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ABSTRACT 

The anecdotal literature suggests that the process of legal 

education irrpairs the maintenance of errotional well being in law 

students. The purpose of this paper is to present the results of a 

cross-sequential research design to detennine the effects of the law 

school process. Data was collected, using four standardized self-report 

instruments (Brief Syrrptan Inventory, Beck Depression Inventory, 

tvfultiple Affect Adjective Checklist, and Hassle Scale), on subjects 

prior to and during law school, and after graduation. Prior to law 

school, subjects expressed similar psychopathological syrr.ptam responses 

as compared with the nonnal population. Yet during law school and after 

graduation syrrptarn levels were significantly elevated. The implications 

of these results are presented. 
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INIR(])LCfiGJ 

Throughout recorded history commentators have questioned the 

effects of legal education on those that practice as lawyers (Hedegard, 

1979). Indeed, "noted leaders .. . have indulged in the pleasant diversion 

of disparaging lawyers and their services. Aristotle, Jesus, Chaucer, 

Erarru.s, Shakespeare, Samuel Johnson, and Carl Sandburg come to mind with 

their memorable indictments of law and lawyers" (McKay, 1983, p. 596). 

Pleasant or not, the debate about the adequacy of legal education and 

practice has never ended. 

The public, media, lawyers, and scholars have expressed concern 

about the legal educational process. Perhaps because the goals and 

priorities of legal education are too diffuse, criticism has continued 

(Packer & Ehrlich, 1972). Taylor (1975) believed that the aftermath of 

Watergate pramted further expression of "uneasy feelings about the 

psychological, errotional, and moral effects of legal training 11 (p. 250). 

Crampton (1982) indicated that the practicing bar, encouraged by the 

discourse of Chief Justice Burger, raised questions about the competence 

of the trial bar. Clearly the gap between haw legal education prepares 

the practitioner to practice, and how the practitioner actually must 

practice, remains quite large (Macaulay, 1982; Zarens & Rosenblum, 

1981). Meanwhile, another commentator laid the blarre for questioning 

the efficacy of legal education on the popular culture: 

1 
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The insidious if not uniquitous impact of law school education 
celebrated in novels and the media has undoubtedly influenced much 
of the public beliefs that its effects on legal institutions are 
extremely deleterious. Reinforcing this view are impressionistic 
reports of legal education by law professors and students as an 
anxious, combative, and degrading experience culminating in 
cynical, avaricous lawyers stripped of their passior1 for delivering 
justice (Schwartz, 1980, p. 437). 

Most recently, " ... the unkindest cut of all--and fran an unexpected 

source" came from Derek Bok, a reknown scholar, current President of 

Harvard University and fonner Dean of its prestigious law school; he 

fueled the controversy by lambasting not only the law schools but also 

the judiciary and the practicing bar (MdKay, 1983, p. 597). 

Raised explicitly or implicitly by all the dialogue, and of greatest 

concern, remains the suggestion that lawyers become psychologically 

impaired by the law school process (Schwartz, 1982). Taylor (1975), for 

example, argues that one of four behavioral assumptions are commonly 

made by commentators about the professional development of lawyers: 

1. certain procedures of legal education produce an uncommonly 
high degree of stress in students. 

2. The high degree of stres s leads the student to adopt typical 
and shared kinds of att i tudes, behaviors, values, and traits, 
as ways of reducing anxiety. 

3. The attitudes, behaviors, values, and traits are personally or 
socially undesirable and may be inimical to the process of law. 

4. Such pernicious attitudes, behaviors and values are in part 
adopted because they are transmitted by faculty precepts (p. 
252). 

If the psychological well-being of nascent lawyers is being 

systematically impaired, the implications for our culture are egregious. 

In 1980, "one out of 400 people" (sic) in the United States were 

a ttorneys (Auerbach, 1984). A year later it was reported that 570,000 

lawyers existed in the United States (Auerbach, 1984, citing U.S. Bureau 
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of Labor Statistics, Employment, and Earnings 165 (January, 1982)). By 

the end of the 1980s, it is estimated that 750,000 lawyers will be 

practicing in this country (Auerbach, 1984, citing Report of the Joint 

Committee of the Association of American Law Schools (AALS) and Law 

School Admission Council (LSAC) on the Demand for Legal Education in the 

1980s (Table 5)). Based on the retrospective empirical data collected 

fran the practicing bar, Zemens and Rosenblum (1981) affirrred 

the enormous influence that lawyers wield in both the public and 
private sectors makes their professional development of particular 
concern in a democratic society. There is little doubt that the 
legal profession is both ubiquitous and extremely influential in the 
life of the American polity. The prominence of lawyers in public 
elective and appointed office, even considering in addition the 
lawyers holding numerous other government jobs or serving as 
important policy advisors, represents only a part of the political 
role of the bar. Mbre pervasive and potentially more important is 
the public irrpact of the bar in its generally private role as a 
counselor and advocate of private interests (p. 1). 

Ohe scholar has suggested that despite the disproportionate number of 

important public and private policy making positions that lawyers often 

fi 1 1, it does not necessarily follow that "because some lawyers would 

wield "enormous influence," the professional development of lawyers is 

of particular concern" (Schwartz, 1982, p. 545). However, a number of 

other eminent scholars contradict Schwartz's minimization of the roles 

lawyers play in the fundamental ordering of society both as to public 

and private arrangements involving conflict resolution and social change 

(Bok, 1983; Crampton, 1982; Las&Well & McDougal, 1943; Summers, 1984). 

Given that a 32% increase in the number of lawyers will occur before the 

end of the 1980's, the concern expressed by the majority of scholars 

seems to be more reasonable. 
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Law schools, therefore, are viewed as the "training ground for 

leadership in very broad segments of our political and cultural life" 

(Allen, 1978, p. 129). Bauer (1975) and Schwartz (1980) view law 

schools as the primary agent of professional aculturation for attorneys. 

During the course of study, law students are expected to learn how to 

practice competently and responsibly. Part of what they need to learn 

in order to meet the demanding professional standards is self-awareness 

(Michelrran, 1982). Watson (unpublished), a noted psychiatrist, who has 

taught at law schools for years, readily acknowledges that practicing 

law requires more than just the development of a strong intellect: "If 

a lawyer is to be a wise advisor and avoid being ~rely a hired gun, it 

is necessary for him to develop emotional and intellectual freedom in 

order that he can perceive wise choices" (p. 26). Law schools are the 

very place in which practitioners should learn how to cope effectively 

with the demands of the profession alongside the day-to-day pursuit of 

adaptive living. The development and maintenance of emotional freedom 

or psychological well-being of law students, however, may be at best 

ignored or at worse stunted by the process of legal education. 

