and Beliefs about Juvenile Delinquency Rehabilitation‖ 

 

This study is being done by Abigayl Perelman, M.A., a graduate student at the University of 

Alabama, and Carl Clements, Ph.D., Ms. Perelman‘s research advisor.  

 

What is the purpose of this study—what is it trying to learn? 

Although rehabilitation appears to be regaining endorsement, the extent of Law Students‘ 

knowledge regarding actual program effectiveness is relatively unknown.  Therefore, this 

research will benefit society by adding to the body of knowledge regarding law students‘ attitude 

towards effective rehabilitation programs for juvenile offenders and how one uses these attitudes 

and beliefs are used in decision making. 

Why this is study important—what good will the results do? 

The results of this study will help determine what is known about effective juvenile rehabilitation 

programs by those beginning their legal profession.  It will also help determine what still needs 

to be examined in this field.  

Why have I been asked be in this study? 

All members of the University of Alabama and other ABA accredited law schools have been 

offered the opportunity to participant. Typically, these students will be age 21 and older. 

How many other people will be in this study? 

Approximately 159 people will be recruited to participate in this study.  

What will we be asked to do in this study? 

You will be asked to complete online questionnaires as well as watch an online presentation.  

How much time will I spend being in this study? 

Participation in this study will take about 1 hour and 30 minutes.  

Will being in this study cost us anything? 

Being in this study will not cost you anything except the time it takes to complete the survey.  
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What are the benefits of being in this study? 

For every participant who completes the study, the researcher will donate $1 toward the Student 

Bar Association or Public Interest Institute at the local institutions or $1 to the ABA-LSD or 

National Legal Aid and Defender Association (total donation will not exceed $300).  

 

What are the risks (dangers or harms) to me if I am in this study? 

There are no physical risks associated with this study. The only psychological risk is the minor 

discomfort associated with answering questions about personal attitudes. However, this risk is 

substantially reduced because all questionnaires will be anonymous and confidential. 

 

How will my privacy be protected?  

This study will be completed online and does not require direct contact with researchers. You are 

strongly encouraged to only continue with the study at this time if you feel you will have 

adequate privacy and a secure internet connection for the duration of the study.  

 

How will my confidentiality be protected?  

All responses will be kept confidential. All data will be kept separate from any identifying 

information. You will be asked to give your CWID or Self-determined Student ID at the 

beginning and then again during the study.  This is strictly because the survey website cannot 

provide linking codes and there needs to be a way to link your certain sets of responses.  The 

CWID or Self-determined Student ID will be deleted and not stored with the data once the match 

has been made and a new research ID (unrelated to CWID or Self-determined student ID) has 

been assigned.  Furthermore, all website information, spreadsheets, and databases will be 

password protected by principal investigator.  Again, you are encouraged to only continue with 

the study at this time if you feel your current computer and internet access will remain private 

and confidential for the duration of the study.  

 

Do we have to be in this study? 

You do not have to be in this study.  

 

If we don’t want to be in the study, are there other choices? 

No. 

 

What if new information is learned during the study that might affect my well-being or 

decision to continue in the study? 

Because you are only filling out questionnaires and watching an educational presentation, there 

is should be no new information that may affect your well-being.  However, you can discontinue 

at any time. 

 

What if we have questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints? 

If you have questions about the study now, please contact the researchers before continuing 

further. If you have questions or concerns later, you can reach Abigayl Perelman at 205-348-

5000 or amperelman@crimson.ua.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a research 

participant you may contact Ms. Tanta Myles, The University of Alabama Research Compliance 

Officer, at 205-348-8461 
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What else do we need to know?  

You do not give up any of your legal rights by signing this consent form. If you would like a 

copy of this consent form to keep, please print this page now. The University of Alabama 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) is the committee that protects the rights of people in research 

studies. The IRB may review study records from time to time to be sure that people in research 

studies are being treated fairly and the study is being carried out as planned.   

 

I have read this participant information form. I have had a chance to ask questions. My 

questions have been answered. I understand what I will be asked to do.  I freely agree to 

take part in it. 

