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Name: 	Melanie Fessinger
Pronouns:	She/Her/Hers
Office: 	FAB S308
Phone: 	(602) 543-8359
Email	melanie.fessinger@asu.edu
Office Hours: 	Wednesdays 10:00 – 11:00am 

[bookmark: _Toc207045433]Course Information 

Meeting Times and Location 
Wednesdays 1:30 – 4:15pm SANDS 223. In addition to a weekly in-person seminar, this course uses Canvas, ASU’s Learning Management System.

Credits 
3 credit hours

Course Catalog Description 
[bookmark: _30j0zll][bookmark: _xrem1fpvv2c5]Surveys psychological theory and research as applied to the cognitions, feelings and behavior of individuals in the legal system. Explores the implications of several subfields of psychology (e.g., social, cognitive, clinical) for legal settings, such as police departments, courtrooms, jury rooms. Provides foundation for those who are considering a career in forensic psychology, law, social work, criminal justice and should also be interesting to those who want to know more about the social and psychological issues at play in the legal system.

Course Enrollment Requirements 
Prerequisites: Forensic psychology MS or Law and Psychology PhD student

Course Overview 
[bookmark: _Ref132118464]This course surveys psychological theory and research as applied to the cognitions, feelings and behavior of individuals in the legal system. We will explore the implications of several subfields of psychology (e.g., social, cognitive, developmental) for legal settings, such as police departments, courtrooms, and jury rooms. While you certainly need to understand theoretical perspectives and keep up with the most current research, you also need to know how to apply this knowledge to real-world settings. As such, I have designed this course to integrate perspectives across disciplines. You will read some real legal cases, some law reviews written by legal scholars, and some empirical scholarship by psycholegal researchers. Some of the readings will be older, foundational pieces that help you understand the historical context, key theories, and development of psycholegal research. Others will be more current, exposing you to recent empirical studies, contemporary debates, and emerging perspectives in the field. Together, these readings are designed to give you both a solid grounding in the foundational concepts and a sense of how the field continues to evolve, preparing you to critically evaluate research and apply it to real-world legal contexts. My goals for you are to leave this course with a deeper appreciation of how psychology and law interact and to have the ability to evaluate psycholegal research within the legal context. 

Student Learning Outcomes 
[bookmark: _Ref132118473]At the conclusion of this course, students should be able to:

Understand and describe psychological research and theory related to the legal process
Analyze the strengths, limitations, and implications of this research and theory
Assess whether the assumptions the legal system makes about human behavior are supported or contradicted by psychological theory and research
Think critically about how psychological research and theory can inform and help correct these assumptions
Apply psychological research and theory to real-world issues
Translate legal problems into empirically testable psychological questions and psychological findings into legal arguments

Workload Expectations 
The Arizona Board of Regents—the governing board for Arizona State University, Northern Arizona University, and the University of Arizona— has a policy for how much time students should invest in their courses: “A minimum of 45 hours of work by each student is required for each unit of credit.” This translates to:

· 1 credit hour = 45 total hours
· 2 credit hours = 90 total hours
· 3 credit hours = 135 total hours
· 4 credit hours = 180 total hours
· 5 credit hours = 225 total hours

Therefore, in a 3-credit course, students should expect to invest 45 hours in class meetings (or the online equivalent watching streaming lectures and similar assignments), as well as 90 hours doing homework and assignments—a total of 135 hours in any given session (A, B, or C). 

ASU courses range in length from 6 weeks to 15 weeks. Using a 3-credit course as an example, Table 1 presents a breakdown of the 135-hour required time commitment divided among weeks for courses of various lengths. 

For a course like this one that meets over a 15-week semester, this workload translates to an average of 9 hours per week attending class, reading, watching videos, completing assessments, participating in discussions, and studying. Because that 9 hours per week is an average, students are well advised that some weeks will require less time (e.g., 4 to 6 hours of work), while other weeks will require more time (e.g., 10 to 12 hours of work). As you register for courses, keep this 135-hour standard in mind because during some semesters your work and/or family commitments may prevent you from taking a full load of classes.

	[bookmark: Table1]Table 1: Time on Coursework for a 3-Credit Course



	Course Length
	Average Hours per Week

	6  weeks
	22.5 hours

	7.5 weeks
	18 hours

	8  weeks
	17 hours

	15 weeks
	9 hours



Additional Course Policies and Procedures in Syllabus Appendix

This syllabus presents specific details about this course. The School of Interdisciplinary Forensics (SIF) has a standardized set of syllabus policies that also apply to this course, just as they do to all SIF courses. Those policies are collectively presented in the SIF Syllabus Appendix of Course Policies and Procedures, the terms of which are incorporated by reference into this syllabus. Students are responsible for knowing the contents of that Appendix. In the event of any inadvertent conflict, the provisions in the SIF Syllabus Appendix of Course Policies and Procedures will govern because most of them are based on official ASU policies.
[bookmark: _Ref132118500][bookmark: _Toc207045371][bookmark: _Toc207045434]About Your Professor

Biographical Sketch
I earned a bachelor’s degree in psychology from California State University, Northridge. While an undergraduate, I completed an internship in the Domestic Violence Intake Center at the Washington D.C. Superior Court through an organization called D.C. Survivors and Advocates for Empowerment. I then completed a master’s degree in legal studies from the University of Nebraska – Lincoln. During my time there, I served as a graduate research assistant for the Center on Children, Families, and the Law. I then earned a master’s degree and Ph.D. in psychology (dual specializations: psychology and law; basic and applied social psychology). I then completed a postdoctoral fellowship in the Development, Disorder, and Delinquency Lab at the University of California, Irvine. I joined the ASU faculty in Fall 2025 as an assistant professor in the School of Interdisciplinary Forensics and a member of the Law and Behavior Sciences Initiative. 