Before exmnining what the prior empirical literature has identified 

as the results of the development and maintenance of law student 

psychological well-being, it should be noted that, without exception, 

this literature has suffered from methodological inadequacies. In 

reviewing the state of this research through 1980, Willging & Dunn 

(1981) concluded: 

a. While same movement toward empirical data is shown, systematic 
study of any facet of legal education is episodic. 



b. Measurement instruments ••• appear to be self-generated by the 
research temn. There is no replication of studies and little 
basis for generalization to other law schools or other time 
periods. Similarly, there is little basis for comparison to 
non-legal populations. 

c. Instruments developed by social scientists are rarely used nor 
are the instruments used correlated to accepted instruments. 
Thus the studies show little basis for comparison to other 
empirical research (p. 344). 

In addition, further methodological inadequacies include: 

1. Poor return rates for instruments distributed to law students; 

2. Cross-sectional approaches in data collection which fail to 

separate cohort confounds, including tirre in the semester effects; 

3. Cross-sectional approaches which call for current recollection of 

the dim past--Schwartz (1982) states that only "retrospective 

rationalizations are to be expected" (p. 546); 

4. Unknown instrument validity and rei iabi 1 i ty; 

5. Conclusions drawn from the collection of data from nonanonymous 

sources or subjects. 

5 

Apparently, not only does the time and expense prevent most authors fram 

using elegant research designs (Hedegard, 1979), but also legal scholars 

may remain uncomfortable with social science and social science methods 

(Hughes, 1983; MaCDonald, 1982). 

The first enpirical study examining law student psychological 

well-being occurred during the late 1950's. Eron and Redmount (1957) 

ca:rpared law students with medical and nursing students at Yale 

University. A cross-sectional, researcher generated questionnaire 

approach was used. It found that both first and third year law students 

appeared significantly more anxious than first and third year medical 



students. Furthermore, first and third year law students expressed 

similar elevated levels of anxiety. 

6 

In 1968, first year students at the University of Wisconsin were 

administered a researcher-generated questionnaire at the beginning of 

the tenn (COmment, 1968). A small random sample of this group were 

interviewed as well. Initial anxiety affected the grade perfonnance of 

the students with very high or very low levels of anxiety. These 

students failed to produce the first tenn grades which were expected of 

them on the basis of their undergraduate grade point averages and their 

Law School Admission Test {I1;AT) scores. According to the interviews, 

the chief sources of anxiety arose from the recognition of how crucial a 

role the first set of ex~ination scores played in opening up law school 

honors and career choices, and the lack of feedback about level of 

perfonnance until the first set of ex~inations at the end of the 

semester. 

At State University of New York (SUNY), Buffalo, Solkoff (1968) 

conducted a study using the cross-sectional approach and group 

adninistering the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MAPI) as 

the research instrument. No significant differences distinguished first 

and second year law students when their MMPI profiles were compared. 

Furthermore, any emotional differences did not help to distinguish which 

students would receive the highest or lowest grades. 

Stevens (1973) interviewed 45 first-year Yale law students after 

the first t en weeks of classes, in part, to identify their emotional 

responses to law school. Forty of the students reported high levels of 



classroom anxiety and 20 students indicated a high level of personal 

anxiety. 

7 

Using group interviews at the University of Kansas, Taylor (1975) 

gathered data fram 20 hours of discourse with 30 first, second, and 

third year students. He identified several stress effects: heightened 

antagonism toward professors; decline in commitment and involvement; 

same social withdrawal; and developrrent of cynicism. He concluded that 

the "stress" was no greater for first year students when conpared with 

later year students. 

Carrington and J~s (1977) employed a cross-sectional 

researcher-generated instrument approach at the University of Michigan. 

They found that a nurr.ber of the students appeared highly alienated with 

one in seven, in effect, 11 ermtionally dropping out" without fonncllly 

withdrawing fran school. This 14% of the student body appeared to more 

often work part-time during their undergraduate years as well as score 

lower grades as law students. Furthermore, they were less likely to 

spend time studying during law school. 

Hedegard (1979) tested students fram Brighmn Young University (BYU) 

prior to their first year and then again after their first set of 

exillninations. This longitudinal study used the Grr.nibus Personality 

Inventory which is a standardized, norrned instrurr.ent that provides 

scores about dimensions of nonnal personality variation rather than 

psychopathological dimensions. He found that both anxiety levels and 

feelings of internal conflict increased significantly for the cohort. 

Furthermore, when compared to the nonnal population, these scores were 

significantly elevated. Hedergard proposed that these scores increased 
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because the students unsuccessfully attempted to resolve their conflicts 

between their own value system with which they had entered law school 

and the existing structure of the law which tends to resolve issues in 

an ambiguous manner. He found that the greater the need the student had 

for structure and order, the greater the tension level; the omnipresent 

ambiguity of the law was identified as the primary source. Personality 

styles became rr.vre exaggerated during the course of the year, but 

individual values remained set. Gee and Jackson (1982) implied that the 

differences between BYU students and other law students--more likely to 

be Monmon, to be married, and to defer to authority-4may have influenced 

the results. 

Heins, Fahey, and Henderson, et al. (1983) employed a 

cross-sectional, researcher-generated instrument approach to test for 

differences between University of Arizona law students and medical 

students. As corrpared with medical students, they found the law 

students reported significantly greater 11 stress" on i terns which 

docrnnented either "academic stress" or "fear of failing stress." 

However, as far as the 11 total stress, 11 11 time stress, 11 or "societal 

stress" scores were concerned, the "stress" levels did not differ 

between law and medical students. 

Finally, in a cross-sectional study, Shanfield and Benj~in (in 

press) tested University of Arizona law and medical students with three 

commonly used social science standardized instruments (Brief Symptom 

Inventory, Derogatis and Melisaratos (1983); Bedk Depression Inventory, 

Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, and Erbaugh (1961); Multiple Affect 

Adjective Checklist, Zuckennan and Lubin (1965)). Using the benchmark 
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of scores above 98% of those for the nonnal population as being 

statistically significant, it was found that more than 40% of the law 

students scored higher on the obsessive-conpulsive, interpersonal 

sensitivity, anxiety, and psychoticisn dirrensions; more than 20% scored 

higher on the depression, hostility, and paranoid ideation dirrensions; 

and about 10% of the students scored higher on the somatization and 

phobic anxiety dirrensions. The findings remained parallel across the 

three instruments for like dirrensions of psychopathology. In contrast, 

medical students scored significantly lower than law students on the 

obsessive-carpulsive, interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, 

host i 1 i ty, paranoid ide at ion, and psychotic ism dirrens ions 

(univariate-F's ranged fran 13.2 to 35.16, with the probability of each 

of these F-scores occurring less than .0001). 

Some objective evidence exists to bolster the claims within the 

anecdotal literature that the process of legal education can impair the 

development and maintenance of emotional well-being of law students. 