1. What is your CWID or Self-Determined Student ID? 

2. Please type in the date you are completing this survey 

3. Please enter an email address (only if you want to receive information about the 

findings) 

 

By clicking the “Next” button, you agree to participate in this study.  
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APPENDIX I 

 

        Recruitment Script 

 

Hello everyone. Thank you so much for letting me speak at your orientation today. Let me 

introduce myself, my name is Abigayl Perelman, and I am a 5
th

 year doctoral student in the 

Clinical Psychology department.  I am currently conducting research that examines attitudes 

toward rehabilitation programs for juvenile offenders. An important focus of this research is the 

attitudes and beliefs of legal professionals; your opinions about juvenile treatment are of great 

interest.  Thus, I hope you will participate in my upcoming study entitled, ―Attitudes and Beliefs 

about Juvenile Delinquency Rehabilitation.‖ Past research on this topic has neglected legal 

professionals—what they know and feel about the ―best practices‖ for offender rehabilitation.  

By participating in this study you would not only be assisting me in my research goal, but you 

would also play a vital part in primary and cutting edge research in this field.   

 

If you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete online questionnaires and watch an 

online presentation.  This study requires that you have uninterrupted access to a computer with 

Internet access for the entire 1 hour and 30 minutes.  It is strongly recommended that you use a 

computer where you will have sufficient privacy to answer all questions truthfully.  In return for 

your participation, the project will donate $1 per participant to the Student Bar Association or 

Public Interest Institute, at your request.   

 

In addition, those who may be interested in a summary of results upon completion of the project 

may enter their email address during the beginning of the study.   

 

If you would like to participate, please send an email that simply states that you are ―interested in 

completing the study‖ and give your university affiliation. You do NOT need to provide your 

name or any additional information at that time: 

 

Please send your response to: 

uapsychresearcher@gmail.com 

      or visit:   

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/dissertationrecruitmentinfo 

 

If you have any questions about this research, you may contact me,  

Abigayl Perelman, at amperelman@crimson.ua.edu or (205)348-5000, or my faculty 

advisor, Dr. Carl B. Clements at cclement@as.ua.edu. 

 

Thank you in advance for your participation. 

mailto:uapsychresearcher@gmail.com
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/dissertationrecruitmentinfo
mailto:amperelman@crimson.ua.edu
mailto:cclement@as.ua.edu
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APPENDIX J 

          

               Recruitment Email 

 

―Attitudes and Beliefs about Juvenile Delinquency Rehabilitation‖ 

My name is Abigayl Perelman, and I am a 5
th

 year doctoral student in the Clinical Psychology 

department at The University of Alabama.  I am currently conducting research that examines 

attitudes toward rehabilitation programs for juvenile offenders. An important focus of this 

research is the attitudes and beliefs of legal professionals; your opinions about juvenile treatment 

are of great interest.  Thus, I hope you will participate in my upcoming study entitled, ―Attitudes 

and Beliefs about Juvenile Delinquency Rehabilitation.‖ Past research on this topic has neglected 

legal professionals—what they know and feel about the ―best practices‖ for offender 

rehabilitation.  By participating in this study you would not only be assisting me in my research 

goal, but you would also play a vital part in primary and cutting edge research in this field.   

 

If you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete online questionnaires and watch an 

online presentation.  This study requires that you have uninterrupted access to a computer with 

Internet access for the entire 1 hour and 30 minutes.  It is strongly recommended that you use a 

computer where you will have sufficient privacy to answer all questions truthfully.  In return for 

your participation, the project will donate $1 per participant to the ABA-Law Student Division 

(or SBA) or National Legal Aid and Defender Association (or Public Interest Institute), at your 

request (with a possible total donation of $300).   

 

In addition, those who may be interested in a summary of results upon completion of the project 

may enter their email address during the beginning of the study.  If you would like to participate, 

please email the following address (simply state you are ―interested in completing the study‖ and 

give your university affiliation. You do NOT need to provide your name or any additional 

information): 

 

Send your response to: 

uapsychresearcher@gmail.com 

or visit:   

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/dissertationrecruitmentinfo 

 

If you have any questions about this research, you may contact me,  

Abigayl Perelman, at amperelman@crimson.ua.edu or (205)348-5000, or my faculty 

advisor, Dr. Carl B. Clements at cclement@as.ua.edu. 

 

Thank you in advance for your participation. 

 

Sincerely, 

Abigayl Perelman, M.A.                                    

mailto:uapsychresearcher@gmail.com
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/dissertationrecruitmentinfo
mailto:amperelman@crimson.ua.edu
mailto:cclement@as.ua.edu
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APPENDIX K 

 

                                  Institutional Review Board Approval 

 

 


