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Abstract
In American juvenile law, the judicial transfer d@on, orwaiver of jurisdictionis a legal
maneuver by which young offenders are diverted anay the juvenile justice system and
subsequently processed and adjudicated within agsiems of law. Although transfer decisions
have a long history in modern American jurisprudersocial science has largely neglected to
perform a comprehensive inquiry of the social psyafjical underpinnings of judicial waivers.
The extant social psycholegal research hints teriall links between transfer decision-making
and three categories of variables: (a) terror mamagt and social information-processing, (b)
uncertainty management and attributional reasomind,(c) statutory and nonstatutory sources of
influence. Two social theories (i.e., theal-process theory of proximal/distal defenaed
uncertainty avoidance/causal attributitimeory), as well as the literature on judicial waivers,
provided three alternative predictions about thengsof the transfer decision-making process.
The first theory predicts that implicit mortalitglience (MS) cues activate the experiential
system, including terror-reducing distal defen3ém® processing of vulnerability cues by legal
decision-makers could undermine their inferencesibé given case and encourage biased
decision-making via extralegal analysis. The sedbrdry presumes that the social context of
legal decision-making is inherently inexact or utea. To the extent that cases are perceived as
ambiguous, legal decision-makers could be promiategbply attributional reasoning styles
designed to manage uncertainty, manage crime gmebv@ the likelihood of identifying
satisfactory decision-making outcomes. Finallygamtrast to both social theories, research
purports that transfer decisions emerge from anr@biatory-type process which differentially
weighs a wide array of statutory and nonstatutotyaes of influence. In order to examine the
three variable-categories within the context oharbiguous waiver of jurisdiction hearing, a
two-part experimental approach was adopted. Mgstl léecision-making studies that have

applied terror management theory have relied ditiomal mortality salience (MS) induction



methodologies (e.g., death essays) without coretiderof natural “social ecologies” wherein

MS processes occur. Study 1, a simple four-groyement with 192 college student
participants, compared the impact of traditional 84@s (i.e., death essays) versus ecological MS
cues (i.e., death-laden prosecutorial statementg)ack-juror behavior. In Study 2, a mock-
waiver hearing vignette was embedded in an expetahbased survey. Sixty-four juvenile court
judges provided data regarding the relations betveeelogical MS induction, social
information-processing mode, uncertainty managenagtibutional reasoning orientation, legal
considerations (e.g., tient Guidelines), extralegal factors (e.g., punishnatitudes) and

judicial transfers. In Studies 1 and 2, the Smittkie-Bonferroni adjusted partial least squares
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) estimatos @pplied for all central statistical analyses.
Findings from both studies indicate that legal sieci-making is not affected by vulnerability
concerns. Study 1 also failed to uncover evidehaethe traditional and ecological MS cues
were similar (compared to control conditions) iritheffects on mock-juror decision making,
calling into question certain assumptions abountie¢hods commonly used in legal-related terror
management studies. Finally, data from Study 2atsupport the contention that uncertainty-
managing attributional processes were active duhiagransfer decision-making process.
Instead, waiver decisions appear to emerge outroptex interactions involving particular legal
and extralegal sources of influence. These sowftiedluence include global and specified
retributive and deterrent-based attitudes, theadegf legal experience, the perceived utility of
specificKentGuidelines and perceptions toward both the pragetand juvenile offender. The

closing chapter reviews the limitations and imgimas of the entire investigation.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The American criminal justice system is designeddbieve a multitude of legal aims. These aims
serve various functions, including rehabilitatioestoration, due process, deterrence, incapacitatid
retribution. In the last few decades, American anahlaw has shifted its focus to the latter thpeesuits,
creating a system of jurisprudence grounded irraeccontrol philosophy (Conklin, 2003; Wrightsman,
Greene, Nietzel, & Fortune, 2002). The adoptioa ofime control model of law implies that the Ancan
legal system allocates a substantial portion afeis®urces to managing crime and meting out legange
for victims who lack other acceptable outlets byichto express moral outrage (Carroll, Perkowitz,
Lurigio, & Weaver, 1987; Goodman-Delahunty, Forster & Forsterlee, 2005; Packer, 1968).
Concurrently, the legal system has adopted a petgimiew of offenders’ rehabilitative prospects.

The pervasiveness of crime control policies overléist 30 years have allowed strict punitive
values to affect the mindsets of various legal @tayat virtually all levels of American law (Wrigiman et
al., 2002). An implication of this is that younglidguents who commit particular criminal offenseaym
find themselves confronted with a system thatgetis rehabilitative principles in exchange for detece-
and retribution-oriented legal recourses (e.g.gitarm incarceration; Carlsmith, 2008; Corrado, €gh
Glackman, & Odgers, 2003; Landau, 1978; McFatt@®r8] Meernik, 2011; Paternoster, 1989; Payne,
Gainey, Triplett, & Danner, 2004; Tracy, WolfgagFiglio, 1990). The presumption is that the devian
behaviors of young offenders cannot be remedieduak, the goals of crime prevention and just deser
appear to be more readily achievable. This is uaf@te given that the impetus for constructingveijile
justice system (JJS) independent of a system fatsadlas grounded largely in a rehabilitative tyeafr
law (Binder, Geis, & Bruce, 1988). In the preseay,dscholars contend that juvenile court judgesictam
several legal theories and various legal and eededifactors (Brannen et al., 2006; Feld, 1983;nsyo
2011; Means, Heller, & Janofsky, 2012; Salekin,2(®alekin, Yff, Neumann, Leistico, & Zalot, 2002).
Still, to date there is limited research regardimgextent to which certain legal theories (e.gtedence

and retribution) and legal/extralegal factors suppm conflict with, the aim of rehabilitation.



Juvenile Crime and Transfer Decisions

Since the 1980s, general societal trends haveddubie use of severe punishments as means for
managing juvenile crime (Tracy et al., 1990; Wrighan et al., 2002). In some instances, juveniletcou
judges render critical decisions permitting for trensfer of juvenile offenders to the adult criadijustice
system (CJS). Depending on state or jurisdictiois, legal maneuver may be referred to asrification,
bind-overor remandfor criminal prosecution. The proceeding may ddeaeferred to aswaiver, decline
or transfer In effect, by waiving jurisdiction, the juvenit®urts allow for the adjudication of young
delinquents within adult criminal justice systerasd Griffin, Addie, Adams, & Firestine, 2011; Giriff
Torbet, & Szymanski, 1998).

Waivers of jurisdiction have a long history in thmerican JJS. Their legislative origins and
ubiquity are inextricably intertwined with numergoarceptions, including viewpoints about the dasgdr
youth crime and the JJS’ inability to curb juverniéeidivism. These perceptions fuel beliefs abbatrble
of harsh non-rehabilitative punishment in the mamagnt of delinquency (Tracy et al., 1990). At prése
judicial waivers are permissible in 45 states axtbe nation, though they often occur following a
prosecutorial motion for transfer (Griffin, 2008)though no national databases currently exist and
available state-level data are inconsistent,éstimated that over 10,000 juveniles are tranddearenually.

In this manner, waivers may have serious conse@sanith respect to the lives of juvenile offenders,
society’s perception of juvenile delinquency anel likbgal system’s approach to certain youth crimes
(D’'Angelo, 2007; Griffin et al., 2011).

Nature of the Judicial Waiver: Gaps in the Literature and Theoretical Conjectures

Previous social scholars (e.g., D’Angelo, 2007;e30& Cauffman, 2008; Salekin et al., 2002)
have identified links between judicial transfer idansand numerous legal contingencies (e.g., age; prior
record; severity of offense). In many cases, thegal factors are relatively objective and provjiggges
with clues which influence their reasoning and cksi Yet, much less is known about the social and
psychological processes that underlie judges’ dmeisiaking in these special cases (D’Angelo, 2007).

For instance, D’Angelo has noted that judges magrfaetributive- and deterrent-based solutions

(e.g., transfers) when juveniles’ rehabilitativegpects are inauspicious. These so-called “getitoug



solutions emerge out of societal beliefs whichrinate that juvenile crimes are escalating in sgvard
prevalence. Still, few data exist to empiricallyport this premise (Kappeler, Blumberg, & Pott€0Q@).
D’Angelo also noted that less is known about howtr&egal” factors (i.e., psychological, sociocui)
associated with particular juvenile legal casepshadges’ beliefs regarding the appropriateness of
given transfer. From what is available, researdicates that judges’ decisions could be affected by
specific vulnerability concerns, including percalbreats to the self, others and valued cultudgripts
(Arndt, Lieberman, Cook, & Solomon, 2005; Goodmagldhunty et al., 2005). Other social scholars (e.g.
Albonetti, 1991) have found that decision-makingldde influenced by desires to mitigate uncertaint
and control crime, especially when individuals emafronted with ambiguous legal antecedents (e.qg.,
motives for criminal behavior) and consequences ,(escidivism likelihood).

Given that the differential roles of legal and al¢gal factors in transfer decision-making are not
well-understood in the extant social psycholedatditure, it is prudent to borrow principles froerigiane
theories found in the fields of social psychologg &ociology. In the current investigation, witle thid of
data collected from samples of college studentsaatubl juvenile court judges, two theories, ad agla
third perspective, were considered as alternatamméworks by which to examine different hypotheses
about the sociocognitive properties underlying leyaluations and decisional behavior.

In regard to vulnerability concerns (see PyszczirGkeenberg, & Solomon, 1999), theal-
process theory of proximal/distal defengB3PDD) posits that implicit mortality salience 8)1cues may
activate the experiential system, including theeyss terror-reducing distal defenses. The proogssf
vulnerability cues by mock-jurors and judges cautdiermine their legal inferences about a particcéee
and encourage biased decision-making via extrabgalysis. One caveat associated with the appicati
of the DTPDD in the study of legal behavior reséiten a general limitation in the terror management
empirical literature. In most terror managementligs, the actual role that vulnerability concertas/pn
decision-making is open to critical debate, pritydsecause the vast majority of this research abad on
ecologically invalid methodologies (cf. Burke, Mams, & Faucher, 2010).

With respect to uncertainty concerns (see Albon#®86, 1987, 1991; Albonetti & Hepburn,

1996),uncertainty avoidance/causal attributig ACA) theoryposits that legal decision-making is



inherently inexact and, as such, prompts the agipdic of attributional reasoning styles designed to
manage uncertainty, control crime and improve itkelihood of satisfactory decision-making. It is o
mentioning that UACA theory has the advantage efritabeen developed as a specific theory of legal
decision-making. Yet, to date, there is virtualtyempirical research that has investigated unceytai
management processes within the context of judieéaVer jurisprudence.

As an alternative to the two social theories, edthiamework based on the germane psycholegal
literature was examined (e.g., D’Angelo, 2007).sMfnhamework is termed thestatutory—nonstatutory
factors” perspective. Research hints to the notion that fegal decisions emerge from a process which
reconciles a host of legal and extralegal souré@slaence. This conjecture warranted further stadd
was a focus of the current investigation.

Purposes of the Dissertation Projects

Social scientific study of judicial transfer deoisimaking is sparse. Further, this domain of social
psycholegal research is largely correlational aild fo account for potential causal relations teetmv
decision-making and other critical factors. At gms there is limited information detailing how sjie
intrapsychic and sociocultural forces influenceigiad behavior in waiver of jurisdiction cases (see
D’Angelo, 2007). The value of this type of infornmat resides in its potential to evaluate the detpee
which legal and extralegal factors differentiallypact transfer decision-making and, in turn, thediof
thousands of juveniles throughout the nation.

Two experiments were performed to address the menéoned critical limitations in mock-juror
and judicial decision-making research. The purpgisgtudy 1, a methodological investigation, was to
examine the influence of traditional MS stimuli ses ecologically valid MS stimuli on mock-juror
decision-making via a basic four-group experimé&hie purpose of Study 2, a substantive investigaifon
juvenile court judges, was to use an experimentimisurvey approach in order to draw empirical $ink
between pertinent legal considerations (e.g., cEewerity; recidivism status), extralegal factag(,
uncertainty management; vulnerability concerns;ighunent attitudes) and judicial transfer decision-
making. The next chapter delves into an in-depifere of the relevant social psychological and

psycholegal literature.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

The general purposes of the current study arelatergudicial transfer decision-making to terror
management, uncertainty avoidance and statutorgtatutory factors. Adding context to these purposes
stipulates that the literature review focus on fialevant areas of social and legal inquiry. Inftrst
section, the historical roots of the juvenile jostsystem (JJS) are briefly detailed and a setpfene
Court decisions leading to the construction of nmoetkay judicial waiver laws are traced. The second
section discusses approaches the JJS currentlysadagmn effort to mitigate youth offending. Thése
evidence to suggest that the JJS’s anti-rehabiliadtance may be the result of perceived increases
juvenile recidivism, in conjunction with a sociefsssimism toward the system’s capacity to adetyuate
manage juvenile crime. The third section elaboratethe impact of crime control, due process and
punishment principles on JJS practices. Theseipt@tcarry the potential to shape legal reasoaid
decisional behavior. In the final section, the $ipecof judicial waivers are discussed. The extasearch
reveals that juvenile court judges regularly jystifeir transfer decisions by considering two brokdses
of factors: (a) legal considerations (e.g., redégin), and (b) extralegal factors (e.g., punishnagtitudes).
I. The Juvenile Justice System: Historical Roots ahCritical Supreme Court Decisions

The involvement of children and adolescents inntioelern legal system has presented society
with unique and fervent controversies, especiatigmmatters of criminal activity and general dalieqcy
reside at the forefront. It is generally acceptawiag historical, social and legal scholars thatntiagority
of contemporary practices within the American Jd®emrged out of progressive shifts that occurrednduri
the 19" and 28" centuries (Binder et al., 1988; Levine, Wallachl &vine, 2007). Yet, the American JJS is
a novel institution relative to other systems of End current conceptualizations of “delinquencyd a
“transfer” are fairly new in their own right. Thesenceptualizations are not only traceable to evehthe
American Progressive era, as they have also bdetasuially affected by events that go back beythed
origins of the nation.

Historical roots and the “juvenile delinquency” corcept. In systems of law, one area replete
with social controversy centers on fogenile delinquencgoncept. Problems stem from the fact that

different cultures define “childhood” and “youtht distinct fashions, suggesting that these definitiare



bounded by specific moments in time and space @ietlal., 1988). This is noteworthy, because
conceptualizations of childhood and adolescencpesttee manner in which young individuals are
socialized and treated. To the extent that theeeemualizations evolved over the course of history
definitions of delinquency followed similar trajecies of change.

Contemporary American definitions of childhood a®linquency owe their denotative status to
distant historical events that preceded the inoapif the nation. In the time of ancient Rome, @math
justice systems rarely, if ever, made differentiasi between adult criminals and what legal conteames
term “juvenile” offenders (Binder et al., 1988).fact, during this era, laws, codes and statutegyded to
process young offenders in non-adult jurisdictiasese virtually nonexistent. Similar philosophies
permeated the European medieval period followirgfatl of the Roman Empire. Yet, the medieval pario
also generated new Christian-based ideals withredgp the concept of childhood and these ideaénof
attempted to eliminate the harsh treatment expegigby youths at the hands of adults (often their
caregivers).

Although contemporary American transfer provisiattempt to reduce harsh and brutal legal
treatment, the Roman and medieval periods estalliahistorical precedence with respect to thertresat
of the youngas adults These two distinct periods of time illustratettbacieties are capable of
constructing culture in ways that bestow upon systef law the power to treat young offenders asuneat
adults. Because much of what underpins Americasgtuwdence is premised on Roman and English
common law, this may explain why current Americegdl models provide venues by which to adjudicate
the young as if they were psychosocially equivalergtdult offenders.

Despite the impact of Roman and English commondawhe development of American
jurisprudence, the most immediate influences caoma faws and customs established during early
Colonial America. Puritan practices that promotahify- and child-oriented values began to take eent
stage in social life (Binder et al., 1988). Coldiémal systems began to take interest in mattetiseo
family. This interest would eventually lead to tiagification of the first juvenile status offense
(incorrigibility ; cf. Binder et al., 1988). Despite the family-ametd philosophy of Colonial law, the

rehabilitative ideals present in the modern JJSwet championed until the late™@entury. In the



presence of burgeoning industrialization, immigratiurbanization and related criminal activity, féstant
middle-class Americans spearheaded social movemdrith eventually culminated in the creation of the
“juvenile delinquency” conceptFor the first time, criminal offenses committedthg young were
decriminalized and juvenile offenders were peragiteebe inherently non-adult.

Supreme Court decisions and transfer provisiondHistorical evidence suggests that current
transfer practices evolved out of a series of Ipgatedures, policies, cases and events which badeto
as early as 1899, when Chicago established theAimerican juvenile court (cf. Binder et al., 1988,
Levine et al., 2007). Before the formation of theicdgo model of juvenile law, criminal judges often
adjudicated juvenile offenders and reformatory sthavere primarily responsible for the rehabilibatiof
convicted delinquents (Binder et al., 1988). Althbuhe approach appeared to be child-centeredson it
surface, many judges and schools were notoriouthé&r punitive practices. Given that the efficady
most reformatories was questionable at best, pssiy@ community members began to call for reforfns o
the juvenile adjudication process.

In 1899, Chicago successfully ratified tfleois Juvenile Court Agtleading to the creation of the
first juvenile courthouse (Binder et al., 1988)eTdct also granted juvenile court judgasens patriae
(“parent of the nation”) powers, in effect givirtietn full jurisdiction over the adjudication andmhsition
of juvenile offenders. Although judges working adithe adult courts had applied tharent patriae
doctrine in the past, the significance of the 186Bwas that, for the first time, the doctrine hagn
institutionalized within a system pfvenilelaw for the purpose of addressing juvenile delinmye In
essence, the state had institutional backing grvene in matters involving the family. As otheuds
began to adopt models similar to the Chicago d1d&nijle court judges would ultimately play majole®
in the adjudication of juveniles. Over time, instibnal requisites were established which evenguall
bestowed most judges with the power to waive jictssh, i.e., to transfer a juvenile to the adulhdnal

justice system (CJS).

! Binder et al. (1988) noted that the constructibthe “juvenile delinquency” concept was likely tresult
of Protestant middle-class attempts to addresscoaformity to Protestant values on the part of igmaunt
youth and young middle-class offenders.

2 Theparens patriaaloctrine also applies to non-delinquency issuesliing the young, including matters
pertaining to neglect, abuse and dependency.



Beginning in the mid-1960s, a series of U.S. Sugr€uaurt decisions were rendered that set up
several critical mandates with respect to the tneat of juvenile offenders (cf. Binder et al., 1988
Levine et al., 2007). IKent v. United Stated966), following an incident in which a minor hiaden
transferred to the adult CJS without any formalrimeg the Court decided in favor of Kent and héldtt
juveniles under the jurisdiction of the JJS arétledtto minimal legal rights (e.g., legal hearipgsurther,
theKentdecision required that judges consider a hogtawpisfer criteria prior to making legally binding
decisions.

Similarly, in the casén Re Gault(1967), a minor had been detained and processedbaing
denied the right to parental notification, the tighcounsel and the right to face one’s accusethis case,
the Court determined that the detention and praugsd Gault were unconstitutional, arguing that IS
is responsible for establishing minimum standacdddgitimate adjudication. Th8ault case culminated
in the development of numerous due process rigitgifeniles, including the right to counsel, tight
against self-incrimination, the right to cross-exagnwitnesses and the requirement of parentalicatifn
(Binder et al., 1988). The casesk#ntandGault not only launched a series of new juvenile rightd,the
decisions sent an implicit message that juveniteseligible to some level of treatment commonherged
for adult offenders. Because these cases focusadynoa due process violations and were silent with
regard to the rightness of transfer waivers, thasitens indirectly legitimized the practice.

In recent years the JJS has reverted back to @ camtrol approach to laiwirtually all states
possess some provision that allows for waiversigggliction (Griffin, 2009; Levine et al., 2007)h&
current state of transfer practices appears to awkred mainly out of responses to increased yorithe
which occurred during the 1980s and early 1990kk8aet al., 2002). As a result, new policies #nads

were enacted that expanded the number of legaépguwes that could be implemented in a waiver of

3 Although procedural trends within the JJS havenlmmsistent with various crime control principles,
recent actions have also sought to reduce the messlof certain juvenile punishments. Notablyliter
v. Alabama(2012), the U.S. Supreme Court identified a violabf the Eight Amendment prohibiting
cruel and unusual punishment. Here, the Court ti@dmandatory sentences of life without parole for
crimes committed by juveniles, including homicigesre unconstitutional. In effed¥jiller expands on
Graham v. Florida(2010), wherein the Court made comparable argwsrantincluded an exemption for
homicides committed by juveniles.



jurisdiction. The next section delves deeper ih®relationship between waiver of jurisdiction laavsl
the JJS.
II. The Juvenile Justice System: Youth Crime, Soctal Perceptions and Interventions

Juvenile criminality and societal perceptionsThe U.S. Department of Justice has reported that
juveniles account for a meaningful minority of \@at crimes (16%), aggravated assaults (14%), non-
prostitution sexual offenses (18%), and forciblges(19%; Waite et al., 2005). As a result of trasae-
related trends, societal values have fostered mgaires wherein the processing of certain delmgsi as
adult criminals has become favorable (Salekin.e28I02). In fact, between 1992 and 1999, moststat
the country enacted legal procedures to facilitia¢etransfer of juvenile offenders to the adult (88.,
expansions in eligibility criteria; U.S. Departmeritiustice, 2009). Yet, between 1994 and 2003)lach
observed notable decreases in the proportion wlericommitted by both adults and juveniles (Conklin
2003; Douglas, Epstein, & Poythress, 2008; alsd=g&ddJniform Crime Reports, 2004). Although there
are signs of gradual attenuations in juvenile cringgative media portrayals, inaccurate scientifigiries
and concerns of the public continue to make youglerce a salient social issue (Edens, Campbell, &
Weir, 2007; Kappeler et al., 2000).

Mythologies about so-called “super-predatory” julesiand impending youth crime waves
operate against the original logic of the Ameridds (Myers, Lee, Giever, & Gilliam, 2011). The ogf
the juvenile courts is predicated on two centraliagptions (cf. Binder et al., 1988; Kappeler et2000).
First, the nation’s effort in creating a separatgteam of law designed for the young implies thatfiesty
acknowledges the differences in maturation thagtébetween adult and juvenile offenders. That is,
because juvenile offenders are less psychosoaafhisticated than their adult counterparts, geiserally
accepted that children and adolescents warraniadized legal treatment when they do participate in
criminal behavior. The logic of the juvenile couatso hinges on the implicit idea that, as a consage of
the malleability of youths’ psychosocial developipehe rehabilitative prospects of juvenile deliegts
are better than those of adult offenders.

However, distorted media portrayals, in conjunctidth data gathered from flawed empirical

studies, have led some Americans to believe tleah#tion is under siege by an ever-increasing wéve
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violent juvenile crime. In some instances, beliefhie super-predator myth is perpetuated by shgckim
dramatically tragic events involving young offergi€e.g., the 1999 Columbine High School massacre in
Littleton, Colorado). The general discourse ofpliblic and media as it pertains to juvenile criras blso
been linked to Americans’ faith in super-predatgtim (Myers et al., 2011). In one study, Kappelet a
colleagues (2000) reported that nearly 40% of etgldted printed news articles (taken from major
newspapers) focused on matters involving youth erisimilarly, 48% of child-related televised newstsa
centered on issues involving young criminal offersdén many media portrayals, the two most common
story elements were a graphic depiction of thensite coupled with flawed statistics hinting toward
“inevitable” increases in youth crime (i.e., theecking time bomb” myth; cf. Kappeler et al., 2000).

Real and imagined trends in juvenile offending, borad with distorted media depictions about
youth crime, have led the American populace intopgidg crime control-oriented attitudes and pritesp
which are inherently anti-rehabilitative and ant«nile (Kappeler et al., 2000). Since the 1970 am
of rehabilitating most offenders has been relegtdedlower priority in both the adult CJS and I8
(Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005; Wrightsman et28102). In the context of youth offending, negative
perceptions about the JJS and its rehabilitatiaetjies have been exacerbated by reports whiclalrévet
juvenile recidivism rates range, on average, fr@¥3o 70% (Levine et al., 2007). In all, juveniliéemder
rates, recidivism and their portrayal in the mesiere appear to operate in tandem to foster negati
societal perceptions and reactions toward the malgiehabilitative functions of the juvenile courtsis is
problematic and counterproductive, as some schbkare observed that “get-tough” legislative pokcie
rarely provide any general deterrent contributiod,an many cases, have the unintended conseqoénce
augmenting the probability of recidivism among yguifenders (Kappeler et al., 2000; Tracy et al.,
1990).

Juvenile recidivism and public reaction to legal iterventions. Statistics from the Department
of Justice illustrate that juveniles account fan@aningful proportion of reported criminal offeng@aite
et al., 2005). Moreover, scholars have observetthiegproblems associated with youth offending are
compounded by substantial recidivism rates amoisgsgiecial population (Levine et al., 2007; Tratgle

1990). As such, public and legislative responsgsvenile crime are likely to be shaped by the dego
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which currently active legal interventions are géved to be successful in reducing youth offendingd
reoffending (Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005).

In some communities, informal interventions haverbdesigned in line with the original
rehabilitative principles once championed by the. Jxbr example, when processing first-time juvenile
offenders, some communities have opted to prodémsders outside the criminal courts, resultinghia
use of community-driven informal courts (e.g., teenrts) or similar programs. In some cases, these
informal courts have been fairly successful indjied) favorable outcomes for juveniles (e.g., retuns in
recidivism; Forgays, 2008). Still, the questionadsfiicacy of similar community-driven legal inter#éons
implies that some juvenile offenders may still beisk of experiencing negative intervention-rethte
outcomes, including repeat offending (Stickle, Gahrwilson, & Gottfredson, 2008Pespite the fact that
young offenders tend to commit violations that theg unlikely to repeat in the future (Feld, 198%¢en,
1984; Levine et al., 2007; Tracy et al., 1990; Walifg, Figlio, & Sellin, 1972), social psycholegahslars
also acknowledge that the efficacy of the JJS neagiubious.

The considerable rate of recidivism is problemégichoth the young and society. Recidivism
suggests that many repeat and chronic offendermstaigk of continuing criminal endeavors well into
adulthood (Green, 1984; Watt, Howells, & Delfab2604; Wolfgang et al., 1972). Recidivism also
provides most states with a justification to abandzhabilitative principles and adopt anti-juvenile
orientations in their stead (Kappeler et al., 200®}his context, the goals of rehabilitation green
substantially less weight than the pursuit of publfety and community interest (Goodman-Delahenty
al., 2005).

In the presence of juvenile criminality, along wétlyeneral acceptance of crime control values, it
may not be surprising to find that some justicecfionaries in the legal system endorse strong jwengtnd
anti-rehabilitative positions against young offersdd his is illustrated in the social constructafrvarious
waiver laws, which have become more commonplacedaliegislative claims that the JJS failed to
ameliorate the problem of juvenile offending andffending. In essence, legislatures have soughtisok
to juvenile crime by equating remediation with “8lat (anti-rehabilitative) punitive treatment (Traeyal.,

1990). That is, the adjudication and dispositiojueEnile offenders within adult criminal jurisdichs are
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perceived by some lawmakers as “rational” becadséisaCJSs seemingly possess the requisite resource
to mete out harsh punishments, and such punishraemtbe only means by which to allay juvenile @im
and recidivisnf. In sum, although the legal system’s treatmentieéiile offenders is a function of
statutory contingencies (e.g., tkentcriteria) and public discourses (e.g., medial aydls), notions
regarding the appropriateness of “harsh” legalimetions also stem from variant (and, at times,
competing) ideas about punishment, the managenieninte and the rights of individuals.

[ll. The Juvenile Justice System: Punishment Attitules, Crime Control and Due Process

The psychology of waiver provisions is not monatittRather, the inherent complexities of
transfer laws and transfer decision-making areoepized through the collection of differing belietglues
and attitudes held by lawmakers and legal decisiakers. The manners in which juvenile laws aretecka
and enforced are contingent on ideas about whagtabceactions are appropriate given specific norm
violations. At the same time, responses to viofeimust balance competing legal goals, such aalsoci
control versus individual liberty and the rightsvidtims versus the rights of offenders. In efféamerican
criminal institutions—including juvenile jurisdicths of law—are tasked with the arduous challenge of
vindicating valued social norms via punitive stgaés that must account for the differential necfdthe
individual and the state. In other words, the camttion and application of juvenile laws are fuoos of
the dynamic critical relationships between punishiatelated parameters, crime control motives arel du
process concerns.

Norm vindication: The five goals of punishmentLegal punitive action is one of the central
elements of any system of law. In American jurigl@ce, legal punishment is a socially sanctioneg wa
by which to vindicate societal norms. Nonethelésgal punishment is multifaceted. Philosophicatialo
and legal theories of justice suggest that theraaifipunishment is complex because legal systeens a
required to achieve multiple goals if those systamesto adequately defend and legitimately maintain

social order (cf. Carroll et al., 1987; Goodmandbeinty et al., 2005). In this regard, punishmetitigies

* Tracy and colleagues (1990) pointed out an impoitany regarding lawmakers’ beliefs about the
efficacy of “harsh” punishments. These authors tiodg, with the exception of murderers, some juleeni
offenders may actually receive better (i.e., lef)igreatment in the adult courts than within th8.JJ
However, to date there have been no systematicamgrehensive inquiries to assess the veracitiyisf t
assertion.
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are comparably complex and nuanced social psyclualbghenomena. Theories of justice indicate that t
psychological correlates of punishment are at Iastfold, such that norm vindication necessitaas
analysis of matters involving deterrence, incadicin, rehabilitation, restorative justice andifmttion. In
this section, these facets of punishment are rieftiewed.

Deterrence: General and specific sendadegal theory, the simplest and most definifigature
of deterrencas the practice of implementing punishments agatfies by which to dissuade individuals
from engaging in criminal activity (Carroll et al.987; Chung & Bagozzi, 1997; Chung & Pardeck, 1994
Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005). Deterrence motia® at their origins the assumption that legally
sanctioned castigations harbor the ability to ttee&rime-prone persons. The intention behind these
threats is to compel the crime-prone into adoptatgpnal cost-benefit calculi that encourage fongpoi
seemingly profitable and illegal behaviors that ldopiace their lives (i.e., capital punishmentgedoms
(e.g., incarceration) and/or properties (e.g., nemyeines) in legal peril. The legal theory ungarg
deterrence dictates that crucial relationshipstdsgésnveen potential and actual criminals, threats o
punishment and widespread crime prevention.

Given that the rationales for deterrence-based tmmger on preventing all future illegal activities
legal theory makes distinctions between actualptdntial recidivism probabilities (Carroll et &@987).
In cases where the motives are to prevent thedwtmongful actions of actual known offendespecific
deterrenceassumes that legally mandated punishments wiiicsufh preventing those convicted from
repeating other illegal acts. In this sense, sped#terrence is synonymous with the prevention of
recidivism. In contrasgeneral deterrencenotives and practices are not geared to preveritawful
acts of known offenders. Rather, general applioataf deterrence-oriented policies assume thagbibéc
punishment of actual offenders—who, themselvesnaté¢he targets of behavioral change—will oblige
potential crime-prone others into rejecting livésdllegality (Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005). In
American criminal law, perhaps the most populaedent, in both the specific and general senses, is
incapacitation. Although legal theory implies thatapacitation reflects a special class of detegea
closer examination reveals that incapacitation-tbgsactices stem from social aims and psychological

perceptions that differ from rote crime preventinatives.
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Incapacitation: On the issues of public safety ameidivism.The legal concept aficapacitation
is the component of criminal justice systems wighh@aps the most explicit and direct social conseces
Punishment theorists note that within the contéxtiminal law, incapacitation is both essentiatian
pragmatic. This idea is premised on beliefs regaytlhe necessity of incarceration and isolation in
assuring the protection of the public at largepanticular, the removal of norm violators from puabl
society is perceived as a readily available preaterd legal recourse with an optimal likelihood of
obviating future criminality on the part of apprelded offenders (Carroll et al., 1987; Chung & Bajoz
1997; Chung & Pardeck, 1994; Goodman-Delahunty.£2@05).

The perceived associations between incapacitatignijc safety and recidivism indicate that, at a
psychological level, the underlying rationale fetaining specific offenders is influenced by ineaetors’
perceptions about those offenders’ proclivitiesgoffend. Perceptions regarding recidivism liketido
carry substantial implications which determine itiethodologies society selects in order to predict
recidivism. For instancectuarial approacheattempt to exploit mathematical models that actfomthe
individual, behavioral and social factors assodiatéh recidivism. Similarlystructured clinical
approacheasitilize current data on environmental and behaioorrelates, though the purpose of the data
is to identify psychological treatments. In contraelective incapacitatiomethods (as exemplified by so-
called “three-strikes” laws) presume that caregmnicrality is linear, predictable and endurif@oodman-
Delahunty et al., 2005). In this regard, it seeemable to suspect that the manner in which crintjnal
perceived—as either temporary or unchanging—infdegal decision-makers’ beliefs about the degree to
which the isolation of a particular offender wilsast in (or detract from) protecting the publiodoYet,
legal scholars have purported that the protectfarommunities necessitates interventions in whineh t
focus is to modify offenders’ undesirable behavigtsle in the custody of the state. Accordinglygdé
theory presumes that the best interests of botietyoand offender are mete out concurrently via the
implementation of rehabilitative-based principlesl anethods.

Rehabilitation: The best interests of society affdraler.Most theories of punishment uphold the
idea of rehabilitating offenders as an essentiaperty of a system of punitive action (Carroll et 2987

Chung & Bagozzi, 1997; Chung & Pardeck, 1994; GoadkDelahunty et al., 2005). These perspectives
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hold that the concept of rehabilitation is groundedaive theories that view illegal behavior darection
of social, psychological and cultural forces. listtegard, norm violations manifest from factorydoed
offenders’ personal dispositions.

The acknowledgement that undesirable acts resuit fnultiple etiologies rationalizes the use of
various rehabilitation programs, many of which irpmrate elements of cognitive-behavioral scienak an
social skills training (e.g., problem-solving sg)ll In this manner, rehabilitative aims encouraggl
systems to engage in a formtb&rapeutic jurisprudengeavherein the systems themselves operate as
agents whose task is to promote remedial solutmugviant behavior (cf. Delahunty et al., 2009)isT
approach to law, which began around the 1990s sdeattetermine how rules and legal actions affest t
social and mental health of those caught in theesyslt also attempts to apply social and mentalthe
science research in the construction of new pdiared statutes (Levine et al., 2007). As suchinfest
behind rehabilitation is to assist offenders inaleping self-sustaining prosocial lifestyles; lessphasis is
placed on issues involving incapacitation and tsmta Yet, the process of rehabilitation is notedpl
treatment-oriented. Legal systems expect thatgfathte rehabilitative process entails that offesdescept
responsibility for their unlawful acts and, whenepessible, rectify situations that resulted frdrage acts.
This expectation indicates that a property of rditative-like punishment is the notion of restavat
justice.

Restoration: Reparation and social justié®estorative justice is a principle of penal thethrat
accounts for the subjective needs of three seppaatis: victims, offenders and communities. Rediee
justice theory begins with the assumption that neigtations cause literal and symbolic harm to both
victims and society (Levine et al., 2007). As suestoration demands that offenders recognize dhe h
caused to victims and social order. It also reguihat victims understand the reasons why offenders
engage in specific instances of crime (Wrightsimaal.e2002).

The aims of reparative legal practices focus oniptacommunities, victims and offenders in a
psychological (or symbolic) state that existed ptiothe occurrence of a norm violation. Althougintain
crimes yield consequences that are inherentlyanage (e.g., homicide), restorative justice séeks

achieve a level of optimal (rather than absolus)cpological repair. Restoration theories drawngitbe to
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crucial social psychological correlates that canfthe rule of law cannot avoid addressing the neéds
participants caught in the legal system. Thesesieedter on matters such as procedural fairnessrse
and trust (Delahunty et al., 2005).

Historically, restorative justice has had a majdiuence across systems of law for millennia.
Prior to the late 1.century, the consequences of criminal acts wereeped to be incurred by parties
directly involved—namely, victims, offenders and&bcommunities. From this standpoint, restoratias
an efficient solution that served a pragmatic ddaiaction. Yet, nearing the close of the™dentury,
crimes were reconceptualized as actions taken stjanger state institutions. Shifts in the perampof
which parties automatically deserve vindication tialeffect of compelling state-level entitiesettison
restorative practices in exchange for deterrerd-ratributive-based philosophies and methodologigs
Benson, n.d.). To an extent, shifts of this sorttibuted to a strengthening of retributive justice

Retribution: Vengeance and retributive justigéenong philosophers and social psychologists,
retribution is perhaps one of the most researched concette area of penal theory (Carroll et al., 1987;
Chung & Bagozzi, 1997; Chung & Pardeck, 1994; GoadiDelahunty et al., 2005). Retributive justice
concepts are comprised of social, affective andhitivg qualities. These qualities operate in tandem
encourage specific justice-related actions thatlasmed appropriate under particular circumstarines.
fact, Vidmar (2001) proclaimed that retributioraisibiquitous phenomenon that resides at the cefiter
most human interactions, ranging from the mundartbd outlandish. In most instances, the aims of
retribution are two-fold: (a) behavioral controhda(b) revenge (also cf. D. T. Miller & Vidmar, 188

The double-motive of retribution appears to mapamrresponding rational/cognitive and
affective elements, both of which contribute to sleeial construction of retributive justice. Beoaus
societies champion culture-specific methods foul&ing certain behaviors, it must follow that mesr
of distinct societies hold differing beliefs abdhé justifications for behavioral control. That dsfferent
societies adopt different punishments in orderctueve different social and behavioral control goah
the United States, the “logic” or rationale undantyretributive justice isitilitarian in nature (Vidmar,
2001). This form of justice attempts to mete ostaeation, deterrence, norm-vindication and legitim

This “logic” is integrated, to varying degreestlire legal schemas of Americans. In turn, thesetseli
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influence how Americans think they ought to apmaisrtain norm violations and their corresponding
punishments.

Retributive justice also incorporates affectivenrs@ts—namely, moral outrage and the desire to
dispense just deserts (cf. Carroll et al., 1987ngh& Bagozzi, 1997; Chung & Pardeck, 1994; Goodman
Delahunty et al., 2005). Here, the revenge motfuweibutive justice engenders desires to raise th
dignities of the violated through a process thatidishes the dignities of violators. In its affeetiform,
the function of the revenge motive appears to lyehgdogical rather than utilitarian because it ssrthe
purpose of establishing “equilibrium” or subjectivalance via anger reduction. From this, VidmaO@®0
advanced a six-stage model of retribution, wherépya norm violation is perceived, (b) observeesnd
inferences about the violator's blameworthinessplservers appraise whether the violation thresties
self, others or society, (d) depending on a-c, iipaeegative emotions and thoughts are elicited, (
emotions and thoughts elicit specific punishmespomses, and (f) retributive actions restore pdgcjical
equilibrium. According to this perspective, rettile behavior is a by-product of an affective-cdiyei
mechanism designed to restore the psychologicahbalof the violated (e.g., compensation for viston
the vindication of societal norms).

In the United States, the formation and intensiiteaof retributive and anti-rehabilitative
attitudes have cultivated social and legal cultuvkerein ideas of punitive justice have garnered
popularity. Contemporary notions of punishment a@ppe be corollaries of society’s adoption of thiene
control model of law, which has rationalized the o$ certain statutes, legal programs and pol@ieed
at reducing criminal offending and reoffending (eedectronic monitoring; Levenson, Brannon, Foytne
& Baker, 2007). Within American criminal law, rddtitive justice attitudes have been found to be
associated with highly punitive decision-makingy(elengthier imprisonment sentences), especidigrw
adjudicating repeat offenders (Feather & Soute®220

Similar phenomena have been observed within theeotidJS. Negative media portrayals of
juvenile violence during the last three decadeshed lawmakers and public workers to develop a&g#n
skepticism toward rehabilitative-based policies Egal paradigms (Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005;

Grisso, 1996; Kappeler et al., 2000). As a regudiges in the JJS must often render decisionsatterd
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with the public’'s demand for retribution, includitrgnsferring juvenile offenders to the adult cnai
courts (Grisso, 1996; Harris, 2007). However, lagdision-makers, including juvenile court judgme®
not driven solely by desires for retribution. Ttemplexities associated with deviance, punishmedt an
vindication explain why legal decision-makers roaty grapple with several considerations thatddhg
the whole of a “crime control-due process” dimenalaontinuum. In this way, legal decision-makigng i
inherently a social psychological process whereieeds of both state and individual are weighed,
evaluated and executed into legal action.

Crime control and due process orientations: A justie process model.aws and legal practices
are embedded within specific moments in time armtspJurisprudence is not static. As such, theegsgr
to which legal institutions account for the neetithe state and the individual are in a contintatesof
flux. In the context of criminal law, the justicegoess routinely treads across two legal orientattbat
map onto differential state- and individual-lewaterestscrime controlanddue processrespectively
(Packer, 1968; Wrightsman et al., 2082).

Crime control orientations focus on the concernthefstate as they pertain to the social regulation
of behaviors deemed to be deviant (Wrightsman.eP@02). For the criminal justice process, theagin
priority is the cessation of criminal activity. Asaptions of the crime control model hold that taiuire to
regulate criminal behaviors facilitates the breatdof social order, in turn threatening the legauy of
the state’s behavioral control mechanisms andiltieeties of the law-abiding citizenry. , the cappto
identify the guilty and establish effective sanntan an efficient manner is paramount. That is, thodel
of the justice process is contingentggeedandfinality. Under this model, systems of law must be uniform
and swift in the suppression of deviance while ¢ianeously generating methods by which to minimize

any challenges (e.g., mistrials) to the dispengatfocriminal justice (cf. Packer, 1968).

® Packer (1968) warns against imbuing the two moodke justice process with any particular moral
valence (i.e., crime control and due process atemis are neither good nor bad). The utility & tvo
models is academic, as the models serve to caregani array of state- and person-oriented legakegal
Further, the two models are not polar oppositesugh located along a continuum, each model does not
reflect the actual state of affairs at any givemraat because both orientations are differentiaitiva at
distinct moments in time and space.

® A parallel exists between the principles of cricostrol (e.g., speed and finality) and the psycbiial
correlates of social information-processing (ehguristics and high need for closure).
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In contrast to the crime control model, due proag@ntations account for the concerns of
individuals who come into contact with the jurigtbas of the state. Such individuals include thetims
of crime and the perpetrators of deviance (Wriglatsrat al., 2002). Assumptions of the due procestemo
argue in favor of criticizing the actions of offitipowers (e.g., law enforcement). Although duecpss is
not incompatible with deviance suppression motittes,model recommends transparency and the active
placement of legal obstacles (e.g., statutes afdiian) at all stages of the justice process. Wredmodel
of due process, deviance regulation and cessatiofuadamentally contingent on the ability of thats to
identify reliable (versus uniform) solutions to the legal plightdrafividuals (cf. Packer, 1968).