However, sceptics could argue that the evidence remains suspect due to 

the methodological problems enumerated above. In particular, the 

cross-sectional testing of law students failed to control for cohort 

confounds (e.g. perhaps law students are more anxious, etc; prior to 

entering law school, than the general population; perhaps one entering 

group of first-year law students is more anxious, etc., than previ ous or 

subsequent groups). Furthermore, with the exception of a few studies, 

valid and reliable data were not examined in comparison to nonnal 

population data for the same measurements of psychopathology. This 

provides no opportunity to generalize results to other populations or 



time periods. Finally, no studies have examined the longitudinal 

psychopathological conditions students express prior to, during, and 

after completing law school. The purpose of this dissertation is to 

rectify these failings by care fully examining the psychological 

well-being expressed by subjects before, during and after the formal 

course of legal education. 

10 



MEIHDS 

Setting 

Most of the data was collected during classroom hours at the 

University of Arizona Law School in Tucson, Arizona. The law school is 

located on the main campus of this large southwestern university. Mbst 

of the law students live off cmr,pus. Similar to other law schools, 

admission is quite competitive. Students are largely selected on the 

basis of undergraduate grades and L~ scores. 

A traditional law progr~, the University of Arizona offers a 

three-year course of study for approximately 500 law students. The 

school primarily uses "case method" courses and provides few 

experiential learning opport~mities. During the first year, students 

are not penni tted to take any elective courses but rmst take the 

standard, basic courses such as contracts, torts, civil procedure, etc. 

In the remaining two years of the progr~, students select their 

schedule of courses fran many electives, while meeting the few specific 

course requirements and the overall credit requirement to graduate fran 

the 1 aw school. 

Subjects 

Enploying a group by retesting design, the study ex~ines 

whether longitudinal or cohort effects explain differences among the 

groups. Not only are three particular groups ex~ined for differences 

which 

11 
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occur sometime before law school and the first year of employment as an 

attorney, but the groups are compared as either first or third year law 

students to see if any cohort effects arise. 

The subjects included three distinct groups of individuals; all 

told, 706 law students or alumni. Table 1 details the distribution of 

subjects across groups and years (the acronyrr.s are complicated but set 

out the longitudinal and cohort identity; for instance 2FRST1 means that 

the second testing occurred for first-year students from the first group 

or 1THRD2 represents the first testing of third-year students from the 

second group). The first group of law students were tested in fall 1981 

(lFALLl), spring 1982 (2FRST1), and spring 1984 (31JRD1). The fall 

testing occurred well before the subjects, as first-year law students, 

faced their first set of exmninations. These same individuals were 

again tested four rr.onths later, after their first set of exmninations. 

Finally these individuals were tested as third-year law students two 

years later. To test accurately for cohort effects, the 3THRD1 group, 

similar to the 1THRD2 group, were tested on the same date (but different 

year) in the same classes which were taught by the same instructors. 



Table 1. NUmber of Subjects by Groups and Date Tested 

GRCUP 

1 

2 

3 

First Year 
Fall Term 

First Year 
Spring Tenn 

Third Year 
Spring Term 

Third Year 
Spring Tenn 

Alumni 
Spring Term 

Prior to Law 
School 

Sumner Term 

First Year 
Spring Tenn 

IDTAL SUBJECTS 

1981 

1FAllJ1 a 
115 

1982 

2FRSI'1b 
108 

1983 

1PRE3 f 
106 

1984 

3'IHRD1c 
119 

2ALlM2e 
95 

2FRST3g 
92 

706 

Note. Groups 1, 2, 3 contain independent subjects. 

~first year law students tested in the fall of 1981. 
first year law students tested in the spring of 1982. 

~third year law students tested in the spring of 1984. 
third year law students tested in the spring of 1982. 

~alumni tested in late fall of 1984. 
accepted applicants tested prior to metriculation to law school, early 
fall 1983. 

gfirst year law students tested spring of 1984. 

13 
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A second group of law students was first tested in the spring of 

1982 as third-year law students (1THRD2). To test accurately for cohort 

effects, the 1THRD2 group was tested approximately on the same date, as 

the 2FRST1 group ~~s tested. Two years later these individuals were 

retested as alumni (2ALUM2). As alumni, they had worked for one year as 

attorneys. 

The final group of subjects for this project were 1983 first-year 

students who were tested a month prior to their matriculation (1PRE3). 

They were retested again in the spring of 1984 (2FRST3 approximately at 

the same date but in a later year, in the same classes and with the s~e 

instructors as those in which the 2FRST1 students had been tested. 

Table I details the distribution of subjects across groups and years. 

The original subjects, who were tested in 1981 and 1982, carre fran 

the Shanfield and Benj~in (in press) cross sectional study. Two years 

later, longitudinal data ~s collected on the same subjects by retesting 

first-year students who became third-year students and the third-year 

students who graduated and are now alumni. To buttress the cross

sequential design, entering 1983 first-year students were tested prior 

to their matriculation, and then six months later. This is the only 

group of subjects who were not retested after a two-year period of time. 

In all, the project collected data on 706 subjects out of a possible 912 

(77% total response rate); the response rate was similar across groups 

and across tin~s. 

Instruments 

Five instruments were employed to measure demographic information 

and behavioral states of the law students. All the instruments depended 
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upon self-report. Given that most testing had to occur within a 15-20 

minute time period, instruments were selected which would provide a 

wealth of infonnation in the limited amount of time available. Under 

the circumstances, self-report instruments best met this goal (Nunnally, 

1978). 

The instruments that made up the battery of tests are 

well-standardized and norrned questionnaires which together provide same 

protection against systematic bias of response sets (e.g. faking). If 

the individual answered consistently across five separate instruments, 

the assurrption that the individual has accurately revealed his/her 

current behavioral state is certainly better justified (Anastasi, 1982). 

The battery of five tests began with the most important instrument, 

the Brief Symptom Inventory ((BSI) Derogatis and Melisaratos, 1983). The 

BSI is a short fonn of what currently is referred to as the SCL-90 ((the 

Hopkins Symptom Checklist, Derogatis, Rickels, and Rock, 1976). The BSI 

is composed of a series of 53 symptoms which are rated by the subject on 

the basis of intensity. These syrrptoms are then fonned into nine 

syrrptom dimensions and three global indices of distress. A brief 

description of the nine primary dimensions follows Derogatis and 

Melisaratos (1983): somatization--reflects vague physical syrrptams that 

are not explained by an existing physical disorder or related to side 

effects of rnedication, drugs, or alcohol; obsessive-compulsive--involves 

thoughts and actions which reoccur in an unavoidable or ritualistic 

manner; interpersonal sensitivity--reflects intrapersonal feelings of 

inadequacy and inferiority which arise as the subject maladaptively 

responds to interpersonal relationships; depression--focuses on 
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depressive symptoms which are suggestive of a prolonged, sad state which 

is triggered by an over-reaction to stressful events; anxiety--comprises 

a set of symptoms involving psychomotor tension, autonomic 

hyperactivity, apprehensive expectation, and hyperattentiveness; 

hosti 1 i ty--characterizes opposition in feeling, thought, or action 

toward adversive stimuli, with frustration and unexpressed aggression 

fonning the underlying dyn~ic; phobic anxiety--focuses, unlike anxiety, 

on symptoms relating to an intense but unrealistic threat fran some 

specific object or situation; paranoid ideation--corrprises a "rrode of 

thinking" typified by "projection, hostility, suspiciousness, 

centrality, and fear of loss of autonomy" (p. 597); 

psychoticisrnr-focuses on the extent of social alienation and isolation 

with extreme ratings possibly signifying loss of contact with reality, 

hallucinations or delusions. 