My Research Interests
I used my psychological and legal training to conduct interdisciplinary research that uses social psychological theory to understand legal decision-making processes of defendants, attorneys, judges, and jurors. I am particularly interested in how social context influences decisions to waive constitutional rights, including guilty pleas and Miranda waivers. To this end, I have conducted a number of studies examining how people perceive coercion, the strength of evidence, and trial prospects. In addition to this current focus, I have also published research on several other psycholegal topics, including: child forensic interviewing, informant testimony, juror decision making, and juvenile justice. 
[bookmark: _Ref132118562]
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ASU Statement of Inclusion 
Arizona State University is deeply committed to positioning itself as one of the great new universities by seeking to build excellence, enhance access, and have an impact on our community, state, nation, and the world. To do that requires our faculty and staff to reflect the intellectual, ethnic, and cultural diversity of our nation and world so that our students learn from the broadest perspectives, and we engage in the advancement of knowledge with the most inclusive understanding possible of the issues we are addressing through our scholarly activities. We recognize that race and sex historically have been markers of diversity in institutions of higher education. However, at ASU, we believe that diversity includes additional categories such as socioeconomic background, religion, sexual orientation, gender identity, age, disability, veteran status, nationality, and intellectual perspective. 

Land Acknowledgement 
ASU acknowledges, with respect, that its physical locations are within the ancestral homelands of Indigenous tribes that have sustained connections to its lands and waters since time immemorial, including the Akimel O’odham (Pima), Pee Posh (Maricopa), Quechan (Yuma), and Tohono O’odham peoples.
[bookmark: _Ref132112361]
Names and Pronouns 
I respect all people’s right to be addressed by their preferred names. If you go by a different name than what is on the class roster, please let me know. I am also committing to using personal pronouns that correspond to people’s gender identity, including non-binary pronouns such as they/them/theirs or ze/zir/zirs. Accordingly, I encourage you to share your pronouns with me and to correct me if I make a mistake. I also recognize that preferred names and pronouns may change during the semester, so if at any point you would like to be addressed differently, please let me know.

You can change your displayed name in some ASU systems including Canvas, Email, and Google Apps. Learn more about preferred name displays here: https://students.asu.edu/forms/preferred-display-name. You can learn how to set personal pronouns in Canvas here: https://lms.asu.edu/how-set-personal-pronouns-canvas. 

Using the right pronoun, like using someone’s correct name or title, is a way to show respect. As part of our commitment to inclusion in this course, it is important that all students in this class respect the preferred names and pronouns of their peers. Mistakes in addressing one another may happen. If you make a mistake or are corrected, please briefly apologize and correct yourself. To learn more about personal pronouns and why they are important please visit https://pronouns.org/. 
[bookmark: _Ref132111568]
Respectful Communications and Disagreements 
As a beacon for critical thought and the advancement of knowledge, ASU values dissenting opinions. Acknowledging that someone else’s opinion matters as much as our own is the first step to creating a respectful dialogue. However, we must also distinguish between opinion, fact, and policy. Valuing and respecting those opinions that are different from our own does not mandate acquiescence or violation of policy. We expect all written, email, verbal, and otherwise communications to be conducted with a respectful tone and tenor, and in compliance with established protocols and the ASU Code of Conduct. 

Because respectful conduct is expected in the classroom and online settings, you are welcome to disagree with your professor or your classmates; indeed, it is normal to have some differences of opinion. Civil debates and discussions can be productive in both clarifying ideas and developing new understandings about an issue of interest, but everyone must participate respectfully regardless of how passionately you may disagree with another person’s opinions. College courses bring together a group of diverse individuals with various backgrounds. Students are influenced and shaped by such factors as race, ethnicity, sex, gender, physical abilities, religious and political beliefs, national origins, and sexual orientations, among others. We expect to learn from each other in an atmosphere of positive engagement and mutual respect. 

This course may deal with complex and controversial issues that often feel challenging and uncomfortable. We will be exposed to diverse ideas and opinions, and sometimes we will not agree with the ideas expressed by others. Nevertheless, students must engage with one another with civility, respect, and professionalism. Students are asked to carefully evaluate their own thinking, including their biases, life experiences, and personal understandings. This also applies online; thus, appropriate online behavior (also known as netiquette) is defined by the instructor and includes keeping course discussion posts focused on the assigned topics. Students must maintain a cordial atmosphere and use tact in expressing differences of opinion. Inappropriate discussion board posts may be deleted by the instructor.

Students who engage in personal attacks; who use rude, insulting, or disrespectful language; or who engage in other disruptive or threatening behavior may face disciplinary action.  Indeed, an instructor may withdraw a student from a course with a mark of “W” or “E” when the student’s behavior disrupts the educational process per Instructor Withdrawal of a Student for Disruptive Classroom Behavior. In addition, students may face formal disciplinary action in the Office of Student Judicial Affairs. For more details about the University’s Student Code of Conduct, please visit the following link and read the Arizona Board of Regents Policy Manual Sections 5-301 to 5-404, the terms of which are hereby incorporated by reference into this syllabus:  http://www.azregents.edu/policymanual/default.aspx.

Students are entitled to receive instruction free from interference by other members of the class. The Office of Student Rights and Responsibilities accepts incident reports from students, faculty, staff, or other persons who believe that a student or a student organization may have violated the Student Code of Conduct.

[bookmark: _Toc207045436]Course Materials
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Email 
[bookmark: _Hlk203224936][bookmark: _Hlk182461225]ASU email is an official means of communication among students, faculty, and staff. Students are expected to read and act upon emails in a timely fashion. Students bear the responsibility of missed messages and should check their ASU-assigned email regularly. Students must configure Canvas to ensure that all course announcements are forwarded to their email accounts.