Contemporary punishment attitudes and justice m®oeientations appear to act as nonstatutory
factors that shape legal decision-makers’ percagtimferences and choices. It is reasonable teattpat
comparable nonstatutory forces operate within tirgext of juvenile law. In this legal context, d&on-
makers differentially evaluate competing sourcesfafrmation. However, research has found that the
extent to which punitiveness influences the justicecess may depend on how much cognitive effort
decision-makers expend when evaluating case infiwmar his perspective is briefly discussed below.

Punitiveness and social information-processing: Atef note. Social information-processing
refers to the ability to think about and analyzestrom the environment. Contingent on a number of
factors, individuals vary in the degree to whichythhink systematically (i.e., in-depth) or heudally
(i.e., superficially). In the context of law, theadlable literature suggests that strong associatéxist
between superficial processing and support fortpuaniegal recourses. In studies measuring Need for
Cognition (NFC), a proxy construct for systematiformation-processing, low levels of NFC have been
found to be related to pro-capital punishment jparsit (Butler & Moran, 2007), general punitiveness
(Sargent, 2004) and anti-rehabilitative attitudesny, Leung, & Chiu, 2008). Other studies have &smd
that superficial processing (when measured indegahdfrom NFC) is associated with harsh punitive
actions (M. K. Miller, Wood, & Chomos, 2014).

In sum, important relationships exist between pumisnt attitudes, justice process orientations,

social information-processing and legal decisiorkimg Still, an important question remains unan®der

" A parallel exists between the principles of duecess (e.g., skepticism and reliability) and the
psychological correlates of social information-pssing (e.g., high deliberation and accuracy mbtim
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how do juvenile court judges arrive at a transfezision? The fourth and final section of the litara
review addresses this question by discussing h@enjle courts judges contend with various legal
considerations (e.g., recidivism; psychologicalleations) and extralegal factors (e.g., emotiottgudes
and information-processing).

IV. Decision-making in the Juvenile Courts: Transfe Decisions, Psychological Assessments and
Judicial Research

This section of the chapter focuses on three aFées, the different legal procedures for transfer
are briefly discussed. Second, links are drawn betwvprovisions listed in th€entGuidelines and the use
of psychological assessments for juvenile offendeirglly, the research on judicial waivers andejoile
crime is juxtaposed. This includes a discussiothefstatutory and nonstatutory factors relatedawosfers,
as well as a review of cohort analyses regardirsgiked rates of juvenile offending and reoffending.

The transfer decision.In juvenile law, transfers are a legal procedweduthroughout all 50 U.S.
states and the District of Columbia. Proceduretisftype allow for the diversion of particular pnile
offenders to the adult CJS, where the concepthathititative amenability is given less considenatiban
other punitive principles. Juveniles tried in thizila CJS are presumed to be adult-minded indiviludio
would benefit from retributive-based punishmentABgelo, 2007). Throughout the nation, the authdnty
transfer differs by state and falls under selegsglictions. These jurisdictions include the crialinourts
(i.e.,statutory exclusion prosecutors (i.edirect file) and state juvenile courts (via judicial waiver
provisions; Griffin et al., 2011; Griffin et al. 998). Presently, 45 states and the District of Giiia grant
juvenile court judges the legal authority to wajiwasdiction in juvenile cases (Griffin, 2009).

The option to transfer juvenile offenders from joike jurisdictions to adult criminal courts has
become the JJS’ last resort when dealing with yaffenders who seem to have limited rehabilitative
prospects (D’Angelo, 2007). Juveniles are percetedthve limited rehabilitative promise for a hobt
legal-related reasons. For example, views aboutrjiles’ rehabilitative potential are affected bsuies

concerning recidivism, offense severity and &ge.

8 In most cases, younger offenders are believeénefit from the rehabilitative practices of the .J8ge
becomes a controversial issue when juveniles gygaphing legal adulthood and it is unclear if éhisr
sufficient time to properly intervene.
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At present, the determination of juveniles’ rehigdiiive possibilities (e.g., risk of reoffendingy b
presiding judges is a function of several legatiglines (e.g., thEent criterig see Griffin et al., 1998) and
psychosocial considerations (e.g., maturity leudwever, because of the subjective and complexraat
of these guidelines and considerations, many jleeoiurt judges rely on input gathered from other
parties. These parties include probation officeesjal workers and trained mental health profesdsnin
the case of mental health professionals, theilsskild knowledge are commonly sought by judge$sab t
diagnostic psychological data can be used to fatglithe decision-making process. In the next@ecthe
use of psychological tests in drawing inferencesuauveniles’ rehabilitative prospects is discusse
greater detail.

The Kent influence, psychological assessments for juvenil&enders and judicial transfer
decisions.The typical judicial waiver of jurisdiction is ariction of numerous factors rather than the result
of a single criterion or rationale. There are neravching and legally binding rules that dictatevtzdl
juvenile court judges ought to decide in particuavier of jurisdiction hearings. However, at tleldral
level, the Supreme Court—througlent (1966)—offered guidelines for states to consi@eesently, all
states in the nation utilize most or all of thehgigentGuidelines, which include: (a) offense severity and
protection of the community, (b) level of aggressuinlence and premeditation, (c) type of offense
(property vs. person, with greater emphasis gieethé latter), (d) prosecutive merit of the compia{e)
desirability of trial and disposition in one co(irt cases involving adult accomplices), (f) sopbation
and maturity of the juvenile, (g) prior offenseaed, and (h) rehabilitative/treatment amenabilRgspite
these eight guidelines, states vary in the typermamaber of criteria that must be met in order émsfer a
juvenile to an adult criminal jurisdiction (Griffiet al., 1998).

In the majority of cases, juvenile court judge€haconsider th&entGuidelines in their entirety.
This may be due to practical matters, as whenqudati criteria are inapplicable (e.g., in a cas@lving a
single juvenile offender, the guideline requesfumdges to consider the role of adult accomplicdegdally
irrelevant). Yet, research suggests that the ptyral cases reveal what judges perceive to bertbst
fundamental issues, such as the severity of offeand juveniles’ prior records (Jones & CauffmaiQ&

Salekin et al., 2002).
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Further, judges are likely to weigh—either in igma or in tandem—the perceived dangerousness
of young offenders, the maturity/sophisticat@froffenses and offenders and offenders’ amengtdit
treatment within the jurisdiction of the juvenilewts (Jones & Cauffman, 2008; Salekin et al., 2002
Although the natures of these criteria are inhdyentbjective, judges rely on these factors in otde
generate legal decisions that account for dangaesssand recidivism. It appears that judges pezceiv
inextricable links between legal-based criteria—ehhshare some level of objectivity—and relatively
subjective considerations. In the presence of igmt subjectivity and ambiguity, it is not surgng to
find that some juvenile court judges have favoteduse of juvenile-oriented psychological assestsran
means for informing the transfer decision-makingcess.

Even though judges are capable of drawing adedufsieences about juveniles based on objective
legal-based criteria (e.g., existing police recirttse majority of active judges possess limiteglisite
knowledge, skills or training to form equally vatiéductions based on cultural, social or psychckigi
(i.e., extralegal) information (Kovera & McAulif000; Redding & Murrie, 2007). Because of these
uncertainties in judicial inference, it has becaroexmon practice among judges to contract clinical
psychologists and other mental health professidnadsder to obtain diagnostic evaluations abouéile
dangerousness. Similar evaluations are also peefbimorder to formulate predictions about whether
juvenile offenders will benefit from rehabilitatimsed disciplinary interventions (Redding & Muyrie
2007).

Research shows that judges are likely to placetaotial weight on matters pertaining to
dangerousness and rehabilitation, as these crjieziade information about the likelihood of recidim
(Schwalbe, Fraser, Day, & Cooley, 2006). At tinjadges use the results from psychological assedsmen
in order to justify their transfer decisions (HecKeSteinberg, 2002; Salekin et al., 2002). Stilhen
assessments emphasize the roles of mental dessrgntd clinical diagnostic labels, judges do nqtesp
to place excessive evidentiary weight on psychalagévaluations (Hecker & Steinberg, 2002; also, cf
McCoy, Murrie, & Cornell, 2005; Redding & MurrieP@7). Nonetheless, the extant literature indicates
that it is reasonable to suspect that judges doufdulate particular transfer decisions based en th

perceived consequences that specific psycholodiaghoses imply.
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Judicial insights and psycholegal research: Cruciaberspectives on juvenile law and waivers
of jurisdiction. Research reveals that juvenile court judges oftapple with a vast array of factors when
rendering legal decisions. This means that mosstes decisions emerge out of a process that irspute
differential weight on psychological, social, stw@l, cultural and legal variables. Though not uadly
exclusive, these variables generally fall under afrigvo types of factors: legal (i.e., statutorpda
extralegal/nonstatutory (e.g., sociocultural; pgjobical). Several inquiries support this notioagS able
T1 for a summary of these inquiries).

Statutory and nonstatutory sources of influednean extensive survey involving actual juvenile
court judges throughout the United States (D’Ang2@07), a series of statutory factors were identifis
plausible rationales for judges’ transfer decisiddithese factors, some of the most central \jyerenile
age type of current offenséype/severity of experienced abusember of victimsnumber of accomplices
offense historyseverity of prior offensegang affiliationanddrug usageOther investigations have found
similar findings and demonstrated that juvenilertqudges are likely to attend to matters involving
juvenile dangerousness, sophistication/maturitytee@tment amenability (Brannen et al., 2006; Feld,
1983; Lyons, 2011; Means et al., 2012; Salekin22@alekin et al., 2002).

Though difficult to measure, there is evidence thaenile court judges also import extralegal
processes and considerations when drawing infesesnoé conclusions about optimal choices of legal
recourse. For instance, D’Angelo (2007) observet] #aven in the presence of potential social detia
motives, some judges did affirm that their transfecisions sometimes consider structural and @alltur
factors. These factors included family structurg.(exumber of caregivers), educational status (i.e
dropout vs. non-dropout), juvenile’s residentiavieonment, socioeconomic status (SES), sex and
ethnicity/race.

Psycholegal research findings: Cohort analysesugépile criminality.The studies discussed
above demonstrate that, from the perspective @fjile court judges, the transfer decision-makiracpss
weighs multiple complex factors. Still, waiver laaose largely out of legislative forces which duug
correct the JJS’s inability to curb recidivism (Gyeet al., 1990). A series of cohort analyses erstiibject

of juvenile criminality shed empirical evidence aeding the degree to which recidivism plagues the
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juvenile population. Collectively, these analysedi¢ate that juvenile crime and recidivism are ligua
exceptions to the norm.

In one of the first major studies involving a cohofrmale juvenile offenders, Wolfgang and
colleagues (1972) examined the recidivism and tiesie rates of nearly 10,000 juvenile males who had
come into contact with the system. Sample data vedwen from delinquency records (e.g., police amdarc
records) belonging to a cohort of 10-18 year-oldesaho were born in Philadelphia in 1945. This
analysis found that nearly 46% of those samplea welikely to commit a second offense; further, 3806
second-timers were unlikely to commit a third ofenThedesistance ratesor the probability of
abstaining from future crime—of those sampled ditdbegin to level-off until the third offense. Tlees
findings call into question ideas about the faituoé the JJS. In fact, in another cohort analytsis ime,
with two Wyoming cohorts of male high school soplooes from 1971 and 1976; see Green, 1984), the
data extracted from two samples were compareddarainly confirmed the results found in the 1945
Philadelphia cohort analysis (e.g., comparablestiaste rates).

In a third cohort analysis, a full replication bEtWolfgang investigation (1972) was performed
(cf. Tracy et al., 1990). Here, the cohort analgsi@mined the delinquency records of over 13,00 ma
juvenile offenders who were all born in Philadelphi 1958. The results of this analysis demongirate
once again that most juveniles were unlikely tadigate and that desistance rates decreased omdp@m
so-calledchronic offendergi.e., juveniles with at least five police congctAlso, based on official records
for serious offenses, chronic offenders were uguh# perpetrators of such acts. In all, this afea
research argues against claims made by legislateigesding the actual gravity of juvenile recidmisThis
is not meant to imply that recidivism among thisapl population is irrelevant or a nonissue. Rattiese
researchers favor identifying alternatives to tfanand incarceration for first- and second-timtenders;
as such, incapacitation-related resources oudhe t@served for handling chronic offenders.

Literature Review Conclusion

The literature presented here provides historleghl, social and psychological context to the

empirical study of judicial transfer decision-madifrour broad areas of research were reviewedhéa)

history of and case law on juvenile delinquents #ed legal rights, (b) societal perceptions agalctions
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to juvenile delinquency, (c) the structure of ptiient attitudes and justice process values, andiddial
and psycholegal perspectives on the nature anty wlwaiver laws. Information extrapolated frohese
four areas of inquiry gave direction to the curr@westigation in three important ways. First, xamining
critical facts in the extant research, it was paesio begin identifying research questions ane pimlly
relevant social theories (vis-a-vis the study’'ss)insecond, the literature underscored importariabkes

of interest, which appear to fall under “legal” dwctralegal” categories. Finally, through the pees of
theory selection and research question develop(datussed in Chapters 3 and 6, respectively), the
appropriate methods were developed (discussedapt€h7). The subsequent chapters probe deeper into

these three aspects of this investigation.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Background

Two theories provided different perspectives byckhb test alternative predictions regarding
judicial transfer decisions. According to the dpabcess theory of proximal/distal defenses (DTPDD),
implicit death reminders trigger superficial infaation-processing and distal (unconscious) terror
management. To the extent that elements of juvelfidases automatically elicit personal vulnerapili
concerns, the likelihood of unbiased legal infeeeiscundermined by allowing extralegal factors to
influence judgment. Alternatively, uncertainty ad@nce/causal attribution theory (UACA) theory holds
that legal contexts are inherently uncertain amarat decision-makers into applying attributional
reasoning strategies designed to manage uncertmdtjdentify satisfactory decisions. Because jilgen
offenses and offenders have the potential to triggerability concerns, as well as uncertaintyiaty,
both theories provide plausible backdrops thataxrghow juvenile court judges render transfer denis
Dual-process Theory of Proximal/Distal Defenses

A large body of social scientific research lendsdemce to the notion that terror management-
related processes have the potential to direcstarsay of human behaviors, thoughts and emotions
(Burke et al., 2010; DeWall & Baumeister, 2007; &reerg et al., 1995; Routledge & Juhl, 2010;
Solomon, Greenberg, Schimel, Arndt, & Pyszczyn2803). An assertion dérror management theory
(TMT) maintains that the concurrent existence af tmental processes—self-preservation motivation and
mortality awareness—brings about a psychologi@esh which people experience existential anxsetie
that can only be assuaged via the application efigpzed psychological coping mechanisms known as
buffers(e.g., self-esteem; social identity). The actwatdf death-related psychological buffers follows
from exposure to environmental stimuli that triggenscious or unconscious thoughts about death. As
such, individuals are prone to enact behaviors @itog@rotect functional psychological buffers (ats®
the termworldview defenge

The tenets of TMT have received empirical supporbss many experiments (Burke et al., 2010;
DeWall & Baumeister, 2007; Greenberg et al., 198f&enberg et al., 1995; Greenberg, Pyszczynski, &
Solomon, 1986; Rosenblatt et al., 1989; Pyszczyeisél., 1999). Evidence suggests that concernstabo

death and vulnerability influence behaviors andaipsychic processes that are completely disassdciat
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from the actual “problem of death” (e.g., judgmeait®ut moral transgressors). In task-oriented ctsite
(e.g., legal judgment), biases introduced by desweprotect functional anxiety buffers elicit pesses and
behaviors that affect the execution of task-reléedms. In effect, mortality salience (MS) is inesably
linked to conscious and unconscious social infolmnaprocessing mechanisms.

The connections between MS, worldview defense Hehawnd social information-processing
have been articulated by other scholars. This istrexplicit in the DTPDD, an extension of TMT
(Pyszczynski et al., 1999). The DTPDD posits thatguperordinate cognitive apparatus possesses two
subordinate “defense systems” that operate in lghrsith the two information-processing modes—the
experiential and rational modal systems—elaborat@dgnitive—experiential self-theo(CEST; Epstein
& Pacini, 1999; Hogarth, 2005; Klaczynski, 2005)he DTPDD postulates that the management of
conscious and unconscious vulnerability conceraddisd by a dual-defensive information-processing
apparatus.

At the conscious level, wherein death thoughtse@aeily accessible, theroximal terror
management systemanages the adverse effects of immediate mortahigreness (Pyszczynski et al.,
1999). This system operates in tandem with thematiinformation-processing route and manages
conscious MS by applying rubrics (e.g., germaneites) that distort conscious personal vulnerabilit
perceptions (e.g., perceiving mortality as a fuwent). As a consequence of the active suppression
death thoughts, this form of terror managementdaxsubstantial portion of available cognitive tegses
(e.g., attention). When sufficient cognitive resmg are available, the suppression of vulnerability
concerns is likely to decrease the degree to wéich concerns contaminate other task-relevant goals

At the unconscious level, wherein the accessibiftdeath thoughts is automatic and limited
(albeit possible), thdistal terror management systananages the effects of immediate subliminal
mortality priming (Pyszczynski et al., 1999). Thistem functions in conjunction with the experiehti

information-processing route and defends individw@gainst preconscious MS by exploiting “rationales

® Cognitive—experiential self-theory (CEST) framesial information-processing in terms of two syssem
The theory holds that tigreconsciougexperientialsystenoperates as the default information-processing
mode. The experiential mode is largely heuristifective and requires minimal expenditure of avalia
cognitive resources. The theory also holds thattimsciougational systems accessible only when
sufficient data are present to override the defsydtem. The rational mode is largely systematigichl

and requires some expenditure of available cognigsources.



28

that are disassociated from the features of theahttireat at hand (e.g., the use of extralegabfa@s
justifications for legal decisions). As a resultstimulus priming and automaticity, unconsciousder
management expends only a small share of avaitalgeitive resources, thus permitting the supereatgin
cognitive apparatus to allocate those resourcesperfluous psychological demands, such as seléest
enhancement and worldview defense. In this reghedinability to suppress experienced vulnerability
likely to increase the degree to which extraneamahds influence other task-relevant pursuits.
Borrowing from CEST, the DTPDD (Pyszczynski et #099) presupposes the existence of a
hierarchical relationship between the proximal distlal defense systems, whereby terror-inducingusti
must be sufficiently and consciously accessibleteetheir presence can affect the rational inforomat
processing system. Figure 1 presents an illustrakiat organizes terror-inducing stimulus types,

management responses and the two defense systensefrarate information-processing modes.

Exposure Phase Initial Activation of Dominant (“activated”) Terror Management Management

Defense System System Style By-product
Preconscious Experiential Distal Self-esteem
- thresholdnot > System »  Defensive, » enhancement|
/ surpassed
Mortalty worldview
Salience (MS)
Stimulus enhancement
Preconscious Rational Proximal Immediate
\ threshold > System »  Defensive, » inhibition of
+ surpassed conscious
MS
- implicit MS stimulus .
+ explicit MS stimulus Denial of
. low cognitive overload (given use of any availdibleongruent rationale) vulnerability

p high cognitive overload (given use of specificitdgubric)

Figure 1.A modified depiction of thelual-process theory of proximal/distal defensdse model illustrates that the
activation of the experiential-rational systemsdatingent on the nature of the MS stimulus andbigity to activate
cognitive structures within the fringes of consaipess (i.e., experiential system) and/or at thédixigvel (i.e.,
rational system). To the extent that a given MBishiis activates a particular system (experientiahtional), the
corresponding terror management styles (distalproximal, respectively) and by-products will emerge

In theory, the DTPDD provides an adequate framevarkinderstanding the nature of judges’
transfer decisions within the American JJS. Atgame time, it is also plausible that alternative

frameworks (e.g., UACA theory) exist which may offeore comprehensive explanations for judges’
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transfer decision than the DTPDD. In the next secta second integrative theory developed exclisive
for the study of legal decision-making is discussed
Uncertainty Avoidance/Causal Attribution Theory

Numerous scholars have purported that causal anadgsoning operates in tandem with
uncertainty management (e.g., Albonetti, 1986, 19881; Albonetti & Hepburn, 1996; Ulmer,
Kurlychek, & Kramer, 2007). Accordingly, proponeifsstructural organizational perspectives (e.g.,
March & Simon, 1958) argue that legal decision-mgkis constrained by the level of uncertain knogkd
present in a given case. This means that heurisédsts, satisficing behavior, stereotyping and
organizational arrangements (e.g., divisions oftaplay critical roles in the management of uraietty
anxiety, thus allowing decision-makers to genetdésirable” solutions. In similar fashion, some
attribution theorists (e.g., Carroll & Payne, 19FHg&ider, 1958) have observed that judgments and
decisions about the actions of others follow frassessments regarding the internal/stable/dispoaltio
and external/temporary/situational qualities ofsthactions. Via the examination of a behavior'sueimg
and transitory elements, decision-makers expeictetatify satisfactory decision-making outcomes.sThi
literature forms the foundation of UACA theory, whistresses that the purpose of attributional réago
is to reduce decision-making uncertainty and idemesirable (though not necessarily accurate)tsuis.

In general, UACA theory (cf. Albonetti, 1986) arguthat legal decision-makers (e.g., judges;
prosecutors; jurors) manage decision-making unicéytay formulatingpatterned responseBor most
legal decision-makers, these patterned responsdsaaed on a “bounded rationality” pertaining to an
offender’s recidivism likelihood (Albonetti, 199I)he theory assumes that the application of pagtern
responses is a corollary of three decision-makorgstrains: (a) legal contexts are inherently uraderdr
ambiguous, (b) legal decision-makers are motivatedrime control concerns, and (c) legal decision-
makers are inclined to engage in uncertainty mameagé and satisficing behavior.

The tendency to engage in uncertainty managemensasficing behavior may compel decision-
makers to apply patterned responses groundedrgosgpic attributional evaluations (Albonetti, 199To

the extent that this is true within the legal systéhe stable/dispositional (i.e., stereotypic)suesr



unstable/situational (i.e., non-stereotypic) prdiperof an offender’s behavior, history and sostatus

may carry determinative implications for particulegal decisions (see Figure 2).
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Attributional Activation of Habit, Uncertainty Features of
Reasoning Style Social Structure and/or Management Patterned Uncertainty
Bounded Rationality Response Management
Decision
(a) E—
Stable and/or Anti-target Severe Patterned High likelihood

(b)

Unstable and/or

Neutral-target

Lenient Patterned

Dispositional P schema activated P Response »| of anti-target
Reasoning decision-making
Orientation

Severity bias in
decisior-making

High likelihood

Situational P schema activated P Response P of pro-target
Reasoning decision-making
Orientation

Leniency bias in
decisior-making

Figure 2.A modified depiction ofincertainty avoidance/causal attribution theohy path (a), dispositional and stable
properties encourage decision-makers to applytarget schemas that view the origins of deviantbig in terms of
internal, enduring and controllable forces; “agating” anti-target schemas activate severe pattieregponses. In
path (b), situational, temporary and unstable pitigeeencourage decision-makers to apply neutrgktaschemas that
view the origins of deviant behavior as emergimgrfrexternal and uncontrollable forces; “mitigatinggutral-target
schemas activate lenient patterned responses.

The extant research has identified a leniencyibigegal decision-making when legal decision-
makers attribute deviant behavior to unstable/g@unal factors, resulting in pro-defendant decisighis
can also be conceptualized as a “lenient patteresgubnse”). In contrast, a severity bias in legaislon-
making emerges when legal decision-makers attritdetgant behavior to stable/dispositional factors,
resulting in anti-defendant decisions (i.e., “seveatterned response”). From the standpoint of UACA
theory, the links between uncertainty avoidandeipational reasoning, crime control and legal dei-

making are tightly intertwinetf.

1%1n this investigationleniencyversusseveritybiases are presumed to be equivalent to “no eaheérsus
“allow transfer” decisions, respectively. This pregption could be inaccurate and, in theory, judgrdd
elect to waive a juvenile to the adult CJS if theyieve juveniles will receive more lenient legat@omes
than those outcomes likely to emerge from the a3 6nversely, judges could elect to maintain
jurisdiction if they want a juvenile to receive Jd®comes that are harsher than those of the CJS).
However, research (e.g., D'’Angelo, 2007) lends supip this presumption and reveals that many jadge
and justice functionaries within the JJS beliea thiversion to the adult CJS is a punitive (nen-
rehabilitative) response to juvenile crime.
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Mapping Theoretical Principles to Specific Methodabgical Elements

Presently, the determination of juveniles’ rehaiive possibilities by presiding judges is a
function of various legal guidelines (e.g., ent criterig see Griffin et al., 1998) and psychosocial
considerations. Yet, given the subjective and cemphture of these guidelines and consideratioigigjs
have to reconcile competing legal decision altéveatin order to mete out particular aims. In te&triwo
subsections of this chapter, the DTPDD and UACAthare discussed as distinct frameworks by which
to model the reconciliation of judges’ legal chaic€hese theories predict specific legal outconvbg;h
are contingent on the roles played by differentaqasychological parameters.

Dual-process theory of proximal/distal defenses, gtied. The extant literature gives reason to
suspect that a strong association exists betwegah decision-making and terror management (e.qndir
et al., 2005). Based on the DTPDD, initiation afypymal and distal defenses depends on the MS-induci
stimulus type (see Figure 3). Stimuli that surghsspreconscious system activate the rational syste
otherwise, the processing of informational cuesaiesat an implicit/heuristic level. Explicit stifnin the
environment are likely to activate the rationalteys and encourage the use of proximal defensedweine
able to manage conscious terror-based anxietyortrast, implicit MS stimuli tend to activate the

experiential system, encouraging the initiatiomlistal defenses which manage background mortakanxi

Preconscious Experiential Distal Defenses Biased decision-making
thresholdnot > System > >
- surpassed Processing of Application of retributive
extralegal cues beliefs; Self-worth as
decision-maker enhanced
Mortality Defensive style
Salience (MS) unrelated to MS Favorable view of JJS
Stimulus enhance
\A Preconscious Rational Proximal »{ Unbiased decision-
threshold » System > Defenses making
surpassed
Processing of Suppression of conscious
legal cues case-related MS
- implicit MS stimulus
+ explicit MS stimulus Defensive style Utilization of “logics”
related to M: (e.g., laws

Figure 3.A depiction of thedual-process theory of proximal/distal defensasplied.
Assuming that the DTPDD provides an adequate miod&lxplaining judicial transfer decisions,

two general predictions can be derived about halggs simultaneously reconcile experienced teregall
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prescripts and extralegal influences. First, asiithted in Figure 3, the activation of distal aefes orients
judges’ unconscious toward incidental cues (exdrakegal factors). The processing of incidentasu
suggests that the distal defensive style initiftgthose cues may—at times—be partly or wholly lates
to the actual terror-inducing stimulus. This forfrterror management has implications for judge#-se
worth as a legal decision-maker (i.e., self-esteatrancement), as well as their impressions ofiBe(iJe.,
cultural worldview enhancement). In theory, thegassing of incidental cues via the experientialesys
could undermine legal inference and encourage thidseision-making (e.g., transfer decisions based o
extralegal considerations).

Second, Figure 3 shows that the activation of pnaxidefenses may orient judges’ conscious
attention toward immediate and explicit (and, ppehénighly relevant) cues. The processing of ekplic
cues (e.g., legal factors) implies that the proxidedensive style initiated by those cues will bated to
the actual terror-inducing stimulus. Terror managetnin this sense, provides judges with opporigsio
accomplish multiple aims, including (a) the actsuppression of conscious death concerns, (b) the
disassociation of death-related anxiety from legakoning and decision-making, and (c) the proper
application of “logics” and rubrics (e.g., laws astdtutes). The processing of explicit cues viarétional
system could encourage unbiased decision-makigg (eansfer decisions based on legal considergtion

Uncertainty avoidance/causal attribution theory, aplied. In contrast to the DTPDD, UACA
theory begins with the supposition that the somiaitext wherein legal decision-making takes place i
inherently uncertain or ambiguous (Albonetti, 198887, 1991; Albonetti & Hepburn, 1996). The clofit
uncertainty, manifesting psychically as an aversiwescious experience, prompts legal decision-nsaker
into applying causal analytic strategies in ordefaf) manage uncertainty, (b) attend to crime abntr
motives, and (c) improve the chances of extractatisfactory decisions. If the causal analytic peses
underlying legal decision-making possess attrilmatigproperties, it is tenable to expect that paldic
attributional reasoning styles may trigger a seofgsredictable patterns and decision-making out®pm
(see Figure 4). As such, UACA theory may serve a®ee suitable framework (vis-a-vis DTPDD) for

modeling juvenile court judges’ transfer decisions.
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Activation of Habit, Social Structure

Attributional
Reasoning Style

a)

Person-Focused

Initiates cognitive search
for enduring and internal
etiologies for criminal
behavior

Valence of attributional
evaluations likely to shift
in the direction ofanti-
taraet polc of schem

and/or Bounded Rationality

y

Selection of anti-

b)

System-Focused

Initiates cognitive search
for temporary and
external etiologies for
criminal behavior

target schemas
(e.g., schemas
related to transfer
decisions)

Uncertainty Management Uncertainty
Patterned Response Management Decision
Qutcome
Severe Patterned High likelihood
» Response > of transfer

Application of anti-
juvenile prescripts

Selection of

Lenient Patterned

Low likelihood

neutral-target

schemas (e.g.,
schemas related
to rehabilitation)

> Response

Application of
neutral-juvenile
prescript

of transfer

A 4

Valence of attributional
evaluations likely to shift
in the direction of
neutral/objective polef
schem

Figure 4.A depiction ofuncertainty avoidance/causal attribution thepapplied. Paths a and b are both illustrated.

Figure 4 illustrates two general predictions (ipath a and path b) derived from the central tenets
of UACA theory. Path a in Figure 4 models a perBmused orientation trajectory in which dispositibn
and stable target features (e.g., dangerousnggsgeasfiles) encourage decision-makers to utilizeti“an
target” schemas. Anti-target schemas conceptutilzetiologies of deviant behavior in terms of ingd,
enduring and controllable qualities possessed béyatget. For instance, person-focused judges may
attribute juvenile crime to the dispositional chdeaistics of offenders. The notion that juveni@hhvior is
inflexible and context-independent may decreaselia@ces of perceiving young offenders as indivglua
who are amenable to rehabilitative treatment. in,ttaggravating” anti-target schemas may activate
severe patterned responses (e.g., the decisiatjudieate juveniles within the adult courts).

Path b in Figure 4 depicts a system-focused otient&rajectory in which situational and unstable
target features (e.g., environment of juvenileshmt decision-makers to apply “neutral-target” snhs.
Neutral-target schemas conceptualize the etiolagfieeviant behavior in terms of external and

uncontrollable phenomena temporarily associated thi¢ target. For example, system-focused judgss ma
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attribute juvenile crime to the situational contewtherein offenses occur. The idea that juvenitab®or
is malleable and context-dependent may increasehtéeces of viewing juvenile offenders as individua
who are amenable to rehabilitative treatment. Assalt, “mitigating” neutral-target schemas mayate
lenient patterned responses (e.g., the decisiadjtalicate offenders within the JJS).
Theoretical Background: Conclusion

The DTPDD and UACA theory present distinctive potidns regarding transfer decisions. The
two theories suggest that judicial transfer deaisido not happen in a vacuum. Decisions are emidedde
within social contexts and involve a host of psyiofgacal, social, cultural and structural contingesc It is
impossible to examine all relevant contingenciea #ingle study. For the sake of parsimony, ordynall

number of factors were examined in this investmatisee Chapter 5).
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Chapter 4: Dissertation Rationale

The rationale for the current investigation stemsfimportant unanswered questions in the
literature and from critical methodological anddtetical shortcomings. Two deficiencies surroundaie
aspects of the psycholegal research on mock-jumdjjwdicial decision-making. In the domain of mock-
juror decision-making, some studies have found hibatan behavior (including legal behavior) can be
affected in predictable ways by triggering thougitieut death and dying (Arndt et al., 2005; Coakydd,
& Lieberman, 2004). To elicit death thoughts, mafsthese experiments have relied on administetieg t
Mortality Attitudes Personality Survey (MAPS; onslar methods), which requires that people writefor
essays, statements or words about physical mgr(afitBurke et al., 2010).

This method lacks strong actual-world realism hesNMIAPS questions are highly abstract, open-
ended and context-independent (i.e., questionaradated to specific social situations or taskg}, to
date, there have been virtually no studies tha¢ linectly examined if: (a) certain trial-relatestfors
(e.g., the content of prosecutorial closing argusieimave the power to trigger death thoughts inknoc
jurors via more realistic means (a process infolyrtarmed here ascological mortality salience [MS]
induction, and (b) if ecological MS induction mirrors thiéeets of MAPS-induced death thoughts on
behavior as is commonly observed in experimentdllaboratory settings. Consequently, the majority o
inquiries examining the MS hypothesis claim (pramelly and without direct evidence) that the MS et§e
observed in the laboratory readily carry over ietological contexts (e.g., courtrooms) wherein aliyt
cues exist. In Study 1, a basic four-group expenimes performed to address this limitation in mock
juror terror management research.

In regard to judicial decision-making, questionssgst in the waiver of jurisdiction literature.
Indeed, this area of psycholegal research is feliabd informative. Nonetheless, much remains unkno
with respect to the sociocultural and psychologiaators that contextualize and influence spegifiticial
transfer decisions. Some inquiries have identifieplortant relations between particular types oéleg
attitudes and transfer choices (e.g. D’Angelo, 2081l less is understood about the actual tiadie—
behavior link” or about the roles played by oth@rapsychic processes, such as affect and cognifitia

is due mainly to an overreliance on methods (swgveys) which are unable to produce data that are
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amenable to causal analysis and inference. Futthisrarea of research has received limited thialet
attention. It is unclear how transfer decisionssir@ped by the complex array of extralegal facios
legal considerations present in a particular wadfgurisdiction hearing.

Based on the current state of judicial transfeigies-making research, a second study was
designed to accomplish four goals. First, Study&wned the role of judicial punishment attitudes.
Second, affective (e.g., uncertainty anxiety) anghnitive (e.g., information-processing) processesaw
probed. Third, the study employed quantitative eixpental methods in order to draw causal inferevias
a direct analysis of the attitude—behavior linkeTesign afforded an opportunity to analyze other
intrapsychic processes (e.g., perceptions of theewaiearing) which may impact decisional behavior.
Finally, the study concurrently examined the wtitf two social theories and a third model, alindfich

propose distinct perspectives with respect to tiieadents of legal decision-making.
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Chapter 5: Conceptualization of the Variables of Inerest

The current investigation is comprised of two stsdiThe two studies used similar experimental
methods but were set up to achieve discrete raseants. Study 1 addressed a methodological limitati
in psycholegal applications of terror managemeaoti? (TMT). The problem stems from the frequent
application of traditional and ecologically invalidbrtality salience (MS) cues. In contrast, Study 2
substantive inquiry designed to contribute to aybaidpsycholegal research which has received modest
attention. The process of conceptualizing the eértrriables for Studies 1 and 2 was based on these
research aims and the relevant literature. Indhépter, conceptual definitions of the variablestdrest
for Studies 1 and 2 are reviewed in turn. For aitkt description of parallel operational definiti
including sample items, refer to the two “Materiadabsections located in Chapter 7 (“Method”).

Study 1 Variables

Mock-juror decision-making studies inspired by TMdve reported that legal-related behaviors
impacted by mortality-related cognitions emergéhoretically predictable styles (see Arndt et2005;
Cook et al., 2004). One implication of this reséasca generally accepted claim that terror managgm
processes operate within legal contexts, so tigdt itifluence over legal-related behavior mirrdre terror
management patterns observed in the published iexgatial literature. Yet, one critical shortcoming o
this body of research is its heavy reliance onrextéy invalid and ecologically unreal MS stimuiich as
the MAPS paradigm (cf. Burke et al., 2010).

To rectify this limitation in psycholegal researehfour-group experiment was designed to
compare emergent behavioral traits when mock-juaicegprimed with death thoughts via a traditional
method versus an ecologically realistic approadriables of interest for Study 1 were grouped thtee
broad conceptual categorigmsychological parametertial-related perceptionsindtrial outcome A
focus on these three conceptual categories witkingle experiment assisted in generating the data
required to address the problem of ecologicallalitvMS cues present in most research regardimgrter
management and the law.

Conceptual category 1: Psychological parameter&ix psychological parameters were

examined. Proponents of TMT have argued that iddai perceptions (including trial-related percepsip
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are intertwined with specialized psychological msses, including information-processing mode
(Pyszczynski et al., 1999) and punishment attitydesArndt et al., 2005; Carroll et al., 1987; Clgu&
Bagozzi, 1997; Chung &ardeck, 1994; Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005; threw et al., 1990; Judges,
1999). As such, Study 1 examindded for CognitioffNFC) andraith in Intuition (FI), which represent
two plausible modes of deliberation—rational angdegiential, respectively—mock-jurors could adopt
when processing information. Furthirgal authoritarianism(i.e., pro-state valuedggal egalitarianism
(i.e., prodefense values) alegjal anti-authoritarianismwere evaluated and treated as potential
punishments attitudes that may add context to noicks’ decisional behavior. Lastly, as in priormrte
management studies, a key psychological parangteepersonal vulnerability threabr the experience
of existential anxiety that results from consciousinconscious thoughts about death and dying
(Greenberg et al., 1990; Greenberg et al., 1998efdrerg et al., 1986; Rosenblatt et al., 1989).d¥ew it
is imperative to highlight here that personal vuliidlity is observable only via its indirect effeain select
measurable behaviors (e.g., trial evaluations).

Conceptual category 2: Trial-related perceptionsin the majority of investigations that
implement a mock-juror paradigm, researchers degdsted in understanding and measuring respondents
trial evaluations. In theory, self-reported insgbf this sort tap into an assortment of relevaal-telated
perceptions that explain, either wholly or in partprs’ judgmental reasoning and decision-makihg)is
common practice in psycholegal studies with moakijs, Study 1 analyzed eight trial-related pereeyti
These perceptions are grounded in evaluationseqfrtfsecution’s casehevictim’s testimonythepolice
officer’s testimonythedefense counsel’'s cgsbedefendant’s testimonyhedefendant’s moral character
respondents’ juror-related abilitie@ proxy for self-esteem) and tapplicable legal statutesf a case (a
proxy for worldview defensiveness).

Conceptual category 3: Trial outcomesJuror decision-making research is commonly perfarme
in order to gather knowledge about various trigtomes. Trial outcomes may include verdict, seritenc
and the awarding of damages. Study 1 examinedygpeedf outcomeverdict certaintyas it pertains to a
criminal case wherein the standard of proof isaaable doubt. Two reasons support the selectidhi®f

outcome variable. First, verdict certainty is cqutcelly continuous (rather than nominally dichotarsp
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Second, the construct is a property of mock-junoos,mock-juries. In real trials, it is reasonatiexpect
that verdict certainty manifests as a psychologieglerience that varies on a continuum of perceived
certainty and uncertainty. It is equally reasonablmfer that features of mock-jurors provide imf@tion
about how mock-juries may decide on a final (dionedus) verdict.

Study 2 Variables

The available literature suggests that legal decisnaking is prone to the effects of mortality
awareness (see Arndt et al., 2005; Burke et aLQ2Co0k et al., 2004) and uncertainty managensag (
Albonetti, 1986, 1987, 1991). Further evidence tsxis suggest that legal reasoning and judgmentgame
from appraisals of statutory and nonstatutory fiac{®’Angelo, 2007). Still, to date little is knovabout
how (or if) these three social psychological preessoperate within the context of juvenile law (and
transfer law, in particular).

In order to conceptualize the variables of inteeggiropriately, pre-dissertation interviews were
conducted with actual juvenile court judges. Resfutim this informal investigation were juxtaposeith
the aforementioned literature and variables ofresewere selected accordingly. Because Study? is
substantive inquiry, a sizable number of factorsanassessed simultaneously. All variables of irstefiar
Study 2 were grouped into three broad conceptuabosiesgeneral-level psychological parameters
case-specific psychological parametargdwaiver hearing outcomen the subsequent subsections of this
chapter, the pre-dissertation interviews are dsedisn-depth. The discussion then transitionsanto
breakdown of the three conceptual categories fad\Se.

The pre-dissertation interviews.In an effort to learn more about the most critfe&tors cited in
the literature and state laws, qualitative intemsiavere conducted with actual juvenile court judgeda
August of 2011, four juvenile court judges from theited States elected to participate in a discussgia
telephone interview. Of the four judges, one watentde was also the only retired judge in the samat
the time of the interview, he was working as a legasultant for other juvenile court judges. Thidge
mentioned that, before his retirement, he had metkperience in matters regarding waivers of

jurisdiction. The remaining three juvenile courdgies were active at the time of the interviews ahd

1 The four interviews served a vital function in idgéng the methodological procedures and matefials
Study 2.
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reported having had experience with transfers. dsidgere from the northeastern, southern and
southwestern regions of the United States.

With the assistance of the director of the Juveanild Family Law Department, a division of the
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court JuslgdCJIFCJ), the contact emails of the four
participating judges were obtained. Judges wergniméd that the interviews would be conducted by
telephone and scheduled at a time of their convepidt was explained that the interview processldo
take approximately 25 minutes. The interviews wefermal and semi-structured. All conversations ever
documented on a digital voice recorder (DVR). Beestle judges’ voices and replies were preserved in
data storage devices (e.g., DVRs and computeesy,dhfidentiality of the interview process was asdu
and judges’ informed consent was informally accplitfe

At interview, judges were told that the conversatimuld center on three general areas of
discussion (when appropriate, judges were alsogutebth spontaneous questions). In all intervievs,
four judges were asked to respond to the follovtimge statements:

Statement :1As a judge, you are sometimes required to determimether or

not a juvenile offender warrants transfer to theltaenal system. Please tell me
about the information you consider in making yoecidion and how you use
that information to render a specific transfer dieai.

Statement 2As a member of the justice system, you may belfanwith other
juvenile court judges. From your perspective, pedascribe the process by
which your judicial peers render a particular tfanslecision.

Statement 3Given the juvenile cases you have adjudicatetigmist, please

tell me about the feelings you commonly experienben making transfer

decisions.

2 prior to communicating with judges, the UniversifyjNevada, Reno’s institutional review board (IRB)
was contacted. It was determined that IRB apprexaild not be required to conduct the qualitative
interviews. This was because the interviews wouwldsubject participants to any harm. Further, IRB
approval was not necessary because the intervigvsoti qualify as a “study,” per se; rather, the
interviews functioned as means for developing ntefor a larger investigation.
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Table T2 provides a summary of important findingszen that transfer provisions are determined
largely by state-level policies, the four judgesildoonly disclose information about their respeetstate
statutes and practices. Although transfer decisiaking is nested within jurisdictional state, theirf
judges assisted in identifying important insightthwegard to (a) statutory criteria, (b) non-staty
sources of influence, (c) the use of transfer rep@d) the role of juvenile age/maturity, (e) theight of
offender- and offense-related characteristics,(§neimotions and feelings.

