
The University of Scranton 

Office of Research Services 

FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE ² INTERNAL RESEARCH GRANTS 

 

 rev 09/2018  

 
1 



The University of Scranton 

Office of Research Services 

FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE ² INTERNAL RESEARCH GRANTS 

 

 rev 09/2018  

 
2 

II. BUDGET 
 Amount 

A.  Salaries and Wages (students and other personnel paid through University payroll) – 

specify no. of hours and hourly wage 

 

 

 

0 

       A.  Total Salaries & Wages 0 
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     III. BUDGET JUSTIFICATION (one page) 

 

  The only cost for this research is to pay participants for their participation. In research using 

factual questions, like multiple-choice items, questions differ on difficulty, discriminability, and the 

amount of guessing at the correct answer. However, these factors can be accounted for when using a 3PL 

Item Response Theory (IRT) Model. In addition to a 3PL model, a 1PL and 2PL model will also be used 

and compared, in order to determine the best fit model. For 3PL models, greater sample sizes (i.e., 

number of participants) are usually required (De Mars, 2010), with most recommending at least 1,000 for 

proper estimation of the guessing parameter. 500 participants would be the minimum needed to create 

each model (with 1,000 being the ideal goal) and 100% of the budget would go towards paying 

participants for participation in the study. Most participants for this study will be recruited from Prolific 

Academic. Prolific Academic participants are paid $3.50 each. This is because the minimum pay for 
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IV. NARRATIVE (maximum six pages) 

Background and Significance 

Legal knowledge has been assessed in a variety of domains, such as people’s knowledge about 

medical marijuana laws in their own state (Mauro et al., 2019) and students
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compliance perspective of understanding what the government can and cannot do, where and when, and 

to whom, should concern every person in the United States (van Rooij, 2021).  

Third, just as it is important to understand what citizens know, it is important to understand what 





The University of Scranton 

Office of Research Services 

FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE ² INTERNAL RESEARCH GRANTS 

 

 rev 09/2018  

 
7 

Objectives of the Research Project 

Major areas of search and seizure knowledge include: The Fourth Amendment and its historical 

relevance, what is a search and/or seizure, the standing requirement, warrants, plain view vs. open view, 

and the exclusionary rule and other remedies. It is these knowledge areas that will be tested in students, 

police officers, and those in the general population. Search and seizure is an expansive legal area and it is 

not feasible to test individuals on every aspect. Considerations were given to basic terms such as search 

and seizure, fundamental aspects like when a warrant is required, and routine applied contexts, such as 

what evidence can be admitted as search incident to a lawful arrest.  

The goal of this research is primarily to describe the legal knowledge base of students, police officers, 

and those in the general population. We expect that students and those in the general population will 
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