1. Your Responsibility to Check Email – Students must check the email account they have registered with ASU for messages from their instructors. You should be in the habit of checking your email every day. 
2. Sending Email to Me – All email correspondence between students and instructors (including teaching assistants/course assistants) with be must be sent to me using your official ASU email account. Laws governing the protection of student privacy prohibit me from responding to message sent from any non-ASU email system (e.g., Gmail, Yahoo, Hotmail, iCloud, AOL, mail.com, msn.com. Outlook.com, etc.).  Additionally, all email must comply with the following rules:
a. Subject Line – If you send any email to me or teaching assistants, be sure to reference the course (PSY 545) in the subject line of the email so that your message does not get “lost” among the many email messages that I receive each day. 
b. Salutation – It is considered good form to begin any correspondence with a polite greeting such as, “Dear Dr. Fessinger.” This displays respect and modesty, both of which are simply good etiquette as well as good strategy. If you are trying to elicit a response that may require some effort on the part of the respondent, it makes good sense to present yourself as intelligent and polite.
c. Identify Yourself – Any email messages you send to me or teaching assistants must be “signed” with both your first and last name.
d. Compose Thoughtfully – While your friends and relatives may not care if you use proper grammar, spell correctly, use slang, or punctuate, the same is not true of formal correspondence. Ignoring the most basic rules of grammar or failing to take the time to proofread correspondence directed to faculty or staff will only serve to make you appear uneducated and unconcerned. This means that you ought not use “instant messaging” shorthand in email correspondence. 
e. Timing – I will do my best to respond to your emails within 48 hours (excluding weekends and holidays). I encourage you to email me well ahead of deadlines, so I have plenty of time to address your questions or concerns.

General Technology in SIF Courses 
You will need (1) a computer that meets certain requirements; (2) a reliable internet connection; and (3) knowledge of how to access and use Canvas. Consult the SIF Syllabus Appendix of Course Policies and Procedures for more information.

Additional Required Software and Technology 

Adobe Acrobat Reader 
Some materials posted on Canvas are in Adobe Acrobat Portable Document Format (.pdf). You may download and install the newest version of Adobe Acrobat Reader, free of charge, at: http://get.adobe.com/reader/.

Canvas 
This course will use Canvas, a proprietary online course management software system licensed to ASU. Students are expected to read all of the materials specified in this syllabus as well as the materials posted on Canvas.

1. Web Address – To access Canvas on the World Wide Web, go to the following URL: https://myasucourses.asu.edu/.
2. Logging-In – To access the material on Canvas, you must enter your ASURITE user ID number and password. 

Microsoft Office 
You are required to upload certain assignments to Canvas in formats native to the Microsoft Office Suite, such as Word, PowerPoint, and Excel. The Microsoft Office 365 suite of applications is available free of charge to all ASU students at this link: https://myapps.asu.edu/app/microsoft-office-365. You may also access the software on the computers located on-campus in computer labs. Indeed, if you do not have your own computer, the ones in campus computer labs will allow you to access Canvas, email, and Microsoft Office programs.
[bookmark: _Ref132118653]
Need Help with Technology Problems?
Please do not call or email me for technical assistance. Help with technology is available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week by contacting the University Technology Office Experience Center (i.e., the Help Desk): 

Phone: 1-855-278-5080
Live Chat: https://internal.livechat.asu.edu/available 
Email: helpdesk@asu.edu
Web: https://myasu.force.com/studentSC 

For information on systems outages see the ASU systems status calendar, visit http://syshealth.asu.edu/. Please note, however, that if Canvas is down and, as a result, you cannot submit an assignment before the due date and time, please do let me know.
[bookmark: _Ref203213163]
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Attendance

General Attendance Policy
As graduate students, you are expected to take ownership of your educational experience. Preparing for, attending, and actively participating in class discussions is not only essential for your education but also demonstrates respect for your professor and classmates. This is a discussion-based course, so attendance and active participation are essential to the learning process. A large portion of your final grade will be based on attendance and participation. If you are absent or do not contribute to the class discussion on a given day, you will receive a zero for participation that day. To allow for unavoidable circumstances, your lowest participation score will be dropped. That being said, some absences are unavoidable. The policies governing excused absences are designed to address such situations.

Excused Absences 
Excused absences will be given without penalty to the grade in the case of any of the following four reasons: (1) University-sanctioned and/or university-approved activities (e.g., artistic performances, participation in research conferences, intercollegiate athletic activities, student government, required class field trips, etc.); (2) religious holidays; (3) military work performed in the line-of-duty; and (4) jury duty or similar governmental obligation (a copy of the summons or other official paperwork must be provided). Details about the policies governing excused absences are included in the SIF Syllabus Appendix of Course Policies and Procedures.

Excused absences do not relieve students from responsibility for any part of the coursework required during the period of absence. Faculty will provide accommodations that may include participation in classes remotely, access to recordings of class activities, or make-up work.
If there is a disagreement as to whether an absence should be accommodated, the instructor and student should contact an Associate Director of the School of Interdisciplinary Forensics for mediation.

Accommodation for Injury or Illness
If you are injured in a manner that prevents you from attending to course responsibilities, or if you cannot meet course requirements due to illness, you should email me before the due date for any assignment to let me know you are unable to complete assigned work due to health-related reasons. If, for some reason, you cannot let me know before the due date, you must inform me as soon as possible after the missed submission date. You may then request make-up work via email sent from your official ASU email account.

Similarly, if you cannot attend to course responsibilities because an immediate family member is injured, seriously ill, or passes away, please be sure to inform me as soon as possible that you were absent due to one of these emergencies.