Insights gathered from the four interviews hightighthree critical points. First, it was evident
that juvenile court judges attended to variousllegd extralegal factors, a finding which is cotesi$ with
previous research (e.g., D’Angelo, 2007). Accordmghe four judges, state statutes often dictsethey
consider factors such as the severity of the offetie age of the offender, the offender’s priaord, the
offender’s rehabilitative prospects and the posmublic risk generated by non-transfer. Moreoteese
judges cited juvenile demeanor, familial factord &ittim reactions as potential extralegal sounxfes
influence. Second, and related to the issue ofkegal sources of influence, interviews revealed th
judges may experience common affective respongeartular cases, including frustration, uneasines
doubt and “excruciating” emotions. Finally, the Gtadive interviews provided an insiders’ perspeeti
with regard to the conceptual elements of StuddlXour judges stated that it would be an ardutask to
identify a method by which to empirically study jcidl transfer decision-making and other relataghle
concepts. Still, three of the four judges acknowtstithat there are important conceptual similaiéieross
state jurisdictions. They also expressed optimiathreoted that a quantitative study on transfergieat
making is feasible, with the “right” design. Themaining subsections of this chapter elaborate @pon
subset of critical concepts.

Conceptual category 1: General-level psychologicahrameters. At times, judicial decision-
making may be affected by preexisting values antts@ts that are unrelated to the specific detaids a
issues of a given case or hearing (Chung & Bagd#8y7; Chung &ardeck, 1994). Study 2 examined 11
general-level psychological parameters. In théualithal domain, researchers have observed thataene
attitudinal effects on behavior reveal global imi@ation (i.e., behavioral aggregate data) about how

individuals are most likely to respond, given theitued attitudes (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). Sintifar
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other scholars have found that legal decisionsbeaaffected by general attitudes about the value of
incorporating punishments in the justice proceswuf@ & Bagozzi, 1997; Chung Rardeck, 1994). As in
Study 1, the second study assessed judges’ gliobaldase-nonspecific) punishment attitudes. Evers
general punishment attitudes of interest conceewvatuations abouthabilitation retribution, deterrence
incapacitation restoration crime controlanddue processin the cognitive research domain, inquiries have
determined that decisions are influenced by difféeé modes of social information-processing. Stady
was designed to test the applicability of the dualeess theory of proximal/distal defenses (DTPBB]
uncertainty avoidance/causal attribution (UACA)dhe In Study 2, four different forms of general
information-processing were considered: NFC (a yprfox rational processing), Fl (a proxy for expetial
processing)person-focused attributional reasonifige., disposition-based reasoning style) aystem-
focused attributional reasoninge., situation-based reasoning style).

Conceptual category 2: Case-specific psychologigahrameters. Intuitive logic dictates that
judicial decision-making is directly impacted bytaiés and concerns associated with specific cdadact,
attitude researchers note that general attitudingglsures are imprecise predictors of actual behavio
Rather, these scholars propose utilizing “behaspeific” attitudinal assessments (i&tjtudes-toward-
a-behavior Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). In addition to attitudirsources of influence, results extrapolated
from the transfer literature and from qualitatiuéigial interviews, in conjunction with information
gathered from a collection of independent cohoalyses (see Green, 1984; Tracy et al., 1990; Wtfga
et al., 1972), suggest that juvenile court judgagtend with numerous forces when rendering transfer
decisions. These forces, though not always singpgatssify into unequivocal categories, generatheege
as “legal” and “extralegal” variables that precéle casting of a legal decision. In Study 2, a praiic
approach was adopted in which a select subsetrthget legal and extralegal factors were considere
controlled or measured. The experiment-within-syrfl@VS) accounted for 24 case-specific psycholdgica
parameters. The 24 parameters were grouped irde ttanceptual subcategories: (a) legal-related
parameters, (lXentGuidelines, and (c) extralegal-related parameters.

Legal-related parameters of intereResearch conducted with American juvenile courgasd

(e.g., D’Angelo, 2007; Redding & Murrie, 2007) hetpto identify some of the most essential legaioisc
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that commonly precede the rendering of a transfediat. Identification of these factors played dical
role in the design of Study 2. The five legal-rethparameters of interest included judges’ peroepti
aboutoffender dangerousnessfense severityecidivism likelihoodthevalue of disposition-based mental
health informatiorand thevalue of situation-based mental health information

TheKent Guidelines.Following the seminal caskgent v. United Stated 966), federal statutes
established eight guidelines which juvenile coudges could consider when rendering legal decisions
hearings regarding waivers of jurisdiction. Mosttstlevel transfer laws adopt element&eht Thus,
these eight guidelines were treated as variablgsthe potential to impact the transfer decisiorkimg
process. As such, Study 2 examined the perceivity of the KentGuidelines vis-a-vis a mock-waiver
hearing. The guidelines concern matters invohdffgnse severityoremeditationoffense typéproperty
vs. person)prosecutive merjttherole of adult accomplicesophisticatiofmaturity, prior record and
treatment amenability

Extralegal-related parameters of intere$he available research on juvenile court judgestsre
most intrapsychic processes as factors that asrenkly extralegal (see Albonetti, 1986, 1987, 1991
Albonetti & Hepburn, 1996; Arndt et al., 2005; Coetkal., 2004; D’Angelo, 2007; Goodman-Delahunty et
al., 2005). In this sense, “extralegal” refers mny aon-normative social or psychological process i
virtually unrelated to the statutory and case-rateacts that ought to enter the decision-makalgutus.
Extralegal intrapsychic processes are usuallyuditial, cognitive and emotional in form and, ashole,
increase the likelihood of biased decision-makitydy 2 inspected 11 extralegal-related parameters,
which included an ecological-basedinerability threatsimilar to the one implemented in Study 1. Other
case-specific extralegal parameters of interesajmed to judgesaffect toward the offensaffect toward
the offendertreatment amenability perceptigmeeed for retributionneed for deterrenc@eed for
incapacitation need for restoratioyneed for crime contrpheed for due processd reportedincertainty
toward the case

Conceptual category 3: Waiver hearing outcomeis with most mock-juror and jury studies,
judicial decision-making research is conducteditaim valuable information about hearing and trial

outcomes. However, unlike Study 1, wherein decisi@kers were told to reach a verdict based on a
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reasonable doubt standard, decision-makers in Stwdgre not required to determine guilt or inno@nc
Rather, participating judges were asked to detegrthie appropriateness of waiving jurisdiction imack-
case where a juvenile offender had already waivedidiht to a probable cause hearing (i.e., gudsw
already established). One type of hearing outcoa af major interestransfer decision certainty his

construct is conceptually similar to the trial autee construct mentioned above.
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Chapter 6: Research Questions and Hypotheses

Two studies made up this investigation. The fisgtegiment was a methodological study designed
to add context to the second study. This was aclisingal by comparing the effects of traditional and
ecological mortality salience (MS) stimuli on leglgcision-making. The second experiment was a
substantive inquiry. This study examined the effedtvarious intrapsychic and sociocognitive prgess
on judicial waivers. Although the two studies edtd legal behavior, each inquiry focused on achfiit
population (mock-jurors vs. juvenile court judgasy proposed variant questions and corresponding
hypotheses in order to address distinct limitatiorthe relevant literature.

Study 1: Research Questions and Hypotheses

In the domain of terror management, aspects ofitdrature give reason to suspect that relations
exist between legal decision-making, vulnerabiityncerns and “psychoexistential” coping (Arndtlet a
2005; Cook et al., 2004; Goodman-Delahunty e28I05). Psycholegal studies have determined that
exposure to death-related stimuli has the potetttiigger thoughts about personal vulnerabilitgd a
inevitable mortality, in turn leading decision-makéo execute biased legal choices. However, armajo
shortcoming of this body of research is the predami use of traditional MS induction methodologies
(e.g., death-related essays) in lieu of ecologicatid externally valid MS triggers. Consequentlpsim
studies examining the MS hypothesis claim (prenedyuand without direct evidence) that the MS effect
observed in the laboratory also occur in ecologicaitexts wherein death reminders emerge (e.g.,
courtrooms). If legal contexts actually provide ogpnities for MS priming, then it is expected thizd
effects of traditional and ecological MS cues ohawaor would be similar.

In Study 1, using a four-group mock-juror paradighmee general hypotheses were examined to
address one general research question: namelyalimgécally valid MS cues yield effects on legal
behavior and perceptions that are comparable éztsftaused by traditional MS induction methods?
Based on the implications of TMT, it is expectedttifi ecological MS induction functions in ways ako
traditional MS priming, and if these two procesaesdistinguishable from parallel control condisamith

no MS primes, then:
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Hypothesis 1a-1i (comparability of experimental yps) Mock-jurors

randomly assigned to the ecological MS inductiasugr(i.e., exposure to death-
laden prosecutorial information) and to the traxditil MS induction group (i.e.,
exposure to a death-related essay task) are exiectespond similarly on all
critical dependent measures (i.e., trial evalualiofhe dependent measures are
evaluations about the prosecution’s case, themwistiestimony and moral
character, the police officer’s testimony, the defgs case, the defendant’s
testimony, the defendant’s moral character, trength of one’s juror abilities,
the case-relevant legal statutes and trial vergigiinty.

Hypothesis 2a-2i (comparability of control groups)ock-jurors randomly

assigned to the ecological neutrality inductionugréi.e., exposure to pain-
laden prosecutorial information) and to the tradfiéil neutrality induction group
(i.e., exposure to a dental pain-related essay taskexpected to respond
similarly on all critical dependent measures. Thpahdent measures are the
same as those listed under Hypothesis 1la-1i.

Hypothesis 3a-3i (convergent evidence of terror aggment) Mock-jurors

randomly assigned to the experimental groups (gixdband traditional) and
control groups (ecological and traditional) areextpd to respond differently
from each other on all critical dependent measunad,in ways consistent with
TMT (e.g., increased punitiveness toward norm v@kamong jurors in the
experimental conditions). The dependent measusstharsame as those listed
under Hypothesis 1a-1i.
For a listing of specific hypotheses, includingitle®rresponding variables and statistical tests,
refer to Table T3.
Study 2: Research Questions and Hypotheses
Despite research on the relationship between temesragement processes and legal decision-

making (e.g., Arndt et al., 2005; Cook et al., 20B84odman-Delahunty et al., 2005), alternative tagcal
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models and studies have identified meaningful aagons connecting law-related decisional behawiith
other social and cognitive mechanisms, includingestainty management (see Albonetti, 1986, 1987,
1991; Albonetti & Hepburn, 1996) and attitudinahtiagencies (e.g., punishment attitudes; D’Angelo,
2007). Yet, to date, there have been no inquiiashave examined all these variables within alsing
experimental study. As such, it remains uncleartwgbaial psychological forces are operative when
juvenile court judges render particular transfesisiens.

In Study 2, three general research questions wepmped. Research questions and corresponding
hypotheses are listed below and categorized imeettifferent areas of social research. That ierrative
hypothesis families were examined in order to deitee the extent to which judicial decision-making
behaviors conformed to predictions espoused bytiadprocess theory of proximal/distal defenses
(DTPDD), uncertainty avoidance/causal attributio\CA) theory and a “statutory—nonstatutory factors”
perspective. For a list of specific hypotheseduitiog their corresponding variables and statistiests,
refer to Table T4.

Terror management and social information-processingThe DTPDD. The DTPDD predicts
that implicit MS effects follow from a preconscio@xperiential process which is elicited by subdéath
reminders (rather than overt reminders). The théather holds that overt MS stimuli often activate
rational, systematic and deliberate thinking styf@gszczynski et al., 1999). In Study 2, an assionptas
made that exposure to one MS cue (single-MS camjitvould be more subtle than exposure to two MS
cues (double-MS condition).

Research question Given the aforementioned assumption and the teriekee DTPDD, do
death-related stimuli have a predictable impadegal outputs?

Hypothesis 1aln general, judges high in need for cognition (paned to those
low in NFC) are less likely to favor the motion toansfer (i.e., low transfer
decision certainty); also, judges high in Faithirituition (compared to those
low in FI) are more likely to favor the motion fansfer (i.e., high transfer

decision certainty).



48

Hypothesis 1bCompared to a control condition, judges in the sivayle-MS
conditions (i.e., exposure to one death-laden prdseial argument or one
death-laden defense argument) are expected to fla@anotion for transfer (i.e.,
high transfer decision certainty).
Hypothesis 1:cCompared to the single-MS conditions, judges endbuble-MS
condition (i.e., exposure to both death-laden atigprarguments) are expected to
view the motion for transfer less favorably (ilew transfer decision certainty).
Uncertainty management and attributional reasoningstyle: UACA theory. UACA theory
predicts that legal decision-making stems fromwsakbased analysis wherein decision-makers apply
particular attributions in an effort to reduce esipeced uncertainty (Albonetti, 1991). Applied teettopic
of judicial decision-making, the theory further ti®tthat decision-makers in legal contexts are rate
by crime control motives and desires to identifiisfactory (as opposed to optimal) choices. In $t2idit
was presumed that variations in experienced uriogytarould compel decision-makers to differentially
endorse particular patterned responses (i.e batitvhs grounded in stereotypic and non-stereotypic
information) and legal/extralegal outputs. The alispositional (i.e., stereotypic) versus
unstable/situational (i.e., non-stereotypic) preipsrof an offender’s behavior, history and sostatus
were expected to yield distinct effects on decigimaking.
Research question 2Vhat are the relationships among uncertainty managég crime control
motives, active attributional reasoning modes aadsfer decision-making?
Hypothesis 2Person-focused judges are expected to favor ¢assfis crime
control values, as well as the motion for trangifer, high transfer decision
certainty); conversely, system-focused judgesess likely to favor case-
specific crime control values, as well as the mofar transfer (i.e., low transfer
decision certainty).
Attitudes, affect and perceptions: A “statutory—norstatutory factors” perspective.In contrast
to predictions purported by the DTPDD and UACA theother scholars have proposed that judicial

transfer decisions are a function of an amalgategsdl (statutory) and extralegal (honstatutory}des
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(D’'Angelo, 2007). It was expected that transferisien-making and trial evaluations would be
differentially correlated with legal consideraticansd extralegal sources of influence.
Research question 810 punishment attitudes, legal experience, evalnatof thekent

Guidelines, assessments of attorney evidence acdmi®ns of the juvenile interact in ways thatlekp
variations in judicial transfer decision certainty?

Hypothesis 3Positive predictive links are expected betweewfable

evaluations of the prosecution, case-specific detee motives and the

favorability of transfer (i.e., high transfer deois certainty). Prosecution-related

evaluations are expected to be a function of peedguvenile dangerousness,

extensive judicial experience (i.e., number of wailrearings) and the low

utility of the KentGuidelines. Case-specific deterrence motives grected to

be a function of perceived juvenile dangerousngis®al deterrence-based

attitudes and retributive attitudes.
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Chapter 7: Method

This investigation is comprised of two separate,|bosely related, experiments. Study 1, a
methodological inquiry designed to provide contexthe second experiment, assessed if ecologicaligt
mortality salience (MS) induction effects mirroethffects of traditional MS induction methods ogdle
reasoning and behavior. Study 2, a substantivarycgxamined if ecological MS induction mechanisms
among other intrapsychic and sociocognitive proeg$e.g., uncertainty management and punishment
attitudes), are active in judicial waiver jurispamte.

This chapter is divided into three parts. In thistftwo parts, the specific methodological elements
of Studies 1 and 2 are reviewed in turn. The twatisas contain detailed information about sampling,
statistical power, study design, materials andysprdcedures. The final section is devoted to deisy
the central quantitative analytic technique chdseroth studies. An explanation (and rationaletfer
use) of a path modeling technique knowmastial least-squares structural equation model{{Rl.S-SEM)
is provided. This section concludes with a disaussif the type | error inflation problem that ispasive
in path modeling; also presented is a newly-de\edagolution which balances the need to control for
familywise type | error inflation and the desirenhinimize loss of statistical power.

Study 1: Mock-juror Decision-making—the Methodologtal Project

The extant terror management and social psycholiggadtures indicate that mock-juror
evaluations and decisions are informed by bothategial and legal factors, such as MS and evidgntiar
testimony, respectively. Notably, most psycholegi@nted terror management experiments have retied
ecologically and externally invalid methodologiesy, the Mortality Attitudes Personality SurveyAMS]
paradigm,; cf. Burke et al., 2010). From this staoidfy the actual role that vulnerability concerteypn
legal environments is dubious and open to speoul@nd skepticism. It remains equivocal if thederr
management effects reported in the psycholegaarelsdnighlight evidence of real psychoexistential
coping, methodological myopia or other unexaminezacognitive phenomena. Study 1 scrutinizes the
effects of traditional MS stimuli versus ecologlgalalid MS stimuli on mock-juror decision-making an

effort to address this methodological ambiguity.
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Sampling procedures and sample descriptiorA sample 0N = 192 participants provided the
data for Study 1 in exchange for course creditpaliticipants were adult students who were reatitem
communications, human development and family stjdied sociology courses offered at a mid-sized
state university located in the western UnitedetabDuring class hours, the lead investigator ctdkkall
the data in-person using a paper-and-pencil regpftirmat. Participants reported critical demogiaph
data, including information about gender, age ghdieity/race. The gender composition of the sample
based omwalid totals(i.e., the total sample size minus the numberisbimg data points), is 80.2%
female (yqiq = 154) and 19.8%,q male fvaig = 38). In terms of age-related features, the samphtained
some hints of diversity (range = 18 yrs to 54 yilspugh it is evident from the data that most pyéints
were young adultdy = 21.83 yrsSD = 5.20) at the time of the study. With respeciample totalgi.e.,
the total sample size, including the number of mgslata points), approximately 1.6%of participants
(nwtar = 3) did not offer their age. The ethnic/raciatdlkdown of the sample is as follows: 67,g%
European Americam{gig = 127); 9.0%uiq Latina/o or Latina/o Americamgig = 17); 8.5%.iq
Asian/Asian Americanraig = 16); 3.7%uiq African American fyaig = 7); 1.1%aiiq Native American rfyaiq
= 2); and 0.5%iq Middle Easternr{,yq = 1). The remaining 10.1%q4 of the sampler{,i; = 19) was
classified as some other ethnicity/race or as ethitiic/multiracial. Approximately 1.6%g, of participants
(nwtal = 3) Opted to leave this demographic item unans@eneaning that their ethnicity/race remains
undetermined.

Participants were also asked to provide informagibaut theirelationship statusparental status
collegiate statugin years) andeligion. The relationship statuses of sample participargsas follows:
61.8%,q Were single/never married{;q = 118); 30.4%iq Wwere in a committed relationship, g = 58);
5.8%;ig Were marriedri,qig = 11); and 2.1%,;4 were in a non-marital domestic relationship,g = 4).

Only one respondent (0.5%) did not provide information regarding this catggdvost participants were
non-parents (85.9%q; Nvaic = 164) and they largely outnumbered parents (1¢4ik%aiq = 27). One
respondent (0.5%,) did not offer information about parental statth respect to collegiate status, most
participants had nearly three years of college slifg (M = 2.95 yrs SD= 1.08) during the time the study

was conducted. Approximately 1.§%of participants . = 3) did not offer collegiate status data.
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Finally, although most participants reported haviogeligious affiliation or specific faith (54.2%; Nvaid
=103), a substantial minority of those sampled&%&.iq4; Nvaiq = 87) expressed affiliation with some form
of major religion or minor faith-based belief systethe religious statuses of two participants (LQf6
remain unknown. Among the 87 participants who aféid a religion or faith, most were self-identified
Christians (54.0%uiq; Nvaia = 47) and Catholics (33.3%f; Nvaiia = 29); still, 12.6%;q of the “religious”
sample fyaig = 11) was comprised of individuals who self-idéatl as Mormon, Lutheran, Moslem,
Buddhist, Jewish or unaffiliated. All demographatal for Study 1 are summarized in Table T5.

Power analysis.In a quantitative synthesis involving 277 indepamtcexperiments, a set of
worldview- and self-esteem-related indicators piledi modest support (e.g.7 .35) for the MS
hypothesis (Burke et al., 2010). Accordingly, in@t 1, a power analysis for a four-group between-
subjects research design indicated that a sangdeoSiapproximately = 44 per experimental condition—
for a total ofN = 176—was required to detect medium-sized effeets (2 = .06, in accordance with
Cohen'’s criteria; Cohen, 1988; Keppel & Wickens)£20when power andype | errorafe set at .80 and .05,
respectively. With a total sample sizeNyfi, = 192 participants, the per-grouog for all four experimental
conditions exceeded the requisite sample sizerionitdor establishing adequate statistical powkeegen
values are reported in the subsequent subsection).

Study design.A simple independent-samples four-group experignsith one manipulation, was
adopted. To evaluate the impact of the independaeble on mock-juror verdicts, sentencing and
evaluations, college student participants wereaang assigned to one of four conditions: ff@ditional
MS induction(n = 51), (b)traditional neutrality inductior(n = 48), (c)ecological MS inductiofn = 47),
and (d)ecological neutrality inductiofn = 46). Participants at each research site wermoraly given one
of four packets containing all the materials far ttudy. Packets were randomized before distributio

Materials. Via a mock-juror paradigm, Study 1 was designealstsess the relationship between
one independent variable and a general dependeableclass (i.e., trial evaluations). Descriptaf the
requisite materials are reviewed below.

Mock-trial vignetteln a cover page, participants were instructedetdopm the duties of a juror

who had been called to render a verdict in a brygléal. A two-page narrative was used to present
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fictitious scenario in which a male defendant wesuaed of forcibly entering a female victim's apagnt
and illegally removing some of her property (se@épdix A). To improve validity, the narrative indied
elements taken from numerous real-world legal cd2agicipants were presented with prosecutoridl an
defense information. In particular, all participgneéad a summary of the prosecution’s case, which
included eyewitness testimony from the victim, evitlary testimony from the arresting police offiesrd
closing arguments from the state prosecutor (famgorortant addendum regarding the prosecutor’srajps
argument, see the next subsection on manipulatidfigarticipants also read a summary of the degén
case, which included expert testimony from a Igggichologist, testimony from the defendant andictps
arguments from the defense counsel.

The vast majority of the vignette presents constadtambiguous trial information. With respect
to constancy, save for some of the wording incafeat into the prosecutorial closing arguments, all
participants read the same trial scenario in wbiath the prosecution and defense bars were evenly
matched (e.g., the narratives for both attorney®wanilar in word-length, number of withesseseaxlto
the bench and number of arguments presented).dfuithan attempt to construct a “balanced” ambiguo
trial scenario (i.e., a case where it is relativdif§icult to determine guilt or innocence), bottetstate and
defense presented pieces of evidence that werdtaimaously convincing and unconvincing. For example
although the state was able to show that the dafégndatched the general description of a suspect as
recounted by the victim, it was also revealed thatvictim never provided a specific facial destop.
Likewise, although the defense’s expert was abtegtify that eyewitness testimony is generallyngrto
fallibility, it was also reported that the defentlaras in possession of “unmarked” property thahtsio
circumstantial guilt.

Primary manipulationStudy 1 examined the role of one independent vieriatih four levels. In
this design, levels of the independent variableewepresented by two control conditions and two
experimental conditions. In the traditional MS irtlan condition, participants were asked to congthe
2-item MAPS (Rosenblatt et al., 1989; see AppemJiprior to reviewing the mock-trial vignette. The
MAPS has been employed throughout many terror memagt studies (cf. Burke et al., 2010) and has

become a generally accepted methodology wherebyppga-ended statements are used to activate death-
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related thoughts that reside at the fringes of cionsness. These statements require that respendste
brief essays in which they discuss emotions andghts associated with death and dying.

In the traditional neutrality induction conditioparticipants were asked to complete the 2-ltem
Dental Pain Salience Prime (DPSP; cf. Arndt & Saon?003) prior to reviewing the mock-trial vigreett
(see Appendix C). The DPSP and MAPS are parak#fuments. Akin to the MAPS, the DPSP and similar
methods have been applied in numerous terror mamaganvestigations (cf. Burke et al., 2010) andeha
become commonly used strategies in which open-esid¢ements are used to activate pain-related
thoughts that exist at the preconscious level aframess. The two DPSP statements require that
respondents write brief essays in which they oatémotions and thoughts related to dental pain.

In the ecological MS induction condition, in lietithe MAPS approach, explicit death-related cue
words were embedded in prosecutorial closing arguisria order to trigger preconscious death cogmitio
(for a similar methodology, refer to Pickel & Broy2002, as cited in Arndt et al., 2005). Thatiigg f
additional sentences were added to the prosecwtosig statement, each containing a single death-
related cue word (see Appendix D). Although moghefclosing statements made by the prosecutor were
constant across all four experimental conditiohs,gcological MS induction included five extra ssmtes
containing the worddead killed, murder, alive anddeath(in that order).

Lastly, in the ecological neutrality induction catoh, in lieu of the DPSP approach, pain-related
cue words were embedded in prosecutorial closiggraents in order to trigger preconscious thoughts
about physical pain (for a similar methodologygereb Pickel & Brown, 2002, as cited in Arndt et al
2005). The ecological mortality- and pain-relatetesments are parallel prosecutorial closing arguse
(see Appendix D). That is, the additional five sewes in the ecological neutrality induction coiodit
simply replace the five death-related cue wordstinead above with the following pain-related cuerdg
(in the following order)maimed injured, assault okayandmugging

Primary measuresStudy 1 focused on assessing four classes of mesagin instrument was
distributed to measure participants’ general mddaformation-processing. A similar scale was giten
participants in an attempt to tap into their gehlergal attitudes. Another collection of questiomaatems

were constructed as a means of gauging mock-judexssions and perceptions toward the mock-trial
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vignette. Finally, a demographic questionnaire utilized for the purposes of sample classificatioal
post-hoc data analysis. All measures are discussaetail below.

Prior to reading the trial narrative, participamsre asked to complete the Rational-Experiential
Inventory (REI; Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & HelE996; see Appendix E) and the Revised Legal
Attitudes Questionnaire (RLAQZ23; Kravitz, Cutler®ock, 1993; see Appendix F). In line with
methodological rigor and feasibility, the REI andARQ23 were counterbalanced when distributed to
participants. Although there was no reason to stighat the order in which participants receivesl tiio
instruments would trigger variant behaviors, cotlmtancing was used to examine potential ordecesfe
Both the REI and RLAQ23 employed 6-point Likertlesaranging from 1 (REtompletely disagree
RLAQ23: strongly disagregto 6 (REl:completely agreeRLAQ?23: strongly agreg A 6-point metric was
purposely chosen to avoid having a numerical miadpdihe 6-point metric does not pose any more
constraints during statistical analysis than idatre collected using a different Likert metriar(fnore on
metrics, see Visser, Krosnick, & Lavrakas, 200@wever, by not allowing for a midpoint, the 6-point
metric is conceptually analogous to the dichotonsiusgcture of many sociocognitive constructs (e.g.,
dual-process models) and legal concepts (e.gtygusl not guilty).

The rationale for administering the REI and RLAQ238w~o-fold. First, in line with prior terror
management studies, the two scales provided asimpans by which to disguise the true purposeeof th
experiment. Second, research has shown that teanagement effects share important relationshigs wi
other sociocognitive mechanisms, including ratieeaperiential processing (Pyszczynski et al., 1291)
legal authoritarian values (cf. Arndt et al., 20@eenberg et al., 1990; Judges, 1999). In thisneithe
REI and RLAQ23 served both methodological and sutiste functions in this study.

The 10-item REI measures two information-processiogles as independent constructs. The REI
combines the 5-item Faith in Intuition (FI) scaliéhna shortened 5-item version of the Need for Qagm
(NFC) scale (cf. Cacioppo & Petty, 1982).In sampiesollege students, internal consistency rateg ha
suggested that the Fl and NFC subscales are meljeraliable ¢ = .72 and .73, respectively; Epstein et
al., 1996). For the Fl and NFC subscales, greatees are indicative @xperiential(heuristic/peripheral)

andrational (systematic/central) information-processing, resigely. Arithmetic means were calculated
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for all subscales in order to produce measuregmtral tendency. The Fl includes items such alselieve
in trusting my hunches” and “I trust my initial fewys about people.” The shortened NFC includeanste
such as, “I prefer complex to simple problems” &@ndon'’t like to have to do a lot of thinking.”

The 23-item RLAQ assesses the degree to which uwwoks harboruthoritarian (via 8 items),
anti-authoritarian(via 6 items) an@galitarian (via 9 items) attitudes toward particular pointshe law.
Studies that have administered the RLAQ23 havertegd_ronbach alphas averaging at around .70 (see
Kravitz et al., 1993). Further, these studies hadé&ated that high levels of legal authoritariamiare
associated with proprosecution-like attitudeshis study, arithmetic means were calculated fothaéie
RLAQ subscales in order to produce measures ofadanhdency. As with prior legal authoritarianism
scales (e.g., Juror Bias Scale; cf. Kassin & WHgtdn, 1983), items were selected based of thdityatoi
measure low legal authoritarianism (e.g., “Searalrants should clearly specify the person or thiogse
seized.”; “No one should be convicted of a crimel@basis of circumstantial evidence, no mattev ho
strong the evidence is.”) and high legal authaat@sm (e.g., “Police should be allowed to arrest a
guestion suspicious looking persons to determinethdr they have been up to something illegal.”;
“Accused persons should be required to take liealet tests.”).

Data for the third dependent measure class weggr@ut by administering a trial-related
guestionnaire. The instrument was comprised ofephiate questions, with some questions containing
multiple items (see Appendix G). Multi-item questsatapped unique constructs (akin to subscales). To
evaluate mock-jurodecision-makingtwo questions requested that participants providedllowing three
answers: (a) a dichotomous verdict (i.e., guiltyot guilty), (b) a continuous verdict rated al@ng-point
Likert metric, ranging from 1cgrtainly innocenjtto 7 ertainly guilty), and (c) in instances of guilt, a
sentencing judgment, limited to a range of 1 toydfirs. The nine remaining questions inquired about
mock-jurors’perceptiongoward the attorneys’ cases, the witnesses, titanjithe defendant, the relevant
law (a proxy for cultural worldview defensivenesse’s own verdict and one’s own juror abilities
(proxies for self-esteem enhancement). All itentateel to these nine questions were rated alond.an 1

point Likert metric, ranging from 0 to 10 (note tliar these items, scale anchor labels were speco as
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to tap into certain perceptions, suctbatievability, reliability, moral deserand the like). For all multi-
item questions, arithmetic means were calculatextder to produce measures of central tendency.

The fourth and final dependent measure class wasnelol by distributing a standard demographic
form to all participants. The form included a tadéll7 items (see Appendix H). The items inquirbdu
important descriptive, though non-identifiable,dmhation, such as gender, age, ethnicity/race and
education. Demographic data of this sort are egdeéha goal is to classify the participants tiekamprise
particular research samples or if the purpose i®termine the representativeness of the samgltvesto
the target population. Access to this corpus o€dpsve information is also critical at the posiehphase
of data analysis, as some observed systematiteddahvolving the variables of interest may beler
understood when select demographic factors areattat (e.g., gender; Burke et al., 2010).

Procedure.In-person recruitment took place in five separasearch sites (i.e., classrooms). Prior
to distributing the final materials to participgnds information sheet was provided to all potéméaruits.
Per guidelines of the University of Nevada'’s ingtiinal review board (IRB), an information sheetswa
used in lieu of obtaining formal informed conséite sheet detailed information about participagitts
and informed interested parties that the studyadtqal a mock-juror paradigm in an effort to invgate
the links between attitudes, opinions and legahlir.

After obtaining informal informed consent, partigigs were handed a paper-and-pencil survey
packet containing an instructional cover sheettandstudy’s primary materials. All participants wer
asked to complete the questionnaires in the ordetich they were organized. The cover sheet expthi
to participants that their duty was to take onrtble of a juror who had been called to render @icein a
fictitious burglary trial. All participants had aaximum of 30 minutes to complete the study on tbein.
Before reading the mock-trial narrative, all papants responded to the REI and RLAQ23 (instruments
were counterbalanced).

After all participants responded to the REI and RI28, participants in the traditional MS and
traditional neutrality induction groups were asked¢omplete the MAPS and DPSP, respectively. In
contrast, participants in the two ecological indutigroups moved ahead to the trial phase immdgiate

following the REI and RLAQ23. It was during the peazutor’s closing arguments that participants é th
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ecological induction groups encountered eithertdeglited cue words or pain-related cue words. The
logic underlying basic terror management patteemars on the notion that, following a death reraimd
conscious death thoughts gradually dissipate, butithout leaving transitory residues of experigint
terror at the level of pre-consciousness. In otdessure that individual’s death thoughts areqmscious
(i.e., experiential) rather than cognitively satiére., rational) prior to the assessment of depen
variables, temporal delay tasks are often impleatwrGenerally, research indicates that longer delay
yield terror management effects which are greateffiect size magnitude vis-a-vis shorter delayskB
et al., 2010). In this experiment, the mock-tri@nette functioned as a naturally occurring detskt?

Following the mock-trial vignette, all participanire given the same trial-related questionnaire.
Lastly, prior to the conclusion of the study, a dgmaphic form was distributed. At the end of thedst all
participants were formally debriefed, thanked awdraled research participation credit.
Study 2: Judicial Transfer Decision-making—the Subtantive Project

Research and active statutes reveal that juveoild fudges’ transfer decisions are informed by
various extralegal and legal factors. An ideal apph by which to examine the links between thes®fa
should provide: (a) an assessment of the attituelesaior link, (b) statistical data amenable to ehus
inference, (c) a degree of control over certainaldes, and (d) a strategy that targets a largekEaai
juvenile court judges. This means that an experiméthin-survey (EWS) approach was appropriate for
this investigation.

In Study 2, thelual-process theory of proximal/distal defensesRDID; Pyszczynski et al., 1999)
and uncertainty avoidance/causal attribution (UA@#8ory (Albonetti, 1991) were considered as guides
by which to explore the nature of juvenile coudges’ transfer decisions. That is, two alternatind

formal theoretical frameworks were utilized to erwailly test differing predictions with respectjtalicial

131t is important to note that the traditional intioa groups yield longer temporal delays between MS
induction and dependent variable assessment teagctilogical induction groups. This is due to the
inherent procedural structure of Study 1. Thatréditional induction participants are primed befor
reading the mock-trial vignette (i.e., the entin@tpage mock-trial vignette serves as a delay tdsk)
contrast, ecological induction participants arengd during prosecutorial closing statements @&y the
one-page defense summary serves as a delay taskjch, differences in delay-time across the indoct
group-types (traditional vs. ecological) may fuoaotas potential confounds. Future experiments could
address this limitation by crossing induction grdype with controlled delay-times (short vs. lomga
factorial design.
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decision-making. For instance, if delinquent bebais perceived as a type of vulnerability thrétai
possible that judges may become highly punitiveaimyuveniles who transgress against valued social
norms @ lathe DTPDD). In contrast, because the etiologiemadt crimes are rarely known in their
entirety, the potential for uncertainty concerngmter into the legal decision-making process isa#y
possible & la UACA theory). An EWS design was selected to examine¢hacity of these predictions.

Sampling procedures and sample descriptiorin Study 2, the target population was all juvenile
court judges from the 45 eligible American stated the District of Columbia. Eligibility for partigation
was based on state law, as the aforementionednebave legal avenues in place that allow for jatlic
waivers™ In these states, judges possess the power to yuisdiction through judicial discretion,
presumptive waivers, mandatory waivers or some @ogtiion of the three methods. Five states do not
grant judges jurisdiction over transfers (Griffina¢, 2011). Thus, judges from Massachusetts, kot
Nebraska, New Mexico and New York were ineligibhel &xcluded from this study.

A sampling frame of target judges was acquiredlbgipg a request to the National Council of
Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFEBecause of professional associations with menmifettse
NCJFCJ, constructing the relevant sampling frame meadily feasible. In March of 2013, a complese li
of just over 1,800 NCJFCJ members became accesésililais experiment. Following approval from the
host university’s IRB, a random sample of juvemiteirt judges was drawn from this list.

The random sampling procedure involved a seriesnople steps. Initially, NCIJFCJ members
from the complete list were removed if they wersoagate members (e.g., psychologists; physicians),
international members & 7), members without email addresses or membens the five ineligible states.
This screening strategy isolated the eligible tapggulation, resulting in a finalized samplingrfra which
contained 1,400 NCJFCJ members who were also jieveoirt judges with jurisdiction over transfers.

From this sampling frame, 1,400 email addresses vardomly assigned to different research condition

*1n some of the eligible states, their laws congavisions that establish more than one transfategy
(this means that some of these states also makef st#utory exclusion laws and/or direct file).

'3 ocated in Reno, NV, the NCJFCJ is a nonprofit(6JB) organization. Since 1937, the mission of the
NCJFCJ has been to ensure justice is provided farallies and pre-adults who come into contachutite
legal system. The mission is accomplished throegkarch, training and education. The membership
includes judges, referees, court masters and asiimators, police and probation officers, commissign
and social/mental health professionals.
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Recruitment invitations were sent to these emaltaskes by the director of the Juvenile and Fabaily
Department. All emails were used in order to maxarthe overall survey response rate. All recruitmen
invitations contained one of four SurveyMonkey™ wliaks (i.e., one web link for each of the four
research conditions). For each condition, 350 jilgerourt judges were randomly selected and sent th
appropriate survey web address. The overall regpats for this study was 6.5%nsed(Nresponse= 91).
Unfortunately, surveys from 27 judges were incongbnd their respective data were dropped from most
statistical analyses. In all, the response raterelasively inadequate. Still, as will be discus$aer in this
chapter, given the chosen statistical technique si@mple size was not detrimental to the studyissai

A final total of Ny = 64 juvenile court judges completed the entitelgtin exchange for an
opportunity to take part in a raffle wherein winsi@ould be given gift cards. Respondents were eithe
active (85.5%jig; Nvaiig = 53) or retired (14.5%iq; Nvaig = 9) judges at the time of the study. The sample
was 60.7%iq male Oyaig = 37) and 39.3%:q female 6,4ig = 24). Regarding the age of the sample, there
was evidence of diversity (range = 40 yrs to 7§,tfough it is apparent that most respondents were
their mid-fifties at the time of the studW(= 56.22 yrsSD = 7.07). The ethnic/racial breakdown of the
sample is as follows: 90.0%y European Americam{yq = 54); 5.0%.;q African American fyqig = 3);
3.3%;5ig Asian/Asian Americanr(,iq = 2); and 1.7%jiq Latina/o or Latina/o Americam{y;q = 1).

Juvenile court judges were also asked a seriegadtopns about theielationship statusparental
status education(i.e., number of degrees earnew)igion andjudicial history (i.e., the number of waiver
hearings overseen in one’s career). The relatiprsthtus of the sample is as follows: 83,3%avere
married Qyaig = 52); 9.7%%siq Were divorcedaig = 6); 3.2%qiq Were in a committed relationship,{q =
2); and 3.2%,q were widowed tfy,iq = 2). Most sampled judges were parents (93:,p%aiq = 58); only
6.5%;a1iq (Nvaiia = 4) of respondents were non-parents. In ternexlatation status, most respondents had
two educational degreeb!(= 1.79 degree§D = .60) during the time of the study. Regardingril@ious
status of the sample, the data indicate that theritaof judges reported practicing some form eligion
or faith (70.2%.4; Nvaia = 40); a notable minority of those sampled (29.8%0N,aiq = 17) reported that
they did not practice any form of religion or falbhsed belief system. Among the 40 judges who jomet

religion or faith, many are Christians (57.24 Nvaiq = 23); a smaller subset is either Catholic (154%b
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Nvaiia = 6), Jewish (10.0%iq; Nvaia = 4) or Mormon (10.0%iig; Nvaia = 4). Further, 7.5%iq of the
“religious” sample f.iq = 3) is comprised of respondents who reportead¥atig Islam, Lutheranism or an
unspecified faith. Finally, with respect to judicistory, there was great range in the number aif/er
hearings overseen by the sampled judges (rangeearing to 300 hearings), though most judges seem t
have reviewed an average of more than 20 hearimgaghout their careerfi(= 22.44,SD = 45.49).
However, due to the presence of outlier casestaidimpact on the sample mean, the sample median
value was selected as a more reliable estimatirecdictual number of cases reviewed by judges;
accordingly, this statistiddn = 10.00) proposes an estimate that is nearlythalaverage value. All
demographic data for Study 2 are summarized inelabl

Power analysisIn Study 2, a power analysis for a four-group faelaesearch design indicated
that a sample size of approximately 33 per group—for a total &f = 132—was required to detect
medium sized effects (e.g? = .08; Cohen, 1988; Keppel & Wickens, 2004) whewer anthiype | errorafe
set at .80 and .05, respectively. However, wittnal fsample size dfl, = 64 juvenile court judges, the
per-groupns for all four conditions did not surpass the dabsisample size requirements needed for
establishing adequate statistical power (thegalues are reported in the subsequent subsection).

Study design.A fully-crossed four-group experiment, with two miulations, was performed. In
order to examine the effects of the independenabbas on transfer choices and waiver hearingedlat
evaluations, respondents were randomly assignedédamf four research conditions: égological double-
MS inductionMS cues embedded within prosecutorial and defeasasel arguments;= 21), (b)
ecological single-MS induction (MS cues embedded within prosecutorial argumentis a = 20), (c)
ecological single-MS induction @S cues embedded within defense counsel arguroehtsn = 13), and
(d) ecological double-neutrality inductigipain-related cues embedded within prosecutoridldeiense
counsel arguments;= 10).

Materials. Using a fictitious waiver of jurisdiction hearingumative, Study 2 was designed to
assess the relationship between two independeiaties, several predictor variables and differdasses
of dependent measures (e.g., waiver hearing-retatalliations). The requisite materials are disaisse

below.
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Mock-waiver hearing vignett@rior to developing the mock-waiver hearing vigegactual
juvenile court judges were contacted to assidhénconstruction of the study’s materials. This pssc
helped identify germane background information thas integrated in the vignette to enhance realism.
The background information of interest was keptstant (see Table T7).

Following a series of meetings with the directothe Juvenile and Family Law Department, the
final version of the mock-waiver hearing vignettasaselected. The vignette was comprised of fivespar
(see Appendix I). The first part of the vignetteyided introductory judicial instructions. The ingttions
discussed the narrative format of the mock-heaemglained the objective of the study and listezktnt
Guidelines (it was explained to judges that they g@nsult these guidelines when rendering theirstier
decisions). All participants were instructed tofpem the duties of a juvenile court judge who hagi
called to render a waiver of jurisdiction decisiara criminal case involving a minor. The instrocis also
informed judges that all background and case inédion pertaining to the juvenile were not in dispahd
could be assumed to be true.