Not surprisingly, the oustanding validity and reliability testing 

of the s::L-90 has led to its adoption as one of five instruments 

recommended to be used for a core battery of psychotherapy outcome 

assessment measurements (Wescal, 1975). For instance, the dimensions of 

this test strongly correlate with similar dimensions of the Mv1PI 

(Derogatis, 1976). Derogatis and Melisaratos (1983) ran thorough 

validity and rei iabi 1 i ty tests on the BSI as well: 1) correlations 

between equivalent dimension of the SCL-90 and the BSI never dropped 

below 0.92 indicating alternate fonns reliability; 2) convergence 

validity as well as the internal and construct structure of BSI 

dimensions were proved; 3) finally, internal consistency reliability 

ratings and test-retest reliability were demonstrated. 
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The Beck Depression Inventory ((BDI) Becket al., 1961) was chosen 

as the second instrument of the battery. The BDI is a well-validated, 

rei iable instrument which measures the state of depression and its 

severity: validity was proven by a significant relationship which 

existed between scores on the inventory and clinical ratings of 

depression depth as well as the ability of the inventory to demonstrate 

changes in depth of depression; reliability was shown by split-half item 

analysis (Beck, et al., 1961; Burnberry, et al., 1978). In one of the 

few articles which addressed detection of high stress levels arrong law 

students, Beck and Burns (1980) recommended using the BDI to assess 

levels of anxiety and depression. They urged that students be advised 

to seek professional assistance whenever a BDI sum total score exceeded 

15 points. The instrument is included in the present battery of 

instruments as another means of detennining the extent of anxiety and 

depression. 

The Multiple Affect Adjective Clleckl ist ( (MAACL) Zucke:rman and 

Lubin, 1965) was selected to round out the battery of instruments 

measuring specific symptoms. The ~~CL is a checklist of adjectives 

which the subject marks those words which describe how he or she feels 

that day. Although the test has not been widely reported in the 

literature, the researchers have procedured adequately norrred 

infonnation about anxiety, hostility, and depression in random samples 

of nonmal, outpatient, and inpatient populations validity was shown by 

consistency between scores on the MAACL and clinical ratings of anxiety, 

depression, and hostility as well as correlations between scores on the 

MAACL dimensions and like dimensions of Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, 
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and the Mvfl?I; rei iabi 1 i ty was derronstrated by the spl i t-hai f i tern 

analysis, and test-retest measurement (Zuckennan and Lubin, 1965). The 

MAACL was added to the battery in order to reconfirm the extent of 

anxiety, hostility, and depression experienced by law students. 

To assist in explaining the sources and meaning of the stress law 

students may experience, the HASSLES Scale (Kanner, COyne, Schaefer, and 

Lazarus, 1981) was included as part of the battery. Lazarus and DeGorgis 

(1983) described this 118-item questionnaire as capable of identifying 

"the irritating, frustrating, distressing demands and troubled 

relationships that plague us day-in and day-out (p. 241). 11 A sirrple 

count of the nurrber of HASSLES specified was demonstrated to be a valid 

and reliable measurement of psychological symptom levels experienced by 

the nonnative population: construct validity was established by 

substantial correlations between HASSLES frequency and psychological 

symptoms as measured by the Hopkins Symptom Checklist; reliability was 

shown by high test-retest correlations ~ng monthly HASSLES frequency 

scores (Kanner et al, 1981). In this nonnative study, no differences in 

frequency of HASSLES were reported for four age groups of individuals 

ranging fram 45-64 years of age (a 20-year age spread), Although these 

groups are older than law students, relying on analogy, the 20-year age 

difference is assumed to not matter. Analysis of the HASSLES' data will 

permit distinguishing groups fran each other on the basis of emerging 

themes. 

The final instrument of the battery was a closed-end questionnaire 

designed by the researcher. It provided information about issues raised 

in earlier research concerning law students including age and sex; 
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curru.lative grade point averages, both as undergraduates and law 

students; hours a week devoted to studying or working as an 

undergraduate, law student, and as an mployee; intrapersonal and 

interpersonal reactions to the study or work environment; passage of the 

bar exmnination; and type of office situation the attorney was working 

in. 

Data COllection Procedures 

One-third of the data for this study carne fran cross-sectional 

research conducted by Shan£ i e ld and Benj mnin (in press). To these 

subjects, a pool of new subjects was added. Entering 1983 law students, 

upon receipt of their admissions' packets, also found a cover letter 

explaining the nature of the research project, all of the test 

instruments, and a prepaid addressed return envelope. These students 

returned the instruments to the researcher well before beginning law 

school. 

Students who had been originally tested as third-year students were 

mailed a cover letter, a complete battery of instruments, and a prepaid 

addressed return envelope, as two-year alumni. The mailing occurred a 

month before Christmas and the beginning of tax season. A 79% return 

rate suggests that the time constraints of the holidays and the tax 

season were avoided. 

At the same time in the spring, in the srume classes, taught by the 

sarr.e professors, first-year and third-year law students of different 

cohorts were tested. ~~st of the data were collected after the targeted 

law school lectures had finished and before the students left for their 

next lectures. However, some data were collected through a mail-out 
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campaign. This was necessary as a nurrber of law students failed to 

appear for class. As noted above, the overall return rate resulted in 

77% of all possible law students and alumni participating in this study. 

Statistical Processing and Design 

As soon as the data were collected, each of the questionnaires was 

manually inspected for legibility. Two raters had to agree 

independently about a confusing response before it was accepted and 

scored. Othe:rwise the data was discarded. Next, a professional 

keypuncher directly entered the data fran the questionnaires onto 

magnetic tape. A check of data entry accuracy reveals less than one 

error per one thousand key strokes. All mistakes that were identified 

were corrected. 

The data were analyzed with several statistical techniques: 

frequency analysis, analysis of variance, factor analysis, and 

discriminant analysis. The frequency analysis employed to further 

verify the accuracy of data coding and keypunching. 

Analyses of variance with post hoc rrul tiple range tests were 

employed to detennine whether the differences among the rreans changed 

significantly between and within groups. Each variable fran all the 

questionnaires was contrasted for each of the seven groups of the study. 

The results pennitted examination of the variability of subjects within 

each group as well as between the different groups. 