[bookmark: _Ref203218947]Reading Assignments 
Unless otherwise specifically assigned, reading assignments are taken from the list of readings specified in this syllabus. The reading assignments listed for each module are those readings that students must complete before attending class discussions. The reading assignments for each week are specified in the Course Structure and Schedule section of this syllabus. 
[bookmark: _Ref132096519][bookmark: _Ref203213541]
Citation Style
Students are required to use the citation style and formats of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (7th ed. 2019). Review the APA Referencing and Citation Guide or the APA Citation Style tutorial. Note that the APA Manual requires that legal materials (cases, statutes, regulations, etc.) be cited in accordance with The Bluebook: A Uniform System of Citation (21st ed. 2020). 
[bookmark: _Ref132118693][bookmark: _Hlk525384736]
Reading Reflections (25%)
In advance of class meetings, you will submit a reflection of approximately 500 words on the assigned readings. In the reflection, you might discuss the theoretical framework, evaluate the research question, critique the methods, consider the implications, suggest future directions beyond those noted by the authors, or connect the ideas to real-world cases. In each reflection, you should include: (1) at least one novel research question based on the readings and why it would be interesting or important to consider and (2) 1-2 discussion questions based on the readings that can be used to facilitate discussion in class. Good questions are those that provoke sustained discussion and address an interesting or controversial empirical or policy issue. You must submit a total of 10 reading reflections throughout the term (i.e., 2 “freebies”). Do not submit reading reflections on weeks that you are the discussion leader. Post your reflections to Canvas by Tuesday at 1:30pm before class so the discussion leader has enough time to review and compile questions. 

Class Participation (15%)
You are expected to complete the readings and come to class ready to contribute. Learning in this course depends on discussion—sharing ideas, asking questions, and listening thoughtfully to others. It is important that you gain practice speaking up in academic spaces and learning to defend your point of view respectfully, even when others disagree. Your participation grade will reflect how often you contribute and how thoughtfully you engage with the material and your classmates. If you are absent or choose not to participate on a given day, you will not receive credit for participation that day. You will be graded on a total of 10 days of class participation. You are not graded on class participation for weeks when you are a discussion leader.  

Discussion Facilitation (10%)
Students will lead class discussions of the assigned reading material. The number of sessions will depend on the number of students who register for the course. On the first day of class, we will collaboratively set up a schedule based on preferences. If there are any gaps or conflicts, I will assign topics to make sure everything is covered. As a discussion leader, your job is not to lecture or summarize the readings for the class. Everyone is expected to come prepared, so you do not need to walk through the main arguments or findings of each paper. Instead, your role is to set up a framework for conversation and help guide where it goes. Think of yourself as a facilitator—you provide the structure and direction that allow your classmates to dig into the material together. Good facilitation means encouraging dialogue rather than dominating it. You might start with a few open-ended questions, highlight tensions or disagreements between readings, or bring in real-world examples that connect to the week’s topic. You should also be ready to follow up on comments and keep the discussion moving if it stalls. I recommend using your classmates’ reading reflections as a starting point, since they often highlight interesting questions, critiques, or connections you can build on. You might also prepare a short list of themes or controversies you noticed in the readings, but remember: your goal is to spark and sustain a lively, respectful discussion—not to have all the answers yourself.

Research Presentation (10%)
On the last day of class, you will give a short oral presentation on your research paper. If your research paper is written in the form of a research proposal, you should structure your presentation like a conference talk by outlining the rationale, research questions, proposed methods, expected results, and implications. If your research paper is written in the form of a law review, you should structure your presentation like a scholarly lecture, highlighting the key arguments, relevant case law or statutes, supporting evidence, and the broader significance of your analysis. In either case, you should focus on conveying the central points clearly and engaging the audience, rather than covering every detail from your paper. Presentations should be approximately 12-15 minutes. You will receive constructive feedback from your classmates and me after your presentation, which is intended to help you refine your ideas, improve your communication, and strengthen your final paper.

Research Paper (40%)
The major component of your grade in this class will be a 15-page research proposal or law review (single-spaced excluding title, abstract, references; APA or Bluebook format) based on one of the topics covered in this course. I encourage you to choose a topic that connects to your broader academic or professional work so that this paper can contribute to your future goals (e.g., thesis, grant proposal, or publication). Research proposals should follow the basic format of an APA-style journal article including an introduction, hypotheses, method, analysis plan, anticipated results, and discussion. Law reviews should follow the general structure of a law review article, including a clear thesis, background and context, analysis of relevant case law or statutes, discussion of counterarguments, and a conclusion outlining the broader implications of your work. In either case, the research paper must have both psychological and legal foundations. Your paper may be formatted in accordance with either the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (7th ed. 2019) or The Bluebook: A Uniform System of Citation (20th ed. 2019). You must first submit a 3–4 page executive summary of your research paper. For research proposals, the summary should describe a brief theoretical framing of the issue, the methodology, and predicted results. For law reviews, the summary should provide a concise overview of the central thesis, key arguments, and the primary legal or empirical evidence you will analyze.

Submitting Assignments 

Submission in Canvas
All assignments, unless otherwise announced, must be submitted via Canvas. Each assignment will have a designated place to submit the assignment. Do not submit an assignment via email. 

Late Submissions Policy 
Assignments must be submitted on the due date by the time specified (Arizona Time, which is always Mountain Standard Time since Arizona does not observe Daylight Savings Time). Late submissions cannot be accepted because reflections are meant to facilitate in-class discussions, class participation and discussion facilitation takes place during the class itself, and the research paper is due on the final day of class. To allow for unforeseen circumstances, the lowest score for reflections and the lowest score for participation will be dropped. 

Use of Assessments Beyond Grading
[bookmark: EndofAssessments]Please be aware that student scores on exams or other graded work may be used to assess program goals of degrees offered by the School of Interdisciplinary Forensics.

[bookmark: _Ref203230307]Extra Credit 
[bookmark: _ur3ajcibx4pg][bookmark: _Ref141262196][bookmark: _Ref203230094]While the class may occasionally have opportunities for extra credit—such as attending a talk or participating in a learning experience beyond what is outlined in this syllabus—no other individualized extra credit will be offered. This policy ensures fairness to all students. 