The second part of the vignette introduced therjile&s background information. This
information included several elements, such asrjiwege, familial environment, psychological fasto
educational history, prior offense record, reh&ddilon status, gang affiliation and risk to pubfitie third
part of the mock-waiver hearing provided judgeswitharrative summary of the facts of the case in
guestion. This section detailed a story about anile who was arrested by two officers for possesand
distributing methamphetamine and for possessingniadés known to be used in the manufacturing of the
illicit substance. This section also informed jusigfeat the juvenile’s defense attorney opted tovevai
probable cause hearing; this provided a segueetéotirth component of the vignette.

The fourth section introduced the actual waivejuakdiction hearing. In the mock-hearing,
judges read testimonies from a mental health exgrertprosecutor and the juvenile’s defense attoribe
mental health expert submitted a psychologicalatan regarding the juvenilefssychological statéa
proxy for dispositional factors) armbcial functioninga proxy for situational factors). Following the
psychological evaluation, judges heard from theesttorney. The state proffered three broad argtsne

focusing on matters involving recidivism, escalatipublic risk, impulsive behavior and unstable
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rehabilitative prospects. After the state resteiftbase, judges heard from the defense counsél.tdkhe
state, the defense submitted three general argspfentising on issues such as rehabilitative premis
acceptance of responsibility, long-term consequenéd¢ransfer and stigmatization. After the defense
rested her case, judges heattbrney closing argumentsote that the two primary manipulations were
integrated into these arguments). The fifth andlfaomponent of the mock-waiver hearing vignette
provided judges with closing judicial instructiofide instructions reminded judges aboutKleat
Guidelines and explained that a series of surv@gtipns would be administered before a transfeisibec
could be rendered.

Primary manipulationsAfter several meetings with the director of theehile and Family Law
Department, two independent variables were selentddnanipulated. Both varied along two levels and
were fully crossed (see Table T8). The first malgipon was the type of prosecutorial statement.tRer
ecological mortality-based statement {1\ j, overt death-related cue words were placed isguutorial
closing arguments in order to activate death thtsiffor a similar methodology, refer to Pickel &dvn,
2002, as cited in Arndt et al., 2005). That is,esesentences of the closing argument contained the
following seven words (in this ordemurdered death kill, mortal, morgue livesanddeceasedFor the
ecological neutrality-based statement;(i\e 7, heutral cue words were placed in parallel progeal
closing arguments so as to avoid triggering thasighbbut death and dying. The seven death-related cu
words were replaced with the following seven wdiidshis order)injured, problemsharm, physical
hospital livelihoodsandaddicts

The second independent variable was the type ehdefcounsel statement. This variable was
manipulated in the exact manner as the first maaijom. Specifically, in the ecological mortalitgbed
statement (1Y evel 9, blatant death-focused cue words were incorpdriate the defense attorney’s closing
arguments. Seven statements of the closing argurnetdined the following seven words (in this ojder
deadly deathskill, fatal, mortal, livesanddead In the ecological neutrality-based statemens (LV 2,
non-death-related words were added to paralleindefeounsel closing arguments. Here, the seveh-deat
related cue words were replaced with the followsagen words (in this ordegerious problemshurt,

physical legal, safetyandincarcerated
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Primary measuresT he variables of interest for Study 2 includeddasses of primary measures.
All measures listed in this subsection were evaldiaong 6-point Likert metrics, ranging from 1
(completely disagrgdo 6 completely agrée The only four exceptions to this were a ranlsogle, two
subscales of a “legal factors” instrument (detaits provided below) and the demographic questioanai
As in Study 1, a 6-point metric was chosen to av@iding a numerical midpoint. Instruments were
administered in order to measure respondents’ geaad specific punishment attitudes, general nadde
information-processing, general attributional remsg style and affect. Items were also construeted
way of assessing judges’ decisions and perceptoward the mock-waiver hearing. Lastly, a standard
demographic form was distributed so as to accwyratescribe the sample of respondents. Where
appropriate, the demographic data were also usedrnduct post-hoc statistical analyses. For altimul
item scales, arithmetic means were calculatedderaio produce measures of central tendency.

Before respondents read the mock-waiver hearingtiag, six instruments were dispensed. The
first instrument was a 6-item tripartite scale ahghment attitudes, a scale comprised of ite et
from a construct validated punitive attitudes s¢afeChung & Bagozzi, 1997; Chung & Pardeck, 1994)
The 6-item scale (see Appendix J) measures thatiactidimensions of punishmenlieterrence
rehabilitation andretribution. Evaluations favoring deterrence are rooted iereegalized belief that
punishment serves pragmatic functions, such aseargduction and prevention (e.g., “Institutions are
effective as deterrents to the offender.”). Reli@ive attitudes are characterized by favorabluations
toward offender rights, social contract and sowiell-being (e.g., “Rehabilitation should be a prigwal in
sanctioning juveniles.”). Evaluations in supportetfibution are indicative of strong associatibeswveen
notions of deviance, personal accountability andaindesert (e.g., “Society should be willing to age
crime.”). In this scale, greater scores indicateghesence of a given attitudinal dimension. irigortant
to note that the words of some scale items weghth)i modified in order to reframe item-contenttimn
making them applicable to juvenile justice issueg.( the word “criminal” was changed to “juven)le”

A second instrument measured attitudes pertaiminigcapacitation and restorative justice. Legal
scholars have contended that matters involvingraeration and the restoration of victims also maye

the structure of punitive attitudes (Carroll et &B87; Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005). A 4-item
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“incapacitation—restoration attitudes” scale (s@péndix K) was developed for this study to tap into
juvenile court judges’ views regarding the rolesnafarceration and restorative justice within t6&.J
Evaluations in favor of incapacitation suggest tiréttcal links exist between imprisonment, isatetiand
perceived public risk (e.g., “The public welfareassured when young offenders are incapacitated.”).
Evaluations in favor of restorative justice revibalt the consequences of deviance can, underrtertai
circumstances, be ameliorated via a process thet @i place victims and communities in a “psychidal
state” that existed prior to the norm violatiorgimestion (e.g., “Whenever possible, juvenile offensd
should be required to pay economic fines for tbemes.”).

The third instrument assessed participants’ getegal “philosophy,” or justice process
orientation. According to social and legal researshmany attitudes, beliefs, values and actiolasee to
the justice process fall under two broad, non-oppsategories (Packer, 1968; Wrightsman et aD220
As such, a 4-item “crime control-due process vdlgeale (see Appendix L) was created in an effort t
measure these two complementary justice processtations. The endorsement of crime control vaisies
characterized by a general appreciation of soc@#m speed (i.e., efficiency of the justice praefnality
(i.e., minimization of challenges to the justicegess) and behavioral control (e.g., “An ideal lesyatem
should treat behavioral control as one of its higlpeiorities.”). In contrast, due process valuestdr a
general need to draw attention to the transparefthye justice process, the critical analysis ggle
procedures, the limits of official powers and thiemacy of the individual relative to the state (g'gn
ideal legal system should treat individual righésoae of its highest priorities.”).

A fourth instrument was utilized to determine hoartjtipants rank-order five general legal
concepts. The instrument used ranking-based mesamtresr than Likert-based measures. The 5-item
“ranking” scale (see Appendix M) instructed judgegrade the importance déterrenceincapacitation
rehabilitation restorationandretribution to the justice process, from one (most importemfjve (least
important).

The fifth instrument was a slightly modified vensiof the 10-item REI (Epstein et al., 1996; see

Appendix N) used in Study 1. For Study 2, the warfisost scale items were altered. Alterations were
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made so as to reframe item-content, in turn mattiegh applicable to juvenile justice issues (elg,word
“thinking” was changed to “deliberating”).

The sixth and final pre-manipulation instrument wasstructed in order to assess variant modes
of attributional reasoning. A measure of judgegilawtional reasoning style was needed to evaltrate
degree to which UACA theory adequately models jgdggal reasoning and behavior. Here, a 4-item
“attributional reasoning style” scale was giveratioparticipants (see Appendix O). With this scaleater
scores reveal the presence of a given reasonitey #ms were constructed to probe judges’son-
focusedattributional reasoning (e.g., “Most young offeriiack the ability to control their bad
behavior.”). Similar items were generated to ratiges'system-focusedttributional reasoning (e.g.,
“Juveniles commit crimes because they lack posiiaal support in their lives.”).

The first post-manipulation instrument—the sevensitrument, in all—evaluated waiver hearing-
related perceptions. Transfer decisions routinetydr in various legal-based considerations. Thesg
include the evidence and arguments presented dmnatts, the applicability of relevant statutes, the
severity of the offense, offender dangerousnesgutienile’s prior record and the testimony of naént
health professionals (D’Angelo, 2007; Jones & Camatfi, 2008; Salekin et al., 2002). To account fes¢h
legal considerations, the 21-item “legal factorsdle (see Appendix P) was created with three separa
subscales. The first subscale uses three itemeasume the strength of the information providedhay
prosecution, the defense and the mental healthriexies subscale ranges fromeix{remely wegkto 6
(extremely strong The second subscale uses eight items to metmutgility of the eighkKent
Guidelines. The second subscale ranges froexttgmely not usefuto 6 Extremely usefil The 10
remaining items use the “completely disagree/cotapleagree” anchor-labels and, like most instruraent
in Study 2, used a 6-point Likert metric. Thesensewere constructed to tap into perceptions reggrdi
offender dangerousnegs.g., “Given the details of the case, the juvedibes not appear to be highly
dangerous.”)pffense severit{e.g., “In the case file you examined, the seyaritthe crime was
substantially high.”) andecidivism likelihoode.g., “The likelihood of future crime is highyvgn the
juvenile’s history.”). Other items were incorporat® rate perceptions of the expert witness testymo

these perceptions were bgtarson-focusede.g., “The mental health expert’'s opinion abdt juvenile’s
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personality is compelling.”) anslystem-focuseg.g., “The mental health expert’'s opinion abbet t
juvenile’s social environment is compelling.”). Berse this instrument was developed specificallyHisr
study, Cronbach alpha scores were calculated grymete its reliability (see Chapter 8 for all resyl

An eighth instrument was given to all participatatsletermine the extent to which certain
extralegal factors influenced the judicial decisioaking process. The 20-item “extralegal factocsils
(see Appendix Q) integrates various statementsnleaisure punitive attitudes toward the juvenile
offender, uncertainty about the case and affed¢améng to the juvenile and the offense. For insggrwith
respect to punitive attitudes, scale items as$esextent to which judges agree that the juvenile i
undeserving of leniency (e.g., “In this case, theepile offender deserves to be punished sevejeWith
respect to affect, scale items rate judges’ feslioiganger, frustration and pity (e.g., “In thiseal feel
pity for the juvenile in question.”). The scalealacludes items designed to tap into uncertainty
management processes (e.g., “In this case, | expmril some uncertainty with respect to my judgnignts
Because this scale was constructed for this sfQdynbach alpha scores were calculated to deteritsine
reliability.

The final instrument distributed to all participagijuvenile court judges regarded the actual
waiver decision and respective justification (seméndix R). The 3-item “judicial verdict” scale nseses
transfer decisions via two formats. Initially, teeperve ecological realism, all judges are askedrder
categorically-based choices of either “transfer"roy transfer.” Subsequently, to enhance statikioaver
during data analysis, judges also responded toghesb-point Likert item, which ranged from deftainly
do not transferto 6 ertainly transfe). The final item was an open-ended question taiired judges to
provide a brief defense, justification or explaoatfor their specific transfer selection. Beforacoding
the study, a standard demographic form similah#éodne used in Study 1 was given to all respondents
However, additional items were included so as fafw® information about judicial experience, sushte
number of waiver hearings where respondents weradting judge (see Appendix S).

Procedure.Study 2 combined elements of both survey and exgarial methodologies. In line
with the logic of the EWS design (cf. Visser et 2D00), respondents were exposed to differenforesof

a survey. Before participants were given the stmdyerials, an information statement was provideteiad
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of obtaining formal informed consent. As in Studytte statement detailed information about parictp
rights. The Study 2 information statement also @xyd to potential judicial recruits that the syrve
adopted the format of a mock-waiver hearing deslgneexplore the relationships between feelings,
thoughts and waivers of jurisdiction.

Subsequent to the obtainment of informal informedsent, respondents were provided with a
web link in order to access an online version efghrvey. The survey displayed an instructionakcov
page, which stated to respondents that their tasktavadopt the role of a juvenile court judge \Wwhd
been called to render a decision in a fictitiousvesmof jurisdiction hearing. Although judges weodd that
participation in the study would take 35-45 minutasrespondents were given as much time as they
needed to complete the survey.

Prior to reading the mock-waiver hearing narratjudges responded to the six pre-manipulation
instruments (due to feasibility constraints, théesrin which instruments were introduced was kept
constant). After responding to the pre-manipulatimasures, judges were randomly assigned to one of
four conditions. In the double-MS condition, judgesre given a mock-waiver hearing narrative corihgin
prosecutorial and defense counsel closing arguntkeatsvere both death-laden. Exposure to two death-
related cues was expected to activate judges’nmatimode of information-processing, as the presefce
multiple cues may create a scenario wherein vubikaconcerns become explicit (i.e., conscious).
single-MS induction condition 1, judges were giemock-waiver hearing narrative in which only the
prosecutorial closing arguments were death-ladendéfense counsel’s argument was neutral). Idesing
MS induction condition 2, judges were administesedock-waiver hearing vignette in which only the
defense counsel’s closing arguments were deathmIéide prosecutorial argument was neutral). In both
single-MS conditions, exposure to one death-relatedwas expected to activate judges’ experientale
of information-processing, as the presence of glsioue may allow vulnerability concerns to rematian
implicit (i.e., preconscious) level of awarenesksoAincorporated into the design was a double-aétytr
condition, wherein the prosecutorial and defensasel closing arguments were both neutral (i.e; no

death-laden). The fourth condition was the onlytaargroup for this experiment.
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After exposure to the mock-waiver hearing narrajysarticipants responded to post-manipulation
instruments. All post-manipulation items dealt witle specifics of the narratives. Items were inetlitb
determine the extent to which abstracted intrapgsyatocesses (e.g., generalized punitive attituglied)l
similar effects over human behavior as specialiedesses (e.g., specified punitive attitudes).

Finally, a standard demographic form was givenltjudges. As in Study 1, the form was
disseminated immediately before the end of theystatithe study’s conclusion, all participating geb
were formally debriefed, thanked and entered intaftle as compensation.

Preliminary Statistical Analyses

In Study 1, preliminary data analyses began wiskstef the independent variable. The analysis of
variance (ANOVA) approach was the selected techeidihe technique provided a parsimonious way to
match experimental design elements with a stagistitodel. One-way ANOVAs—with Tukey Honestly
Significant Difference (HSD) tests—were used torsixee differences in the primary measures due to
exposure to traditional and ecological MS cuesugtraditional and ecological neutral cues. In $t2din
particular, Hypothesis 3), preliminary analysesimed an inspection of an intercorrelational matrix
Central Statistical Analyses

This section of the chapter is divided into twotpal he first part begins with a brief and general
discussion oftructural equation modelin(SEM) in social research. Following this, a speaifiodeling
technique, known as partial least-squares (PLS) S&kviewed. The review includes a listing of PLS
SEM assumptions, a rationale for its applicatiothis investigation, a description of the PLS-SEM

algorithm and a brief tutorial in how to constr&attS-based structural and measurement models using a

16 Cognitive phenomenologists hold that the linksaeen emotions, cognitions and social context cast
doubt on the notion that moral evaluation and judgtare entirely “offline” (i.e., context-indepemtle
experiences. That is, cognitive phenomenology tejeaditional theories that describe moral judghien
terms of priming, spreading activation, cognitivetpred information (i.e., association nodes) aigbnal
cost-benefit analyses (see Clore, 1992). In lirth ttiis perspective, Clorefeelings-and-cognitive-
experience-as-informatiomodelviews human judgment in contextual terms. Thawtsen confronted
with a moral-based judgmental task, decision-makensciously think about immediately experienced
thoughts and feelings that have been generateddska context. This means that judgment is less
dependent on the storage, retrieval and applicati@ognitive- and affective-based nodes. That is,
judgment is primarily an “online” process contingen appraisals of immediate affective-cognitive
experiences. Because of the context-dependentenatjmdicial transfer decision-making, participant
were given post-manipulation measures that wereiagiEed (rather than generalized).
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reliable and freely accessible statistical softwaekage known as SmartPLS (Ringle, Wende, & Will,
2005), version 2.0M3.

The final part of this section elaborates on theuonce of familywise type | erroagy) inflation
in most path modeling techniques. Specifically,itifation problem is briefly defined and subseqien
articulated within the context of SEM, in partiaul&he section concludes with a mention of a newly-
developediry error correction designed for the specific purpofsgiving researchers the ability to draw
reliable conclusions about multiple hypothesiss@stiuded in a path model, or family of paths. In
practice, the correction should provide the oppotyuto abide by acceptable statistical power cite
while simultaneously controlling the FW error irftan rate which results from examining multiple and
concurrent hypothesis tests.

On structural equation modeling and its applicatiors. The term SEM refers to a broad class of
linear and nonlinear statistical modeling techngue this way, SEM is not a singular methodologeg
that numerous SEM estimators exist, each with @i unique statistical assumptions and application
However, all SEM approaches share a set of comemtarfes. In general, SEM is any statistical apgroac
in which the purpose is to examine and test metgalusal hypotheses by measuring the degrees of
interrelatedness among a collection of observed$omed) and unobserved (estimated) variables (Jung,
2013; Kaplan, 2009; Mertler & Vannatta, 2005; Ullm&007).

Applications of SEM in social researdn.social research, SEM has garnered strong popula
and has become a generally accepted strategy lmhwaiest the validity of theories or draw preidics
about social psychological processes. Owing t@afifroach’s reputation and attractiveness, the &iéld
SEM has developed its own jargon and symbology€AjlStein, & Bentler, 1994; Hoyle, 2012; Kaplan,
2009; Mcintosh & Protzner, 2012; Mertler & Vannat?805; Russell, Kahn, Altmaier, & Spoth, 1998;
Skrondal & Rabe-Hesketh, 2005; Ullman, 2007). Thagte clarity, some terms require elaborationiat th
moment. In applications of SEM, social researcheesinterested in predicting unknowns about a tia
(called theendogenousariable, orcriterion in regression) from known information about anoteriable

(called theexogenousariable, opredictorin regressionj’ Known information is obtained by drawing

In SEM, any variable which has a path pointingamhit is considered to be endogenous.
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empirical measurements (e.g., scale itemsdpserved indicatordn turn, observed indicators can be used
to make estimations about other observations ontatmnstructs that are not directly measurable
(immeasurable constructs are referred t@mestfactors or variables).

Based on a combination of observations and stlstissumptions, SEM produces two types of
statistical models. Thetructural modekvaluates the degrees of interrelatedness ameagd latent
variables and is often illustrated as a path diagfan contrast, theneasurement modelaluates the
degrees of interrelatedness between a latent fantbits respective observed indicators. Reseacher
utilize the statistical output of both models inler to draw conclusions about the validity and jotade
power of a theory. This is often performed by deiaing the extent to which a dataset quantitatiiy
(or supports) the features of the theory in questio

On partial least-squares SEM: Assumptions and retie for its applicationCalculation of the
structural and measurement models depends largdlyectype of SEM estimator being implemented. The
most widely used estimator in the social sciensesvariance-baseCB) SEM and it is offered in most
path modeling software packages, including IBM-AM@&®R)S, LISREL and MPIus (Haenlein & Kaplan,
2004; Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011; Jung, 2013n¢/, 2013). Yet, appropriate applications of CB-SEM
require that datasets adhere to particular assangpénd research aims.

In particular, CB-SEM yields unreliable results wiaata are non-normally distributed, when data
are based on small samples and when data are thaad by high model complexity (Haenlein &
Kaplan, 2004; Hair et al., 2011; Jung, 2013; W&, 3). Further, the use of CB-SEM is inappropriate
when there is limited theoretical direction or whbe research goal is to assess the predictivdityatf
theories. This is because CB-SEM exploits full-ifation maximum likelihood (ML) estimates in order
to generate hypothetical covariance matrices. ifigans that the aim of the CB-SEM technique ismot t
maximize the explained variance of endogenousti@@mstructs but rather to confirm the degreetof fi

between data and theory.

'81n SEM path diagrams, latent factors are depiatedvals while observed indicators are depicted as
rectangles. Also, single-headed arrows represediraational (causal) relationships between exogeno
and endogenous latent factors (or between latetdriaand their corresponding observed indicatotsle
double-headed arrows represent bidirectional (tatiomal) relationships.
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Limitations found in Studies 1 and 2 suggest tHatSEM may not be an appropriate technique in
this context. For instance, there are slight viota of normality in some aspects of the data (Jespter
8). Also, in Study 2 in particular, the low sampiee presents a problem with respect to ML estimate
which tend to be more reliable when samples siretaage relative to the number of variables incdet
(Haenlein & Kaplan, 2004; Hair et al., 2011). Ferthgiven the dearth of research in the area a€iald
transfer law, there is limited theoretical direot@nd, as such, the purpose of model confirmation (
specification should be jettisoned in exchange for the purpdsamalyzing a model’s predictive power
(i.e., variance explained).

Fortunately, statisticians and social scholars fiexeloped non-CB-SEM estimators which do
not require meeting the conservative assumptiomiditional CB-SEM. Non-CB-SEM estimators include
techniques such as theo-stage ridge least-squares estimat{dang, 2013), th8atorra-Bentler scaled
and adjusted statistiNevitt & Hancock, 2004; Satorra & Bentler, 19%4d theBayesian approacfiee
& Song, 2004). Given the objectives and constrafthe current investigation, there is an argument
favoring the use of theariance-basedLS-SEM approach. A benefit of this method is thmited
assumptions about the nature of the data are estjuicholars contend that PLS-SEM is able to gémera
reliable results despite the use of small sam@eg,(samples of 10 to 50 cases; cf. Haenlein &ldtap
2004). It is recommended that the PLS-SEM estimagonsed when the minimum sample size is equal to
the larger of two standards: (a) 10 times the nurobéormative indicators used to estimate a gilatant
construct, or (b) 10 times the largest number ¢ipaointing toward a given latent construct (chitet
al., 2011). Further, the PLS-SEM estimator is appade when there are gross violations of normaity
high model complexity and when predictive accur@egher than model specification) is relevant oewh
there is limited theoretical direction to “confirm’theory. The iterative-based estimator is alde &b
generate latent constructs from single- and mtdthimeasures (Haenlein & Kaplan, 2004; Hair et al.,
2011; Wong, 2013). In effect, PLS-SEM exploits aplanatory-based approach in order to address
exploratory-based research objectives. In thisgtigation, this variant of causal path modeling/edras a

useful tool for extracting reliable inferences frdme available data.
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The two-stage PLS-SEM algorithithe PLS-SEM estimator has a long history in te&dfof
marketing and business research, in part becaube discipline’s push toward exploration, theory
development and prediction (Hair et al., 2011; kdars Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). The estimatoaliso
well-known among social scientific circles (McInko& Protzner, 2012). This variant of path modeling
accomplishes the dual-task of maximizing the exgldivariance of endogenous variables and evaluating
the quality of a dataset in terms of measurememteinelements (e.g., factor loadings; regressiomghis).
Given that non-CB-SEM approaches are unconcernedtdibe shared variance across a latent variable’s
unique observed indicators, the PLS-SEM factorilugslof indicators for an exogenous construct are
generated by determining the magnitude to whichekagenous variable’s indicators predict a paldicu
endogenous construttin effect, path coefficients present in the smuat model (in PLS-SEM, this is
termed theénner modé) are based on specific outer loadings (or outéghts) present in the measurement
model (in PLS-SEM, this is termed thater modél

The PLS-SEM algorithm exploits a two-stage itemfwocess in order to identify final inner and
outer model coefficients (cf. Haenlein & Kaplan02QHair et al., 2011). The algorithm is dividetbitwo
corresponding phasegerative estimatiorandfinal estimation The iterative estimation phase contains four
steps which are repeated for a preset maximum nuaflierations (usually, a maximum of 300 iterato
also, cf. Wong, 2013). Thus, each iteration of 8tagrovides updated statistics which are usenftom
the next Stage 1 repetition. In the first step,eobsd indicator scores and step-four outer coeffits are
used to estimate inner model latent variables sohés step is known asiter approximation? The
second step involves the estimation of path cdeffis present in the inner (structural) model; ihisften
achieved by using path weighting schema which regression analyses and bivariate caticeis are
applied so as to maximize an endogenous constremtficient of determinatigror variance explained

(i.e., finalR?). In the third step, latent construct scoresestémated by accounting for step-one latent

¥ The PLS-SEM estimator can only be used to exammgirectional relationships and cannot examine
covariances. Thus, PLS-SEM inner and outer mod®ismdepict double-headed arrows.

% The linear contributions of all observed indicatand their corresponding latent variables (i.ath
between observations and latent factors) are wsestimate tentative (or “proxy”) latent variabtmees.

In order to initiate the first iteration, pseudaeis-four” outer loadings (or weights) are initiafigt to a
value of 1. Subsequent iterations use estimateadinontributions (i.e., proxy path coefficientsvieen
observations and latent factors) in order to detegrthe final estimates of all latent variable ssoand
path coefficients.
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construct scores and step-two path coefficients étep is known aigner approximatioh The final step
involves finding estimates for the outer (measunenmodel. Outer model estimates differ dependimg o
whether constructs are measufednativelyor reflectively?! That is, the former yields outer (regression)
weights and the latter produces outer (factor)ilogsl In general, outer weights are a functionrdir@ary
least-squares (OLS) regressions of all tentativexfy latent variable scores as they are regressdtieir
respective indicator scores. In contrast, outeditogs are based on correlations between proxytlaten
variables scores and their respective indicators.

The iterative estimation phase is repeated urdiltlyorithm converges the data or until the
maximum number of iterations is reached (which imayndicative of data abnormalities). Although ther
are no established standards, one rule suggesthéna be as few Stage 1 iterations as possibn@yV
2013). Data convergence occurs when the PLS-SEMtitigh meets aabort criterion This criterion is a
pre-specified numerical value and is the sum ofigka in outer loading (weight) coefficients acrves
iteration pairs? Although there is no standard, it is suggestetittteasum of changes be low in order to
ensure convergence accuracy; a value 8fat000001 is common (Hair et al., 2011; Wong, 201&)on
reaching the abort criterion, the final estimativase (Stage 2) is instigated. Here, OLS regressan
each partial regression in the PLS-SEM model agd ts identify the final estimates for both theenand
outer models. Also, the statistical significanctuea of all final inner and outer path coefficieats
determined through laootstrappingechnique. Bootstrapping involves resampling (withlacement) a
specific number of samples of siXeso as to construct an empirical (i.e., testatde)ing distribution

(Newton & Rudestam, 1999).

2L Formative and reflective measurement scales midflezaht assumptions about the relations between
indicators and latent factors (Hair et al., 20119y, 2013). In the former case, indicators are non-
interchangeable and, thus, are assutnedusedatent constructs (e.g., if happiness is causeahdnytal
status and employment status, those two indicat@$ormative in nature, as marital status and
employment status are conceptually unique). Ifdtier case, indicators are interchangeable and, tire
assumed to beutcomef latent constructs (e.g., levels of happinedkdifferentially cause respondents
to “reflect” their current emotional state on a payess scale).

22 The abort criterion (AC) can be conceptualizedwsh: AC =A;, + Az 5 thenAg 4 + Ay 5 thenA,, + Ay,
whereA, , is thechange(i.e., the difference in model coefficients) bewdteration 1 and 2,3 is the
change between iteration 2 and 3 (and so fotth)js the second to last change score &pds the last
change score. In the presence of measurement gredPLS algorithm must run a minimum of three
iterations before achieving data convergence. lerear-free dataset, the PLS algorithm only recquireo
iterations when the initial weights equal 1.
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PLS-SEM with the SmartPLS statistical packagecomparison to other SEM estimators, there is
only a small minority of statistical software pagka capable of utilizing the PLS-SEM algorithm. @om
examples are PLS-Graph, VisualPLS and WarpPLS (W20#3). Yet, many of these packages are not
readily available for public use or are relativekpensive because of additional analytic featudes
exception is SmartPLS 2.0M3, a software progranigdes solely for performing PLS-SEM involving
formative and reflective measurement scales (Riegh., 2005} In both Studies 1 and 2, PLS-SEM was
implemented in order to examine reflective measer@rscales. SmartPLS was the statistical packagg us
for all analyses.

SmartPLS makes use of a user-friendly graphicalpedger interface quite similar to those found
in other well-known statistical packages (e.g., BMOS). It is important to note that SmartPLS only
reads comma-separate value (.csv) and .txt fikmés>* When performing PLS-SEM to examine
reflective measurement scales, the outer and imoelels must be evaluated in a specific manner., Alfso
algorithm and bootstrapping criteria must be camégl in SmartPLS (for a detailed tutorial on Sma&P
2.0M3 and its applications, see Wong, 2013). Ugings located on the interface, the inner model is
created by using ovals to represent latent cortstard single-headed arrows to display causal links
between those construéfsThe outer model is constructed in much the sanmnema although rectangles
are used to represent the observed indicatorgenftlaonstructs. Also, in a reflective measurenseate
model, single-headed arrows lead away from latarialles toward their respective indicators. Finall
with respect to statistical configuration, SmartRidatains “PLS Algorithm” and “Bootstrapping”

commands located in the “Calculate” menu. The PlgbAthm command produces a dialogue box which

% To access a downloadable 90-day copy of SmartPU&2 go to http://www.smartpls.de and register
with the online forum. Activation codes for thetittical package can be updated every 90 days.

24 SPSS allows users to save datasets using vailedsrinats. To obtain .csv and .txt file versiafsan
SPSS dataset, simply use the “Save As...” commandavel a new file using the appropriate file format.
% There are no standards for determining the apjaieptsample size-to-paths ratio” for a given model
However, Marcoulides and Saunders (2006) and Wp8#3) argue that the maximum number of arrows
pointing toward a latent variable is dependent specific minimum sample size. For instance, ireoitd
examine 4 paths pointing toward a latent factoleast 65 cases should exist in the dataset &his i
important to note, given the small sample sizetud$ 2). As the number of arrows increases, theisée
minimum sample size also increases. Thus, in daleramine 10 paths pointing toward a single latent
variable, at least 91 cases should be present.
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requests specific criteria. Based on scholarlymegoendations (e.g., Hair et al., 2011; Wong, 20t8),
following PLS criteria were inputted:

Weighting SchemePath Weighting Scheme

Data Metric Mean = 0, Variance = 1

Maximum lterations300

Abort Criterion 1.0E-5

Initial Weights 1.0
In PLS-SEM, bootstrapping is used in order to extuhe statistical significance of path coeffitéefvia
t-tests). After producing the bootstrapping dialogog, the following criteria were inputted:

Sign ChangedNo Sign Changes

Cases (i.e., cases per samphelist be the valid number of observed cases

Samples (i.e., number of independent samples ef\sdrawn) 5000

After running the PLS algorithm, a reflective-basewlysis produces specific results that ought to
be reported in order to assess the predictive poivre model (for a full list of statistics thatauld be
reported from formative-based analyses, see Wd3)2 In this study, eight aspects of all modelsewe
examined and reported (see Chapter 8). These adpelktde (a) the explained variance of all endogsn
latent variables, (b) the magnitude of inner mqaieth coefficients, (c) the loadings of the outedeio(d)
the reliability of observed indicators, (e) theeimtal consistency of all multi-item latent factécemposite
reliability), (f) convergent validity, (g) discrimant validity, and (h) bootstrapped significanckiga®

On familywise type | error inflation and multiplici ty control. A common concern in
guantitative research is the potential inflatiortteffory error rate, which can result from the simultaneous
analysis of multiple hypotheses. This is refereds thenultiplicity problem(Cribbie, 2000, 2007; Keppel

& Wickens, 2004; Smith & Cribbie, 2013). More acataly, in null hypothesis significance testing,

% Indicator reliability is a function of the squasgeach outer loading; coefficients of .70 or highee
substantial, although values of .40 are satisfgdtoexploratory analyses (cf. Hulland, 1999). intd
consistency is a function of the composite religbdoefficient; coefficients of .70 or higher are
substantial, although values of .60 are satisfgdtoexploratory analyses. Convergent validity ssoare a
function of the average variance extracted (AVBueand should equal or exceed .50 (cf. Bagozzii& Y
1988). Discriminant validity scores are a functafrthe square root of the AVE and should exceed the
values of all latent correlations (cf. Fornell &rcker, 1981).
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multiplicity is present when many empirical hypathe belonging to a family are evaluated using an
uncorrected nominal type | error criterion (usuallye | eror= .05) rather than a corrected per test)(
standard. Uncorrectate | errorCriteria run the risk of augmenting the likelihooifalse positives
whenever there is a plurality in the number ofgegerformed (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995; Simmons,
Nelson, & Simonsohn, 2011). The problem is bessitlted through example. The inflation rate issdas
on the functiongew = 1 — (1 —0)*, wherek represents the number of hypothesis tests witfamaly. With

a nominalo of .05 and & of 5 hypothesis tests, the real (familywise) erede isory = 1 — (1 — .05) or
.22. As a result, there is actually a 22% probghdf committing a type | error (i.e., identifyiryfalse
positive) with respect to any hypothesis withirstfamily*’

Various statistical solutions have been proposettithress the multiplicity problem. These a priori
solutions include theélochberg sequentially acceptive step-up correcfldachberg, 1988) and ttialse
discovery rateapproach (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). Despiterthmber of statistical adjustments
available to researchers, routine implementatiomwlitiplicity control is virtually nonexistent in ost
investigations, especially those making use of SEKbbie, 2000, 2007). There may be one reason for
this practice in social research. A well-known Bprogy correction is the Bonferroni adjustment (see
Keppel & Wickens, 2004). The adjustment calculatesr by partitioning the nominal by k, such thater
= a/k. The consequence of this adjustment is a highhgenvative control over the., error rate. In other
words, the traditional Bonferroni adjustment laekiequate statistical power and, in turn, increttses
probability of committing type Il errors (i.e., idéfying false negatives). In SEM, scholars areiiasted in
uncovering numerous causal relations among vasabiany of which tend to be highly correlated;his t
context, the traditional Bonferroni adjustmentiiswed as too strict (i.e., demanding large efferts).

Despite a general absence of multiplicity contnoBEM, Cribbie (2007) contends that several
reasons exist to justify its integration in pathdaling techniques. For instance, the issues withipfiaity

in correlational research are exactly the sametill.Related to this, SEM is primarily a confirmator

" There is little consensus as to what set of paremmeught to define a “family” of hypothesis tests
Cribbie (2007) offers three general recommendatibirst, a family of tests should not be so lafugs it
becomes impossible to reject any hypothesis. Se@fainily of tests should not be so small that it
becomes impossible to provide reasonable typeot eontrol. Finally, tests belonging to the sanmaifa
should be conceptually related or related in tesfitheir intended purpose.
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analysis, which is more determinative than simplealational analyses and demands stricter judgment
the part of researchers. Further, intercorrelatmmiseen latent factors are capable of affectieg th
strictness of theyye | emorfate. Finally, research has shown that substahtiahts to statistical validity
remain if theogy is not controlled in SEM (see Cribbie, 2000).

Fortunately, Smith and Cribbie (2013) recently deped, evaluated and introduced a new
Bonferroni correction which provides a balance leetwstatistical power and multiplicity control. The
Smith-Cribbie correction (henceforth, tB€-Bonferroni differs from the traditional Bonferroni correatio
in that the former accounts for the degree of retatedness among SEM coefficients. This is acloidoye
incorporating a covariance-type index in the dematar term, which weakens the strictness of the
adjustment as the value of the index increases Sth@onferroni adjustment is based on the functipn,
= apn/kt ‘V'r'a"g', whereory is equal to the nominal k represents the number of paths in an inner model
and f-avqg| is the average absolute correlation coefficiemiveéd from the arithmetic mean of all latent
correlations corresponding to the model’s patles,(ihe number of bivariate latent correlational$®
equal tok). The t-avg| in the Bonferroni denominator term introduces tmeaningful mathematical
properties. First, in the case where latent contgrare completely independent (i.ea\g| = 0), the issue
of statistical power is moot and the adjustmeiggivalent to a traditional Bonferroni correction(=
arpw/k, where there is striei-y control). Second, in the instance where constraigdully interrelated (i.e.,
[r-avg| = 1), all variances are perfectly explained drdissue of multiplicity control is negligible; thuthe
adjustment is equivalent to making no correctiannfailtiplicity (opt = orw, Where there is maximum
statistical power). Hence, the underlying logidted SC-Bonferroni adjustment is evident: to therdeg
that variances within a model are unexplained; lidst to risk some level of type | error in exaeafor

improved statistical power.
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Chapter 8: Results
Study 1: Data Screening and Results

Pre-analytic data screeningPre-analytic data screening techniques are implezdgsrimarily
for the purpose of enhancing statistical conclusialidity. These techniques help determine therexte
which variables entered into a statistical anal{sig., ANOVA) abide by criteria set forth by paretnic-
related assumptions (e.g., normality; Mertler & Yatta, 2005). Specifically, for 14 dependent measur
attention was allocated to the interpretation ohmality and skewness statistics (see Table T9)s@& o
statistics were evaluated mainly because theytassentifying quantitative limitations that aaenenable
to statistical adjustments, such as power transitioms (for more on statistical adjustments, cimbm &
Rudestam, 1999). Further, internal consistencyfimiefts (i.e., Cronbach’'e) were generated to
determine if the final dependent measures yieleriitem reliability rates that exceed the generally
accepted threshold of;,, = .70, which is indicative of moderate reliabil{ilohn & Benet-Martinez, 2000;
Nunnally, 1978). These reliability coefficients aeported in Table T10, along with standard desegp
and correlational statistics.

The Shapiro-Wilk statisticW) was utilized to assess the degree to which therient measures
were normally distributed. A Shapiro-Wilk normaliyalysis is a parametric-based procedure that tiest
null hypothesis that a sample was extracted frgropulation whose parameters mirror a Gaussianifumct
(i.e., bell-shaped probability density curve). Aeaion of the null hypothesis, pt< .05, is indicative of
non-normally distributed population parameters,chhhay pose threats to statistical conclusion itglid
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2005; Shapiro & Wilk, 1965)Study 1, the findings obtained from the Shapiro-
Wilk tests are listed in Table T9 and show thayahbf the 14 dependent measures—the legal
authoritarianism factor and trial evaluations fog prosecution, defense and defendant’s testimong—a
normally distributed. The presence of potentiallgldematic non-normality led to an examination of
skewness measures.

For each of the 14 dependent measures, a staridasiass statistiqgf was evaluated in order to
assess the degree of asymmetry in a given varg@ptebability distribution (see Table T9). Becatise

skewness test is a parametric-based analysis, slsswalues may range between -1 and ftyaue that
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approaches zero is said to support the conclubatret probability distribution is symmetrical ahénce,
normally distributed (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).tldugh there is no generally accepted cutoff-point
whereby a probability distribution becomes “sigeddfintly asymmetrical,” some scholars have propadsad t
distributions may be notably skewed whestatistics reach or exceed two-times the valudbeif
corresponding standard erro&Es; Brown, 1997; for more on skewness, cf. Tabadh&i€idell, 1996).
Based on this guideline, and despite the resultseoShapiro-Wilk tests, it appears that only one
variable—the Need for Cognition (NFC) factor—is wkel in the negative direction.

Although the NFC factor did show signs of non-ndlitpathe choice was made to leave the
variable untransformed. A major limitation of powteansformations is the potential to distort the
underlying meaning of original metrics. Furtheigist distributional asymmetries resulting from dert
may be acceptable when extreme cases represdithkegi responses that belong in the sampled dataset
Accordingly, power transformations should only bgiemented when there are substantial violations of
critical statistical assumptions (Newton & Rudestaf09). With respect to the NFC factor, where lowe
scores indicated a disinclination to engage inbéetite/systematic information-processing, it matylreo
surprising to find that most participants in thenp¢ée scored high on the NFC scale, as the tendeancy
adopt an in-depth mode of thinking may be strommgeong college students vis-a-vis the general jury-
eligible population (for an in-depth discussionarting the differences between college students and
representative mock-jurors, see McCabe, Kraussiekdrman, 2010).

Internal consistency (Cronbach alpha) coefficievdse calculated for 13 of the 14 dependent
variables (see Table T10). An inter-item reliagitore could not be produced for the trial veréictor,
as this variable was assessed via a single iterthedf3 multi-item dependent measures, 10 factors
displayed moderately high internal consistencyssatéth ac,n Values ranging between .79 and .94.
However, caution should be observed with regattiechree subscale factors that comprise the Revise
Legal Attitudes Questionnaire (RLAQ23). Inter-iteetiability scores for the legal authoritarianidegal
anti-authoritarianism and legal egalitarianism dastwere .48, .55 and .45, respectively; all teames

fall short of the moderate-reliability thresholdog{,, = .70.
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Overall, given the pre-analytic data screeningltesit was evident that the distributions for all
dependent measures were conducive to paramettistist analysis. Several tests were performed to
qguantify the links between the independent and nidpet variables. The findings from these parametric
tests are reported in the next subsection.

Results.The results section for Study 1 is divided inteethparts. First, a series of one-way
ANOVAs were performed on some of the dependent areado identify potential effects associated with
differences in instrument-order and recruitmeng. stecond, another series of comparable one-way
ANOVA tests were conducted and their results usezbhfirm (or reject) the three general hypotheses.
The reason for these tests was to carry out anpiredry assessment of the extent to which the effetct
ecological mortality salience (MS) cues mirror tha@swused by traditional MS induction methodologies.
Finally, for the final test, the SC-Bonferroni cected PLS-SEM estimator was implemented. The rakon
for these analyses was two-fold. First, the datisehis study provided an excellent opportundy t
illustrate the use of the SC-Bonferroni correcte&FSEM approach. Second, and more importantly, PLS-
SEM (compared to ANOVA) allowed for a more powerdbmination of the impact of MS cues on mock-
juror trial verdict certainty; as discussed furtdervn, this was accomplished by running separdte pa
models for each of the four research conditions.

Order- and site-related effectfo examine potential ordering effects relatechddministration
of the Rational-Experiential Inventory (REI) andA&RQ23, the two scales were counterbalanced.
Approximately 51.0%q of participantsr,.iq = 98) were randomly assigned to the RLAQ23-REI
condition; the remaining 49.0% of sample participant®y;q = 94) were randomly assigned to the REI-
RLAQ23 condition. Findings from the one-way ANOVAsmonstrate that the order in which participants
received the two instruments had virtually no intpathow they responded to subsequent dependent
measuresps > .05). Still, there was one exceptiSrwith respect to evaluations of the police offiser’

testimony, participants were more likely to reffaxtorable ratings when they were assigned to the

% One plausible explanation for this order effecyrba that the RLAQ23 primed respondents into
adopting a “legal mode” of thought, leading to fealde police impressions. However, this interpietats
highly improbable. The scale-metric difference lesw the two conditions is less than one metrictpoin
and the effect size is extremely small, suggestiegpresence of a random statistically signifiqzattern,
or false positive.
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RLAQ23-REI group ¥ = 6.83,SD = 1.83) than the REI-RLAQ23 groupi(= 6.21,SD= 2.14),F(1, 189)
= 4.60,p = .03,n%partia = .02, Clgse, = 6.23/6.80.