The HASSLES Questionnaire produced 118 different variables. Factor 

analysis was employed to detennine whether any particular groupings of 

questions could be used to summarize this large amount of data. 
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Finally, to distinguish further the differences between groups, 

discriminant analyses were computed for the various combinations of 

groups. This multivariate statistical technique simultaneously 

pos tdi ct s whether a subject be 1 ongs to one group or another, what 

conhination of variables creates the rmst pmverful equation for 

postdicting group placement, and the accuracy of the equation (Klecka, 

1980). 

Gluck (1979) conmented at length about typical beliefs and 

attitudes of law students and attorneys which affect social science 

research methodology. He found that the guarantee of anon~ity was 

essential to secure reliable results. During a pretest sta ge, we 

atterrpted to gather identifying data. However, very few subjects 

carplied. More sophisticated analyses were irrpossible to perfonn 

because most law students and alurmi were unwi 11 ing to identify 

themselves. Repeated measures design and cohort analysis require 

tracking specific individuals across time. Even though 77% of all 

possible subjects filled out the instruemtns, methodologically, only 

testing by group is possible. This prevented the construction and use 

of error terrr.s for the univariate and multivariate testing to correct 

for the fact that all of the groups are not independent (i.e., some are 

repeat testings of same cohort). Nevertheless, the rmivariate and 

multivariate analyses of nonindependent groups under the circumstances 

of ths project are justifiable (Gains, 1984). Corrmenting on a similar 

design problem, March and Simon (1957) noted: 

The researcher should respect the confidence of his 
respondents •... A researcher must also respect the nonns of a 
particular group he wishes to study •.•• He must find ways of 



rmtivating his subjects to cooperate in his research (pp. 
265-266). 
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An elegant research design was sacrificed for the appearance of absolute 

anonymity, but in return, a high response rate with reliable data has 

been attained. 

Therefore, the following hypotheses were tested by using the 

preceding statistical techniques: 

1. Prior to entering law school, accepted applicants experience 

significantly fewer symptoms as conpared to their retesting as 

first-year students; 

2. Students in the first and third-year of law school not only 

will experience significantly elevated symptoms as compared to pre-law 

subjects, but also significantly higher levels of symptoms as compared 

to nonmal population scores. 

3. Law students wi 11 express significantly higher levels of 

symptoms during the third year as compared to first-year scores. 

4. Alurmi, tested two years after completing law school wi 11 

experience symptom levels which are significantly elevated as compared 

with pre-law students and the normal population scores. 



RESULTS 

This section is divided into three separate subsections. The first 

subsection examines the derrographic and descriptive variables. This 

infonnation comes fran Vwo different sources. The first source is the 

law school adnissions data published as internal memos entitled 

Admissions Reports (1979, 1981, and 1983). Characteristics of these 

entering classes are reviewed. The second source of infonnation comes 

fran the self-report questionnaire which concerns issues raised by 

earlier research concerning law students. The primary focus of this 

subsection is testing whether differences in symptom levels among the 

groups result fran significant derrographic or other descriptive 

differences. 

The second subsection begins the analysis of symptom variables. 

First, the different groups of subjects are compared with the norrral 

population results. Although analyzed in the Benjamin (1982) study, 

this information is updated with the current results. This subsection 

then looks at the groups of subjects as they compare with each other 

across time. The examination focuses on what changes have occurred 

among which groups and to what extent. Last, possible differences 

attributable to cohort variances are examined for students attending law 

school in 1982 versus 1984. 

The third and final subsection combines the HASSLES variables with 

the syrnptam variables. First, the results of the factor analysis are 
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presented; they suggest that combining HASSLES variables into factors is 

not justified. Second, a brief presentation of the significant f~SLES 

across classes is included. Awealth of relationships exists. Finally, 

the significant HASSLES and all the symptom variables are combined for 

multivariate analyses of the rrost recent groups tested. 

Demographic and Descriptive Variables 

The law school gathers descriptive data on every entering class. 

The following characteristics are noted by the Admissions' Reports 

(1979, 1981, 1983) and are displayed in Table 2. For most of these 

characteristics, the entering classes do not differ significantly. 



Table 2. Characteristics of Entering Classes 

Category 

Mean Age 

NUmber Different Undergraduate Schools 

Arizona Undergraduates 

Arizona Residents 

Females 

Males 

Mean Undergraduate G.P.A. 

Mean LSAT 

Groups (as classified in Table I) 

Class 
of 

1979 

26 

44 

57% 

84% 

40% 

60% 

3.43 

603 

11HRD2/ 

2ALUM2 

Class 
of 

1981 

26 

41 

65% 

92% 

39% 

61% 

3.49 

610 

lFAILl/ 
2FRST1/ 
31HRD1 

Class 
of 

1983 

26 

50 

53% 

90% 

49% 

51% 

3.43 

35* 

1PRE3/ 
2FRST3 

*new scoring systan--1983 class score is equivalent to 1979 and 1981. 

The greater nurr.ber of women who entered the class of 1983 is 

reflected in the return rates for the present research. Significantly 

more women than men are subjects for the two groups fran the class of 

1983 ( 1PRE3 & 2FRST3) when corrpared with the other six groups of 

2 subjects (for all groups, ~ = 15.31, d.f. = 6, p = .02; but without 

2 subjects from the class of 1983, X = 2.16, d.f. = 4, p = .7). Data 

analyses are complicated somewhat by the effect of the subjects' sex 

when the 1PRE3 and 2FRST3 groups are involved. However, the results of 
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the BSI and MAACL have been standardized to remove the influence of sex. 
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Unfortunately, prior literature has not provided infonmation which would 

pennit standardization for sex of the BDI, and HASSLES results. 

Two important similarities are the mean undergraduate G.P.A.s and 

the mean LSAT scores. The mean LSAT score of 35 for the class of 1983 

reflects a change in scoring the LSATs. This LSAT score is equivalent 

to the mean LSAT scores for the classes of 1979 and 1981. 

Next, several variables are ex~ined closely which prior research 

had found to influence law student stress. These data are collected 

fran first year law students (2FRST3), third year law students (3THRD1), 

and the almni (2AI11v12). All subjects reported rece i ving similar 

undergraduate and law school grade point averages. Most of the subjects 

maintained grade point averages above 3.0 as undergraduates (89%) and 

2.5 as law students (68%). No significant differences are found ~ng 

the groups for these variables. Nor did the subjects' undergraduate 

grade point averages differ between the law school admissions' office 

findings and the self-report results. This evidence argues for validity 

of the subjects' self-report, despite the retrospective nature of the 

reporting. 

Most subjects, as undergraduates, devoted more than 20 hours a week 

to their studies, while as law students these same subjects spent more 

than 40 hours a week on their studies. Again no significant differences 

are found ~ng the groups for either of these variables. 