[bookmark: _Toc207045438]Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI)

Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) is a form of artificial intelligence that can create high-quality audio, images, text, video, 3D models, and other content. GenAI programs are not a replacement for human creativity, originality, and critical thinking. 
[bookmark: _Hlk141260236]
GenAI at ASU 
While adhering to any policies on the use of GenAI in any particular course, ASU students utilizing GenAI content in their assignments, including in their practicum placements, must always provide clear and comprehensive descriptions of the GenAI used. Students utilizing GenAI techniques should be aware of potential ethical implications and must adhere to relevant ethical guidelines and ensure that their work respects privacy and confidentiality. If the scholarly work involves human subjects, appropriate informed consent procedures must be followed. Scholarly work must be the student’s own, and not present others’ ideas, data, words, or other material without adequate citation, i.e., any use of GenAI must not breach academic integrity and plagiarism standards. Students should be cautious of incorrect or inaccurate information, as well as bias in GenAI-generated content; the use of person-first and bias-free language is critical. Review, fact-check, and edit material produced by GenAI. The student is ultimately accountable for all submitted work. 

GenAI in this Course 
In this course, all assignments must be completed by the student. The use of GenAI—including ChatGPT, Claude, Gemini, HiveMind, JasperAI, Jenni.AI, RyterAI, Quillbot, Scite, or similar tools—for creating of text, images, computer code, audio, or other media, is not permitted in this class. Thus, the following actions are prohibited in this course:

· Incorporating any part of a GenAI-generated response in an assignment;
· Using GenAI to brainstorm, formulate arguments, or template ideas for assignments;
· Using GenAI to summarize or contextualize source materials.

Use of these generative AI tools will be considered a violation of the ASU Academic Integrity Policy, and students may be sanctioned for confirmed, non-allowable use in this course. 
[bookmark: _Ref132118736]
[bookmark: _Toc207045439]Grading

Grading Procedures 

Grades reflect your performance in class and on assignments. Review individual assignments in this syllabus and in Canvas for grading criteria. Graded assignments will be available within 72 of the due date via the Gradebook. 

Summary of Graded Assignments 

	[bookmark: _Ref142318413]Table 2: Assignments and Their Values



	Assessment
	Points
	Percentage

	Reading reflections (10 total)
	250 (25 points each)
	25%

	Class discussions (10 total)
	150 (15 points each)
	15%

	Discussion facilitation
	100
	10%

	Research presentation
	100
	10%

	Research paper
	400
	40%

	Total:
	1000
	100%



Reading Reflections
You will be graded on 10 total reading reflections submitted over the course of the semester. Each reading reflection is worth 25 points. To receive full credit, the reflection should be thoughtful, thorough, and clearly engage with the readings; it should demonstrate critical thinking by connecting ideas, raising questions, critiquing methods, or noting implications; it should have writing that is clear, organized, and around the expected length; it should include a novel research question and 1-2 good discussion questions. 

Class Discussions
You will be graded on 10 total class discussions over the course of the semester. Each class discussion is worth 10 points. To receive full credit, you should show up prepared, with ideas and questions from the readings in mind; actively contribute to discussion with thoughtful, relevant comments that show engagement with the course material; listen attentively and respond respectfully to classmates; help create a productive, inclusive learning environment by speaking up regularly and constructively. Simply being present but not participating in the discussion will not earn points. Students who are absent will receive a 0 for the corresponding class discussion. 

Discussion Facilitation
You will be graded on facilitating a handful of class discussions over the course of the semester. The exact number of points allocated to each class discussion will be based on how many discussions you are assigned (depending on the number of students who enroll). To receive full credit, you should lead a well-prepared, engaging, and organized discussion; provide a clear structure for the conversation without simply summarizing the readings; demonstrate a deep understanding of the material and highlight key tensions, critiques, or implications; use creative strategies (e.g., open-ended questions, debates, small-group prompts) to spark dialogue; encourage participation from multiple classmates and responds flexibly to their ideas; maintain a respectful, inclusive atmosphere while keeping the discussion focused and productive.

Research Presentation
The research presentation will be graded on thorough and accurate coverage of the following elements:  

· Background: Demonstrates understanding and clearly describes relevant literature, case law, statutes, or legal arguments relevant to the research question or topic of inquiry. Highlights key context that frames the study or legal issue, showing critical engagement rather than just summarizing. 
· Methods or Arguments: For research proposals, clearly explains the study design, methodology, data collection, and analysis; shows understanding of why the methods were appropriate and addresses any limitations. For law reviews, clearly outlines the legal argument, structure of reasoning, or approach to analyzing case law/statutes; demonstrates understanding of how the argument is constructed and evaluates strengths or weaknesses.
· Implications: Articulates the significance of the research findings or legal analysis. Discusses potential applications, policy relevance, or theoretical contributions. Considers broader legal or practical implications, including potential impact on future cases or legal debates.
· Organization and Clarity: Presentation is well-structured, easy to follow, and clear. Visual aids (slides, figures) are used effectively to highlight key points. Logic flows smoothly, and the audience can easily understand the research proposal or argument.
· Engagement and Delivery: Speaks confidently, maintains eye contact, and engages the audience. Responds thoughtfully to questions and facilitates discussion. Demonstrates ability to communicate ideas clearly, defend interpretations, and connect research evidence or legal reasoning to broader points.

Research Paper 
The research paper will be graded in two parts: the executive summary and the final paper. 

Executive Summary 
The executive summary is a 3-4 page brief description of the topic you are going to write about for your final paper (single-spaced excluding title, abstract, references; APA or Bluebook format). It is worth 25 points and graded on completion. It is an opportunity for you to get feedback on your idea or for me to steer you in another direction if your topic is off-base. You are welcome to submit a first draft of your final paper rather than an executive summary if you have more ready and wish to get more in-depth feedback. Doing so can help you earn a higher score on your final paper. 