A similar series of one-way ANOVAs were performedietermine if participants from the five
recruitment sites (two from communications, twatfireociology and one from human development and
family studies) differed from each other on thedgts dependent measures. The data from these tests
reveal that there were no statistically significgrdup-level differences associated with recruittrsite s
> .05). In sum, any statistically significant patte that emerge among the independent and dependent
variables cannot be reasonably attributed to vanatin instrument-order, nor can they be linked to
differences in recruitment site.

Preliminary statistical tests: the ANOVA approa€me-way ANOVASs were used to evaluate the
extent to which the independent variable had araohpn participants’ trial-related evaluations and
decisions. Results from these statistical test®werutinized so as to gain initial insights regagdhe
status of three general hypotheses: (a) the twarld&ction conditions (ecological and traditionale a
comparable, (b) the two control/neutrality induntimonditions (ecological and traditional) are conaée,
and (c) all experimental conditions differ from edintrol conditions. Results confirmed (a) and i)ll,
findings derived from the one-way ANOVAs failedgopport (c), as no major differences were observed
across the dependent measupssx.05)*°

It is imperative to note here that the ANOVA testispecial case of a broader class of inferential
parametric techniques known collectively as muitipdgression/correlation (MRC) analysis (Keppel &
Zedeck, 1989; Mitchell & Jolley, 2013). The ANOVA&MRC approaches share various parallels,
including an underlying general linear model, aalgsis of deviations and sums of squares and
comparable error term properties. However, MRCdraadvantage over the ANOVA test in that the
former is statistically more powerful. This is basa, unlike ANOVA (which assigns the same mearlto a
participants placed in the same artificially consted group), the MRC approach exploits individual

participants’ actual scores on a given variable. QWRlated techniques (including PLS-SEM) preserve

% Two-way factorial ANOVAs were conducted in orderexamine interaction effects between research
condition and gender. The tests did not producestatistically significant differences. Due to lied cell
sizes, comparable factorial analyses could notdsfopmned with other demographic variables (e.g.,
ethnicity/race).
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statistical power by avoiding the use of group-§fEgt aggregated data points. For this reasonSthe
Bonferroni corrected PLS-SEM estimator was seleatethe central analytic tool for assessing links
between the independent and dependent varilbles.

Results from the final analysis: the PLS-SEM apphoAnalysis of the independent variable and
dependent measures began with an inspection etarcorrelational matrix (see Table T10). Resulisnf
the correlational analyses were subsequently usgditie an exploration of potential causal patterns
Because this analysis was exploratory in formteaits were post-hoc and were not based on anyfiggleci
theory or hypothesis. Fortunately, the PLS-SEMnestdr is appropriate when the purpose of an arsiysi
exploratory rather than explanatory (Hair et &1 P).

The intercorrelational matrix highlights signifidarelations between three classes of dependent
variables: (a) psychological parameters (i.e., RRBQubscale factors), (b) trial-related perceptides,
defendant testimony strength; police testimonyngftie; prosecution case strength; victim testimony
strength) and (c) trial outcome (i.e., verdict aaty). Although perceived verdict certainty waselated
to the three psychological parameters, these farters were associated with four trial-related
perceptions. Moreover, all four trial-related pertien measures were meaningfully associated wih tr
outcome. Accordingly, PLS-SEM was used to examm& the psychological parameters shape trial-
related perceptions and, in turn, how the lattetoiss impact mock-jurors’ verdict certainty. The
arrangement of latent variables was determinedapiiynby temporal order.

A few points need to be elaborated at this momEm. umbrella ternpath modelingwhich
includes PLS-SEM, refers to specialized applicaiohnMRC analysis. Path models utilize statistical
techniques in an effort to extrapolate linear pattdrom multiple correlated variables (McIntosh &
Protzner, 2012; Mertler & Vannatta, 2005; Ullmafp2)3° As such, researchers usually construct their
models based on existing theories, temporal opdér;, findings, personal experiences or well-fouhde
notions about the supposed causal links amonghtsereed phenomena. The logic of path modeling

centers on the assumption that several linear ssignes, when arranged in a particular manner, tteve

% Mertler and Vannatta note that researchers musabtous about the level of reliability (and vt
assigned to causal inferences that have been wdrixom correlational patterns, primarily because
causality is better inferred from data derived frexperimental-based designs.
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potential to uncover tenable explanations about et of correlated variables may be causally
connected. Put differently, with all path modelingthodologies, the predictive power of multiple
regression analysis is exploited in order to draplanatory-based inferences from correlational tladh
are inherently non-causal and descriptive.

A PLS-SEM path model (Model 1) was developed td@ephow the observed psychological
parameters and trial-related perceptions influeneedict certainty’ This model was based on the full
sample of 192 participants. The inner model angath coefficientst-values, standard deviatiorSs)
and explained variances for endogenous variahkesRt values) are illustrated in Figure U5. For all
figures in this section, only the inner models depicted. Outer models were omitted in order toroap
the clarity of the figures. Outer model coefficie(ite., loadings-values andDs), indicator reliability
scores (i.e., the square of each loading), intezoasistency rates (i.e., composite reliabilityemge
variance extracted (AVE) values, discriminant viidcores (i.e., the square root of the AVE) aateht
correlations are presented in Table TAlthough the arrangement of variables and pathsean
constructed in numerous forms, two rationalesfystn exploration of the path diagram depictediguFe
US. First, the intercorrelational matrix suggesistt although the associations between the psygiualio
processes and decision-making are nonexistent firesesses are correlated with trial perceptiotofs;
these factors, in turn, differentially influencetwa mock-juror verdict certainty. Second, the stld
model preserves the temporal order of events. ihatl three psychological parameters were asdesse
before participants were exposed to any trial-eelabformation, and these two events preceded mock-
juror decision-making.

The model included numerous predictors. The useulfiple predictors always calls for an
assessment of potentiallticollinearity, which is a problematic and serious reductiorhandrthogonality
(i.e., independence) of regression predictor véegmtMertler & Vannatta, 2005). In the context &f3?
SEM, problems with collinearity and multicollinegremerge when there is non-orthogonality among the
predictors of endogenous variables belonging tadah The SmartPLS package does not include arteatu
which allows for an analysis of collinearity and Itiuollinearity. One solution is to use more advaaic

statistical packages (e.g., SAS; SPSS), whereathatlvariable scores extracted from SmartPLS ean b
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imported and analyzed via linear regression (seag\2013). This technique was employed for all PLS-
SEM tests in this investigation.

With respect to Model 1, an inspection of the tatexe and variance inflation factor (VIF)
statistics indicated that there were no serioublpros associated with multicollinearityFor the
endogenous prosecution case strength variabléegléauthoritarianism and egalitarianism predgtor
displayed identical tolerance and VIF coefficiefit90 and 1.00, respectively). For the endogenolisg
testimony strength variable, the legal authoritagm and anti-authoritarianism predictors also ldiggd
identical (and excellent) tolerance and VIF coddfits (1.00 and 1.00, respectively). For the endogs
defendant testimony variable, tolerance and VIFessassociated with the legal anti-authoritarianism
predictor were 1.00 and 1.00, respectively. Lastlythe endogenous trial verdict certainty varéglthree
predictors displayed good tolerance and VIF scqgressecution case strength (.27 and 3.67, resghgtiv
police testimony strength (.38 and 2.66, respelglivand defendant testimony strength (.50 and,1.99
respectively). Only one predictor (victim testimastyength) displayed inadequate tolerance and VIF
statistics (7.62E-6 and 131233.94, respectively).

The PLS algorithm succeeded in converging the idat2 stage-one iterations, indicating that the
dataset did not contain statistical abnormalitiéctv would prevent the algorithm from generatingafid
model. Unfortunately, the model did not uncover amganingful patterns. This is evident in both theerr
and outer models. In the inner model, althoughvtivéance in trial verdict certainty was fully exjplad by
the impact of all four trial-related perceptio®8,= 1.00, it is likely that the reportd® is artificial given
that the predictors had no significant effect oal trerdict certainty. The explained varianceshef bther
endogenous variables were limited. Exogenous asabe., the RLAQ23 subscales) were only able to
explain 6.7% of the variance in the prosecutiorecrgength variable, 2.3% of the variance in thotivi
testimony strength variable and 10.7% of the vagain the defendant testimony strength variableoAl
issues were present with respect to the path cisifs. A SC-Bonferroni adjusted per te@gfe | error'Was

calculated using the equatia; = ap/k! 2 Based on the relevant latent correlations andbauraf

31 SPSS 22.0 was used to examine potential collityeand multicollinearity. Multicollinearity and
collinearity are problematic when a tolerance statiwhich ranges between 0 and 1) for a givedipter
falls below .10, and when a predictor’s VIF stati¢tvhich is the inverse of tolerance and has myex
exceeds the value of 10 (see Mertler & Vannatt@520
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paths, the average absolute correlation coefficiers, t-avg| = (-.216 — .144 + .054 + .327 — .139 — .005 —
.005 + .609 — .007)/9 = .053, meaning thatdpefor Model 1 is, .05/ %= 01. Given amprof .01,
thet-values for all path coefficients must equal ore®d a.ico(191) of 2.60 in order to reach
significance. None of the paths in Model 1 met triterion.

Regarding indicator reliability, most coefficierits the three RLAQ23 subscales did not exceed a
value of .40, which is the minimum standard for destrating item-level reliability in an exploratory
study. These three factors also had limited inferoasistency for an exploratory analysis, as nuirtbe
composite reliability scores exceeded a value @f Lékewise, the three factors produced weak AVérss
and did not surpass a value of .50, which is irtilieaof poor convergent validit}.Finally, regarding
discriminant validity, it is obvious that some cli@énts located along the diagonal of the latent
intercorrelational matrix (Table T11) are less tliaa value of some correlation coefficients. Ashtsube
model has insufficient discriminant validity. InnmuModel 1 has virtually no predictive power.

Model 1 presented in Figure U5 only accounted lierrelationships among the dependent
measures. A remaining unknown was the degree tohwthie model differed as a function of variatioms i
levels of the independent variable (i.e., MS cdaodjt On occasion, null effects disappear once a
moderator variable is introduced. This leads tastteally significant patterns for specific levai§that
variable. To explore this possibility, four separBL.S models like the one depicted in Figure USewer
constructed for each of the four conditions. Howetleese four models were unable to identify any
meaningful patterns in the dependent measureduagton of the independent variable. In total, five
models hint to the idea that terror managementeff@vhether in the lab or in the social ecologgymn
insubstantial role in legal decision-making.

Study 2: Data Screening and Results
Pre-analytic data screeningAs in Study 1, pre-analytic data screening techesquere

implemented to enhance statistical conclusion itgli©nce again, data screening required intenpgettie

%2 The average variance extracted (AVE) is a statisthndex which measures the degree to which itexms
into a particular construct. The AVE for a constraccounts for the explained variance of all itemd is
based on the average percent-of-variation explajciedrornell & Larcker, 1981).
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normality and skewness statistics for all 38 depahdheasures. For Study 2, normality and skewness
statistics are reported in Table T12.

Findings obtained from the Shapiro-Wilk tests sugdgleat only 4 of the 38 dependent variables
are normally distributed. That is, the measurepitapinto case-specific need for deterrence, peecki
offender dangerousness, Need for Cognition (NF@)FRaith in Intuition (FI) yield no evidence of non-
normality. However, due to the substantial preserigetentially problematic non-normality, an
assessment of skewness statistics was undertaken.

For each of the 38 dependent measures, the skewstatissic was utilized to determine the extent
of asymmetry in the measure’s probability distribnt(see Table T12). Based on th&-SEratios, it is
evident that 13 of the 38 variables are asymmetiBtdl, in terms of a “ratios” standard, most éepent
measuresy66%) do not present extensive violations of nortpals in Study 1, the choice was made to
avoid the use of power transformations in ordggreserve psychometric properties and account for
legitimate item-responding. In sum, all 38 depemndaniables were left untransformed. Descriptive
statistics for each dependent variable are provikdable T13.

In order to assess measurement reliability, Cromhesrores were calculated for 26 of the 38
dependent measures. Coefficients are reportedile a4 along the diagonal of the intercorrelatlona
matrix. Reliability assessments could not be penadt on 12 measures, as these variables were megasure
with a single item. Among the 26 dependent varsbbeasured with multiple indicators, 10 factors
exhibited moderately high reliability rates, with,, values ranging between .74 and .83. Nonetheless, i
should be noted that the internal consistency @itd8 factors were inadequate-to-nearly reliabiéh
Ocron SCOres ranging between .09 and .67. Moreovertaagtistical constraints in the datig,qn,
coefficients could not be calculated for threedegt(i.e., person-focused attributional reasontglte s
affect toward the juvenile and case-specific detare attitudes). Overall, based on the pre-analia
screening results, it was concluded that mosteftigpendent measures were conducive to parametric
statistical analysis. Results from these analyseglaborated in the next subsection.

Results.The results for Study 2 are partitioned into trsabsections. Each subsection focuses on

examining a unique family of hypotheses in ordeagsess which theories and variables are appligable
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terms of explaining judicial transfer decision adnty. All hypothesis families were analyzed us8©Q-
Bonferroni adjusted PLS-SEM.

The first subsection reviews the statuses of Hygseh 1a-1c (“Terror Management and Social
Information-Processing”). Here, a series of PLS-Sfth models were constructed to examine the impact
of NFC and FI on transfer decision certainty. AStndy 1, the impact of the independent variable wa
assessed by creating models for the full sampleéf@nelch of the four research conditions. The sdco
subsection reviews Hypothesis 2 (“Uncertainty Aamide and Attributional Reasoning”). According to
UACA theory, legal decisions emerge from a comptdationship between attributions and crime control
motives. Thus, these variables were included irthargpath model. Lastly, in the third subsectian, a
exploratory path model was used to evaluate thedstg of Hypothesis 3 (“Statutory—Nonstatutory east
Perspective”). This test involved an examinatiopwhishment attitudes, juvenile-related perceptitegal
experience, legal considerations and transfer eceertainty.

Subsection 1: Terror management and social infoimnaprocessing (hypotheses la-1&)path
model (Model 2) was constructed to analyze thdioela between social information-processing (N&C
and FI) and judicial transfer decision certaintfieTmodel was derived from the full sample of 64ejile
court judges. The inner model coefficients are gmé=d in Figure U6. Outer model values, latent
correlations, reliability rates and validity coeféints are listed in Table T15. Based on the degfee
statistical nonsignificance, there was no eviddgncaipport Hypotheses 1a-1c. The following results
support this conclusion.

In regard to Model 2, tolerance and VIF scoresdat#id that there was no evidence of collinearity
and multicollinearity. For the endogenous trangigision certainty variable, the NFC and Fl predist
had identical tolerance and VIF coefficients (.96 4.04, respectively). The PLS algorithm converted
data in three stage-one iterations. This suggkatghe dataset did not contain serious abnormslitihich
would threaten statistical validity. However, Mo@elvas rejected given weaknesses in the inner atedt o
models. With respect to the inner model, the latanables were inadequate predictors of transéersibn
certainty. The data show that Fl and NFC only exgld 3% R2 = .03) of the variance in the outcome

variable. The main problems were present in thi pagfficients. The SC-Bonferroni adjusted per dgst
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1error WaS calculated based on the germane latent cboredaGiven that the-avg| = (-.149 — .054)/2 = -
1102, theupr for Model 2 is, .05/2711%2= 03 If theapris .03, then thé-values for all path coefficients
must equal or surpasdica(63) of 2.22 in order to achieve statistical sigrifice. The two paths in
Model 2 were unable to exceed this critical value.

In terms of convergent and discriminant validitgyocertain aspects of the analysis were
consistent with a valid predictive model. For thesbscale, the indicator reliability score for otean
(Item 9) did not exceed a value of .40, which di¢ative of limited reliability. Also, two indicats for the
NFC subscale (Items 3 and 4) displayed poor iteratlieeliability. Despite these limitations, theemal
consistency rates for both variables, based on ositgreliabilities, were moderately high and exiszk
the value of .60. Still, only the FI factor dispéadysufficient convergent validity, given an AVE.62
(although this is only slightly above the .50 aiit@). Notably, the degree to which Fl and NFC gass
unique properties is fairly high. As indicated b discriminant validity scores placed along tregdnal
of the latent intercorrelational matrix (Table T,1&8) scores surpass the values of all correlation
coefficients. Regardless of the adequacy of cegaitions of the inner and outer models, the totalf
evidence favors a rejection of the entire modebther words, Model 2 has no predictive power.

The model in Figure U6 does not account for theaohpf the independent variable (i.e., MS
condition). To explore the extent to which the inaed outer models differed because of MS stimulus
type, separate models like the one illustratedigufe U6 were created for each of the four research
conditions® Akin to Study 1, the four models did not uncovey atatistically significant differences in the
dependent variables as a function of MS stimulpe tyf he five PLS-SEM path models once again
supported the argument that terror managementrdgesperate within legal ecologies with any subtishn

degree of influencd

% Due to the small size of the sample, it was nakijibe to determine if the demographic variablésdc
as covariates of the relationship involving thesipendent and dependent variables.

3 For all groups and the entire sample, the motitiated in Figure U6 was reanalyzed after remgvin
Items 3, 4 and 9. The modifications did not imprtive predictive power of the models and the results
were closely similar to those obtained from ModeBased on the full sample, the explained variarice
the endogenous variable decreaselkte .02. The additional tests support the conclusiat terror
management is unlikely to influence the justicecpss.
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Subsection 2: Uncertainty avoidance and attribugibreasoning (hypothesis 2)nother path
model (Model 3) was constructed to explore hypahesbout uncertainty, attributional reasoning, erim
control motives and transfer decision-making. Mdlglas based on the complete sample. Inner model
values are displayed in Figure U7. Outer modelesllatent correlations, reliability rates and digyi
coefficients are presented in Table T16. The SCi&ooni corrected PLS-SEM estimator did not uncover
evidence to support Hypothesis 2. This means tigaavailable data do not favor UACA theory as an
explanatory model of judicial transfer decisiontaity. Results consistent with this conclusion are
discussed below.

With respect to Model 3, tolerance and VIF statsstndicated that there were no problems with
multicollinearity. For the endogenous case-specifime control variable, the dispositional and aitonal
attribution predictors displayed identical tolerarmnd VIF coefficients (.96 and 1.04, respectivefgr the
endogenous transfer decision certainty variakdethitee predictors displayed good tolerance and VIF
scores: dispositional orientation (.95 and 1.05peetively); situational orientation (.92 and 1.08,
respectively); and case-specific crime controlmEéon (.94 and 1.06, respectively).

The PLS algorithm converged the data in seven stagdterations. Thus, the dataset did not
contain abnormalities which would preclude the gatien of a valid model. However, Model 3 was
rejected due to limitations in the inner and omedels. Regarding the inner model, the latent bte&ga
were unable to adequately predict the degree n$fea decision certainty. Data indicate that digpmsal
and situational reasoning styles only accounte®%rR2 = .06) of the variance in the case-specific crime
control motive variable. Moreover, crime controltimes and attributional reasoning only accounted fo
19% (2 = .19) of the variance in the transfer decisiertainty factor. Issues associated with the path
coefficients were also present. The SC-Bonferrdjusied per testype | erorWas determined using the
appropriate latent correlations. Given that thev| = (.137 + .223 + .400 + .221 + .006)/5 = .198@,dfr
for Model 3 is, .05/5"191= 02, If theapris .02, then thé-values for all path coefficients must equal or
exceed dgiica(63) of 2.39 in order to meet statistical significa. The five paths in Model 3 did not

surpass this threshold.
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Analyses were also performed in order to assessdegree of convergent and discriminant
validity. Only particular portions of the analysgsre consistent with a valid predictive model. The
indicator reliabilities for all factors were satisfory and greater than .40, which is indicativgadd
reliability. Despite this result, the internal ca@tsncy rate for the dispositional reasoning fagtas poor
(composite reliability = .04). All factors displaygood convergent validity, as all AVE scores weed!
above the .50 threshold. Also, based on the disicaim validity scores located along the diagonahef
latent intercorrelational matrix (Table T16), itdkear that all scores are greater than all carogla
coefficients. Thus, the degree to which the attidnal reasoning and crime control factors possess
different psychometric properties is rather higlthAugh portions of the inner and outer models were
adequate (e.g., moderate to high indicator relt#s), most of the available evidence favors aagpn of
the complete model. That is, Model 3 lacks predécpower and supports the contention that attiimadi
and crime control-based attitudinal processes ddanflaence judicial transfer decision-making in
scenarios where waiver hearing information is ambig*°

Subsection 3: Statutory—nonstatutory factors peripe (hypothesis 3A final path model
(Model 4) was constructed to explore hypothesesitadquecific legal considerations, extralegal fax@mmd
transfer decision-making. The fourth model was\astifrom the entire sample of juvenile court judges
The inner model values are depicted in Figure UBe©model values, latent correlations, reliabitdayes
and validity coefficients are listed in Table TThe SC-Bonferroni corrected PLS-SEM estimator
uncovered substantial support for Hypothesis 3,nimggthat there exists tentative evidence congrugtht
a “statutory—nonstatutory factors” perspective.

In regard to Model 4, tolerance and VIF scores atagthat there were no problems pertaining to
multicollinearity. For the endogenous prosecutiasecstrength variable, its three predictors haele

tolerance and VIF coefficients: number of waiveatiegs (1.00 and 1.00, respectively); utility of thent

% The model illustrated in Figure U7 was reanalyattdr removing items with indicator reliability ses
below .70, the threshold for demonstrating sub&hrgliability (cf. Hulland, 1999). This led to¢h
removal of Items 1 and 3 of the Attributional Reaisg Style scale. The modifications did not imprafe
predictive power of the model and the results vetweely similar to those obtained from Model 3. The
explained variance of the endogenous transfer ideci®rtainty variable decreasedRd=.18. In contrast,
the explained variance of the endogenous crimeaalovdriable increased & = .07. Overall, the
additional test supports the conclusion that uagett concerns and attributions are unable to ptete
valence of judicial transfer decisions.
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Guidelines (1.00 and 1.00, respectively); and #regived dangerousness of the juvenile (1.00 0@ 1.
respectively). For the endogenous case-specifaerdgtce variable, its three predictors also digalayood
tolerance and VIF statistics: case-specific retidou(.86 and 1.16, respectively); global detereeG0
and 1.11, respectively); and perceived juvenileggaousness (.87 and 1.15, respectively). For the
endogenous transfer decision certainty variabkeptiesecution case strength and case-specificreeber
predictors displayed identical tolerance and VIéres (.91 and 1.10, respectively).

The PLS algorithm successfully converged the dateven stage-one iterations. Thus, it is
reasonable to assume that the dataset did notic@eieere statistical abnormalities. Based onrtheri and
outer models, Model 4 was tentatively confirmedtdrms of the inner model, the latent variablesewer
able to adequately predict transfer decision asiifand its precursors. In particular, the findinggeal
that prosecution case strength and case-specé#it foe deterrence explained a substantial portfaheo
variance in the transfer decision certainty factearly 60% IR2 = .59). Given the degree of explained
variance, other sets of latent variables were aealyo evaluate their effects on prosecution csagth
and case-specific need for deterrence. These fisdihow that the explained variance in the progatut
case strength variabl&q = .33) is due to the effects of perceived juvediingerousness, the low utility of
theKentGuidelines and the high degree of reported lega¢egence (i.e., number of waiver hearings). The
data also reveal that juvenile dangerousness, sgasafic need for retribution and global deterrevakies
accounted for 42%R¢ = .42) of the variance in the case-specific detare factor.

As a whole, the path coefficients were compellifige SC-Bonferroni adjusteg,pe | errorWas
calculated by incorporating the appropriate latamtelations. If ther{avg| = (.309 — .294 + .379 + .458 +
479 + .465 + 593 + .646)/8 = .379, then daefor Model 4 is, .05/8-¥%1= .02, Based on amprof .02,
thet-values for all path coefficients must equal oresd a.i.o(63) of 2.39 in order to achieve statistical
significance. All eight paths present in Model 4seeded in surpassing this threshold.

Another series of tests were performed to determimeergent and discriminant validity. All
analyses were consistent with a valid predictiv& Phodel (see Table T17). The indicator reliab#itier
all factors were satisfactory and well above a @aiti.40, which is indicative of good reliabilityr terms

of internal consistency, all factors displayed Highels of reliability (composite reliability range.75 to
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.90). Moreover, all factors displayed good convatgalidity. That is, all AVE scores were above t5@
threshold. Lastly, based on the discriminant vaflidcores located along the diagonal of the latent
intercorrelational matrix (Table T17), it is evidehat all scores are greater than all correlatioefficients.
The assertion that all eight factors possess éiftspsychometric properties is tenable.

In sum, the dataset yields findings which favoemtative confirmation of the entire model. Model
4 possesses meaningful predictive power. The imfdin of this conclusion is that judicial transfergpear
to emerge out of complex associations betweenaodati legal considerations and global and specified

extralegal factors. This is consistent with a ‘istety—nonstatutory factors” perspective.
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Chapter 9: Discussion
Study 1 Discussion

Findings derived from Study 1 underscore severpbirant arguments about the nature of the
relationship between terror management and thé-tetgied behaviors of mock-jurors. Claims grounded
in empirical data and reasonable theoretical coumjes have favored a view of the courtroom as anaar
replete with opportunities for mortality salien®4Sg) priming and terror management (Arndt et alQ20
Cook et al., 2004; Goodman-Delahunty et al., 20BBwever, data presented here lend limited credance
this perspective. Rather, the available evidenotsto the possibility that some terror managereéfetts
observed in trial simulation experiments could e riesult of unintended methodological artifacts.

An initial assessment of the three Study 1 hypab@svolved ANOVA tests which directly
examined the impact of MS on mock-jurors’ trialateld evaluations and decisions. Mock-juror behavior
were not contingent on the type of MS prime implated during the experiment. Two implications arise
from these null patterns. First, the inability bétexperiment (with student participants) to regikc
previously reported behavioral differences (moatiyong college samples) across the traditional M5 an
control conditions casts doubt on the ubiquity aranitude of courtroom-related terror management
effects. Null results may not be surprising givieatt despite hundreds of independent inquiries effé&ts
are moderate and highly conditional (Burke et2010). Second, the failure to replicate evidengeriag
the MS hypothesis using an ecologically realistetimod (i.e., MS-laden attorney statements) gives o
concerns about the degree to which the crimingigesystem and its courtrooms operate as social
ecologies wherein vulnerability concerns are likelyindermine the justice process.

The data from Study 1 call attention to two congn@ial possibilities. One possibility is that most
legal-related terror management effects reporteddniterature resulted from unintended methodicklg
artifacts. Virtually all research on terror managetnand the law has relied heavily on externaialiu
methodologies and has reported substantively medfestts at best. Methodological issues are
compounded when it is realized that these behadvatéerns cannot be readily replicated via methbds

more closely mirror the legal proceedings of the weorld. That is, the fact that experiments appedre
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better equipped to uncover MS effects when tradditigversus ecological) methods are employed gives
cause to argue against the notion that real cantsanvite existential biases into the justice pss

A second possibility pertains to the structurehef fictitious narrative utilized in Study 1. In
theory, the narrative could have been perceivethbdgk-jurors as overly complex and excessive in $erm
of information volume. As such, any influence thaty have arisen from the MS primes could have been
drowned out by effects associated with various aeting informational sources (e.g., knowledge of
similar cases; media effects; naive theories atdune). Further, even if genuine MS effects were
obscured by the impact of numerous informationatses, it is important to note that jurors areliite
encounter this level of trial complexity in real-sbcontexts. If terror-related biases are trulglpematic
in the courtroom, then it would be reasonable fpeek observing MS effects above and beyond the
influence of other factors. However, this is na tase. In all, the ANOVA results do not suppoet th
hypothesis that mock-juror behaviors are a functibhlS priming, contrary to prior research.

Following the ANOVA tests, the PLS-SEM estimatorswesed as an alternative statistical
technique to reexamine all three hypotheses. TI®2HEM estimator has an advantage over the ANOVA
approach in that the former technique possessighalbgree of statistical power. The constructiba o
path model began with an assessment of bivariatelation coefficients. An intercorrelational matof
the pertinent variables revealed that meaningfebasations exist between legal attitudes, triadved
perceptions and mock-juror decision-making. Howgeresults from the PLS path models did not uncover
evidence to support the three hypotheses.

In all, these data provide reasons to remain sé&pdbout the pernicious function of terror
management within domains of law. Additional psyelpal studies are ultimately needed in order to
partial out any potential methodological artifaassociated with traditional MS priming. This couoe
action should offer scholars the opportunity tocadaely measure the impact that ecological variahts
terror management may have on the perceptions emaviors of legal decision-makers.

Study 2 Discussion
The results obtained in Study 2 contribute esskktiawledge about a unique population of

individuals whose experiences and occupationaltipeschave received modest scholarly attention. At
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present, the available psycholegal literature chmeprovide a parsimonious and comprehensive a¢adun
judicial decision-making as it unfolds in a waia#ijurisdiction hearing. The lack of a valid thetical
framework brings forth an epistemological constrainwvhich it is challenging to extract reliable pinical
assertions about how juvenile court judges recereciost of legal considerations and extralegabfac
during the transfer decision-making process.

The absence of a tenable social theory in this doofgurisprudential research inspired several
features of Study 2. In particular, three areasocfal psychological and sociological inquiry were
considered in order to identify critical conceptaatl theoretical elements. From this, Study 2 ipoated
parallel methodological properties designed to watal if judges’ decisions to transfer juvenileshie adult
CJS are influenced by mortality salience (see Aatdt., 2005; Cook et al., 2004; Goodman-Delaheity
al., 2005), uncertainty avoidance (see Albone@86@l, 1987, 1991; Albonetti & Hepburn, 1996) or a
reconciliatory-type process involving specific gtaty and nonstatutory factors (see Brannen e2@06;
D’Angelo, 2007; Feld, 1983; Lyons, 2011; Meanslgt2012; Salekin, 2002; Salekin et al., 2002). The
application of statistical models assisted in dragypreliminary inferences about which factors may b
active (or inactive) in real-world waiver of juristion hearings.

Applicability of the DTPDD: Hypotheses 1la-1cAnalyses of all hypotheses pertaining to terror
management and social information-processing weable to yield empirical evidence to support the
DTPDD as a reliable social theory of judicial triamglecision-making. The data show that participgati
juvenile court judges were largely unaffected bthbimplicit ecological MS cues (i.e., single-MS
conditions) and explicit ecological MS cues (idouble-MS condition). Also, there is no evidence to
demonstrate that variations in NFC and FI diffeiadiyt predict the degree of transfer decision datya
From a methodological standpoint, this is incomsistvith research which has reported eliciting MS
effects with the use of ecologically valid techregue.g., Pickel & Brown, 2002, as cited in Arntale,
2005). More generally, the null findings are incatiple with most experimental and psycholegal stsidi
on TMT, which proffer that reminders of death séledy influence how decision-makers process social
cues about norm violators (Arndt et al.; Burkelet2010; Cook et al., 2004; DeWall & Baumeisted0Z;

Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2005; Greenberg et 8801Greenberg et al., 1995; Pyszczynski et aB919
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Rosenblatt et al., 1989). At present, these refals the conclusion that the DTPDD may have kit
power as a parsimonious theory of judicial trangfesision-making.

Applicability of UACA theory: Hypothesis 2. Tests of the relations between uncertainty
avoidance, attributional reasoning orientationgesgecific crime control motives and transfer deois
making suggest that UACA theory may not offer diséa and valid representation of the judicialnséer
decision-making process. All analyses uncoverdikstally nonsignificant effects. Although these
statistical findings should be treated as prelimjnasights (given the small dataset), the incicgeot
several null results justifies a tentative skeptititoward the theory’s applicability. At presehgre is
insufficient evidence to assert that judges’ dedcial rationales flow from a legal calculus thaéeatpts to
acknowledge causal ambiguity, manage uncertairdycantrol crime (cf. Albonetti, 1986, 1987, 1991;
Albonetti & Hepburn, 1996).

A “statutory—nonstatutory factors” perspective: Hypothesis 3.Findings from Study 2 indicate
that a statutory—nonstatutory factors model offetsnable description of juvenile court judgeshsfer
decision certainty. That is, judicial waivers app@abe contingent on a unique combination of legal
considerations and extralegal factors. This icizoadance with numerous formal studies involvingiak
judges (Brannen et al., 2006; D’'Angelo, 2007; F&RB3; Lyons, 2011; Means et al., 2012; Saleki®220
Salekin et al., 2002) and other inquiries on juaitiansfers (e.g., pre-dissertation study). Wasth noting
that discretion should be exercised when intempgetie data in this manner, as there were a fetarines
in which relationships did not conform to a statytanonstatutory factors model. Still, there werégras
in judgment and decision-making certainty which naat further elaboration in this section.

A common practice in most psycholegal studieseésnigasurement of decision-maker perceptions
toward information and evidence submitted by tla¢esind defense bars. In Study 2, judges rated the
strength or weakness of the state and defensalsnamts and evidence. It was expected that favorable
evaluations of the state would positively predittitude in the rightness of a transfer. Conversely
favorable evaluations of the defense would neghtipeedict this form of behavior. This hypothesiasv

supported by the data, in part. Results from Mddeldicate that transfer decision certainty wagigly
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explained by the degree to which judges favoregtbeecution’s case. However, the predictive paafer
the model would diminish after introducing evaloas about the defense .

One implication of these findings is that evidentay exist to suggest that potential asymmetries
in judicial evaluations of attorneys operate in somaiver of jurisdiction hearings. According to theta,
asymmetries in the impressions of the attorneygapi favor the prosecution’s case for transfaatTs,
judges’ certainty in their decision to allow a tséar is determined primarily by positive evaluaidoward
the prosecution’s case, evidence and argumentthdfudespite the extremely limited sample size, th
likelihood of this asymmetrical pattern occurringdhance alone is 1 in 100,009 .00001 whe[63] =
4.78). This is true even after controlling for patal familywise error inflation. If the validityfahis
pattern is provisionally assumed true, questioiseas to why juvenile court judges would harbor a
meaningful prosecutorial bids.

The available data point to two possible explametid he model suggests that the amount of legal
experience with regard to transfers significantigdicts favorable views of the prosecution. Theeanor
experienced judges are in waiver of jurisdictioari@gs, the greater the degree of prosecutorial bia
Though speculative, this relationship may be iniliesof a general disillusionment which subtly alemnts
over the course of juvenile court judges’ care€hat is, continual interactions with delinquent troau
within the context of a transfer hearing (wherethi@ory, the most dangerous offenders are assuoriaal t
present) may unconsciously or explicitly compelgesl into applying a model of legal decision-making
which orients more attention to matters regardielgavioral control and public risk (a prosecutorial
consideration) rather than rehabilitation (a defecsunsel consideration). Alternatively, it is déole that
highly experienced judges may have witnessed theftis of transfers, in relation to the best ins¢seof

juveniles, over the course of their careers. Fstaince, judges may have observed that the adolini

% PLS-SEM is inherently an exploratory technique, aconfirmatory approach. This permits for the
analysis of various possible path structures. S¢wvariables were examined before settling on ittedl
structure of Model 4, which provides the best emptaon of the endogenous variables of interestrgthe
available data.

371t has been proposed that this prosecutorial iiag relate to the prior occupations held by juveniurt
judges. That is, judges may have held position@@secutors in the past, thus fostering a pro-state
orientation. Yet, an examination of the demogralaita did not support this contention. In the St2dy
sample, nearly 60% reported prior defense coungedreence and just over 42% reported prior
prosecutorial experience (however, it is also fmegshat judges with defense counsel experience wer
more inclined to volunteer in this study than thegout such experience).
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justice system is better equipped to provide spemdnomic and individualized resources to certain
offenders than the juvenile justice system. In $t2dwhen asked to justify their transfer decisjanse
judge stated that, “[The juvenile offender’s] eviment and lack of parental support may well cbnte
to his problem but he knows right from wrong anthegunishment has to be levied with
rehabilitation..”; likewise, another judge wrote that, “Adult supision beyond [the juvenile offender’s]
18" birthday will have a better opportunity for sucs@s adjusting his criminal behavior and betterteco
the public.” However, another judge mentioned tHathe clhances for rehabilitation [are] bettertle
juvenile system.” Similarly, one judge argued tligEhe juvenile offender is] a kid. There are still
resources in the juvenile court to help [the juleepiffender] change his behavior.” Given the mixezlvs
about the benefits and detriments of transfer réutasearch should examine these differences ategre
detail with a larger sample of juvenile court judgEuture studies should also look into the veyaufithe
“disillusionment” hypothesis alluded to above.

The PLS path model also reveals that favorableuatiains of the prosecution result from
variations in the utility of th&entGuidelines. To the extent that the guidelinespareeived as legally
irrelevant and inapplicable, judges are inclinegasitively assess the case presented by the*$iate.
present, the data cannot provide an empirical egien for the relationships between low guidelitiity
and a prosecutorial bias. Still, one possible exqtian may be that judges equate the defense @irttien
state) with particular legal standards. The waofgurisdiction hearing is, by design, a scenarleve
presumptions of innocence and the burden to praileage not legally relevant. Instead, juvenilaido
judges are tasked with determining if the state@dafdnse’s cases possess sufficient sway to legatly
justly permit a transfer. Research has shown tlaatyntransfers take into account factors such aenjiley
dangerousness, sophistication/maturity, prior récweatment amenability and public risk (Branntalg
2006; D'Angelo, 2007; Feld, 1983; Lyons, 2011; Meanal., 2012; Salekin, 2002; Salekin et al., 3002

Interestingly, many of these factors are enumernatéioe sixkentGuidelines which predicted unfavorable

¥ |n some instances, it was expected that particigamdges would perceive some guidelines as lggall
irrelevant. For exampl&entGuidelines 5 (role of adult accomplices in thengriin question) was judged
to be the least useful of the eight criteria. Tihireasonable given that the mock-waiver hearidgndi
mention information about adult accessories. Tarawe predictive power, the final structure of Model
did not include this item in the outer model.
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evaluations of the state. Further, this may expldiy KentGuideline 4 (prosecutive merit) was unrelated
to prosecution case strength judgments. The irmhusf this item in the outer model reduced the gosie
Model 4. However, this effect does not explain vaieyceived juvenile dangerousness positively predict
the valence of prosecution evaluations. Theresis ab empirical explanation for what seems to be a
tendency among judges to shift the burden of pioathe form ofKent Guidelines) away from the state.
Further research is needed in order to developa@yhwhich is able to disentangle the complex iehest
between the language of tkentGuidelines and evaluations of the prosecutionseca

The certitude associated with a particular trandésision is not solely a function of legal
considerations pertaining to the prosecution. @éga highlight that transfer decisions are shapecddise-
specific deterrence motives. Regardless of cométrén the dataset, the SC-Bonferroni adjusted BES4
estimator indicates that the likelihood of thisatednship occurring by chance alone is 1 in 1 onilljp =
.000001 whet[63] = 5.35). Results of this sort fall in line Witlaims proposed by D’Angelo (2007)
which hold that procedural structures designedotaate judicial bias do not guarantee that extralleg
inputs will remain outside the decision-making @me& Further, research indicates that to the ettiant
individuals disassociate their attitudes from aswétral task (e.g., attitudes and decision-making,
respectively), a significant likelihood exists tltla¢ implicitness (i.e., unconsciousness) of thieude will
influence the behavioral task (see Prislin, 198H)s is potentially problematic if, in the questachieve
impatrtiality, juvenile court judges become unawairéhe degree to which their attitudes (implicit or
explicit) relate to their actions.

The observed effect is also consistent with re$eatdch reveals that beliefs about general and
specific deterrence influence the mindsets of #igegal public and criminal justice functionarieg(e
police, judges, attorneys). These beliefs ultimadeicourage punitive attitudes, decisions and seet In
effect, people implicitly buy into the veracity déterrence theorgnd believe potential offenders are able
to weigh the costs and benefits of criminal actiaosordingly and, hence, be “deterred” (Carlsn2008;
Corrado et al., 2003; Landau, 1978; McFatter, 18¥&ernik, 2011; Paternoster, 1989; Payne et aQ4R0

There are many reasons to be skeptical about #zetitht juvenile offenders are deterred from

criminal offending because of rational-based cestdiit analyses (Miner-Romanoff, 2012). Investigasi
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in neural-cognitive science and developmental pshpady favor this skeptical orientation. Most scists
accept the notion that the adolescent brain armbgsitive processes differ markedly from those of
children and adults (cf. Steinberg, 2009; Steinl&eRrott, 2003). Adolescence encompasses a critical
moment in cognitive neurodevelopment. In esseteebtains of teenagers are in a continual state of
maturation. This period is characterized by sigaffit changes in the functions and structures olfthim
and may explain the impetuses behind juvenile dfifegy In early adolescence, the dopamine reward
centers of the brain are often heightened in thasitivity to rewarding stimuli. This sensitivityay
explain why particular youths engage in behavitwaracterized by impulsivity, sensation-seeking and
overt delinquency. The function of dopamine rewagdters may also explain why some adolescents
asymmetrically attend to rewards rather than cdfstsis notion of adolescent development is teaaltl
ultimately undercuts the inherent logic of detece=riThis is problematic given that legal decisioaking
appears to be predicated on this particular |duzdry.

The results from Model 4 suggest that case-speddfierrence motives may be based on case-
specific retributive attitudes, global deterrenedues and perceived juvenile dangerousness. Tlifestse
are consistent with several aspects of the gernitenature. Research has shown that judicial decisi
making often accounts for deterrence and retrieugivals (Meernik, 2011). As such, judges seemdefsc
the doctrine that the vindication of violated normandates just deserts in conjunction with indigld@and
societal-level crime prevention (i.e., specific ayaheral deterrence, respectively). In line witis th
doctrine, other inquiries have found strong positagsociations between retributive and deterrdatect
punishment attitudes (Chung & Bagozzi, 1997; Ch&ngardeck, 1994). Given the active role of these two
philosophies in this area of jurisprudence, subsagstudies should make attempts to determinextese
to which retributive and deterrence-related valresindependent or interdependent socio-legal nastst
These studies should also seek to assess how pensegf juvenile dangerousness relate to retriteuti
motives and how these two factors influence degisimkers’ naive theories about specific deterrece.
better and in-depth understanding of the two Iéigadbries may provide clues about the origins of the

patterns observed in Model 4.
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Other evidence emerged to support a statutory—atnesty factors model of judicial transfer
decision-making. A noteworthy pattern was detegthdn comparing global punishment attitudes and
parallel case-specific attitudes. Researchers loangeargued that general attitudes about a givéavier
reveal global information about how individuals amest likely to react when confronted with a specif
instance of the same act (see Ajzen & Fishbein5p@imilar claims have been put forward with reger
general punishment attitudes and the justice pso@@sung & Bagozzi, 1997; ChungRardeck, 1994).
Thus, a significant degree of correspondence wasa&d between global punishment attitudes and
parallel case-specific attitudes. Although thiseotation was not met for some global—specific gumisnt
attitude pairs (in particular, rehabilitation amdribution), global deterrence values were predéctf
parallel case-specific attitudes. The observedpafurther indicates that deterrence-based att#twebre
active during the decision-making process andtti&t may have had effects on how judges percelwed t
waiver hearing as a whole. At the moment, therenarknown reasons to explain why certain global
punishment attitudes (e.g., rehabilitation) seetoduk unrelated to their case-specific counterpd@itis
relationships between these global and specififididihal extralegal factors warrant further study.