Three variables applied to ahnmi only: hours devoted to 

employment; passage of the state bar ex~ination; and the structure of 

the law practice. Most alumni are working more than 40 hours a week, 



have passed the bar exruninations, and are working in practices with 

groups of approximately 10 other attorneys. 
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Given all of the descriptive information, the question arises as to 

whether any of these variables relate to the syrrptoms expressed by 

sub j ec t s. Pearson product -morren t corre 1 at ions be tween the g 1 oba 1 

severity index of the BSI and each of the demographic and descriptive 

variables produced no significant findings. No significant correlations 

are found between the global severity index and the following variables: 

age; undergraduate grade point average; law school grade point average; 

hours devoted to studies as an undergraduate; hours devoted to studies 

as law student; hours devoted to employment as an alumni; passage of the 

state bar exrunination; and the structure of the law practice. 

Sex is significantly related with the global severity index (GSI). 

The GSI is a conposi te variable made up of all the BSI syrrptom 

dirrensions. For most groups and most variables, women did not express 

significantly greater severity of symptoms (on BSI individual symptom 

measures) than did rren. The additive effect acros s all these symptom 

dimensions is partially responsible for the significant relationship 

between sex and the GSI. Further, a few significant relationships did 

occur between the sexes within same of the groups. Third year worren 

(1THRD2) somaticized significantly more than did the men in this group 

(F = 8.041; d.f. = 1, 67; p = .006). Interpretation of this result is 

tempered by the fact that these women experienced no greater levels of 

somatization than do women in the normal population. Furthermore the 

1THRD2 women rrean is within one standard deviation of the 3THRD1 women 

mean. 



First year (2FRST3) men expressed significantly higher phobic 

anxiety BSI scores than did women within this group (F = 6.32; 
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d.f. = 1, 85; p = .0138). The mean score for these men is two standard 

deviations above the mean score for normal population men. However, the 

mean score for 2FRST3 is within one standard deviation of the mean of 

2FRST1 men. 

Third year (3THRD1) women expressed significantly higher paranoid 

ideation BSI scores when conpared with 3THRD1 men (F = 4. 635; 

d.f. = 1, 118; p = .0335). Their mean score is two standard deviations 

above the mean for nonnal population women. Nevertheless, the mean 

score for 3THRD1 women is within one standard deviation of the 1THRD2 

wanen mean. 

Alurrni (2AUM2) men express significantly higher 

obsessive/ corrpulsive BSI scores as corrpared to the 2All.M2 women 

(F = 7.615; d.£. = 1, 84; p = .0071). The mean score for men is two 

standard deviations above the mean score for normal population men. 

But, the mean score for 2ALUM2 men is within one standard deviation of 

the mean for 1 THRD2 men. 

The BECK results are particularly influenced by sex. But as a 

measurement of depression and anxiety these results are not replicated 

by either the BSI's or the MAACL's depression and anxiety dimensions 

both of which are standardized for sex. This raises the possibility 

that the lack of standardization for sex of BECK scores could lead to 

sex-biased misinterpretation. Women score significantly higher on the 

BECK in groups 2FRST1, 1THRD2, 2FRST3, 3THRD1, and 2ALUM2. Note that no 

significant differences occur between the sexes one month prior to first 
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year beginning (the 1PRE3 group) or two months after school started (the 

1FAIL1 group) . 

Symptam Variables 

Both the BSI and the MAACL instruments provided normal population 

mean scores and standard deviations for all syrnptam dimensions. Using 

the benchmark of scores above two standard deviations (or above 98%) of 

the scores for the normal population, Benjmnin (1982) found that large 

percentages of law students scored higher on most of the dimensions. 

These results are replicated by the present research. 

For instance, more than 30% of the 2FRSI'3 and 31HRD1 law students 

score higher than two standard deviations above the normal population 

means for the obsessive-compulsive, interpersonal sensitivity, anxiety, 

and psychoticism BSI dimensions. Further, more than 20% of these law 

students score higher on the depression, hosti 1 i ty, and paranoid 

ideation BSI and comparable ~~CL dimensions. Finally, more than 15% of 

the law students score higher on the MAACL anxiety dimension, and about 

10% of the students produce higher somatization and phobic anxiety BSI 

scores. 

Group scores two standard deviations above the normal population 

means on the global severity index (GSI) best summarize the typical 

syrnptam severity pattern. As illustrated in Figure 1 prelaw school 

students, alumni, first-year students, and finally third-year students, 

in this order, have increased percentages of subjects falling two 

standard deviations above the nonnal population mean. As will be seen, 

this pattern generally persists across all the symptan variables 

regardless of how they are evaluated. 



Percent 

36 
33.6% 

28 
27.2% 

20 
17.9% 

12 
10.3% 

4 

1PRE3 2FRST 3'IHRD 2AI.llv1t.. 

Figure 1. Subjects Scoring Greater Than Two Standard Deviations 
Above Nonnal Populations' Mean GSI 

A global view of this pattern is provided by Table 3. Symptom 
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variables are compared across groups with one-way analyses of variances 

(ANOVAS) and post hoc multiple range tests. 



Table 3 (page 1 of 2). Symptom Variables by Group: Groups Means (standard deviations) Anovas & 
Post Hoc Tests 
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SYMP1CMS 1PRE3(2P) 2FRST3(2S) 1FALL1(1F) 2FRST1(1S) 31r~1(2T) 1THRD2(1T) 2~(2A) 

BSI Variables* 

Somatization -.21( .92) .22(1.52) -.08(1.15) -.09(1.02) .01(1.08) -.04(1.21) -.13( .97) 
GJsessive/ 

Corrpulsive .50(1.28) 1.64(2.03) 1.71(1.86) 1.68(1.85) 1.90(1.85) 1.70(1.91) 1.15(1.56) 
Interpersonal 
Sensitivity .55(1.62) 1.77(2.54) 2.02(2.10) 1.97(2.40) 1.95(2.40) 1.43(2.50) .83(1.72) 

Depression .19(1.23) 1.03(2.09) 1.31(1.71) 1.11(1.85) 1.69(2.10) 1.62(2.24) .77(1.80) 
Anxiety .78(1.51) 1.75(2.20) 2.02(2.04) 1.69(2.01) 2.27(2.43) 2.22(2.28) 1.44(1.90) 
Hostility .47(1.29) 1.01(1.86) .71(1.53) .69(1.50) 1.41(1.77) 1.16(1.70) .79(1.62) 
Phobic Anxiety .02(.85) .44(1.38) .36(1.07) .54(1.66) .55(1.56) .43(1.75) .05(1.27) 
Paranoid 

Ideation .18(1.21) .73(1.78) .51(1.39) .76(1.57) 1.05(1.72) .63(1.72) .73(1.53) 
Psychoticism .60(1.68) 1.88(2.94) 2.09(2.63) 1.95(2.80) 1.81(2.71) 2.02(2.92) 1.02(2.15) 
General 

Severity .38(1.19) 1.37(2.10) 1.40(1.60) 1.33(1.84) 1.72(1.93) 1.51(2.05) .92(1.56) 

BEXX 5.24(4.85) 8.85(7.81) 6.91(5.20) 6.22(5.94) 8.82(7.90) 8.25(6.77) 6.83(6.01) 

MAA~ Variables 

Anxiety 7.72(4.06) 8.95(4.38) 8.49(3.50) 8.31(3.30) 9.70(4.30) 8.42(4.24) 7.20(4.64) 
Hostility 8.73(3.62) 10.0(4.41) 9.13(3.51) 9.80(3.70) 10.6(4.62) 9.40(4.71) 8.35(5.25) 
Depression 13.90(6.36) 16.57(7.98) 15.01(5.82) 16.05(6.09) 17.70(7.11) 15.85(7.53) 13.60(7.27) 

--
*all BSI variables expressed in z-scores. 