Final Paper
The final paper is an approximately 15-page research proposal or law review (single-spaced excluding title, abstract, references; APA or Bluebook format). It should be polished enough to submit for a grant or publication. It will be graded on thorough and accurate coverage of the following elements:  

· Research Question: Identifies a novel research topic or presents a clear and focused argument. Demonstrates originality, relevance, and clarity in framing the inquiry.
· Background: Demonstrates understanding and clearly describes relevant literature, case law, statutes, or legal arguments relevant to the research question or topic of inquiry. Highlights key context that frames the study or legal issue, showing critical engagement rather than just summarizing. Incorporates both psychological and legal foundations, with citations to both research and law. 
· Method: For research proposals, describes methodology clearly and appropriately, including data sources and design; uses methodology that is appropriate to answer research question with no major flaws; discusses how methodology relates to or differentiates from other similar past research; provides strong justifications for methodological decisions. For law reviews, constructs clear, logical legal arguments; demonstrates understanding of reasoning, precedent, and counterarguments. 
· Analysis: For research proposals, discusses analytic plan and expected results; research design is appropriate for intended analyses; intended analyses are appropriate for research question. For law reviews, analyzes cases, statutes, or arguments critically; identifies strengths, weaknesses, and implications of the reasoning.
· Discussion: Discusses the significance of findings or arguments for theory, policy, or practice. Suggests future research directions or practical applications. Situates the findings or argument within the larger legal landscape.
· Limitations and Future Directions: Clearly acknowledges limitations of the study or legal analysis. Demonstrates reflective and critical thinking. Proposes meaningful areas for further research, cases, or policy development.
· Organization and clarity: Writing is well-organized, clear, and concise. Logic flows smoothly, and arguments are easy to follow. 
· Formatting: Correctly follows APA or Bluebook formatting. Sources are correctly cited and formatted. Demonstrates careful attention to scholarly or legal citation norms. Sources are relevant, credible, and appropriately integrated.

Final Grades 
Final grades will be assigned by translating the points or weighted averages in the course into a letter grade using the plus/minus grading system as defined in Table 3 unless special permission is granted for a grade of “Y” if earned and warranted.

	[bookmark: _Ref132106414]Table 3: Grade Cut-Offs


[bookmark: _Ref132118786]
	Grade
	Percentage
	Points

	A+
	97.00% and higher
	970 – 1,000

	A
	94.00% – 96.99%
	940 – 969 

	A-
	90.00% – 93.99%
	900 – 939

	B+
	87.00% – 89.99%
	870 – 899

	B
	84.00% – 86.99%
	840 – 869

	B-
	80.00% – 83.99%
	800 – 839

	C+
	77.00% – 79.99%
	770 – 799

	C
	70.00% – 76.99%
	700 – 769

	D
	60.00% – 69.99%
	600 – 699

	E
	Below 60%
	0 – 599

	Y
	80.00% or higher
	800 – 1,000


[bookmark: _Hlk180587974][bookmark: _Ref132111935]
Per ASU policy, a passing grade in a graduate course—meaning the minimum grade to earn graduate credit for this course—is a “B” (a cumulative average of at least 80.00%). 
[bookmark: _Ref132118855]
[bookmark: _Toc207045440]Additional ASU, SIF, and Course Policies
[bookmark: _Ref132119538]
Please be sure to consult the SIF Syllabus Appendix of Course Policies and Procedures for important information about:

· Academic integrity
· Accessibility and accommodations
· Announcements in Canvas
· Attendance and excused absences
· “Community of Care” guidelines for COVID-19
· Copyright 
· Course Evaluations
· Email accounts
· Emergencies/Campus Power Outages
· Emergency evacuation
· Final exam make-up policy
· Grade appeals
· Grades of “incomplete”
· Honorlock
· Prohibition of commercial note taking
· Required technologies and software, including computers, web browsers, speakers, webcams, internet speeds
· Respondus Lockdown Browser 
· Self-care, unanticipated distress, and counseling services
· Student conduct policies
· Technical support
· Title IX: Sex Discrimination, Sexual Harassment, and Sexual Abuse
· Warnings about disturbing course content
· Withdrawing from (or dropping) the course
· Writing Center, academic support, and tips for success

[bookmark: _Toc207045441][bookmark: _Ref149547980][bookmark: _Hlk525386852]Course Structure and Schedule

Course Schedule 
Below is an outline of the material we may cover. We may vary from this schedule depending on the time the professor feels we need to spend on any topic. Therefore, use this schedule with the caveat that assignments may be changed by the professor for any given class session. Unless otherwise noted, due dates are final. No exceptions will be provided unless written approval by the professor is provided or as allowed by University policy.

[bookmark: _Ref203218265]Syllabus Disclaimer
I view this course syllabus as a statement of intent that serves as an implicit agreement between me, as your professor, and you, the students in this course. Accordingly, I will make every effort to avoid changing the course schedule. The possibility exists, however, that unforeseen events will make syllabus changes necessary. I, therefore, reserve the right to make changes to the syllabus. Please remember to check your ASU email and the course site on Canvas often to stay appraised of any such changes.

	Week 1 
	Introduction and Foundations  

	January 14
	
No readings




	Week 2
	Integrating Law and Psychology

	January 21
	Monahan, J., & Walker, L. (1985). Social authority: Obtaining, evaluating, and establishing social science in law. University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 134(3), 477–518.

Winick, B. (2006). Therapeutic jurisprudence: Enhancing the relationship between law and psychology. In B. Brooks-Gordon & M. Freeman (Eds.), Law and psychology: Current legal issues (pp. 30–48). Oxford University Press.