In sum, the current dataset provisionally suppamtsatutory—nonstatutory factors model of
judicial transfer decision-making. This conclusisrexpressed with some caution. It cannot be argutd
certainty that the exact parameters and relatipsdhetween legal considerations, extralegal factods
decisional behavior have been unequivocally defigedbsequent studies, larger datasets and thearetic
developments will be required to test the plauibdf the decision-making model illustrated in Madt.
General Discussion

Study limitations. Taking into account the variables of interest, th&oal frameworks,
guestions, hypotheses and methods for Studies 2,dhi imperative to review the constraints and
disadvantages of the investigation as a whole. Buttlies had unique weaknesses. Most limitations
pertained to problems with recruitment, missingadateasurement, ecological realism and the udweeof t
PLS-SEM estimator.

Recruitment-related limitations and issues withgimignessRecruitment limitations surfaced in

two forms: self-selection bias and low sample szenstraints associated with self-selection biagse
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unavoidable in Studies 1 and 2. Self-selectionph@nomenon common in experiments and surveys. The
central problem is that characteristic informat@mnonparticipants is unavailable. Limitations assted

with this form of unit-level nonresponse behavige empossible to remedy with the use of generally
acceptegrincipled missing data methodsuch as multiple imputation, full information niaxim-

likelihood (FIML) techniques and the iterative egfsion—maximization algorithm (for more informatio

on missing data issues, see Dong & Peng, 2013kdtently, after the data are analyzed and intiexghre

it remains unclear if the results are applicablentk-jurors and juvenile court judges who optetitao
participate in the studies. This fact limits theezral validity of both Studies 1 and 2. At bekg t
generalizability of all causal inferences extrapedafrom the two samples is limited to individualso

share attributes akin to sampled participants.

Another significant recruitment-related problem wlze low sample size in Study 2. Two points
are important to note at this moment. First, theda size fell well below the requisite numberiadly
chosen in order to detect medium-sized effectssukd, statistical power for all central analyses wa
unsatisfactory. However, issues with low power amall samples did not threaten the integrity of the
PLS-SEM results. This variation of SEM is specificaesigned to be robust in situations where diata
not abide by the usual assumptions underlying pastmetric tests (Hair et al., 2011; Wong, 201135 |
imperative to reiterate that statistically sigrefit and substantially-sized effects were obseméidd data,
despite insufficiencies in power. Plus, in a festamces, the probabilities of observed patternaroog
by chance alone were minute. Still, because ofiffigeof bootstrapping, it is reasonable to limit the
generalizability of Model 4 to judges who sharerekeristics similar to those sampled in Study 2.

Second, the low sample size in Study 2 is indieati¥/difficulties associated with the recruitment
of juvenile court judges in social psycholegal eesb?® This is unfortunate given the dearth of knowledge

about judicial transfer decision-making and the hanof young offenders who are affected by waivers

39 Bootstrapping is based on the process of resagplith replacement. As a result, the “first law” of
applied statistics is ignored. This “law” dictatbat different statisticians who analyze identitatasets
using identical tests ought to yield identicalistatal results. Fortunately, in most situationsotstrapping
produces consistent results (for more on the agidics and limitations of bootstrapping, refer te<gr,
1996).

“°The use of rewards (i.e., gift cards) was ineffecas a recruitment tool. Rather, participatinggjes
opted not to accept the incentive and were simgllyng to volunteer their time and effort.
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annually (see D’Angelo, 2007; Griffin et al., 201With the assistance of an administrator of the]NCJ
who served as the contact person for this studigrrimation was made available to explain some ircgtan
of nonparticipation. Two constraints may explaia tbw recruitment rate. The available information
highlighted limitations related to methodology. Sifieally, some nonparticipants reported that itukbbe
inappropriate to make legal decisions based onthgpical scenarios. In effect, these judges regetite
notion that a mock-waiver hearing paradigm is ablextract valuable knowledge about judicial dexisi
making. Other nonparticipants elected not to cotegdiee study because the length of the survey oa@ms t
time-consuming. In other instances, nonparticipamse displeased with the survey’s forced-choice
format. Nonetheless, the forced-choice format waized in order to mimic the waiver hearing settin
wherein legal dichotomies are commonplace (e ansfier vs. no transfer).

Although nonparticipants’ comments regarding théhmeological aspects of Study 2 are
reasonable, these constraints did not threateartalysis and interpretation of the dataset. Many
psycholegal studies exploit the mock-trial paradaym succeed in uncovering valuable insights about
legal decision-making (Bieneck, 2009; BornsteirQ9;Kramer & Kerr, 1989; Levine et al., 2007;
Wrightsman et al., 2002). Also, an argument coddriade that the length and response format of the
survey preserved elements of the waiver hearinfpggoln this social ecology, judges must take aceg|
time and expend cognitive resources in order tecsalolutions to problems from a set of dichotomous
options. Still, research has found that individualspond more emotionally and punitively to vistnell
stimuli versus written stimuli (see Bright & GoodmBelahunty, 2006). As such, it may be advantageous
to employ audiovisual trial stimuli in future stedipertaining to judicial waivers of jurisdiction.

The rate of recruitment may have also been lowlmaf specific structural (as opposed to
methodological) constraints that prevented somggadrom participating in the study. In some inste)
judges in the sampling frame served in the familyrts and would never encounter a juvenile delingye
case. In other jurisdictions, as in the state ofiBlh, transfers are handled primarily by prosesuoe.,
direct file) and judges rarely have the opportutitynfluence the legal process. Further, somegsdg
expressed a desire to participate in the studyveoe unable to do so because regulations prevémead

from taking part in social research while holdingublic office. As such, future research with thisque
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population must account for these critical methodmlal and structural issues when researchers are
conceptualizing the sampling phase of a new psggablinquiry involving juvenile court judges.

Along with constraints pertaining to unit-level mesponse, item-level nonresponse was also an
issue in Study 2. ltem-level nonresponse is a compi@nomenon in social research. As participants
decide to skip particular survey items, item-levehresponse culminates in an incomplete dataset.
Incomplete datasets have the potential to threstaistical validity when quantitative analyseghad
observed data lead to biased parameter estimataisjshed statistical power and inflated standardre
coefficients (Dong & Peng, 2013).

Statistical adjustments exist to improve incompaeasets. Recently, social researchers have
viewed the implementation of principled missingadatethods as best-practice strategies for addgessin
item-level nonresponse, orissingnes¢Dong & Peng, 2013). Many of these strategiesymesthat data
points are eithemissing at randoniMAR) or missing completely at rando@iMCAR). Stated another way,
the probability of missingness is nonsystematiciarather contingent only on the observed scofes o
data matrix (which would allow for multiple impuitain based on known information) or is unrelated to
both the observed and unobserved scores of a agdtixmnespectively. Principled missing data tecjueis
seem to produce valid parameter estimates whemtleweeason (or “mechanism”) for missingness can be
said to bdgnorable(i.e., when data are MAR or MCAR). As such, thsisgistical strategies possess
certain advantages over traditional ad hoc misdatg methods (e.g., listwise and pairwise deletimng
& Peng)#

The dataset for Study 2 lacks certain data poimtsthis missing information is patterned or
missing not at randorfMNAR). Data are said to be MNAR whenever the imigsess mechanism can
only be attributed to the hypothetical unobsernaates of a data matrix, which are epistemologicatig
mathematically inaccessible. For example, theresgsgematic reasons that explain the occurrenderof
level nonresponse in Study 2 (e.g., length of stéatjgue). Unfortunately, principled missing data
methods are not suited to the task of accountinddta that are MNAR (Dong & Peng, 2013). This is

because critical information is unavailable to aately model the unobserved aspect of the dataxmatr

“ Listwise and pairwise deletion have fallen oufasfor in recent years, as the methods are known to
produce biased or inadequate parameter estimatessa@rious social contexts (see Dong & Peng, 2013
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Thus, the “incomplete” dataset containing full guadtial responses from 91 juvenile court judges was
neither manipulated (e.g., imputation) nor analyzestead, all central analyses were conducted avith
“complete” dataset containing the full responsesrdy 64 juvenile court judges. Although this sty
resulted in a noticeable reduction in sample d$hie,course of action was consistent with important
statistical assumptions which underlie principleidsimg data methods. Moreover, all central analycels
the form of PLS-SEM, which is a suitable linear raling technique for research involving small saraple
(Hair et al., 2011; Wong, 2013).

Measurement-related limitationé. second limitation of the current investigatiogrfains to
statistical conclusion validity. Statistical congilon validity is concerned with the degree to whacthataset
is properly screened, coded, analyzed and integr@®euman, 2011). In both Studies 1 and 2, some
variables were skewed, violating the assumptiomosfality underlying most parametric tests. However
the decision was made to leave skewed variableansformed. Two rationales support this decisidrstF
PLS-SEM is robust and capable of dealing with sligblations of linearity, normality and model
complexity (Hair et al., 2011; Wong, 2013). Secagmulyer transformations introduce an interpretative
constraint in that they distort the conceptual negof Likert scale anchor labels. The power
transformation should always be a strategy ofrlesdrt when there are substantial violations dioexi
statistical assumptions (Newton & Rudestam, 1988this case, forcing the dataset into meetingstieal
assumptions did not outweigh the value of preserttie conceptual meaning of survey response options
especially in light of the advantages inherentli$FSEM.

Another potential threat to statistical conclusiatidity is the low internal consistency rates of
certain variables. In both Studies 1 and 2, theevidence—in the form of Cronbagtroefficients—to
indicate that some measurements were inadequateaess of the latent variables of interest. Thespnee
of low inter-item reliability is not surprising, \g&n that many of the measures were newly develapdd
administered for the first time in this investigati Moreover, in Study 2 in particular, all measoeats
were extrapolated from a narrow sample of juveridlert judges. In this instance, it remains uncittre
inadequate Cronbach alpha scores can be attributaditations in scale construction, sampling or a

combination of both issues. Further research, avitirger sample of judges and an emphasis on scale
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construction methods (e.g., multitrait multimettethlysis, confirmatory factor analysis; cf. JohiB&net-
Martinez, 2000), will be necessary in order to agdrthis problem directly. Still, it is necessaryditerate
that Cronbach’s alpha is an inappropriate indexiafrnal consistency in PLS-SEM (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988
Wong, 2013). Rather, the composite reliability diogdnt is utilized. In Model 4, all composite ratiility
scores were moderate to high, resulting in reliabdasures and analyses.

Overall, it is important to note that the contehalb scale items was easily understood by most
participants. Throughout the entire investigatitvere were no indications that participants streddb
comprehend the denotative meaning of the itemrstatés and response options. Based on these
guantitative and qualitative judgments of the imstents, the decision was made to use these vagiable
during the data analysis phase.

Limitations related to ecological realisrA. third limitation of the current study relatesrtatters
of ecological validity and realism. Even thoughviant attempts were made to preserve elements of
ecological realism, laboratory experiments andetgeriment-within-survey (EWS) design limit the
studies in two ways. Because the designs explpimmental control, Studies 1 and 2 possess adequat
internal validity. However, the obtainment of higlternal validity was not without its costs, asdbe
designs sacrificed many features of the socialogges wherein jurors and judges render legal datssi
That is, because the designs required the usgpéttes, and because jurors and judges work aut of
multitude of state- and local-level jurisdictiolitsywas impossible to construct a single “vignetieniat”
that perfectly mirrored how trials and waiver ofigdliction hearings take place across all courthién
United States. Still, this constraint does not ssadly imply that the mock-trial (mock-waiver hizeay)
paradigm should be abandoned (Bieneck, 2009; Beimst999; Kramer & Kerr, 1989). In fact, the
literature on judicial waivers would benefit trendeuisly from studies that exploit an audiovisuahiat
when judges are placed in a mock-waiver hearingasie (for similar arguments, see Bright & Goodman-
Delahunty, 2006). The audiovisual-cued approachhmgotential to elevate ecological validity and
realism because such cues trigger psychologicakess®es (e.g., emotions) that are neurologicallyrgted

in auditory-visual sensory modalities.
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In Study 2, a second limitation pertaining to egidal realism was unavoidable. As the extant
literature reveals, juvenile court judges conteritth & vast array of factors when rendering transfer
decisions. Unfortunately, the logistics of socedearch do not permit for a simultaneous investigadf
all factors deemed critical. This is problematie jazdges differ in how much weight they assign digalar
factor and in what factors they deem to be “critic@a given waiver of jurisdiction hearing. In&ty 2,
pragmatic decisions were made on the part of thesiiigator in order to isolate and examine a maailzlge
set of central factors. Although it was never gatead that the study would account for all critical
variables commonly found in the real world, pritudies—in conjunction with knowledge about existing
statutes and the pre-dissertation interviews—sugbgasthe variables of interest for Study 2 serwedl in
mirroring various aspects of the social ecology mehremany judicial transfers take place. Stilisit
important to note that juvenile courts are strdssfivironments. The normal operations of the typica
workday are sufficient enough to temporarily aughpsychological arousal and cognitive load beyond
levels considered to be homeostatic. Though sptee|aeviations from experienced homeostasis may
explain why transfers result from certain fact@g(, prosecutorial biases) and not others (e.§., M
priming). Accordingly, future research should aaudior court-elicited arousal and cognitive loadenh
designing new judicial transfer research methodekg

Limitations of the PLS-SEM estimator and SmartPlif final limitation of the current study
pertains to the use of the PLS-SEM estimator aadsthartPLS software package. The use of PLS-SEM is
uncommon in the basic and applied social sciengitb the exception of business and marketing resear
Haenlein & Kaplan, 2004; Hair et al., 2011; Henseleal., 2009; Jung, 2013; Wong, 2013). As a tesul
this version of variance-based SEM has not beesngdpportunities to fairly assess its utility ircisd
psychological and psycholegal research. For tlgisamr, in this investigation, all results and cosiclns
extracted using the PLS-SEM estimator should kerpnéted with due caution.

Another issue pertains to the algorithm programmegimartPLS. The algorithm is not readily
accessible to researchers and questions may arteettae accuracy of the statistical software pgeka
However, as discussed in the Endnotes sectionsitwolation studies comparing the results of a sempl

path model using SPSS and SmartPLS produced idéfitidings. The two simulations improve the



109

validity of the PLS-SEM package. Still, if PLS-SEBthniques (and SmartPLS) are to become generally
accepted among the social psychological commusityolars should perform Monte Carlo simulations
(i.e., algorithm-driven repeated samples-basedesitns). With Monte Carlo approaches, methodotegis
can examine a single dataset and compare thegedi#tined from the SmartPLS algorithm againstltgsu
derived from other comparable algorithms (e.g. Ltbast Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator
[LASSO] regression estimator) offered in statidtigackages such as SPSS.

Implications and future research.Prior to the current investigation, knowledge aljadicial
waivers was sparse and primarily descriptive (Besinet al., 2006; D’Angelo, 2007; Feld, 1983; Lyons,
2011; Means et al., 2012; Salekin, 2002; Salekad.e2002). Here, two experiments draw attentmn t
numerous social and psychological mechanisms tioatge preliminary explanations for the choices mad
by legal decision-makers, such as jurors and judgese importantly, the data are indications thatHer
methodological and theoretical developments arded social scientists are to construct a
comprehensive and parsimonious social theory réggidvenile court judges’ reasoning and choice-
selection. In this manner, the two studies of ghigject call attention to important implications the
future of judicial transfer decision-making resdmarc

On terror management and social information-progagRegarding TMT, proponents of the
theory and its variants hold that MS cues diffaedlyt shape the manner in which decision-makers@se
information about norm violators (Arndt et al., Z0®urke et al., 2010; Cook et al., 2004; DeWall &
Baumeister, 2007; Goodman-Delahunty et al., 200Bg@berg et al., 1990; Greenberg et al., 1995;
Pyszczynski et al., 1999; Rosenblatt et al., 19R8%ults from Studies 1 and 2 do not support tieis v
Experiment 1 was unable to reproduce terror managegffects utilizing a traditional MS priming
paradigm (i.e., MAPS). Likewise, the two indepernd®xperiments were unable to replicate terror
management patterns using an ecological primingdigm, in contrast to prior observations (Pickel &
Brown, 2002, as cited in Arndt et al.). It is pddsithat the MS manipulations were not powerfuliggioto
influence verdicts and transfer outcomes becawsbuhdens of proof held more weight during these
phases of the decision-making process. In theof efffects could emerge in other legal phases. For

instance, in the case of jury trials, MS cues caulpact subsequent decisions once a defendantiigl fo
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guilty (i.e., once a norm violation has been esshld). The moment guilt is assured and the deférida
deemed to be a norm violator, decision-makers negpime vulnerable to the effects of MS, in turn
influencing later decision-making phases (e.g.tesaing). In future psycholegal applications of Thdiid
its variants, researchers should empirically exanfidifferent decision-making phases (e.g., prddab
cause, verdicts, sentencing and appeals) are mégeoprone to MS effects.

On the surface, there is the appearance that t@@oagement plays a limited role, if any, in the
justice process. This observation is not meantaioncthat the courtroom is a legal arena devoid of
opportunities for the elicitation of genuine perabvulnerability concerns. Rather, it is uncertaimy
personal vulnerability threats—if they exist—se@nbé drowned out by case-specific consideratiors, (e
perceptions of the prosecution). In their curréates, TMT and the DTPDD do not offer adequate
explanations for legal decision-makers’ reasonimg) ehoices. Arguably, two solutions are required in
order to address this theoretical shortcomingtfinere experiments are needed that directly coenpar
legal reasoning and behavior when decision-makersxposed to traditional versus ecological MS
primes. To date, few investigations have soughinequivocally determine the degree to which terror
management effects observed in laboratory settiagspire within actual social ecologies, includihg
courtroom. In other words, it is reasonable to retdntative skepticism toward the external validit
TMT and its variants. An examination of traditioraid ecological MS primes within numerous and
diverse social contexts (e.g., law, health, religiculture, economics, etc.) may be the next nacgssep
in order to tease apart possible methodologicidhats from genuine terror management effectshbe
effects do indeed exist).

Arguably, it would be premature to conclude that titreory lacks applicability solely on the basis
of the collected data. As stated above, more reR@arequired to adequately examine the threshild
which ecological MS cues enter into the unconscangconsciousness, if those social cues actuaby e
in social environments. It is important to reiterétat various investigations have found robutslin
between social information-processing modes ara légcision-making (cf. Butler & Moran, 2007; M. K.
Miller et al., 2014; Sargent, 2004; Tam et al., 20 et, the two studies presented here were urtable

replicate this pattern. One possible reason thala@s the inability to observe previously reporédibcts
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may have to do with how social information-procegsinodes were evaluated. Because these modes of
processing were measured using the NFC and Fl al¢ssall data pertaining to social information-
processing were trait-level rather than state-lelieé two subscales assume that item respons@stdap
context-independent modes of social informatiorepssing (i.e., the NFC and Fl subscales measure
characteristics about thinking styles and do nasuee thinking styles embedded in a social sitogtio
There are cognitive phenomenologists who conteatjtligment and decision-making are processes that
are active in real time (i.e., “online” processimgid, as such, are context-dependent (e.g., I6E2). In
contrast, a recent study reported the typical linédsveen social information-processing and purniibas
regardless of whether thinking styles were treatedtates or traits (cf. M. K. Miller et al.). Sehsent
research should be performed in order to deterihihe links between information-processing andaleg
decision-making are differentially moderated bytirand state-based forms of cognitive analysis.

It is also reasonable to suspect that the desi@iuafy 2 may not have utilized ecological MS
cues which would readily activate perceivers’ diatad proximal defense mechanisms. Alternativelis i
possible that other mechanisms (aside from distélpoximal defenses) may have been involved in the
decision-making process. For instance, it is plaleghat juvenile court judges face various explici
vulnerability reminders throughout the course @fiititareers. Over time, judges may develop speeidli
coping strategies (e.g., compartmentalization; darkor) which deliberately mitigate the effects of
perceived vulnerability threats but which have imgghto do with a motive to attenuate thoughts about
death for the sake of unbiased decision-makingther words, even if judges recognize an explicE M
cue, proximal distal defenses may not be neces$sarduce experienced vulnerability if other coping
mechanisms already accomplish the same outcomedifeto the absence of sufficient empirical steidie
which closely examine the ecological facets of Mf@se conjectures remain speculative. Researd¢hsof t
kind is needed to better understand the natureeolink between social information-processing drel t
application of statutory-based decision-making dtads. It is unknown if and how information-procegs
modes interact with defense mechanisms to encoumgggatial (or partial) transfer decision-making.

On uncertainty avoidance and attributional reasanilm the area of sociology and the law,

UACA theory posits that decisional rationales anections of strategies that simultaneously recagniz
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causal ambiguity, manage uncertainty and upholdrgberime motives. Decision-makers meet these
separate aims by attributing deviant behavior spakitional and situational forces (Albonetti, 198887,
1991; Albonetti & Hepburn, 1996). Engagement inese\or lenient patterned responding (i.e., legal
decision-making) is contingent on whether persau$ed (dispositional) or system-focused (situatjona
attributional reasoning orientations, respectivahg active during the decision-making process. &xtent
to which perceivers localize the etiologies of @ewibehavior in the dispositional traits of offergle
influences the probability that anti-offender sclasn{rather than situational etiologies) will encge
legal decisions that disfavor those who violataalqurescripts and proscripts. Yet, at this momdata
extrapolated from Study 2 do not support the migoets of UACA theory.

Despite the inability of the data to conform to esfations established in UACA theory, it would
be beneficial to reexamine the applicability of theory in other inquiries. Unlike Study 2, futieteidies
will need to directly manipulate the level of exigeced uncertainty, as well as attributional reaspn
styles and crime control motives, via the use @leginents and priming techniques. Without this bofly
research, it may not be possible to fairly evalulhgestatus of UACA theory as a parsimonious social
theory of judicial transfer decision-making.

On legal considerations and extralegal factdbespite the potential relevance of the DTPDD and
UACA theory as explanations for judges’ transfecidiens, the data are more consistent with “stayuto
nonstatutory factors” perspectives advocated byesscholars (Brannen et al., 2006; D’Angelo, 2007;
Feld, 1983; Lyons, 2011; Means et al., 2012; Salé¥002; Salekin et al., 2002). These perspectivgse
that transfer decisions are related to partici@gal factors (e.g., attorney evaluations,Kleat Guidelines)
and sociocultural and intrapsychic extralegal fergeg., attitudes, affect) rather than concerosiab
personal vulnerability and uncertairify.

In Study 2, the data reveal that juvenile courggsl certitude in the rightness of a transfer is

affected by favorable evaluations of the prosecutidom a statutory—nonstatutory factors perspecthis

*2 Another consideration is the role of gender astarial extralegal factor. In the Study 2 narraithe
defense attorney was female. From the current degis impossible to determine if the genderhaf t
defense attorney had an impact on transfer deeisigking (or if it explains the observed prosecuabori
bias). In future research on the “statutory—nonstay factors” perspective, this issue should baieily
addressed.
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finding is not surprising. However, what this persfive is unable to explain are the observed asynese
in attorney evaluations which seem to favor théesta prosecutorial bias of this sort is problematit is

a legitimate phenomenon in the social ecology bee@uvould highlight a major shortcoming of the
waiver of jurisdiction hearing. Notably, the curtelata are not amenable to an in-depth analydisiof
bias. At most, it can be speculated that judgesitegine defense with specific legal standards, nodny
which align with the content of tHéentGuidelines. It is also plausible that judges inédize a subjective
threshold in which the certitude of transfer is acknowledged until prosecutors submit the “rightdk of
evidence to justify a waiver of jurisdiction. Ifgsecutorial evidence is sufficient to meet judgesijective
threshold criterion, transfers are likely to ocoegardless of the strength of the defense counseiience
and arguments. Subsequent research should be ¢eddaclarify the nature of this subjective thi@sh
and definitively ascertain if there are asymmetimgjsivenile court judges’ evaluations of the pragén
and defense. Arguably, this body of research ipelegely needed if a goal among psycholegal reseesc
is to apply social science in the service of pnasgrthe integrity of the justice process.

A statutory—nonstatutory factors perspective atidsacontext to the observed relations between
transfer decision certainty, attitudes about juleedangerousness and global and case-specificlpuaig
attitudes. Scholars have argued that certain egahfactors carry the weight to influence the ¢fan
decision-making process (Brannen et al., 2006; [g&a, 2007; Feld, 1983; Jones & Cauffman, 2008;
Lyons, 2011; Means et al., 2012; Salekin, 2002¢I8alet al., 2002). Results from Model 4 suggest th
other subjective and nonlegal factors (i.e., glat®krrence motives; case-specific need for rdtahu
legal experience) appear to influence the precaratiich determine transfer decision certainty. Gat
from Study 2 demonstrate that global attitudes abwirole of deterrence in the justice procesdipte
parallel attitudes about the value of deterringc8fejuvenile offenders. Also, a strong associatieas
found between case-specific retributive and detesdbased attitudes; a finding that is consistetit w
prior investigations (Chung & Bagozzi, 1997; ChuhdPardeck, 1994).

Although the findings from Study 2 are fascinatingheir own right, a major drawback of the
statutory—nonstatutory factors perspective is tigence of a well-defined underlying social the&l!

missing from the knowledge base of judicial transésearch are sensible theoretical frameworkshibigt



114

tie together relevant extralegal and legal factdnch have been shown to directly and indirectRuience
the transfer decision-making process. If this pectipe is to be given reasonable consideration as a
potential explanation for judicial transfer decisspfuture research must focus on developing akoci
theory that clearly demarcates the statutory froenntonstatutory and that provides exhaustive difird
of the parameters comprising these two sourcesflokince.
Conclusion

The present inquiry contributes knowledge abouttiteire of judicial transfer decision-making in
the American juvenile justice system. To date,rttagority of the judicial transfer literature hasbe
extrapolated from data gathered though qualitative correlational methodologies. Consequently,istud
on judicial transfers have primarily been descvipin form (Brannen et al., 2006; D’Angelo, 200@&id;
1983; Lyons, 2011; Means et al., 2012; Salekin22@alekin et al., 2002). This is somewhat probkma
because empirical studies on judicial waivers haeeived modest attention among psycholegal scholar
As a result, judicial transfer studies have thustglected to emphasize the value of formulatisgaal
theory which is capable of connecting judges’ tfandecisions to real-world legal, psychologicadlan
sociocultural sources of influence. In this forimw titerature is unable to offer defensible reagorexplain
the types of decisions made by juvenile court jsdge

The two studies reported in this dissertation ofieiminary solutions to the aforementioned
problems associated with the judicial transferditere. The implementation of experimental metharnts
the direct examination of distinct theoretical fleamorks served well in producing data of an explanat
kind. Prior to this inquiry, only suppositions exid to explain how terror management, social inftiom-
processing, uncertainty avoidance, attributionasoming, legal considerations and extralegal faatway
selectively influence the transfer decision-makingcess. The data collected here proffer tentatisights
into the psychological and social underpinnings éxlain judges’ rationales for allowing, or foodgg, a
waiver. Moreover, these insights were obtainedughoa two-part statistical procedure (i.e., the SC-
Bonferroni adjusted PLS-SEM estimator) not commamiglemented by social psycholegal scholars. The
dataset suggests that transfers have less to Hdemibr management and uncertainty avoidance psese

and, in actuality, may be more associated withcaneiliatory-type calculus that differentially accus for
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various legal considerations and extralegal factbing data further show, at least tentatively, thet
reconciliatory process may drive judges to holddgmental bias that favors the state’s cause dnsfer,
regardless of the types of evidence and argumebtsitted by the defense.

In conclusion, the following investigation unvedlspects of the judicial transfer decision-making
process which were previously unknown or not walllerstood. Arguably, psycholegal research of this
type is an important and necessary first steparctinstruction of a valid and comprehensive body of
literature. Developing this body of research is émgtive for a number of reasons. It is known thaiver
proceedings affect the lives of various juvenilesrg year. It is also apparent that, despite antizte
prosecutorial bias, many juvenile court judges icw@ to view the adult CJS as an arena where young
offenders are more likely to encounter severe ératitan lenient) treatment. Expansion of the kndgée
base underlying the transfer literature will intnod vital advantages across various academic autigal
domains. This is true for basic researchers whandeeested in developing and testing global- aaske
level legal decision-making theories. In like fashithere are benefits for critical social scigstitegal
practitioners and juvenile court judges who areivated to apply transfer research in ways which wil
assist them in assuring that systems of juveniledantinually uphold the best interests of juvesites well

as a standard of procedural integrity.
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Appendix A

Dissertation Study 1: Mock-trial Summary

IN LAS VEGAS SUPERIOR COURT
FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA

State of Nevada )

V. )
Gregory Wilkinson, ) SUMMARY OF
Defendant ) TRIAL PROCEEDINGS

Note: The case ofNevada v. Wilkinson will come to trial in November of 2012. Please regiv
the evidence that the prosecution and defense intgéo deliver on the day of the trial.

THE PROSECUTION'S CASE

Summary of Cas&wo witnesses will testify for the State. Firstevictim, Martha Stinson, will
testify that on the night of the alleged crime, sl@s returning to her downstairs apartment fromcallbar
following a night of drinking with friends. Ms. Sigon will then state that upon reaching her apartpsihe
noticed the front door was broken and ajar. Upderarg her dwelling, she discovered that $400 shca
was missing and that a portable mp3 player hadtsso taken. The victim will also testify that befo
reaching her apartment, she remembered seeing thitalmale leaving in the direction opposite heme.
She will then testify that, having realized her leohad been burglarized, she decided to call thiegad¥s.
Stinson will also state that she gave a descrigifdhe unknown male, as well as a descriptiorhef t
stolen property, to the reporting police officer.

Finally, thereporting police officer will testify that upon receiving a dispatch ofateged
burglary, he made his way over to the residenddfMartha Stinson. Upon arriving to the victim’s
residence, the officer was able to determine th#tte victim had been at a local bar while thegadh
crime occurred, 2) the victim was certain that egdde mp3 player and $400 cash were missing frem h
dwelling, and 3) the victim observed a suspicio@enteaving the area near her home. The policeesffi
will state that the victim described the susped &all, thin male who was wearing work boots, gand a
dirty light-colored shirt. The officer will also t®that Ms. Stinson appeared certain of her eyesgn
description, despite the fact that she had consisoet alcohol earlier that evening or that she wrable
to give a facial description. The officer will thégstify that approximately 90 minutes after thepditch
call, he observed an unknown male meeting themistdescription in a location 1% miles away from.Ms
Stinson’s apartment. Because of the man’s odd behdke officer decided to question him. The ddfic
will then state that after some initial questionitite unknown male consented to a body searchadt w
during this search that $432 in cash was fountiémtan’s possession, along with a portable mp3eplay
and a titanium screwdriver. The officer will note tleduced that the man could have used the metabto
break into the apartment. Because of the natutlkeesk items, there was probable cause for an afitesst
officer will then testify that the unknown maleduestion is the defendant, Mr. Gregory Wilkinson.

Prosecutor’s Closing Argumenithe State of Nevada has charged the defendargpGre
Wilkinson, with the crime of burglary, which wasrpetrated against the victim, Martha Stinson. | ysk
to imagine yourself in Ms. Stinson’s situation. éfa night of fun with friends, Martha’s eveningreato a
shocking close when she found herself the victimwflary. Think about it; she had her personateef
security shattered. Worse; imagine if she’d beanéand attacked. [ECOLOGICAL MANIPULATIONS
HERE]. More importantly, Martha is sure about whais stolen and who may have done the crime. The
evidence we presented proves beyond a reasonaldie tthat Mr. Wilkinson entered the victim’s residen
without authorization and stole property when iesith violation of state law.
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Summary of the Prosecution’s Evidence:

e The victim’s home was burglarized and forcible gntas used to open the door

e The victim reported that $400 cash and a portalp@ ptayer were stolen

e The victim described the alleged suspect as athéli, male who was wearing work boots, jeans
and a dirty light-colored shirt (however, the uictcould not describe the man’s face)

e The police officer found a suspect meeting theiwis eyewitness description approximately 90
minutes after the victim’s call to the police, rigd2 miles from the scene of the crime

e The defendant was found to be in possession of $48B, a portable mp3 player and a metal
screwdriver

THE DEFENSE’S CASE

Summary of Cas&wo witnesses will testify for the Defense. Fiexpert legal psychologist
will testify on several important points with resp&o the nature of eyewitness evidence. The expert
psychologist will first testify that the vast majgrof scientific research shows that eyewitnesscdptions
and testimony are unreliable and inaccurate. Sheh&n state that most eyewitnesses rarely hage th
ability to remember the details of most crimes asuch, are prone to making generalizations and
guesses. She will then go on to testify that soatieg officers may be prone to “tunnel-vision” ard, a
result, will unconsciously try to find evidence tlt@anfirms the unreliable descriptions of eyewises
The expert psychologist will also note that, evesugh it is not possible to know for certain insthi
particular case, one could argue that the victipnisr consumption of alcohol could have impaired he
eyewitness capabilities even further.

Finally, the defendant will testify in his own defe. Thedefendant Gregory Wilkinson, will
testify that he was walking to his residence whemhs confronted by the police officer. Gregoryl wil
state that, on the night of the crime, he had la¢em auto parts store in search of items for &éisole. The
defendant will testify that he had been fixing tés since that afternoon. The defendant will athmiato
the fact that he had been wearing work boots, jeadsa light grey shirt. Gregory will then notetthes
shirt was dirty because of the auto repairs heblegh doing on his own car earlier that day. Gregoily
also confirm that he is 6 feet 2 inches tall anighe around 170 pounds. When questioned about the
money, mp3 player and screwdriver, the defendalhstaite that he is the owner of those items. Grggo
will testify that the $432 was earmarked for audotp and that the auto store he frequents is “llagst
and only accepts cash. The defendant will alse $kedt he is the owner of the mp3 player in quashiat
that he has no way to prove the device is his, ipdi@cause the player is a common brand and ihdid
have any unique markings nor any songs on file. Wheestioned about the screwdriver, Gregory will
testify that he forgot he left the tool in his petkvhen he was fixing his vehicle.

Defense Attorney’s Closing Argume@@regory Wilkinson is innocent of the crime of blany;
that is, of the crime perpetrated against the wics. Stinson. The charges brought before thetcbyr
the State of Nevada, are the result of unsubstedtjaolice suspicions, circumstantial evidence and
guestionable eyewitness testimony. Please put gbiunsGregory’s shoes. He was innocently walking
down a street only to become a target of mista#lentity. He cooperated with the police and explaine
what he was doing without hesitation. As a jur@ein mind that it is not illegal to be in possas®of
cash, a music device and a legitimate auto toolakles any prior records. Plus, no one can placeliept
at the scene of the crime. The evidence we havedtews that Mr. Wilkinson is innocent of all chesg
brought forth by the State.

Summary of the Defense’s Evidence:
e The expert psychologist noted that eyewitnessnesty is largely untrustworthy and prone to
inaccuracies
e The expert psychologist testified that police adfie could be prone to “tunnel-vision” and, as a
result, officers may focus on circumstantial evickeand make errors
e The defendant testified that he owned the mone phayer and screwdriver found in his
possession
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The defendant claimed that he was in possessitireahoney and screwdriver because of auto

repair work he had been doing on the day the allégeglary took place

The defendant testified that the stolen mp3 playaes a common brand without unique markings
and without song files; as a result, he could move with certainty that he was the owner of the
device
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Appendix B

Independent Variable Level 1 (Group 1: Traditional Mortality Salience Induction)

2-ltem Mortality Attitudes Personality Survey (MAPBosenblatt, Greenberg, Solomon,
Pyszczynski, & Lyon, 1989)

Instructions:The following is a projective personality assessim€his means that the items do
not measure right or wrong answers. By lookindnatdontent of your statements about [death
and dying], we hope to learn more about yele@ase write a few sentences in the space
provided below each item.

Item 1 Please write about what you think will happerydo when you [physically die].

Item 2 Please write about the emotions you feel as jimk about [your own death].

*Brackets contain the experimental manipulation.
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Appendix C

Independent Variable Level 2 (Group 2: Traditional Neutral Stimulus)

2-Item Dental Pain Salience Prime (DPSP; Arndt o8wn, 2003)

Instructions:The following is a projective personality assessin€his means that the items do
not measure right or wrong answers. By lookindhatdontent of your statements about [dental
pain], we hope to learn more about yBlease write a few sentences in the space provided

below each item.

Item 1 Please write about what you think will happerydo when you [feel dental pain].

Item 2 Please write about the emotions you feel as ik tabout [having dental pain].

* Brackets contain the experimental manipulation.
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Appendix D

Independent Variable Level 3 (Group 3: Ecological Mrtality Induction Stimulus)

Prosecutor’s Closing Argumernthe State of Nevada has charged the defendardpGre
Wilkinson, with the crime of burglary, which wasrpetrated against the victim, Martha Stinson.
| ask you to imagine yourself in Ms. Stinson’s atian. After a night of fun with friends,

Martha’s evening came to a shocking close wherialred herself the victim of burglary. Think
about it; she had her personal sense of secutyeshd. Worse; imagine if she’d been home and
attacked. [She could lmadright now. Yes, she could’'ve bekitled . Instead of a burglary case
we could’ve had anurder case on our hands. It's fortunate stadige to tell the tale. But it’s

clear that the fact she wasn’t home preventedlgath]. More importantly, Martha is sure about
what was stolen and who may have done the crime eVldence we presented proves beyond a
reasonable doubt that Mr. Wilkinson entered th&mis residence without authorization and
stole property when inside, in violation of stade!

Independent Variable Level 4 (Group 4: Ecological Mutrality Induction Stimulus)

Prosecutor’s Closing Argumenthe State of Nevada has charged the defendargpGre
Wilkinson, with the crime of burglary, which wasrpetrated against the victim, Martha Stinson.
| ask you to imagine yourself in Ms. Stinson’s atian. After a night of fun with friends,
Martha’s evening came to a shocking close wherialred herself the victim of burglary. Think
about it; she had her personal sense of secutyeshd. Worse; imagine if she’d been home and
attacked. [She could lmeaimed right now. Yes, she could’'ve begriured . Instead of a burglary
case we could’ve had assaultcase on our hands. It's fortunate shakay to tell the tale. But

it's clear that the fact she wasn’'t home prevemgdnugging]. More importantly, Martha is sure
about what was stolen and who may have done tireecfiihe evidence we presented proves
beyond a reasonable doubt that Mr. Wilkinson enténe victim’s residence without
authorization and stole property when inside, olation of state law.

* Brackets contain the experimental manipulations.
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Appendix E

10-Item Rational-Experiential Inventory (Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & Heier, 1996)

Instructions:We would like to know the degree to which you agredisagree with the
statements provided. Using the scale below, pleaise the NUMBER that best reflects your
opinion with each of the statemer®$ace answers in the space provided by each statamhe

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree Corefely
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

| don't like to have to do a lot of thinkipgy

| try to avoid situations that require thimkin depth about something

| prefer to do something that challengeshimking abilities rather than something that
requires little thought »

| prefer complex to simple problems *

Thinking hard and for a long time about stiingt gives me little satisfactigr®

| trust my initial feelings about people +

| believe in trusting my hunches +

My initial impressions of people are almdsatags right +

When it comes to trusting people, | can dgualy on my “gut feelings” +

| can usually feel when a person is rightiang, even if | can’t explain how | know +

~ = Need for Cognition subscale; + = Faith in Ititn subscale;= reverse-scored item
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Appendix F

Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire (RLAQ23) (Kraitz, Cutler & Brock, 1993)

Instructions: We'd like to ask you a few general background tjoes about yourself. Using the scale below, @easte the
NUMBER that best reflects your level of agreemeithweach of the following statemenflace answers in the space provided by
each statement.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

Unfair treatment of underprivileged groups and s#ass the chief cause of crime. (AA, R)
Too many obviously guilty persons escape punishipecause of legal technicalities. (A)
Evidence illegally obtained should be admissibleanrt if such evidence is the only way of obtagnanconviction. (A)

Search warrants should clearly specify the persahings to be seized. (E, R)

No one should be convicted of a crime on the bafsisrcumstantial evidence, no matter how stroregethidence is. (AA, R)

There is no need in a criminal case for the acctsedove his innocence beyond a reasonable d(iibR)

Any person who resists arrest commits a crime. (A)

When determining a person’s guilt or innocence gistence of a prior arrest record should notdiesiclered. (E, R)

Wiretapping by anyone and for any reason shoulcbbepletely illegal. (AA, R)

Defendants in a criminal case should be requireédke the witness stand. (A)

All too often, minority group members do not get faals. (E, R)

Because of the oppression and persecution mingnityp members suffer, they deserve leniency andagesatment in the courts. (AA, R)
Citizens need to be protected against excess pudieer as well as against criminals. (E, R)

It is better for society that several guilty menfleeed than one innocent one wrongly imprisoned RE

Accused persons should be required to take liectietéests. (A)

When there is a “hung” jury in a criminal case, tledendant should always be freed and the indidtilismissed. (AA, R)

A society with true freedom and equality &l would have very little crime. (AA, R)

It is moral and ethical for a lawyer to represedegendant in a criminal case even when he belieigeslient is guilty. (E, R)

Police should be allowed to arrest and questiopisiasis looking persons to determine whether theyetbeen up to something illegal. (A)

The law coddles criminals to the detriment of spCigA)

The freedom of a society is endangered as muclvérgzealous law enforcement as by the acts of iddalicriminals. (E, R)
In the long run, liberty is more important thanerdE, R)

Upstanding citizens have nothing to fear from tbkce. (A)

* A = Authoritarianism; AA = Anti-Authoritarianismg = Egalitarianism; R = reverse-scored item
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Appendix G

Dissertation Study 1: Mock-trial Questionnaire

TRIAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions:We would like you to describe your impressionshef trial summary that you read. Please
imagine you are a real juror for thiedminal case, review the relevant law and answer accadsdifius,
guilt must be proven beyond a reasonable doubPlease do NOT speculate on or apply any other
information EXCEPT for the evidence presented is fipecific case.