Table 3 (page 2 of 2) 

SYMPICMS 

BSI Variables 

Somatization 
Obsessive/COmpulsive 
Interpersonal 

Sens i t i vi ty 
Depression 

Anxiety 

Hostility 

Phobic Anxiety 

Paranoid Ideation 

Psychoticism 
General Severity 

BECK 

MMCL Variables 

Anxiety 

Hostility 

Depression 

F
RATIO 

1.43 
7.90 

7.70 
7.90 

6.51 

4.18 

2.58 

3.17 

5.14 
6.77 

4.72 

3.99 

3.23 

4.63 

d. f. 

702 
702 

702 
702 

702 

702 

702 

702 

702 
702 

704 

677 

677 

677 

F
PRCB •• 

.1983 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0004 

.0175 

.0045 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0006 

.0039 

.0001 
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SLASH = SIGNIFICANT 
MULTIPLE RAt'GE SUBSET 

2P, 2A, 1S, 1F, 1T, 2T/ 1F, 1T, 2T, 2S 
2P/2A,2S,1S,1T/2S,1S,1T,1F,2T 

2P, 2A/2A, 1T/ 1T, 2S, 2T, 1S, 1F 
2P/2A,2S,1S/2S,1S,1F/1S,1F,1T/ 

1F, 1T,2T 
2P/2A,1S,2S/1S,2S,1F,1T/2S,1F, 

1T,2T 
2P,1S,1F,2A/1S,1F,2A,2S,1T/2S, 

1T,2T 
2P, 2A, 1F, 1T/2A, 1F, 1T, 2S/1F, 1T, 

2S, 1S, 2T 
2P,1F,1T/1F,1T,2S,2A,1S/1T,2S, 

2A, 1S, 2T 
2P, 2A/2T, 2S, 1S, 1T, 1F 
2P/2A,1S,2S,1F/1S,2S,1F,1T,2T 

2P, 1S, 2A, 1F /2A, 1F, 1 T I 1 T, 2T, 2S 

2A, 2P, 1S, 1 T I 2P, 1S, 1 T, 1F /1S, 1 T, 
1F,2S/2S,2T 

2A, 2P, 1F, 1T/2P, 1F, 1T, 1S/1F, 1T, 
1S,2S/1T,1S,2S,2T 

2A, 2P, 1F /2P, 1F, 1T/1F, 1 T, 1S, 2S/ 
1T,1S,2S,2T 



33 

Significant differences exist arrong certain groups for each of the 

symptom variables listed in this table. For instance, for the global 

severity scale (GSI) prelaw students experience significantly less 

disturbance than all other groups. Differences among classes are 

highlighted during the next steps of the analyses. 

Next, the longitudinal analyses will clarify the differences among 

the groups as they changed across time. The following comparisons are 

made (refer to Table 1 to assist with the acronyms): 1PRE3 with 2FRST3; 

1FAIL1 with 2FRSI'1; 2FRST1 with 31HRD1; and 1 THRDZ with 2ALlM2. 

The first set of individuals compared are law students prior to 

entering school (1PRE3) and then six months later (2FRST3), after their 

first exmn results have been released in the spring. The repeated 

measure contrasts within groups are arrong the most striking of the 

study. Every syrrptom variable differs significantly. This means that 

first year law students average scores on all symptom indices change 

from initial values within the normal range to scores two standard 

deviations above nonnative expectations. 

Table 4 illustrates how the discriminant function analysis, a 

multivariate analysis, identified the obsessive-compulsive, 

interpersonal sensitivity, and paranoid ideation BSI dimensions as the 

best variables to fonn the significantly discriminating canonical 

2 
function (X = 23.64, D.F. = 3, p = .00001). 



Table 4. Groups 1PRE3 and 2FRST3 COntrasted: Means, F-ratios, 
Discriminant COefficients 

Symptom Variables 

BSI Variables 
Obsessive/Compulsive 
Interpersonal 

Sensitivity 
Paranoid Ideation 

* p <.o1 

Group 
1PRE3 

.50 

.52 

.18 

Means 
2FRST3 

1.65 

1.79 
.71 

** p < .0001 

F-ratios 

21.84** 

17.16** 
6.15* 

Discriminant 
COefficients 

.75 

.60 
-.37 

In a replication of the Benjamin (1982) cross-sectional study, no 

univariate or multivariate differences were found between first year 
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students during the fall of 1981 (1FALL1) and the same group of students 

in the spring of 1982 (2FRST1). Apparently, entering law students 

develop most of their symptoms within a few months after law school 

begins. For this group of individuals, the intensity of these symptoms 

did not change during the next four months. 

The increase in symptoms of law students continues as they progress 

through the three years of the program. Repeated measures for 2FRST1 

and 3'IHRD1 group demonstrated that symptcm disturbances increase 

significantly on the depression and hostility BSI dimensions, the BECK 

dimension, and the .Mt\A~ anxiety dimension. Table 5 demonstrates the 

extent of the univariate change, and multivariant change. 



Table 5. Groups 2FRST1 and 3THRD1 COntrasted: Means, F-ratios, 
Discriminate COefficients 

Synptom Variables 

BSI Variables 
Hostility 
Interpersonal 

Sensitivity 
Phobic Anxiety 
Depression 
Psychotism 
MAA.CL Host i 1 i ty 
BKK 
MAA.CL Anxiety 

* p < .05 

Group Means 
2FRST1 31HRD1 

.69 1.43 

1.99 1.95 
1.50 1.54 
1.10 1.70 
1.94 1.84 
9.78 10.56 
6.17 9.00 
8.31 9.70 

Discriminant 
F-ratios COefficients 

10.44** .94 

.01 -.67 

.03 -.36 
5.00* .66 

.07 -.68 
1.88 -.46 
8.69** .36 
7.05** .50 

** p < .01 

The multivariate analyses resulted in a significant canonical 

discriminant function (X2 = 37.52, D.F. = 8, p <:.00001). 
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The last of the longitudinal comparisons, repeated measures of the 

1THRD2 and the 2ALUM2 group, resulted in no significant differences 

between the two. Despite the intervening two years, as a group, 

symptoms during the third year had not lessened significantly during the 

first two years of practice as attorneys. 