Haney, C. (2002). Making law modern: Toward a contextual model of justice. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 8(1), 3–63. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.8.1.3 

Wells, G. L. (2005). Helping experimental psychology affect legal policy. Psychology and law: An empirical perspective, 483-500.

Gilfoyle, N., & Dvoskin, J. A. (2017). APA’s amicus curiae program: Bringing psychological research to judicial decisions. American Psychologist, 72(8), 753–763. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000221



	Week 3
	Legal Actors: Attorneys

	January 28
	Goodman-Delahunty, J., Granhag, P. A., Hartwig, M., & Loftus, E. F. (2010). Insightful or wishful: Lawyers' ability to predict case outcomes. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16(2), 133–157.

Gershowitz, A. M., & Killinger, L. R. (2011). The state (never) rests: How excessive prosecutorial caseloads harm criminal defendants. Northwestern University Law Review, 105, 261–302.

Kovera, M. B., & Fessinger, M. B. (2023). Prosecutorial misconduct. In D. DeMatteo & K. C. Scherr (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Psychology and Law (pp. 692–708). Oxford University Press.

Reed, K. (2020). The experience of a legal career: Attorneys’ impact on the system and the system's impact on attorneys. Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 16(1), 385–404. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-051120-014122  

Fountain, E., & Woolard, J. L. (2016). The capacity for effective relationships among attorneys, juvenile clients, and parents. Ohio State Journal of Criminal Law, 14, 493–520.



	Week 4
	Legal Actors: Judges

	February 4
	Guthrie, C., Rachlinski, J. J., & Wistrich, A. J. (2000). Inside the judicial mind. Cornell Law Review, 86, 777–830.

Eisenberg, T. E., et al. (2005). Judge-jury agreement in criminal cases: A partial replication of Kalven and Zeisel’s The American Jury. Journal of Empirical Legal Studies, 2(1), 171–207. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-1461.2005.00035.x

Wistrich, A. J., Rachlinski, J. J., & Guthrie, C. (2014). Heart versus head: Do judges follow the law or follow their feelings. Texas Law Review, 93, 855–924.

Jacobi, T., & Schweers, D. (2017). Justice, interrupted: The effect of gender, ideology, and seniority at Supreme Court oral arguments. Virginia Law Review, 103, 1379–1486.



	Week 5 
	Juries: Practices and Processes 

	February 11
	Kovera, M. B., & Levett, L. M. (2015). Jury decision making. In B. L. Cutler & P. A. Zapf (Eds.), APA handbook of forensic psychology, Vol. 2. Criminal investigation, adjudication, and sentencing outcomes (pp. 271–311). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/14462-010

Wilford, M. M., & Bornstein, B. H. (2023). The disappearing trial: How social scientists can help save the jury from extinction. Psychology, Crime & Law, 29(1), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2021.1984482

Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79 (1986)

Foster v. Chatman, 136 S. Ct. 1737 (2016)

Sommers, S. R. (2006). On racial diversity and group decision making: Identifying multiple effects of racial composition on jury deliberations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(4), 597–612. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.4.597 



	Week 6
	Juries: Verdict and Sentencing Decisions

	February 18
	Clark, J. (2000). The social psychology of jury nullification. Law and Psychology Review, 24, 39–58.

Reyna, V. F., Hans, V. P., Corbin, J. C., Yeh, R., Lin, K., & Royer, C. (2015). The gist of juries: Testing a model of damage award decision making. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 21(3), 280–294.

Furman v. Georgia, 408 U.S. 238 (1972)

Gregg v. Georgia, 428 U.S. 153 (1976)

Cowan, C. L., Thompson, W. C., & Ellsworth, P. C. (1984). The effects of death qualification on jurors' predisposition to convict and on the quality of deliberation. Law and Human Behavior, 8(1–2), 53–67. 



	Week 7
	Special Evidence: Expert Witnesses

	February 25
	Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, 509 U.S. 579 (1993)

General Electric Co. v. Joiner, 522 U.S. 136 (1997)

Kumho Tire Co., Ltd. v. Carmichael, 526 U.S. 137 (1999)

Kovera, M. B., & McAuliff, B. D. (2000). The effects of peer review and evidence quality on judge evaluations of psychological science: Are judges effective gatekeepers? Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(4), 574–586. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.574 

Murrie, D. C., & Boccaccini, M. T. (2015). Adversarial allegiance among expert witnesses. Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 11(1), 37–55. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-120814-121714

Dvoskin, J. A., & Guy, L. S. (2008). On being an expert witness: It's not about you. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 15(2), 202-212.



	Week 8
	Special Evidence: Forensics

	March 4
	Kassin, S. M., Dror, I. E., & Kukucka, J. (2013). The forensic confirmation bias: Problems, perspectives, and proposed solutions. Journal of applied research in memory and cognition, 2(1), 42-52.

Schweitzer, N. J., & Saks, M. J. (2007). The CSI effect: Popular fiction about forensic science affects the public's expectations about real forensic science. Jurimetrics, 47(3), 357–364.

Kukucka, J., & Kassin, S. M. (2014). Do confessions taint perceptions of handwriting evidence? An empirical test of the forensic confirmation bias. Law and human behavior, 38(3), 256.