Relevant Law in this Criminal Case:

Pursuant to NRS 205.060, in the state of Nevadpgtaon who, by day or night, enters any houseanroo
apartment, tenement, shop, warehouse, store,baith, stable, outhouse or other building, tentseks
vehicle, vehicle trailer, semitrailer or housel&giairplane, glider, boat or railroad car, witle intent to
commit grand or petit larceny, assault or batteryany person or any felony, or to obtain money or
property by false pretenses, is guilty of burglary.

1. In your opinion, did the prosecution prove beyarreasonable doubt that the defendant, Gregory
Wilkinson, is guilty of burglaryBELECT ONE ONLY .

NO (that is, the defendanhi guilty)
YES (that is, the defendénguilty)

2a. What is the likelihood that the defendant igtgof burglary?Please place an “X” under the number
that best represents your judgment.

Certainly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Certainly
Innocent Guilty

If you said the defendant is NOT GUILTY, skip Quesion 2a, turn to the NEXT PAGE and
CONTINUE. If not, read the next question.

If you said the defendant IS GUILTY, answer_Questia 2a below then turn to the NEXT PAGE and
CONTINUE.

2b. If you found the defendant GUILTY, how maygarswould you recommend that
the defendant be sentenced to prison? Note: acgptdiNRS 205.060, this is a Category
B Felony; thus, sentencing must be NO LESS thaeat gnd NO MORE than 10 years.

1 yr| 2yrs| 3yrs| 4yr§ 5yrs 6yrs 7yrs 8yrs r9y 10yrs
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3. Based on the testimony that you read, carefatly your impressions of tipgosecutor’s case
as best you can on each of the following dimensions

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
Very Very
Weak Strong

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 10
Very Very
Unreliable Reliable
0 21 3 4 5 6 7 10
Very Very
Unbelievable Believable

4. Based on the testimony that you read, carefatly your impressions of tiwictim’s (Martha
Stinson) statements and charactelas best you can on each of the following dimerssion

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 10
Very Very
Weak Strong

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 10
Very Very
Unreliable Reliable
0 2| 3 4 5 6 7 10
Very Very
Unbelievable Believable
0 1] 2 10
Very Very
Dishonest Honest
0 2 |3 10
Very Very
Untrustworthy Trustworthy
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5. Based on the testimony that you read, carefatly your impressions of thieporting police
officer’s statementsas best you can on each of the following dimerssion

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Weak Strong

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Unreliable Reliable
0 1 21 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Unbelievable Believable
0 1| 2| 3| 4 10
Very Very
Unconvincing Convincing

6. Based on the testimony that you read, carefatly your impressions of tlikefense’s casas

best you can on each of the following dimensions:

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Weak Strong

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Unreliable Reliable
0 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Unbelievable Believable
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7. Based on the testimony that you read, carefatly your impressions of thikefendant’s
(Gregory Wilkinson) testimony as best you can on each of the following dimensions

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Weak Strong

0 1| 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Unreliable Reliable
0 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Unbelievable Believable

8. Based on the testimony that you read, carefatly your impressions of tliefendant’s
(Gregory Wilkinson) character as best you can on each of the following dimensions

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Dishonest Honest
0 1| 2 3 4 5| 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Untrustworthy Trustworthy
0 1| 2 3 4 5 6 I 8 9 10
Very Very Moral
Immoral
0 1 2 3 4 5| 6 7 8 9 10
Very Not At All
Deserving of Deserving of
Punishment Punishment
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Very Very
Bad Good




9. Carefully rate your confidence your own verdict:

0 12| 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Extremely Extremely
Unconfident Confident
10. Carefully rate your own abilities asril juror in this criminal case:

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 I 8 9 10
Very Very
Weak Strong

0 1] 2 3 4 5 6 I 8 9 10

Very Very

Unreliable Reliable

11. Carefully rate your impressions of leéevant law in this case (NRS 205.060

Felony Burglary):

0 12| 3 4 5 6 I 8 9 10
Very Very Easy
Difficult to to
Understand Understand
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Did not Did Apply
Apply in in this Case
this Case
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 I 8 9 10
Very Very
Weak Strong

142
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Appendix H

Dissertation Study 1: Demographic Questionnaire ($ident Participants)

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions:We ask for the following information so we can aately describe the sample of
respondents when we report the results of thisarebePlease note that you may skip any
guestion you wish not to answer. Under NO circumsta will responses of individual
participants be reported. Any information you poevivill be anonymous and confidential.

Gender:
Male
Female

Age (in years):

Are you a U.S. citizen?
Yes, | am a U.S. citizen
No, | am not a U.S. citizen

Are you a Nevada resident?
Yes, | am a Nevada resident
No, | am not a Nevada resident

Race/Ethnicity (check any that apply):

White, Non-Hispanic/Caucasian/European American
Black, Non-Hispanic/African American

Asian/Pacific Islander (specify):
Hispanic/Latino (specify):
Middle Eastern (specify):
Native American (specify):
Other (specify):

Relationship Status:

Single, never married

In committed relationship
Domestic partnership
Married

Divorced

Separated

Widowed

Parental Status:
Non-parent
Parent (i.e., you have biological, step and/or adopiieldect)

What degrees have you earned? (select all that apply)
High School Diploma/GED
Associate degree
Bachelor’'s degree



Master’s degree
Professional degree (MD, JD, DDS, etc.)
Other (specify):

Do you have any collegmajors?
No, | am “undeclared”

Yes (specify):

Do you have any collegminors?
No, | do not have any college minors
Yes (specify):

What year are you in college?
f'year (freshman)
2% year (sophomore)
year (junior)
year (senior)
Other (specify):

Do you speak another language other than English?
No, | only speak English
Yes (specify):

Do you practice a specific faith/religion?
No, | do not practice a specific faith/religion
Yes (specify):

Have you ever served on a jury focigil (or non-criminal) case before?
No

Yes

Have you ever served on a jury focr@minal case before?
No
Yes

Have you ever been involved aivil proceedings before?
No
Yes. lfyes were you the:
Plaintiff (the person who filed the lawsuit)
Defendant (the person who the lawsuit was filed against

Have you ever been involved éniminal proceedings before?
No
Yes. lfyes were you the:
Plaintiff (the person who filed the charges)
Defendant (the person who the charges were filed ggainst

144
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Appendix |

Dissertation Study 2: Mock-Waiver of Jurisdiction Hearing (Judicial Participants)

Introductory Judicial Instructions

The trial proceedings will follow a narrative form&lVe understand that this format does not
mirror how trial proceedings occur in the real wiotHowever, this method is known for its capaaity t
extract reliable information about legal behavemember, there are no right or wrong answers.

In this study, the objective is to determine thprapriateness of waiving jurisdiction in a criminal
case involving a minor. Depending on your statginsdiction, this proceeding may be referred t@mas
“certification,” “bind-over,” or “remand” for crimal prosecution. This proceeding may also be redeto
as a “decline” or “transfer.” Byaiving jurisdiction, the juvenile courts allow for certain minors &® b
processed in adult criminal justice systeimghis hearing, it is your task to determine if the transfer of
Ethan Harris to an adult criminal court is warrante d.

Please note that you are not permitted to specafate apply any other information aside from
the evidence presented in this specific case. $istagou in this task, th€entGuidelines (383 U.S. 541,
566-67 (1966)) are provided below:

In determining the appropriateness of waiving jigdon, you may consider some or all
of the following factors:

(1) The seriousness of the alleged offense to dnentunity and whether
the protection of the community requires a waiver.

(2) Whether the alleged offense was committed iaggressive, violent,
premeditated or willful manner.

(3) Whether the alleged offense was against persoagainst property,
with greater weight being given to offenses agagdessons, especially
if physical injury was sustained.

(4) The prosecutive merit of the complaint, i.ethere is evidence upon
which a Grand Jury may be expected to return aictimeént.

(5) The desirability of trial and disposition oftlentire offense in one court
when the juvenile’s associates in the alleged s#eare adults who will
be charged with a crime in the U.S. District Cdartthe District of
Colombia.

(6) The sophistication and maturity of the juveritedetermined by
consideration of his home, environmental situatemotional attitude
and pattern of living.

(7) The record and previous history of the juveriiteluding previous
contacts with the Youth Aid Division, other law enfement agencies,
juvenile courts and other jurisdictions.

(8) The prospects for adequate protection of tH#ipand the likelihood of
reasonable rehabilitation of the juvenile by the akprocedures,
services and facilities currently available by flueenile Court.

The background information of the juvenile defertd&than Harris, will be outlined first. This
is followed by a summary of the facts of th&rent case. The background information and the current
case factsire not in dispute and can be assumed to be truBlext, you will be presented with testimony
given by a mental health expert, the state and&fiense. Lastly, a final set of instructions wi provided
in order to guide you through the remainder of shisly.
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[. JUVENILE'S BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Juvenile’s Current Agel7 years (will be turning 18 years old in ten ninsijt

Current Family SituationEthan Harris resides with his paternal grandmother, Marion ldarr
Grandmother is currently employed and able to pl®édconomic support; however, she has been
unable to mitigatélarris’ delinquent behavior. Whereabouts of juvenile’s raoik unknown;
juvenile’s father is incarcerated.

Emotional Stability and Mental Health Issu&than Harris has known anger management
deficits and poor decision-making skills.

Educational Backgroundethan Harris has a pattern of chronic truancy and disobedi€Rge.
juvenile is enrolled in grade-appropriate classes, Harris is not in need of special educational
instruction). The juvenile does not display sighsignificant learning disabilitieddarris’
academic performance is poor but can improve ifytheh dedicates himself to his studies.
Prior OffensesEthan Harris has 2 prior offenses. For the dffense, he was found guilty of
possession and public use of marijuana and alc&lolthis complaintHarris was ordered to
enter a substance abuse treatment program withat@ydirug testing. The youth also completed
15 hours of community restitution work. For tHE @ffense Harris was found guilty of
possessing and distributing methamphetamine ta atiors. The youth was ordered to enter
another substance abuse treatment program. Thk yw@st assigned a probation officer and
completed 40 hours of community restitution work.

Rehabilitation History Ethan Harris has completed three prior youth rehabilitationgpams.
Currently, he has completed half of &grogram.

Current Treatment Timefram&than Harris has 10 months available for juvenile court-
mandated treatment programs before he turns 18 pécr

Gang Affiliations Ethan Harris has no known gang affiliations, but he is affédtwith friends
and family who are known or alleged gang members.

Current Risk to PublicEthan Harris poses a moderately high risk to the public (Harris

likely to distribute methamphetamine to peoplehi@ tcommunity).

Il. FACTS OF THE CURRENT CASE

The case currently before this court involves ayehelated offense committed by a minBthan
Harris . Harris is accused of possessing methamphetamine, witintiaet to distributeHarris is also
accused of possessing materials intended for ttpopea of manufacturing methamphetamine. According
to police report #PR-7112870, two police officersvehicle patrol observed a group of 6 or 7 youths
congregating near a local high school. Upon appiogcthe youths, the group immediately disbanded,
raising the suspicions of the two officers.

Officers reported that some of the youths appesrde holding small plastic sealable bags, all
containing a whitish substance. After a pursuificefs were only able to locate one of the youndesadn
their attempt to apprehend and detain the susghecyouth made a serious attempt to strike onbeof t
officers with his fist. Neither of the two officergas harmed and the adolescent’s attempt to iEsesit
was immediately terminated. The young male wasddorbe in possession of nearly 5 grams of pure
methamphetamine. Also in the youth’s possessior Weee grocery bags. A search of the grocery bags
turned up eight 3-quart bottles of drain cleanesulastance commonly used in the production of
methamphetamine).

The 17 year-old adolescemthan Harris, had admitted to officers that the drugs and drain
cleaner bottles were hislarris was also uncooperative and would not provide thesting officers with
the names of the other individuals. Because théhyaas acting disorderly, verbally abusive and appa
disoriented, officers suspecteldrris was under the influence of a substance. Officerfopmed a
breathalyzer test and discovered the youth hadurned a moderate amount of alcohol. As a precaution,
the youth was taken to a local hospital, wherelée @sted positive for marijuana.
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A probable cause hearing in regard to this mattes @ be scheduled. In lieu of a hearing, the
juvenile’s defense attorney, Ellen Scherbatsky,waised probable cause.

. WAIVER OF JURISDICTION HEARING

Mental Health Expert’'s Evaluation

Summary of the EvaluatioiThe evaluation presents diagnostic informatioruabiarris’
psychological state and social functioning. The@ation only makes claims about psychosocial/mental
health and does not proffer any legal recommendstio

The evaluation reveals important findings with exggoEthan Harris’ mental health,
psychological state and personal proclivities. &haluation failed to identify any major mental hikal
problems, whether emotional (e.g., no depressagnitive (e.g., no learning deficits or mental
retardation) or biological (e.g., no brain damagigtris has a chronic problem with anger and aggression.
Harris also has a substance abuse problem (primarilyaldtbhol). The juveniles’ emotionally immature
state makes it difficult to ameliorate his problewith anger and aggression. The combination of an
emotionally immature state, an aggressive perdyraatid a substance abuse problem undoubtedly
contributes tdHarris’ general disregard for authority and the law.

The evaluation also reveals important findings withpect tdethan Harris’ social functioning.
There are no serious deficits with respect to $éesning and social skills (e.g., no autism).hélagh
Harris’ home environment is led by a responsible adu#t grandmother), he continues to be problematic.
Harris’ grandmother has been unable to curb his devidravier despite her best efforts and good
intentions. The juvenile is often truant or congreg with known problem-students. This is discatimogr
as it is worth noting thatlarris has performed well in past rehabilitation programd demonstrates
promising intellectual and rehabilitative potentidbnetheless, the juvenile continues to repeatingl
offenses months after program completion. At preshe juvenile is partway through hi& #ehabilitation
program and is performing satisfactorily.

State’s Arguments Demonstrating Prosecutive Merit

Summary of the Prosecution’s Argumentsur Honor, the state intends to request thatthet
pursue the legal procedures necessary to allohéotransfer oEthan Harris to an adult criminal
jurisdiction. A waiver in this case would not offiigve an impactful deterrent effect, but it woulsioal
buttress the aim of maintaining the safety of thblis at large. To demonstrate prosecutive merd,state
will submit these arguments for your consideration:

1) Ethan Harris has had two prior offenses. Evidence revealsthigahature and severity of
subsequent offenses have escalated. The facte ofithent case establish thédrris’ problems
with the law have escalated to the point of vioken&gain, the defendant made an unsuccessful
attempt to physically assault an officklarris’ mental evaluation reveals problems with
impulsive anger and aggression, made worse by staute abuse problem he refuses to address.

2) The current case calls attention to a disquietiaditty; namely, that the nature of the defendant’s
offense poses a significant threat to public saéeiy orderHarris routinely engages in an illegal
enterprise known to degrade families and commumitia substance abuse and drug-related
violence.

3) Harris’ rehabilitative history is unstable and unpreditgable is less than one year away from
turning 18 years old and it is unlikely that th@sterventions will address his issues within the
allotted timeframe.

In this hearing, these arguments, in their totaptpvide ample evidence of prosecutive merit. The
state rests its case.
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Defense’s Challenge to Prosecutive Merit

Summary of the Defense’s Challenyeur Honor, it is the goal of the defense to destiate that
the state’s request for a waiver of jurisdictiomvishout prosecutive merit. Such a request wouldawzord
with the better interests &than Harris. Rather, adjudication within the legal purviewtloé juvenile
court, along with an emphasis on rehabilitativelgoaould be more appropriate. To challenge thie'sta
attempt at establishing prosecutive merit, the mfawill proffer these lines of reasoning:

1) There is no denying th&than’s prior juvenile record is somewhat discouragingijtsrsurface.
Yet, the implicit assertion that the juvenile i®pe to career criminality is baseleEthan’s
mental evaluation notes indicators of potentialiettual and rehabilitative promise.

2) Ethan’s history illustrates his capacity to participateaimd complete rehabilitation programs
recommend by the juvenile court. In recent rehtibn session€than has accepted that he has
a serious problem with alcohol and drug dealingekgresses a strong desire to “change and be
better.”

3) A waiver of jurisdiction could carry adverse conseqces for my client. Ethan were to be
transferred and ultimately convicted in an adulirtdor a crime committed during his
adolescence, this action will likely make it difficto seal from the public any records pertaining
to this case. A conviction in an adult court issacus social stigma—for example, to future
potential employers.

This line of reasoning highlights the lack of proséve merit in this waiver hearing. The defense
rests its case.

Attorney Closing Statements

Prosecution’s Closing Statemeiithe facts and evidence presented here demandeanadive
legal approach consistent with the underlying @dfghy of the waiver of jurisdiction. The defendant,
Ethan Harris, is a chronic offender who has had a long histdrgisrespect for authority, law and order.
The defendant’s rehabilitative record is that stability and volatility. Further, the defendanshavior
has escalated to real physical violence and adatetgard for the safety of the public.

Your Honor, the state asks that you consider theviing: if the defendant had gotten the upper
hand on the arresting officer, the officer coulddheerinjured [murdered]; the defendant engages in
illicit drug activities that readily invit@roblems [death] and destruction into communities and families; the
defendant manufactures and peddles a drug knoWwarto [Kill] its users; the defendant essentially runs a
drug ring with other people, in turn putting thides inphysical [mortal] jeopardy; given the defendant’s
past behavior, it is only a matter of time befdrese around him end up in prison or inagpital
[morgue]; the next people to use the defendant’s drugslosgytheidivelihoods [lives]; and, so long as he
makes money, the defendant does not seem to daigedfients risk becominaddicts [deceased]. Again,
given the nature dflarris’ offense history, the state requests that you agpaovaiver of jurisdiction.

Defense’s Closing Statemeiithe case brought by the state failed to establighprosecutive
merit and does not justifigthan Harris’ transfer to an adult criminal court. The juvendeot a lost cause
and any insinuation as to career criminality isawmfded. The defendant’s rehabilitative record, ¢ftou
imperfect, is that of someone who expresses a gertésire to change for the better. With propealleg
intervention, the defendant’s deviant behavior eaentually be remedied.

Your Honor, the defense points to these realitlesjuvenile does not have a violent history and it
is unlikely that he posedsarious[deadly] threat to the officers; the juvenile admits histpefenses have
involved illegal behaviors that contribute to otkgaroblems [deaths]; rehabilitation has allowed him to
acknowledge that meth has the potentidiuat [kill] addicts; the juvenile wants to change and has
expressed no intentions to place othenghiysical [fatal] danger; there is no evidence that the juvenile
heads a drug gang, so there is no chance he witithars inlegal [mortal] peril; the juvenile is developing
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a respect for othersafety [lives]; moreover, the juvenile has stated that he mumtgh because he does
not want his grandmother to see himaarcerated [dead]. These realities draw attentionHarris’
capacity to change. The defense implores that gpact the state’s request for a waiver of jurisditt

IV. FINAL JUDICIAL INSTRUCTIONS

Instructions:You have just heard the juvenile’s backgroundrimfation, the facts of the current case and
the arguments for and against a waiver of jurigolictor “transfer.” The court’s decision could cufes
some or all of the criteria establishedkiant (383 U.S. 541, 566-67 (1966)). It is now your digycompile
this information and decide the case as best asgelit. As the highest representative of the tcgou

are the sole arbiter of the weight to be giverharguments and relevant legal statutes. Right yow
will be asked questions about this case. After nggpond to these questions, you will be asked teeraa
transfer decision and provide a brief explanatmmybur choice.
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Appendix J

6-ltem Tripartite Scale of Punishment Attitudes, malified (cf. Chung & Bagozzi, 1997;
Chung & Pardeck, 1994)

Instructions:We would like to know the degree to which you agvedisagree with the
statements provided. Using the scale below, pleaise the NUMBER that best reflects your
opinion with each of the statementype answers in the box provided by each statement.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree  Camipl
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Institutions (jails and prisons) are effective asedrents to the offender *
Most people are not deterred by the threat of hpawalties *

Humane treatment cannot rid society of crime »

Rehabilitation should be a prime goal in sanctigrjuveniles »

Society should be willing to avenge crime +

Juveniles are responsible for their actions andlshgay the penalties for those actions +

*Deterrence item; “Rehabilitation item; +Retributibem;, = reverse-scored item
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Appendix K

4-1tem Incapacitation—Restoration Attitudes Scale Vargas, unpublished)

Instructions:We would like to know the degree to which you agredisagree with the
statements provided. Using the scale below, pleaise the NUMBER that best reflects your
opinion with each of the statemer®$ace answers in the space provided by each statamhe

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree  Caweipl
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

An efficient way to stop juvenile crime is to istda/oung offenders from the public at large *
The public welfare is assured when young offendezsncapacitated *

When juveniles commit crimes that result in logsegctims, it is essential that offenders restore
those losses to the best of their ability »

Whenever possible, juvenile offenders should beired to perform community service work »

*Incapacitation item; "Restoration item
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Appendix L

4-1tem Crime Control-Due Process Values Scale (Vaag, unpublished)

Instructions:We would like to know the degree to which you agredisagree with the
statements provided. Using the scale below, pleaise the NUMBER that best reflects your
opinion with each of the statemer®$ace answers in the space provided by each statamhe

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree  Caeipl
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

An ideal legal system should treat behavioral adrats one of its highest priorities *
It is not the job of the courts to “guarantee” thlhittases be resolved quickly and uniformly *
An ideal legal system should treat individual rgyas one of its highest priorities »

Above most things, an essential element of anyl legeeeding is “transparency” »

*Crime Control item; “"Due Process item
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Appendix M

5-ltem Punishment Attitudes Ranking Scale (Vargasynpublished)

Instructions:In the circles below are five legal concepts. Weilddike to know how you rank
the five concepts, frorfirst (most important to you) tast (least important to youY.ype
answers in the box provided by each statement.

Deterrence

Restoration

Incapacitation

Retribution

1. (most important to you)

2. (2 most important)

3. (3" most important)

4. (4" most important)

5. (least important to you)




154

Appendix N

10-ltem Rational—Experiential Inventory, modified (Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & Heier,

1996)

Instructions:We would like to know the degree to which you agvedisagree with the
statements provided. Using the scale below, pleaise the NUMBER that best reflects your
opinion with each of the statementype answers in the box provided by each statement.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree  Camipl
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

| don't prefer to do a lot of heavy deliberatingrinase
| don't find pleasure in cases that require delliag in depth about the details *

| prefer to adjudicate cases that challenge mycjababilities rather than cases that require less
deliberation *

| prefer complex to simple cases "

Thinking deeply and for a long time about a patticease gives me much satisfaction »
| trust my initial feelings about juveniles +

| believe in trusting my judicial hunches +

My initial impressions of juveniles are almost ajwaight +

When it comes to trusting the attorneys and probatofficers, | can usually rely on my “gut
feelings” +

I can usually feel when a person is right or wraggen if | can't explain how | know +

" = Need for Cognition subscale; + = Faith in Itiin subscale;= reverse-scored item
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Appendix O

4-1tem Attributional Reasoning Style Scale (Vargasunpublished)

Instructions:We would like to know the degree to which you agredisagree with the
statements provided. Using the scale below, pleaise the NUMBER that best reflects your
opinion with each of the statementype answers in the box provided by each statement.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree  Caeipl
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Most young offenders lack the ability to contraéithbad behavior »
With better self-control, juveniles should be af@evoid engaging in illegal behavior »
Juveniles commit crimes because they lack possibegal support in their lives +

Juveniles tend to commit crime when they fall vittb the pressures of unhealthy home and
school environments +

" = Person-focused orientation subscale; + = Syétensed orientation subscale
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Appendix P

21-Item Legal Factors Scale (Vargas, unpublished)

Instructions:We would like to know about your feelingswvard particular aspects of the case you
just reviewed. Using the scale below, please write the NUMBBRbeSt reflects your opinion with
each of the statemeni®ype answers in the box provided by each statement.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Extremely Weak Somewhat Somewhat Strong Extremely
Weak Weak Strong Strong

Please rate the information provided by the prosecution
Please rate the information provided by the defense attorney
Please rate the information provided by the mental health evaluati

Instructions:Using the scale below, please write the NUMBER that best reffectr opinion with
each of the statements.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Extremely Not Somewhat Somewhat Useful Extremely
Not Useful  Useful  Not Useful Useful Useful

Please rate the usefulnesKentcriteria 1 in this case (The seriousness of the alleged offerise t
community and whether the protection of the community regairesiver)

Please rate the usefulnesKentcriteria 2 in this case (Whether the alleged offense was comnnitted
an aggressive, violent, premeditated or willful manner)

Please rate the usefulnesKentcriteria 3 in this case (Whether the alleged offense was against
persons or against property, with greater weight being goveffenses against persons, especially if
physical injury was sustained)

Please rate the usefulnesKentcriteria 4 in this case (The prosecutive merit of the complicén; if
there is evidence upon which a Grand Jury may be expected to aaturdictment)

Please rate the usefulnesKehntcriteria 5 in this case (The desirability of trial and digjpms of the
entire offense in one court when the juvenile’s associates alléged offense are adults who will be
charged with a crime in the U.S. District Court for the isbf Colombia)

Please rate the usefulnesKentcriteria 6 in this case (The sophistication and maturithef t
juvenile as determined by consideration of his home, envirotaingtuation, emotional attitude and
pattern of living)

Please rate the usefulnesdehtcriteria 7 in this case (The record and previous histotiyeof
juvenile, including previous contacts with the Youth AidiBion, other law enforcement agencies,
juvenile courts and other jurisdictions)
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Please rate the usefulnesdentcriteria 8 in this case (The prospects for adequate protextibe
public and the likelihood of reasonable rehabilitation of tiverile by the use of procedures, services
and facilities currently available by the Juvenile Court)

Instructions:Using the scale below, please write the NUMBER that best reffectr opinion with
each of the statements.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree  Completely
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

In the case file you examined, the juvenile in question &ylito pose a major threat to public welfare
Given the details of the case, the juvenile does not appeahtghie dangerous

In the case file you examined, the severity of the crime wasasuiadly high

The crime in question is unlikely to require extensive remiediat

The likelihood of future crime is high, given the juvenilbistory

Based on the information in the case file, it is a good ghesshe juvenile will not engage future
crimes

The mental health expert’s opinion about the juvenile’s pergspmatompelling
| trust the mental health expert’s opinion about the juveniteig-term personal tendencies
The mental health expert’s opinion about the juvenile’s sociat@mment is compelling

| trust the mental health expert’s opinion about the juvendapacity to change once placed in a
proper environment
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Appendix Q

20-Item Extralegal Factors Scale (Vargas, unpublisid)

Instructions:Using the scale below, please write the NUMBER bt reflects your opinion with each of
the statementd.ype answers in the box provided by each statement.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Completely Disagree  Somewhat Somewhat Agree Gataipl
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

In this case, the juvenile’s crime is upsettinguggioto cause a reasonable amount of frustratiomypart
In this case, the juvenile’s deviant actions getgesame anger on my part

In this case, | feel pity for the juvenile in quest

In this case, | feel some frustration toward theejiile in question

In this case, it is quite likely that the juvenihequestion is treatable

In this case, rehabilitation should be a top ptyori

In this case, the juvenile’s crime warrants theshast punishments legally possible
In this case, the juvenile offender deserves tpurgshedseverely

In this case, detention in an adult system wileHective in stopping future crime

In this case, the failure to punish the young affarwill encourage future crime

In this case, assuring the public welfare requimeapacitating the juvenile

In this case, stopping future crime requires isa¢pthe juvenile from the public

In this case, the juvenile should perform commuaéyvice work

In this case, the juvenile can do little to vindecdimself in the eyes of society

In this case, regulating the juvenile’s behavianegded to maintain social order

In this case, behavioral control should be a topripy

In this case, the actions of state officials abét guestionable

In this case, it is paramount that | be transpambout any legal decisions | render
In this case, | experienced some uncertainty vafipect to my judgments

In this case, there was a lot of incomplete or gibiis information about the juvenile
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3-Item Judicial Verdict Scale (Vargas, unpublished)

Instructions:In your opinion, did the state prove that the juledefendantEthan Harris,
should be transferred to the adult criminal co&E2ECT ONE OPTION.

NO
(Do NOT Transfer Offender)

YES
(Transfer Offender)

What is the likelihood that the juvenile defendgimbuld most certainly be transferrdel@ase

type an “X” under the number that best represents pur judgment.

Certainly
Do NOT
Transfer

Certainly
Transfer

In a few sentences, briefly provide an explanatarryour transfer decision. (Note: type in the

box below):
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Appendix S

Dissertation Study 2: Demographic Questionnaire (Jdicial Participants)

Instructions:We ask for the following information so we can dése the sample of respondents
when we report the results of this research. Pleatethat you may skip any question you wish
not to answerUnder no circumstances will responses of individugbarticipants be reported
Any information you provide will be anonymous arahfidential.

1.Gender:

FEMALE

MALE

2. Age (in years):

3. Race/Ethnicity (check one):

White, Non-Hispanic/Caucasian/European American

Black, Non-Hispanic/African American

Asian/Pacific Islander (specify here:)

Hispanic/Latino (specify here:)

Middle Eastern (specify here:)

Native American (specify here:)

Other (specify here:)

4. Relationship Status:

Single, never married

In committed relationship

Domestic partnership

Married




Divorced

Separated

Widowed

5. Parental Status:

Non-parent

Parent (i.e., you have biological, step and/or setbphildren)

6. What legal experience(s) have you had in th&?gaslect all that apply)

Law-enforcement official

Public/private defender

Prosecutor/District Attorney

General Jurisdiction Court

Family Court

Juvenile Court

Probate Court

Other (specify here:)

7. Are you currently a presiding judge in the juleourt system?

NO

YES

8. How long have you been (or were) a presidingguith the juvenile court system?

9. In what state do you hold your current occupgtio

10. In what year (e.g., 1982) did you first joie tNCIFCJ?

11. Have you ever been a presiding judge in a waif/gurisdiction hearing?

NO

YES. Approximately how many hearings?

161

YEARS
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12. What degrees have you earned? (select akhfidy)

Master degree

Professional degree (e.g., MD, JD, DDS, etc.)

Doctorate degree (e.g., PhD, EdD, etc.)

Other gpecify here)

13. Do you speak another language other than Er¥glis

No, | only speak English

YES (specify here)

14. Do you practice a specific faith/religion?

No, | do not practice a specific faith/religion

YES (specify here)

15. If there is something about you that we didask and that you want us to know, please respelaib

16. If you have any comments regarding this studyésy, please respond below:
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Appendix T

List of Critical Variables and Sources of Judidigta

Source of Information

Critical Variables

D’Angelo (2007) Survey Study

Pre-dissertation Interviews

Specific methodology-related suggestipns

Legal Factors

Juvenile Age

Severity of Experienced Abuse
Type of Experienced Abuse
Prior Record

Severity of Priors

Type of Offense

Gang Affiliation

Number of Victims

Number of Accomplices

Drug Use

Extra-legal Factors

Family Structure

Education Status

Geographic Location of Juvenile Residence
Socioeconomic Status (SES)

Sex

Race/Ethnicity

Legal Factors

Juvenile Age (very young OR close td™@rthday)
Severity of Offense

Prior Record

Treatment Amenability/Rehabilitation

Public Safety

Familial Factors

Educational Factors

Emotional Factors
Uncertainty
Frustration

“Excruciating” Affect
Doubts and “Lingering Thoughts”

Ambiguous Factors (recommendations)

Juvenile Age (17 yrs., 2 mo.)

Rehabilitation History (finished 3 prior progranasirrently in
a 4" program)

Crime/Charge (possession/distribution/manufactuoig
methamphetamine)

Rehabilitation Likelihood (success likelihood visAa
available time frame)

Note. T Suggestions were extracted from Intervigy& and 4.
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Table T2
Qualitative Judicial Interviews: Summary Table wiplortant Facts and Opinions
Session State Statutes Other Sources Transfer Age & Maturity  Weight of Offense  Emotions &
of Influence Reports vs. Offender Feelings

Interview 1 Approx. 19 Family factors; Yes. Prepared by  Uncertainty arises Generally, nature of ~ Uncertainty;
factors (mental Age Juvenile PO. Do when offenderis  offendergiven more  “Difficulty”
compet.; offense NOT provide very young weight than nature of
sever.; Tx ‘recommend.’ offense
amenab.; prior
record)

Interview 2 Past record; Juvenile Yes. Prepared by Concerns about NA Frustration;
History of demeanor; Juvenile PO. mental capacity; Uncertainty;
dependency; Family Provide emotional status “Lingering
Home environ.; demeanor; ‘recommend.’ thoughts”;
Education fac.; Victim Impression
Offense sever. testimony; management

Public interest; concerns
Juvenile attorney;
Prosecutors
Interview 3 Social backgr.; NA Yes. Prepared by In theory, more Both nature of “Gut-
Educa. backgr.; Juvenile PO. Do negative emotions offenseandoffender wrenching”;
Tx amenabil ; NOT provide when cases are equally important “Emotional”;
Offense type; ‘recommend.’ involve youngor Difficult;
Public safety; Aim is to assess if immature “Excruciating”
Competency; transfer criteria juveniles ; Doubts about
Prior transfer met punitive
history approach;
Doubts about
Tx amenability

Interview 4 Public safety; NA No transfer NA NA Emotions do
Maturity; Prior reports used. not affect legal
record; Tx process

history; Offense
sever.;
Tx amenability
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A Priori Questions, Hypotheses, Variables, Sta@sflests and Hypothesis Statuses (Study 1)
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Question  Hypothesis

Number Number

Hypothesis Description Input
Variables

Output

Statistical

Hypothesis

Variables

Test

Status

1. la.

1b.

lc.

1d.

le.

1f.

1g.

1h.

1i.

2a.

Comparability of Experimental Groups (Ecologicalafiraditional MS Induction)

Participants randomly assigned to the two  CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding the strength of the
prosecution’s case

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding the victim’s testimony

and moral character

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding the police officer’s

testimony

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding the strength of the

defense’s case

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONj
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding the defendant’s

testimony

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding the defendant’s moral
character

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
self-assessments about their own abilities as
jurors

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding the case-relevant legal
statutes (a proxy for worldview defense)

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy
MS induction groups will not differ in their
responses regarding trial verdict certainty

PRQ

VIC,

POL,

DEF,

DTS

DCH,

SLF.

TRL,

Tukey
Honestly
Significant
Difference
(HSD) test

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Comparability of Control Groups (Ecological and Tiional Neutrality Induction)

Participants randomly assigned to the two  CONy
control groups will not differ in their

responses regarding the strength of the
prosecution’s case

PRQ

Tukey HSD

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported



2b.

2c.

2d.

2e.

2f.

2g.

2h.

2i.

3a.

3b.

3c.

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy VIC,
control groups will not differ in their

responses regarding the victim’s testimony

and moral character

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy POL,
control groups will not differ in their

responses regarding the police officer’s

testimony

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy DEF,
control groups will not differ in their

responses regarding the strength of the

defense’s case

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy DTS
control groups will not differ in their

responses regarding the defendant’s

testimony

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy DCH.
control groups will not differ in their

responses regarding the defendant’'s moral

character

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy SLFK
control groups will not differ in their self-

assessments about their own abilities as

jurors

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy WV,
control groups will not differ in their

responses regarding the case-relevant legal

statutes

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy TRL,
control groups will not differ in their
responses regarding trial verdict certainty

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD

Tukey HSD
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Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Convergent Evidence of Terror Management (Experiai€broups vs. Control Groups)

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy PRQ
MS induction groups will provide more

favorable evaluations of the strength of the

prosecution’s case compared to control

conditions

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy VIC,
MS induction groups will provide more

favorable evaluations of the victim’s

testimony and moral character compared to

control conditions

Participants randomly assigned to the two ~ CONy POL,
MS induction groups will provide more

favorable evaluations of the police officer's

testimony compared to control conditions

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

Not
Supported

Not
Supported

Not
Supported



3d.

3e.

3f.

30.

3h.

3i.

Participants randomly assigned to the two
MS induction groups will provide less
favorable evaluations of the strength of the
defense’s case compared to control
conditions

Participants randomly assigned to the two
MS induction groups will provide less
favorable evaluations of the defendant’s
testimony compared to control conditions

Participants randomly assigned to the two
MS induction groups will provide less
favorable evaluations of the defendant's
moral character compared to control
conditions

Participants randomly assigned to the two
MS induction groups will provide more
favorable evaluations of their own abilities
as jurors compared to control conditions

Participants randomly assigned to the two
MS induction groups will provide more
favorable evaluations of the case-relevant
legal statutes compared to control
conditions

Participants randomly assigned to the two
MS induction groups will report greater
certainty in a guilty verdict compared to
control conditions

CON,

CON,

CON,

CON;

CON,

CON,

DEF,

DTS

DCH,

SLF,

TRL,

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD

1-way
ANOVA w/
Tukey HSD
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Not
Supported

Not
Supported

Not
Supported

Not
Supported

Not
Supported

Not
Supported

Note. CON = Research Condition; DCH = evaluatiodefendant character; DEF = Defense Case
Strength; DTS = evaluation of defendant testim@@L = evaluation of police testimony; PRO =
Prosecution Case Strength; SLF = self-rating afijabilities; TRL = Trial Verdict Certainty; VIC =
evaluation of victim character/testimony; WV = pyaxeasure of worldview defensiveness.continuous

(ordinal-interval, interval or ratio) variablg:= discrete (nominal or categorical) variable.
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A Priori Questions, Hypotheses, Variables, Stafi ests and Hypothesis Statuses (Study 2)

Question  Hypothesis

Hypothesis Description Exogenous Endogenous  Statistical Hypothesis

Number Number

Variables Variables Test Status

1. la.
1b.
lc.

2 2

Terror Management and Social Information-Processing

For the entire sample of judges, NFC, TRA, Smith- Not
it is expected that judges high Fle Cribbie- Supported
(vs. low) in need for cognition Bonferroni
will be least likely to transfer; corrected
judges high (vs. low) in Faith Partial Least-
in Intuition will be more likely squares
to transfer Structural
Equation
Modeling
(PLS-SEM)
Judges in single-MS induction  NFC; TRA, SC- Not
condition 1 will favor the Fl, Bonferroni  Supported
transfer of the juvenile offender corrected
PLS-SEM
Judges in single-MS induction ~ NFC; TRA, SC-
condition 2 will favor the Fl, Bonferroni
transfer of the juvenile offender corrected
PLS-SEM
Judges in the double-MS NFC, TRA, SC- Not
condition will not favor the Fle Bonferroni  Supported
transfer of the juvenile offender corrected
PLS-SEM
Judges in the control condition ~ NFC, TRA, SC-
will not favor the transfer of the Fl, Bonferroni
juvenile offender corrected
PLS-SEM

Uncertainty and Attributional Reasoning

Person-focused judges are ARS1 ELFT7, SC- Not
expected to favor case-specific  ARSZ, TRA, Bonferroni  Supported
crime control values, as wellas  ELF7, corrected

the transfer of the juvenile PLS-SEM

offender; also, system-focused
judges are less likely to favor
case-specific crime control
values, as well as the transfer
of the juvenile offender
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Statutory and Nonstatutory Factors

3. 3. Positive predictive links are ELF4, ELF5; SC- Supported
expected between favorable ELF5, PRQ Bonferroni
evaluations of the prosecution, KNTZ, TRA, corrected
case-specific deterrence KNT2, PLS-SEM

motives and the favorability of ~ KNT3,
transfer. Prosecution-related KNT6,
evaluations are expected to be a KNT7,
function of perceived juvenile ~ KNT8,
dangerousness, high judicial LFS1
experience (i.e., number of PRQ
waiver hearings) and low utility ~ TRI3;
of theKentGuidelines. Positive ~ WAV
predictive links are expected

between perceived juvenile
dangerousness, global
deterrence-based attitudes,
retributive-based attitudes and
case-specific deterrence

motives

Note. ARS1 = Attributional Reasoning Style Scal@drson-focused); ARS2 = Attributional Reasoning
Style Scale 2 (system-focused); ELF4 = Extralegatérs Scale 4 (need for retribution); ELF5 =
Extralegal Factors Scale 5 (need for deterrenddj7E Extralegal Factors Scale 7 (need for crime
control); FI = Faith in Intuition; KNT1 = Kent Guidine 1 (offense severity); KNT2 = Kent Guideline 2
(premeditation); KNT3 = Kent Guideline 3 (offengpé); KNT6 = Kent Guideline 6 (sophistication and
maturity); KNT7 = Kent Guideline 7 (prior recordNT8 = Kent Guideline 8 (treatment amenability);
LFS1 = Legal Factors Scale 1 (offender dangeros3nsié-C = Need for Cognition; PRO = Prosecution
Case Strength; TRA = Transfer Decision Certainf|3= Tripartite Scale 3 (global deterrence); WAV =
Judicial Experience (number of waiver hearings)continuous (ordinal-interval, interval or ratio)
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Table T5
Demographic Information for Sample 1 (Study 1)
Variables DNyalid Yorotal M SD Minimum Maximum
Age (known) 189 98.4% 21.83 yrs. 5.20 yrs. 18 yrs. 54 yrs.
*Missing: 3 1.6%
Ethnicity/Race (known) 189 98.4% - -- -- --
Asian: 16 8.3%
Black: 7 3.6%
Latino/a: 17 8.9%
Middle Eastern: 1 5%
Native American: 2 1.0%
White: 127 66.2%
Other/Multiethnic: 19 9.9%
*Missing: 3 1.6%
Gender (known) 192 100.0% -- -- -- --
Female: 154 80.2%
Male: 38 19.8%
Parental Status (known) 191 99.5% -- -- -- --
Non-parent: 164 85.4%
Parent: 27 14.1%
*Missing: 1 .5%
Relationship Status 191 99.5% -- -- -- --
(known)
Single/unmarried: 118 61.5%
Committed: 58 30.2%
Domestic: 4 2.1%
Married: 11 5.7%
*Missing: 1 .5%
Religious Status (known) 192 100.0% - -- -- --
Unaffiliated: 105 54.7%
Catholicism: 29 15.1%
Christianity: 47 24.5%
Other: 11 5.7%
Years in College (known) 189 98.4% 2.95 yrs. 1.08 yrs. 1yr. 6 yrs.
*Missing: 3 1.6%

Note.Nta = 192. Then,,iq is the difference between thig,, and the number of missing data points. The
Yoota refers to théNyy. Dashes (--) highlight areas where continuous mreasare nonexistent because the
variables are categorical in nature.
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Table T6
Demographic Information for Sample 2 (Study 2)
Variables DNyalid Yorotal M SD Minimum Maximum
Age (known) 60 65.9% 56.22 yrs. 7.07 yrs. 40 yrs. 76 yrs.
*Missing: 31 34.1%
Educational Degrees 62 68.1% 1.79 dgs. .604 dgs. 1dg. 3dgs.
Earned (known)
One: 19 20.9%
Two: 37 40.6%
Three: 6 6.6%
*Missing: 29 31.9%
Ethnicity/Race (known) 60 65.9% -- -- - -
Asian: 2 2.2%
Black: 3 3.3%
Latino/a: 1 1.1%
White: 54 59.3%
*Missing: 31 34.1%
Gender (known) 61 67.0% -- -- -- -
Female: 24 26.4%
Male: 37 40.6%
*Missing: 30 33.0%
Parental Status (known) 62 68.1% -- -- - -
Non-parent: 4 4.4%
Parent: 58 63.7%
*Missing: 29 31.9%
Relationship Status 62 68.1% - - - -
(known)
Committed: 2 2.2%
Divorced: 6 6.6%
Married: 52 57.1%
Widowed: 2 2.2%
*Missing: 29 31.9%
Religious Status (known) 57 62.6% -- -- - -
Unaffiliated: 17 18.6%
Affiliated: 40 44.0%
*Missing: 34 37.4%
Waiver Hearings 50 54.9% 22.44 hrgs. 45.49 hrgs. 1 hrg. 300 hrgs.
Reviewed (known)
*Missing: 41 45.1%

Note. Nt = 91. Then,iq is the difference between thig,, and the number of missing data points. The
Yoota refers to théNyy. Dashes (--) highlight areas where continuous mreasare nonexistent because the
variables are categorical in nature.
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Table T7

List of Constant Factors Present in the Mock-Waktearing Narrative (Study 2)

Waiver of Jurisdiction Hearing Constants

Age (17 yrs., 10 mo.)

Type of Crime (possession/distribution of methantaimeéne)

Family Stressors (present)

Family Structure (resides with responsible grandmobnly)

Emotional Stability and Mental Health Issues (angeblems; poor decision-making skills)
Educational Background (still in school; often int/disobedient)

Prior Record (2 prior drug-related offenses)

Rehabilitation History (3 past programs; currertgram is half-completed)

Treatment Time-Frame (10 months available for Thoteejuvenile turns 18)

Gang Affiliation (none; has family/friends in, oomtact with, gangs)

Risk to Public (moderately high; juvenile likely $ell drugs to public at large)
Psychological Evaluation (contains information aljauenile’s disposition and social environment)

Note. The purpose of the constants is to creaditdus waiver of jurisdiction hearing
narrative that is ambiguous (i.e., difficult to éehine the appropriateness of transfer).
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Experimental Conditions: Defense Statement-TypeRmdecutor Statement-Type (Study 2)

Prosecutor Statement-Type

Ecological Neutrality Ecological MS Induction
Induction

Defense Statement-Type

Ecological MS Induction

Ecological Neutrality Indign

EcologicalDouble-MS Induction

EcologicalSingle-MS Induction 1

Prosecutorial statement contains deat!

Prosecutorial statement contains deathrelated cue words

related cue words

Defense counsel statement contains
death-related cue words

Defense counsel statement contains
pain-related cue words

*Single-MS condition serves as proxy

*Double-MS condition serves as proxyfor implicit MS induction

for explicit MS induction

EcologicalSingle-MS Induction 2

EcologicalDouble-Neutrality Induction

Prosecutorial statement contains pain-Prosecutorial statement contains pain-

related cue words

Defense counsel statement contains
death-related cue words

*Single-MS condition serves as proxy
for implicit MS induction

related cue words

Defense counsel statement contains
pain-related cue words

*Double-neutrality condition serves as
the control group

=
1

Note. The four experimental conditions were statidly examined via a two-way factorial

analysis of variance.
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Variables Shapiro-Wilk Statistics Skewness Statistics g-to-SERatio,
Wi d SE

1. TRL 0.94101 <.01 -0.25 .18 No Skew
2. NFC 0.9802 .01 -0.41 .18 Neg. Skew
3. Fl 0.98102 .01 -0.36 .18 No Skew
4. LA; 0.9%102 .40 -0.05 .18 No Skew
5. LAA 0.98102 <.01 -0.36 .18 No Skew
6. LE 0.98192 .03 -0.32 .18 No Skew
7. PRQ 0.9%01 .06 -0.26 .18 No Skew
8. VIC 0.98:101: .01 0.31 .18 No Skew
9. POL 0.9801 .01 -0.31 .18 No Skew
10. DER 0.9%101; .07 -0.14 .18 No Skew
11. DTS 0.9%00: .20 -0.08 .18 No Skew
12. DCH 0.9Gs9 <.01 0.31 .18 No Skew
13. SLF 0.9¢01 <.01 -0.09 .18 No Skew
14. WV 0.96100 <.01 0.02 .18 No Skew

Note. Daggers (1) indicate variables with statedlycnonsignificant Shapiro-Wilk values.
DCH = evaluation of defendant character; DEF = DegeCase Strength; DTS = evaluation
of defendant testimony; FI = Faith in Intuition; FALegal Authoritarianism; LAA = Legal
Anti-Authoritarianism; LE = Legal Egalitarianism;AC = Need for Cognition; POL =
evaluation of police testimony; PRO = Prosecuti@sé&Strength; SLF = self-rating of juror
abilities; TRL = Trial Verdict Certainty; VIC = el@ation of victim character/testimony; WV
= proxy measure of worldview defensivengssskewness is problematic when the absolute
value of a skewness statistic exceeds two timesdhe of its corresponding standard error.
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Table T10
Descriptive Statistics, Intercorrelations and CietbAlphas for all Primary Measures (Study 1)

Variables N M SD Minimum Maximum

1. TRL, 191 457 1.29 1.00 7.00

2.NFG 192 4.33 .85 1.40 6.00

3. Fb 192 4.34 79 2.00 6.00

4. LA, 192 3.34 .66 1.29 5.50

5. LAA, 192 4.12 74 1.33 6.00

6. LE 192 3.50 57 1.56 5.11

7.PRQ 191 5.79 2.01 .00 10.00

8. VIC, 191 5.61 1.91 1.00 10.00

9. POL 191 6.53 2.01 .00 10.00

10. DER 191 5.29 1.89 .00 10.00

11. DTS 190 4.78 2.05 .00 10.00

12. DCH, 189 5.04 1.68 .00 10.00

13. SLR 191 6.35 1.94 .00 10.00

14. WV, 190 6.92 1.88 3.00 10.00

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 18 14

1. TRL

2. NFC -.120 7S5

3.Fl 015 .007 8%

4. LA .068 -.115 .082 A8y

5. LAA 123 .056 -.041 .108 .55

6. LE .103 -.069 -.162* 116 .554* 45

7. PRO .409* -.048 .050 .145* .110 .153* .86

8. VIC .644* -.052 .099 112 .018 .049 477 .9Cs

9. POL .543* -.045 .085 .248* .153* 135 433 .667* .94,

10. DEF  -.463* .016 .061 .140 -.138 -.189*  -158* -.326* 062 .9G;

11. DTS -.606* .029 .063 .035 -192*  -164* -176* -.338* .232 711 933

12. DCH -.531* .218* 117 .058 -.162*  -227* -.127 -.341*% .224* .612* .728* 925

13. SLF .167* .163* .192* .036 -.015 -.163* .101 .311* .310 -.038 -.098 -.027 .91,

14. WV .302* 116 -.012 .105 .003 -150*  .168* A24* 409* .024 -.128 -122 A492* 823

Note. Cronbach alpha scores are listed in boldéémeg the diagonal (for all alphas, accompanyingerical

subscripts indicate the number of scale items)hBs$--) highlight single-item measures, whereiar®ach

alpha scores are nonexistent. DCH = evaluatioretdritlant character; DEF = Defense Case Strengt8; DT
evaluation of defendant testimony; FI = Faith itultion; LA = Legal Authoritarianism; LAA = Legal #ti-

Authoritarianism; LE = Legal Egalitarianism; NFONeed for Cognition; POL = evaluation of police

testimony; PRO = Prosecution Case Strength; SL&lf=rating of juror abilities; TRL = Trial Verdict
Certainty; VIC = evaluation of victim charactertiesony; WV = proxy measure of worldview defensivese
a = 7-point Likert scale; = 6-point Likert scale; = 11-point Likert scale.

*p<.05.



176

Table T11

Indicator Loadings and Significance, Indicator &aimposite Reliabilities, Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) Scores, Latent Correlaiand Discriminant Validity Scores for
PLS Path Model 1 (Study 1)

Latent Indicator Loading t-value SD Indicator Composite AVE

Variable Reliability Reliability

1. DTS TrialQ7a 1.00 31.06 .03 1.00 1.00 .99
TrialQ7b 1.00 52.94 .02 1.00
TrialQ7c 1.00 50.17 .02 1.00

2. LA RLAQ2 42 3.37 12 .18 A7 17
RLAQ3 .32 1.52 .21 .10
RLAQ7 .55 1.55 .36 .30
RLAQ10 -.01 0.08 .14 .00
RLAQ15 .63 5.58 A1 .40
RLAQ19 -.13 0.54 .24 .02
RLAQ20 .08 0.46 .18 .01
RLAQ23 57 3.92 .15 .32

3. LAA RLAQ1 -.23 0.66 .35 .05 .00 17
RLAQ5 -.39 0.87 .45 .15
RLAQ9 .09 0.38 .24 .01
RLAQ12 -.10 0.54 .18 .01
RLAQ16 .89 1.52 .58 .79
RLAQ17 -.09 0.30 .30 .01

4. LE RLAQ4 .82 1.67 .49 .67 .13 A2
RLAQG6 14 0.54 .26 .02
RLAQS .04 0.10 42 .00
RLAQ11 .03 0.20 .18 .00
RLAQ13 41 1.58 .26 17
RLAQ14 -.01 0.03 .30 .00
RLAQ18 -43 1.30 .33 .18
RLAQ21 .00 0.00 .24 .00
RLAQ22 .06 0.23 .28 .00

5. POL TrialQ5a .79 2.33 .34 .62 91 71
TrialQ5b .99 26.08 .04 .98
TrialQ5c .79 2.14 37 .62
TrialQ5d .79 2.23 .35 .62

6. PRO TrialQ3a 1.00 19.58 .05 1.00 .99 .99
TrialQ3b 1.00 16.60 .06 1.00
TrialQ3c 1.00 15.75 .06 1.00

7. TRL TrialQ2a -- -- -- -- -- --

8. VIC TrialQ4a 1.00 6.87 15 1.00 .99 .99
TrialQ4b 1.00 17.53 .06 1.00
TrialQ4c 1.00 18.53 .05 1.00
TrialQ4d 1.00 9.34 A1 1.00
TrialQ4e 1.00 11.56 .09 1.00

atentr:

1. DTS .995

2. LA -.091 412

3. LAA 327 -.010 412

4. LE -.103 -.018 -.018 .346
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5. POL .555 -.144 .054 -105 .843

6. PRO .705 -.216 .069 -.139 .790 .995

7. TRL -.007 .043 -.001 .009 .609 .005 --

8. VIC .705 -.215 .068 -.139 .790 .999 -.005.995

Note. The outer model is derived from 12 PLS alhanmiiterations. Indicator reliability scores areds
to estimate the reliability of items and are basedhe square of corresponding loadings. Composite
reliability scores are used to estimate the degfésernal consistency in lieu of Cronbach’s alpha
The AVE index is used to estimate the degree ofeayent validity. Discriminant validity scores are
located along the diagonal, in boldface, and asetb@n the square root of the AVE. Dashes (--)
highlight single-item measures, wherein the comesing coefficients are nonexistent. DTS =
evaluation of defendant testimony; LA = Legal Autterianism; LAA = Legal Anti-Authoritarianism;
LE = Legal Egalitarianism; POL = evaluation of palitestimony; PRO = Prosecution Case Strength;
RLAQ(#) = Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnairerfitnumber); TrialQ(#) = Trial Questionnaire
(item number and letter); TRL = Trial Verdict Centy; VIC = evaluation of victim
character/testimony.
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Table T12
Normality and Skewness Statistics for all Primargagdures (Study 2)

Variables Shapiro-Wilk Statistics Skewness Statistics g-to-SERatio,

Wan p g SE

1. TRA 0.8%4 <.01 0.64 .30 Pos. Skew
2. TRI1 0.947 <.01 -0.40 27 No Skew
3. TRI2 0.967, .02 0.13 27 No Skew
4. TRI3 0.96.7, .03 -0.34 27 No Skew
5. IRAL 0.94 <.01 0.51 27 No Skew
6. IRA2 0.94:7 <.01 -0.32 27 No Skew
7. GCC 0.9¢7 .04 0.09 .27 No Skew
8. GDP 0.937 <.01 -0.30 27 No Skew
9. NFG 0.997s .53 -0.14 .28 No Skew
10. Fk 0.98ys .20 -0.24 .28 No Skew
11. ARS1 0.9&s) <.01 -0.06 .28 No Skew
12. ARS2 0.98s <.01 -0.19 .28 No Skew
13. LFS}% 0.9764: .07 0.18 .30 No Skew
14. LFS2 0.944 <.01 -0.68 .30 Neg. Skew
15. LFS3 0.9%4, .01 -0.01 .30 No Skew
16. LFS4 0.944 <.01 -0.37 .30 No Skew
17. LFS5 0.984 <.01 -0.63 .30 Neg. Skew
18. ELF1 0.94.4 <.01 0.13 .30 No Skew
19. ELF2 0.934 <.01 -0.49 .30 No Skew
20. ELF3 0.9%4 <.01 0.68 .30 Pos. Skew
21. ELF4 0.924 <.01 0.34 .30 No Skew
22. ELF5 0.9Ge4) .06 0.24 .30 No Skew
23. ELF6 0.96.4 .02 0.18 .30 No Skew
24. ELF7 0.934 <.01 -0.78 .30 Neg. Skew
25. ELF8 0.944 <.01 0.41 .30 No Skew
26. ELF9 0.9%4 <.01 0.27 .30 No Skew
27. UNC 0.9 .04 0.07 .30 No Skew
28. KNT1 0.8%a <.01 -0.99 .30 Neg. Skew
29. KNT2 0.8%4 <.01 -0.97 .30 Neg. Skew
30. KNT3 0.7%4 <.01 -1.17 .30 Neg. Skew
31. KNT4 0.8%4 <.01 -0.65 .30 Neg. Skew
32. KNT5 0.8%a <.01 0.77 .30 Pos. Skew
33. KNT6 0.7%4 <.01 -1.53 .30 Neg. Skew
34. KNT7 0.7%4 <.01 -1.47 .30 Neg. Skew
35. KNT8 0.8%4 <.01 -0.93 .30 Neg. Skew
36. PRO 0.8%4 <.01 -0.46 .30 No Skew
37. DEF 0.8%4 <.01 -0.51 .30 No Skew
38. MNT 0.8%4 <.01 -0.41 .30 No Skew

Note. Daggers (1) indicate variables with statiédlycnonsignificant Shapiro-Wilk values. ARS1 =
Attributional Reasoning Style Scale 1 (person-fed)sARS2 = Attributional Reasoning Style Scale 2
(system-focused); DEF = Defense Case Strength; ELEgtralegal Factors Scale 1 (affect toward
offense); ELF2 = Extralegal Factors Scale 2 (affeatard juvenile); ELF3 = Extralegal Factors Scale
3 (treatment amenability); ELF4 = Extralegal FastBrale 4 (need for retribution); ELF5 = Extralegal
Factors Scale 5 (need for deterrence); ELF6 = eged Factors Scale 6 (need for incapacitation);
ELF7 = Extralegal Factors Scale 7 (need for criomtiol); ELF8 = Extralegal Factors Scale 8 (heed
for restoration); ELF9 = Extralegal Factors Scal@®ed for due process); Fl = Faith in IntuitiorCG

= Global Crime Control; GDP = Global Due Procef1 = Incapacitation—Restoration Attitudes
Scale 1 (global incapacitation); IRA2 = Incapaditat-Restoration Attitudes Scale 2 (global
restoration); KNT1 = Kent Guideline 1 (offense satyg; KNT2 = Kent Guideline 2 (premeditation);
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KNT3 = Kent Guideline 3 (offense type); KNT4 = Keatideline 4 (prosecutive merit); KNT5 = Kent
Guideline 5 (adult accomplices); KNT6 = Kent Guidel6 (sophistication/maturity); KNT7 = Kent
Guideline 7 (prior record); KNT8 = Kent GuidelingtBeatment amenability); LFS1 = Legal Factors
Scale 1 (offender dangerousness); LFS2 = LegabFa&icale 2 (offense severity); LFS3 = Legal
Factors Scale 3 (recidivism likelihood); LFS4 = be§actors Scale 4 (dispositional mental health
data); LFS5 = Legal Factors Scale 5 (situationattaléhealth data); MNT = Strength of Mental Health
Evaluation; NFC = Need for Cognition; PRO = ProsieecuCase Strength; TRA = Transfer Decision
Certainty; TRI1 = Tripartite Scale 1 (global reHaétion); TRI2 = Tripartite Scale 2 (global
retribution); TRI3 = Tripartite Scale 3 (global daience); UNC = Uncertainty toward Hearigg.
skewness is problematic when the absolute vala@estEwness statistic exceeds two times the value of
its corresponding standard error.
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Table T13
Descriptive Statistics for all Primary Measureau¢fyt 2)

Variables, N M SD Minimum Maximum
1. TRA 64 2.64 1.41 1.00 6.00
2. TRI1 77 4.62 79 2.50 6.00
3. TRI2 77 3.46 .83 1.50 5.50
4.TRI3 77 3.49 1.04 1.00 5.50
5. IRA1 77 2.22 81 1.00 4.50
6. IRA2 77 4.90 .68 3.00 6.00
7.GCC 77 4.05 .86 2.00 6.00
8. GDP 77 4.79 .64 3.00 6.00
9. NFC 75 4.13 74 1.80 5.80
10. FI 75 3.52 .73 1.60 5.20
11. ARS1 75 3.41 59 2.00 5.00
12. ARS2 75 4.29 .76 2.00 6.00
13.LFS1 64 3.35 .93 1.00 5.50
14. LFS2 64 3.86 .88 1.00 5.50
15. LFS3 64 4.66 67 3.00 6.00
16. LFS4 64 3.68 73 2.00 5.00
17. LFS5 64 3.96 79 2.00 5.50
18. ELF1 64 2.96 1.12 1.00 5.00
19. ELF2 64 3.70 71 1.50 5.50
20. ELF3 64 2.60 .78 1.00 4.50
21. ELF4 64 2.16 .78 1.00 4.00
22. ELF5 64 2.73 .93 1.00 5.00
23. ELF6 64 2.88 1.09 1.00 6.00
24. ELF7 64 4.34 .86 1.00 6.00
25. ELF8 64 2.46 .83 1.00 4.50
26. ELF9 64 3.80 59 2.00 5.50
27. UNC 64 3.30 91 1.50 5.50
28. KNT1 64 4.44 .87 2.00 6.00
29. KNT2 64 4.44 1.04 2.00 6.00
30. KNT3 64 4.47 .99 2.00 6.00
31. KNT4 64 4.09 1.19 1.00 6.00
32. KNT5 64 2.83 1.18 1.00 6.00
33. KNT6 64 4.69 .79 2.00 6.00
34. KNT7 64 4.98 .81 2.00 6.00
35. KNT8 64 4.92 .86 2.00 6.00
36. PRO 64 3.86 .87 1.00 6.00
37. DEF 64 3.70 81 1.00 5.00
38. MNT 64 3.86 .83 1.00 5.00

Note. ARS1 = Attributional Reasoning Style Scal&RS2 = Attributional Reasoning Style Scale 2; DEF
Defense Case Strength; ELF1 = Extralegal FactoateSg ELF2 = Extralegal Factors Scale 2; ELF3 =
Extralegal Factors Scale 3; ELF4 = Extralegal Fac8cale 4; ELF5 = Extralegal Factors Scale 5; EEF6
Extralegal Factors Scale 6; ELF7 = Extralegal Fac8cale 7; ELF8 = Extralegal Factors Scale 8; EEF9
Extralegal Factors Scale 9; FI = Faith in Intuiti®@CC = Global Crime Control; GDP = Global Due Rysg;
IRAL = Incapacitation—Restoration Attitudes Scgl¢RIA2 = Incapacitation—Restoration Attitudes Sczjle
KNT1 = Kent Guideline 1; KNT2 = Kent Guideline 2NJI3 = Kent Guideline 3; KNT4 = Kent Guideline 4;
KNT5 = Kent Guideline 5; KNT6 = Kent Guideline 6NT7 = Kent Guideline 7; KNT8 = Kent Guideline 8;
LFS1 = Legal Factors Scale 1; LFS2 = Legal Fackmale 2; LFS3 = Legal Factors Scale 3; LFS4 = Legal
Factors Scale 4; LFS5 = Legal Factors Scale 5; MNBIrength of Mental Health Evaluation; NFC = Need
for Cognition; PRO = Prosecution Case Strength; ERFransfer Decision Certainty; TRI1 = Tripartite
Scale 1; TRI2 = Tripartite Scale 2; TRI3 = TripgtScale 3; UNC = Uncertainty toward Hearipg.all
variables were measured using a 6-point Likertesoatric.



Table T14

Intercorrelations and Cronbach Alphas for all Pryrideasures (Study 2)
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
LTRA -
2.TRIL 033 0%
3.TRI2  -037 -273* .36
4.TRI3 279 -038 420 .54
5RAL 134 -114 257  265¢ .74
6.IRA2 066 .097 039 -011 131 3&
7.GCC 100 -096 035 052 .082 .295*.1%
8.GDP  -196 066 -133 -074 .004 .09  216.1%
9NFC  -1202 121 -070 -175 -200 183 234 161 .75
10. FI 035 -234* 246 268* 152 058 109  .054-236* 8%
11.ARS1 169 -078 079 029 -173 -108 -001 -032 -224218 f
12.ARS2 220 .013 -044 019 064 409 190 054 112 200126 7%
13.LFS1 557+ 058 -091 233 157 169 .02 -022097 074 026 .070 .76
14.LFS2 221 116 -128 126 -072 142 007 .158.064 -051 -048 .071 550
15.LFS3 301 -106 .051 211 162 122 -085 319-167 -004 120 100  .269*
16.LFS4 -130 -011 .00 -043 195 197 -058 0.2 014 116 -117 -109 187
17.LFS5 -041 <001 .168 .002 113 320+ .003 .027.130 131 -146 117 183
18.ELF1 334 -03 -032 012 -087 027 040 330 -078 -037 041 172  .306*
19.ELF2 -203 -273* -014 -031 -103 -057 -223.126 -106 .114 058 -175 -026
20.ELF3 300 -042 -153 298+ 276* 047 195 03¢ -178 066 121 -035 .301*
21.ELF4 319 012 .007 268+ .019 028 -019 .005.029 032 118 .157  321*
22.ELF5 579 011 188  482r 249* 117 126 910 -051 011 -038 017 447
23.ELF6 465 073 -003 340+ 452+ 253+ 050 042 -127 087 -059 .069  .597*
24 ELF7 012 -114 303 176 178 360* 143  .040.108 157 -068 .18 212
25.ELF8 225 -142 -099 214 068 -432* -145 232 -342¢ 133 128 -091 125
26.ELF9 -182 236 -165 -223 -084 .023 029 811 039 -097 -204 -071 -263*
2I.UNC -235 147 -220 -317* -149 -136 -220134 081 004 -080 -199 -053
28.KNT1 040 208 -204 066 -026 .08 007 103 .170  .099.177 -008 .218
29.KNT2 -141 203 028 .063 016 .151 -031 237 196  .174304* 150  .060
30.KNT3 -082 218 -083 045 .054 200 046 .274* 303" 040, -448* 073 111
3L KNT4 323+ 106 -105 .140 103 107 227 -09% .170 20.0 -052 .053  .341
32.KNTS 183  -032 -097 004 .33%* 090 008 .079 134 817-041 154 201
33.KNT6 -088 -024 -179 053 -001 .103 037 006 .234 030. -266* -031 .076
34 KNT7 037 -132 -106 075 138 .038 058 024 210 .075238 .037  .039
35 KNT8 -207 -023 005 -113 -148 -010 -049 141 289058 -253* -082 -104
36.PRO 593 -081 -054 078 .00 170 067 -07r184 034 199  325* .365
37.DEF 081 -160 .080 -117 .183 120 143 .079031. -048 076 191 -122
38.MNT -111  -085 270 -093 218 .09 047 .128-028 122 -018 -149 167




14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
14.LFS2  .37;
15.LFS3  .108 .67
16.LFS4  .165 -029 .74
17.LFS5 .350* -175  .708* .7&
18.ELF1  .164 -098 151 195 .82
19.ELF2 -.011 .079 120 .106 095 ¢
20.ELF3  .113 332 -.061 -275* -163 .034 5%
21.ELF4 136 -012 125 .209 485 071 220 .49
22.ELF5 175 .201 .103 .184 219 -005 .355* 470*33;
23.ELF6  .236 .328* 228 .096 212 -051  .495* #424.561* .83
24.ELF7 206 .349*  .305* .327* 121 292 -058 13 228 281 74
25.ELF8 -.094 .062 -087 -.273* .024  -080 .299* 187 114 .109 =417 25
26.ELF9 -.161 144 -195 -127 -018 -017 -172 .097 -092 -.080 -006 -.283* ft
27.UNC .020 -292* .090 A21 300 .215 -345¢ 914 -097 -.015 -034 -099 .313*
28.KNT1 .123 .025 .200 .186 132 .200 .097 .201 27%3 .089 .261*  -.020 -.032
29.KNT2 .077 -209 210 .301* -019 147  -163 202 .143  -.059 149 -.026  -.053
30.KNT3  .222 -118 135  .306* .031 099 -134 504 115 -.110 133 -.093 -.017
31. KNT4 .278* .020 .008 .239 152 .108 .168 129367 .021 .022 108  -.030
32.KNTS  .045 .026 .018 112 -078 -090 .071 .168.065  .264* -035 -023 .054
33. KNT6 .050 .038  .278* 371 129 .283* -.050 916 .173  -.025 182 -127 173
34. KNT7 -.026 226 127 222 .017 227 .015 .042216. .007 202 -.048 144
35.KNT8 .027 .037 214 251* -003 .286* -.247* 088 -047 -290* .261* -237 111
36. PRO .233 204 -035 .072 .386* -.030 .056 .185285* 175 -061 179  -.008
37.DEF  -115 -158  .065 105 206 -031 -.189 .08%7.225 .014 .001 -218 -.057
38. MNT  .200 -186  .541* .376* .088 103 -.051 .059.073  -.001 134 -100 -.332*

27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

27.UNC .59
28. KNT1 -.021 --
29. KNT2 .075 .629* -
30. KNT3 .094 .586%  .847* --
31. KNT4 -.012 A419* .236 352% -
32. KNT5 -.180 .230 115 .002 318 -
33. KNT6 .090 568*  .361*  .431*  417* 163 -
34. KNT7 .007 575 426 506*  .315* 131 736% -
35. KNT8 .213 492 466*  .528*  .271* .034 .568* 24 -
36. PRO -.195 -.148 =212 =217 .288* .209 -088 84.1 -354* -
37. DEF -112 -.105 -.183 -.239 -.086 .229 -048 177 -125 .165 -
38. MNT -.047 -.023 -.020 -.034 .013 -.041 -.067 098 .029 .038 219 --

Note. Cronbach alpha scores are listed in boldfémeg the diagonal (for all alphas, accompanyingetical
subscripts indicate the number of scale items)hBgi¢--) highlight single-item measures, whereiar®ach alpha
scores are nonexistent. Daggers (1) indicate tiétiaboefficients that could not be calculated dadimited sample
variance or other statistical constraints. ARS1ttrilButional Reasoning Style Scale 1; ARS2 = Atitibnal
Reasoning Style Scale 2; DEF = Defense Case SkieBF1 = Extralegal Factors Scale 1; ELF2 = Extal
Factors Scale 2; ELF3 = Extralegal Factors ScaleL&4 = Extralegal Factors Scale 4; ELF5 = Extraldgactors
Scale 5; ELF6 = Extralegal Factors Scale 6; ELFEktralegal Factors Scale 7; ELF8 = Extralegal FacBrale 8;
ELF9 = Extralegal Factors Scale 9; FI = Faith ituition; GCC = Global Crime Control; GDP = Globall®
Process; IRAL = Incapacitation—Restoration Attitieale 1; IRA2 = Incapacitation—Restoration Attés Scale 2;
KNT1 = Kent Guideline 1; KNT2 = Kent Guideline 2\NA'3 = Kent Guideline 3; KNT4 = Kent Guideline 4; A
= Kent Guideline 5; KNT6 = Kent Guideline 6; KNT7Kent Guideline 7; KNT8 = Kent Guideline 8; LFS1 =
Legal Factors Scale 1; LFS2 = Legal Factors Scalé-83 = Legal Factors Scale 3; LFS4 = Legal Fac8male 4;
LFS5 = Legal Factors Scale 5; MNT = Strength of MéRlealth Evaluation; NFC = Need for Cognition; ®R
Prosecution Case Strength; TRA = Transfer Deci€ertainty; TRI1 = Tripartite Scale 1; TRI2 = Tripige Scale
2; TRI3 = Tripartite Scale 3; UNC = Uncertainty tand Hearing.

*p <.05.
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Table T15

Indicator Loadings and Significance, Indicator &aimposite Reliabilities, Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) Scores, Latent Correlaiand Discriminant Validity Scores for
PLS Path Model 2 (Study 2)

Latent Indicator Loading t-value SD Indicator Composite AVE
Variable Reliability Reliability
1. Fl REI6 .83 2.65 31 .69 .84 .52
REI7 73 2.44 .30 .53
REI8 .86 2.86 .30 74
REI9 .50 1.70 .29 .25
REI10 .65 2.35 .28 42
2. NFC REI1 .85 2.24 .38 .72 .80 .46
REI2 .78 2.55 .30 .61
REI3 .36 0.92 .39 .13
REI4 .60 1.68 .36 .36

REIS .70 2.43 .29 49
3. TRA JVS2 -- -- --

Latentr: 1
1. Fl 721
2. NFC -.193 .678
3. TRA -.054 -.149 --

Note. The outer model is derived from 3 PLS aldponititerations. Indicator reliability scores
are used to estimate the reliability of items aredssed on the square of corresponding
loadings. Composite reliability scores are useelstamate the degree of internal consistency
in lieu of Cronbach’s alpha. The AVE index is usestimate the degree of convergent
validity. Discriminant validity scores are locateldng the diagonal, in boldface, and are
based on the square root of the AVE. Dashes (@hligiht single-item measures, wherein the
corresponding coefficients are nonexistent. Fl #hHa Intuition; JVS(#) = Judicial Verdict
Scale (item number); NFC = Need for Cognition; REK Rational-Experiential Inventory
(item number); TRA = Transfer Decision Certainty.
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Table T16

Indicator Loadings and Significance, Indicator &aimposite Reliabilities, Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) Scores, Latent Correlaiand Discriminant Validity Scores for
PLS Path Model 3 (Study 2)

Latent Indicator Loading t-value SD Indicator Composite AVE
Variable Reliability Reliability
1. ARS1 ARS1 -.70 1.13 .62 .49 .04 .63
ARS2 .88 1.34 .65 77
2. ARS2 ARS3 .82 4.64 .18 .67 .88 .79
ARS4 .96 6.96 14 .92
3. ELF7 ELF15 .87 3.87 .22 .76 .88 .79
ELF16 91 5.60 .16 .83
4. TRA JVS2 -- -- -- -- -- --
atentr:
1. ARS1 794
2. ARS2 191 .889
3. ELF7 137 223 .889
4. TRA .400 .221 .006  --

Note. The outer model is derived from 7 PLS aldponiiterations. Indicator reliability scores
are used to estimate the reliability of items aredssed on the square of corresponding
loadings. Composite reliability scores are useelstamate the degree of internal consistency
in lieu of Cronbach’s alpha. The AVE index is usestimate the degree of convergent
validity. Discriminant validity scores are locateldng the diagonal, in boldface, and are
based on the square root of the AVE. Dashes (@hligiht single-item measures, wherein the
corresponding coefficients are nonexistent. ARS(#}tributional Reasoning Style Scale
(item number; “Indicator” column only); ARS1 = Atiutional Reasoning Style Scale 1
(person-focused); ARS2 = Attributional Reasoninges8cale 2 (system-focused); ELF7 =
Extralegal Factors Scale 7 (need for crime contd5(#) = Judicial Verdict Scale (item
number); TRA = Transfer Decision Certainty.



185

Table T17

Indicator Loadings and Significance, Indicator &ainposite Reliabilities, Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) Scores, Latent Correlations anccbisinant Validity Scores for PLS Path
Model 4 (Study 2)

Latent Indicator Loading t-value SD Indicator Composite AVE
Variable Reliability Reliability

1. ELF4 ELF7 .78 6.66 A2 .61 .80 .66
ELF8 .85 8.09 .10 .72

2. ELF5 ELF9 .86 14.08 .06 74 .75 .60
ELF10 .68 4.62 15 46

3. KNT LFS4 77 4.20 .18 .59 .90 .61
LFS5 .80 4.49 .18 .64
LFS6 .84 5.48 15 71
LFS9 71 3.24 22 .50
LFS10 .75 3.63 21 .56
LFS11 .82 5.83 14 .67

4. LFS1 LFS12 .94 37.34 .03 .88 .89 .80
LFS13 .85 9.49 .09 72

5. PRO LFS1 -- -- -- -- -- --

6. TRA JVS2 -- -- -- -- -- --

7. TRI3 TRI1 77 5.97 .13 .59 .81 .68
TRI2 .88 12.21 .07 77

8. WAV DEM11 -- -- -- -- -- --

m
atentr:

1. ELF4 .812

2. ELF5 479 775

3. KNT .036 128 .781

4. LFS1 319 .458 .062 .894

5. PRO 161 .300 -.294 .379 --

6. TRA .308 .646 -121 .566 .593 --

7. TRI3 .260 465 .012 242 .075 272 .825

8. WAV .128 .259 -.018 .047 .309 .298 157 --

Note. The outer model is derived from 7 PLS aldpnititerations. Indicator reliability scores aredise
to estimate the reliability of items and are basedhe square of corresponding loadings. Composite
reliability scores are used to estimate the degfésernal consistency in lieu of Cronbach’s alpha
The AVE index is used to estimate the degree ofeayent validity. Discriminant validity scores are
located along the diagonal, in boldface, and aseth@n the square root of the AVE. Dashes (--)
highlight single-item measures, wherein the comesing coefficients are nonexistent. DEM(#) =
Demographic Questionnaire (item number); ELF4 r&lggal Factors Scale 4 (need for retribution);
ELF5 = Extralegal Factors Scale 5 (need for detesy JVS(#) = Judicial Verdict Scale (item
number); KNT = Utility of Kent Guidelines; LFS(#) lzegal Factors Scale (item number; “Indicator”
column only); LFS1 = Legal Factors Scale 1 (offerdingerousness); PRO = Prosecution Case
Strength; TRA = Transfer Decision Certainty; TRIG ripartite Scale (item number; “Indicator”
column only); TRI3 = Tripartite Scale 3 (global detence); WAV = Judicial Experience (number of
waiver hearings).
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Appendix U
Psychological Parameter Trial -related Perceptions Trial Outcome
R =.067
Legal -.218,0.82, .26 Prosecution Case Streng
Authoritarianism > (high scores = high
(high scores = prese favorability) -.424,0.01, 35.43
-.143, 0.56, .26

-.144,0.71, .20

Victim Testimony
(high scores = high
favorability)

-.871, 0.02, 50.0%
R?=1.0(

Trial Verdict
(high scores =
greater guilt)

Legal Anti- R?=.023
Authoritarianism

(low scores = presel

Police Testimony
(high scores = high
favorability)

.052, 0.34, .15 1.63, 0.05, 30.5%

.000, 0.00, 63.25
.327,0.81, .48 Defendant Testimony
(high scores = high

favorability)

Legal Egalitarianism R?=.107

(low scores = present)

Figure U5.A PLS-SEM inner model based on associated lamdiMes and the temporal order
of variables (Study 1). Model 1 (extracted from tiverall sample) depicts the causal relations
between pertinent psychological parameters, spelgderceptions of the trial and mock-juror
decision-making. Coefficients are grouped in tHewang order (path coefficient;value,
standard deviation).

*If p<.01, thert(191)> 2.60.
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Need for Cognition
(high scores = high NFC)

-.166, 0.84, .20

Transfer Decision
Certainty
(high scores = high
certainty in transfer)

Faith in Intuition

(high scores = high FI) -.086, 0.38, .22

Figure U6.A PLS-SEM inner model based on predictions sehfby thedual-process theory of
proximal/distal defensg$tudy 2). Model 2 (extracted from the overall ptafh depicts the causal
relations between Need for Cognition, Faith in itida and judicial decision-making. The path
between NFC and transfer illustrates the first congmt of Hypothesis 1a; the path between FI
and transfer illustrates the second component gikhesis 1a. Coefficients are grouped in the
following order (path coefficient;value, standard deviation).

*If p<.03, thert(63)> 2.22.
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Dispositional
Orientation
(high scores = high
orientation)

.380, 1.19, .32

.098, 0.54, .18

Case- Specific
Crime Control
Orientation
(high scores = high
orientation)

Transfer Decision
Certainty
(high scores = high
certainty in transfe

.204,1.42, .14

.167,1.52, .11

Situational

Orientation
(high scores = high
orientation)

Figure U7.A PLS-SEM inner model based on predictions se¢hfoyuncertainty avoidance—
causal attribution theoryStudy 2). Model 3 (extracted from the overall géhdepicts the
causal relations between crime control motivegatgional attributions, situational attributions
and judicial decision-making. The paths betweepat#ional orientation, crime control and
transfer illustrate the first component of Hypoikek the paths between situational orientation,
crime control and transfer illustrate the seconahponent of Hypothesis 2. Coefficients are
grouped in the following order (path coefficientjalue, standard deviation).

*If p<.02, thert(63)> 2.39.
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Number
of
Waiver Hearings

.285,2.81, .10 *

Prosecution
Case Strength
(high scores = high strength)

Utility
of
KentGuidelines
(high scores = high utility)

439, 4.78, .09 *

-.312,3.05, .10 *

.385,3.95, .10 *

Perceived
Juvenile Dangerousness

(high scores = high
dangerousness)

Transfer Decision
Certainty
(high scores = high
certainty in transfe

.284,3.08, .09 *

Case-specific
Need for Retribution
(high scores = high need)

.306, 2.74, .11 *

514,535, .10 *

Case-specific
Need for Deterrence
(high scores = high need)

Global
Need for Deterrence
(high scores = high need)

.317,3.06, .10 *

Figure U8.A PLS-SEM inner model based on predictions sehfby a “statutory—nonstatutory
factors” perspective (Study 2). Model 4 (extradiedn the overall sample) depicts the causal
relations between specific extralegal factors, llegasiderations, legal experience and judicial
decision-making. The paths between prosecutorsiasegth, case-specific deterrence and
transfer illustrate the first component of Hypoike} the paths between prosecutor case strength,
juvenile dangerousned§ent Guideline utility and waiver hearings illustrateetsecond

component of Hypothesis 3; the paths between gassfe deterrence, juvenile dangerousness,
global deterrence and retribution illustrate tmaficomponent of Hypothesis 3. Coefficients are
grouped in the following order (path coefficientalue, standard deviation).

*If p<.02, thert(63)> 2.39.
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' The developers of SmartPLS (Ringle, Wende, & VlQ5) noted that the recent release of the Statist
package (version 2.0M3) corrected for several lggisc(or “bugs”) in the software, which includedefixfor
the bootstrappetivalue calculator and the random number generatap(ig other fixes). To determine if
the fixes were accurate, two simple simulation patuels were tested. In Simulation 1, SPSS 22.0 was
used to construct a perfectly distributed datasetaining two variables (xXand Y;). Scores for Xwere
based on the sequencey, @b, 3, 44, 55, 65, 77, 8, %, 104, 115, 12, 13)), where subscripts represent the
frequency of the corresponding score. Alsg=XY;, which is indicative of a perfect (error-free)dar
relationship. Regression results extracted fromSSiRSicated that thB? was 1.00 and the standardized
path coefficient[f) was 1.00ttvalues are not available when variances are @xplained). Results
extracted from SmartPLS confirmed the SPSS redualSimulation 2, SPSS was used to construct a
“jittered” (error-laden) dataset containing two iadtes (0 and Y,). Scores for X were based on the same
sequence used forXScores for Ywere based on the sequence, 23, 3;, 44, 55, 6, 77, 85, 95, 104, 115,

12, 15)), where the value of 1Was used to introduce prediction error in the limeadel. Regression
results extracted from SPSS indicated thaRhwas .992 and thg@was .996 (because SmartPLS
calculated-values via bootstrapping, these scores cannobimpared with those calculated using SPSS).
Results extracted from SmartPLS confirmed the SeSdts. Based on the two simulations, the accuracy
of the PLS algorithm used by SmartPLS was valid.

" Prior to the central analysis, moderated multiplgression analysis was implemented using dummy
coding in order to examine simple effects relatethe independent variable (i.e., MS stimulus type)
Preparing the moderated regression tests invohstias of basic steps (see Keppel & Zedeck, 1989;
Mertler & Vannatta, 2005; West, Aiken, & Krull, 169Whisman & McClelland, 2005). First, the number
of levels of the moderator variable of interestwas identified. Second, in order to create irntéoa terms
for the regression tests, the number of requistdors(i.e., variables that use dummy codes in a specifi
arrangement) was determined. The required numbeeatbrs Yo is always one less than the number of
moderator levels, or.q= ¢ — 1. Third, the vector variables were generatedtatistics, procedures for
constructing requisite vectors simply require reagariginal moderator variables as follows: (a) &
requisite vectors, the reference grouplisaysgiven the numerical code of 0, (b) for each vedtoe non-
reference groufo be comparedi.e., simple effect of interest) is always givae numerical code of 1 and
all otherremaining non-reference groups (if there are ang)coded as 0, and (c) the second step is
repeated for every non-reference group, so thaegilisite vectors collectively account for the ien
effects between the reference group and every efemence group. Fourth, the vector variables wach e
multiplied by a predictor of interest, in turn prmihg separate interaction terms that collectiwelgtured
the differences between the reference group andeference groups. Finally, to determine moderation
series of regression equatiogs; a + bx, were examined. Equations were set up to explginen

criterion variable from the predictor of interestlahe predictor’s three corresponding interactegms. In
this manner, statistically significant interacti@nms highlight significant paired comparisons cagd by
those terms (consequently= the mean of the reference group; further, thameef non-reference groups
can be determined by summing their corresponditegantion term’d coefficients witha). There was no
evidence of moderation with respect to MS stimijye.

' Regression analyses were also implemented in ¢wderamine interaction effects between the obskrve
psychological parameters. Specifically, an oveRAIANQ23 mean composite score was calculated so as to
evaluate interactions between legal authoritarrardasd the two subscales of the REI. All regression
analyses exploitedentering a mathematical procedure that sets the mean®digbors to zero without
affecting their standard deviations. Centering a@somplished by subtracting predictor averages from
corresponding predictor raw scores. Centered padiovere subsequently multiplied to generate
interaction terms. Findings from these regressasistfailed to identify any interactions betweegale

related authoritarian attitudes and informationegssing mode.