Dror, I. E., Charlton, D., & Péron, A. E. (2006). Contextual information renders experts vulnerable to making erroneous identifications. Forensic Science International, 156(1), 74–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forsciint.2005.10.017

Madon, S., Burd, K. A., & Guyll, M. (2024). Do inconclusive forensic decisions disadvantage the innocent? Law and Human Behavior, 48(1), 33–49. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000553



	Week 9
	

	March 11
	Spring Break



	Week 10
	Guilty Pleas: Theoretical Perspectives

	March 18
	Redlich, A. D., Bibas, S., Edkins, V. A., & Madon, S. (2017). The psychology of defendant plea decision making. American Psychologist, 72(4), 339–352. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0040436 

Bibas, S. (2004). Plea bargaining outside the shadow of trial. Harvard Law Review, 117(8), 2463–2547. https://doi.org/10.2307/4093404 

Bushway, S. D., & Redlich, A. D. (2012). Is plea bargaining in the “shadow of the trial” a mirage? Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 28(3), 437-454. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-011-9147-5 

Wilford, M. M., Sutherland, K. T., Gonzales, J. E., & Rabinovich, M. (2021). Guilt status influences plea outcomes beyond the shadow-of-the-trial in an interactive simulation of legal procedures. Law and Human Behavior, 45(4), 271–286. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000450



	Week 11
	Guilty Pleas: Social Perspectives

	March 25
	Alford v. North Carolina, 400 U.S. 25 (1970)

McCoy, C. (2005). Plea bargaining as coercion: The trial penalty and plea bargaining reform. Criminal Law Quarterly, 50, 67–107.

Fessinger, M. B., & Kovera, M. B. (2022). From whose perspective? Differences between actors and observers in determining the voluntariness of guilty pleas. Law and Human Behavior, 46(5), 353–371. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000501 

Henderson, K. S., & Levett, L. M. (2018). Investigating predictors of true and false guilty pleas. Law and Human Behavior, 42(5), 427–441. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000297 

Jaynes, C. M., Lee, J. G., & Franks, H. N. (2024). Evaluating racial and ethnic invariance among the correlates of guilty pleas: A focus on the effect of court legitimacy, attorney type, satisfaction, and plea-offer evaluation. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 61(3), 335–374. https://doi.org/10.1177/00224278221135544

Executive Summary Due




	Week 12
	Guilty Pleas: Cognitive Perspectives

	April 1
	Zottoli, T. M., Helm, R. K., Edkins, V. A., & Bixter, M. T. (2023). Developing a model of guilty plea decision-making: Fuzzy-trace theory, gist, and categorical boundaries. Law and Human Behavior, 47(3), 403–421. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000532 

Cárdenas, S. A. (2023). Charged up and anchored down: A test of two pathways to judgmental and decisional anchoring biases in plea negotiations. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 29(4), 435–456. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000390 

Cárdenas, S. A., Sanchez, P. Y., & Kassin, S. M. (2025). The “partial innocence” effect: False guilty pleas to partially unethical behaviors. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 51(3), 335–356. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231185639 

Helm, R. K., Reyna, V. F., Franz, A. A., & Novick, R. Z. (2018). Too young to plead? Risk, rationality, and plea bargaining’s innocence problem in adolescents. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 24(2), 180–191. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000156



	Week 13
	Legal Procedure 

	April 8
	Grunwald, B. (2016). The fragile promise of open-file discovery. Connecticut Law Review, 49(3), 771–836.

Stevenson, M. T. (2018). Distortion of justice: How the inability to pay bail affects case outcomes. The Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization, 34(4), 511-542.

Frederique, N., Joseph, P., & Hild, R. C. C. (2014). What is the state of empirical research on indigent defense nationwide: A brief overview and suggestions for future research. Albany Law Review, 78, 1317.

Wiener, R., Winick, B., Skovran Georges, L., & Castro, A. (2010). A testable theory of problem solving courts: Avoiding past empirical and legal failures. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 33(6), 417–427. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2010.09.012 

Shestowsky, D. (2013). The psychology of procedural preference: How litigants evaluate legal procedures ex ante. Iowa Law Review, 99, 637–710.



	Week 14
	Wrongful Convictions 

	April 15
	Gould, J. B., & Leo, R. A. (2010). One hundred years later: Wrongful convictions after a century of research. The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 825-868.

Scherr, K. C., Redlich, A. D., & Kassin, S. M. (2020). Cumulative disadvantage: A psychological framework for understanding how innocence can lead to confession, wrongful conviction, and beyond. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 15(2), 353-383.

Clow, K. A., & Leach, A. M. (2015). Stigma and wrongful conviction: All exonerees are not perceived equal. Psychology, Crime & Law, 21(2), 172-185.

Ramsey, R. J., & Frank, J. (2007). Wrongful conviction: Perceptions of criminal justice professionals regarding the frequency of wrongful conviction and the extent of system errors. Crime & Delinquency, 53(3), 436-470.

Drizin, S. A., & Luloff, G. (2007). Are juvenile courts a breeding ground for wrongful convictions. Northern Kentucky Law Review, 34, 257–322.



	Week 15
	Metascience of Law and Psychology

	April 22
	Wylie, L. E., Hazen, K. P., Hoetger, L. A., Haby, J. A., & Brank, E. M. (2018). Four decades of the journal Law and Human Behavior: A content analysis. Scientometrics, 115(2), 655-693.

Irvine, K., Hoffman, D. A., & Wilkinson‐Ryan, T. (2018). Law and psychology grows up, goes online, and replicates. Journal of Empirical Legal Studies, 15(2), 320-355.

Fessinger, M. B., McAuliff, B. D., & Perillo, A. D. (2025). The state of open science in the field of psychology and law. Law and Human Behavior, 49(1), 54–70. 

Eastwood, J., Luther, K., Han, T., Arenzon, V., Crough, Q., Curtis, A., de Almeida, H., Downer, K. J., Dion Larivière, C., Lundy, J., Ogunseye, F., Snow, M. D., & Snook, B. (2025). Statistical reporting practices within forensic psychology: Is anything changing? Law and Human Behavior, 49(4), 398–409.  

Padilla, J. B., Miller, M. K., & Broadus, A. D. (2008). Analysis of Hispanic representation and conceptualization in psychology and law research. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 26(5), 655-670.



	Week 16
	Presentations

	April 29$
	
Research paper presentations




	Final
	

	Day of Scheduled Final
	
Research paper due




1


	1
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