In summary, the results of the above longitudinal analyses suggest 

that law students show a significant symptom increase between the period 

of time before law school begins and the few months after the start of 

law school; symptoms significantly worsen as law students proceed fran 

first year to the third year of the progr~; finally, the elevated 

symptom levels do not ]essen significantly between the spring of third 

year and the next two years of practice as attorneys. 
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The next analyses exwmine possible differences between cohorts of 

students entering law school in 1982 versus 1984. COmparison of the two 

cohorts of first-year students (1982, 1984) tested in the spring 

resulted in only one significant univariate difference. The 2FRST3 

group scored significantly higher on the BECK than did the 2FRST1 group 

(F = 2.45; d.f. = 1, 190; p. = .008). No corresponding differences 

occurred for the BSI depression and anxiety scores or for the MAACL 

anxiety and depression scores. As demonstrated earlier, the 

significantly greater number of women in 2FRST3 group combined with the 

lack of sex--specific normative data for the BECK, probably accounts for 

this result. 

COmparison of the two different third year law student cohorts 

(1982, 1984), once again resulted in only one significant univariate 

difference. The 3THRD1 group expressed significantly more paranoid 

ideation than did the 11HRD2 group (F = 4. 072; d. f. = 1, 181; 

p. = .0451). However rrnl tivariate analysis err.ploying all of the 

syrrptoms failed to result in a significant discriminant function 

equation for the two groups. Hence the multivariate analysis suggests 

that the single univariate difference may be spurious. 

In summary, few significant differences appear to exist between the 

different cohorts of first and third year students. The few differences 

that do appear to exist are likely spurious. 

Symptom Variables COrrbined with HASSLES Variables 

As mentioned in the rnethods section, no HASSLES data were collected 

for the groups tested in 1981 or 1982 during the cross-sectional study. 

Given that the cohort analyses suggest stabi 1 i ty arrong the syrrptom 



variables for the different groups who are first and third-year law 

students, it seems reasonable to include HASSLES data for analyses of 

groups before, during, and after law school. Therefore, these next 

analyses include all data collected frcxn groups lPRE3, 2FRSf3, 3'IHRDl, 

and 2ALl.M2 • 
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Preliminary factor analyses revealed that a single factor accounts 

for such a large share of the variance (eigenvalue = 19.84) that the 

data may not be justifiably divided into several factors. Rather, 

HASSLES were treated as single independent variables throughout the rest 

of the analyses. Two types of analyses using HASSLES were performed. 

First, NUmber of HASSLES are compared for groups, second, the individual 

HASSLES are combined with syrnptcxns and then analyzed by groups. 

As can be seen in Figure 2, the typical pat tern for syrrptom 

severity also is true for the number of HASSLES across groups. 
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Figure 2. Mean Nunber (Standard Deviations) HASSLES by Groups 

The number of HASSLES are significantly greater in number for the 

2FRST3 and 3THRD2 groups when compared to the nonmal population figures. 

Kanner et al. (1981) reported that the nonnal population scored 22.4 

mean number of HASSLES (standard deviation= 18.7). T-scores for the 

present groups, conpared to the nonnative data show the following 

differences: subjects prior to law school compared with the normal 

population (T-score = .49; d.£. = 204; N.S.); first-year law students 

corrpared with the nonnal population (T-score = 1.75; d.f. = 190; 

p <(.05); third-year law students compared with the nonnal population 

(T-score = 2.56; d.£.= 217; p(.01); and alurmi campared with the 

nonnal population (T-score = 1.44; d.£. = 193; p <:.1). 

Table 6 lists all the significant relationships between the HASSLES 

variables and groups. As mentioned above, 42 significant relationships 

resulted. Note that some of the different HASSLES are shared by the 



same groups. For instance, the first three HASSLES, troublesane 

neighbors, difficulties with friends, and noise, all bother alurrni 

significantly less than these HASSLES troubled the 2FRST3 and 3THRD1 

groups. 
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Table 6 (page 1 of 3). Hassles Variables by Group 

HASSLE'S VARIABLES slash= 
Item # and COntent sign. Mult. 

Groups: means (standard deviations) F- F- Range 
1PRE3(P) 2FRSI'3(F) 3THRD1 (T) 2AI.Th12 (A) ratio Prob. Subsets 

2 Troublesane 
Neighbors .25( .63) .35( .67) .36( .69) .1( .3) 4.14 .0065 A/F,T 

103 Diff. w/friends .16( .5) .29( .64) .26( .57) .07( .33) 3.57 .0141 A/T,F 
114 Noise .18( .49) .33( .73) .28( .58) .06( .28) 4.46 .0043 A/T,F 

23 Planning meals .19( .52) • 42 ( . 7 4) .40( .77) .21( .52) 3.72 .0116 P,A/T,F 
56 COncerns about 

health .25( .63) .54( .84) .49( • 79) .28( .54) 4.17 .0063 P,A/T,F 
60 Wasting time • 40 ( . 7 4) .99(1.05) .92(1.08) .58( .78) 9.19 .0001 P,A/T,F 
71 Not getting rest .25( .55) .65( .86) .65( .96) .42( .76) 6.24 .0004 P,A/F,T 
72 Not getting sleep .35( .60) . 73 ( . 90) .62( .95) .36( .65) 5.61 .0009 P,A/T,F 
28 GUst/Clients give 

hard time .19( .57) .65(.32) .10( .33) .55( .87) 15.4 .o F,T,P/A 
33 Don't like work 

duties .25( .66) .14( .46) .21( .58) .51( .89) 5.66 .0008 F,T,P/A 
84 Worries about 

decisions to 
change jobs .36( .79) .16( .60) .36( .79) .75(1.1) 8.34 .0000 F,P,T/A 

50 Concerns about 
med. treatment .26( . 72) .23( .59) .30( .63) .02( .14) 4.81 .0026 A/F,P,T 

5 Troubling thoughts 
about future 1.4 (1.0) 1.2 (1.1) 1.5 (1.05) 1.03(1.10) 3.79 .0106 A/P,T 

53 Diff. w/getting 
pregnant .12( .55) .03( .18) .13( .SO) 0 (0) 2.90 .0349 A/P,T 

82 Financial dealings 
w/ friends .22( .58) . 14 ( . 48) .24( .58) .06( .32) 2.64 .0494 A/P,T 
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Table 6 (page 2 of 3). 

HASSLES VARIABLES slash= 
Item # and COntent sign. rvlult. 

Groups: means (standard deviations) F- F- Range 
1PRE3(P) 2FRST3(F) 31HRD1 (T) 2AU.M2(A) ratio Prob • Subsets 

22 Care for pet • 45( .79) .21( .46) .23( .51) .31( .65) 3.30 .0209 F,T/P 
40 Having to wait .71( .87) .38( .72) .46( .81) .55( .87) 2.95 .0326 F,T/P 
94 Not enough personal 

energy .38( .72) .69(1.02) .69( .94) .51( . 79) 3.22 .0227 P/T,F 
39 Too much time on 

hands .32( .68) .03( .18) .13( .43) .14( .46) 6.30 .0004 F,T,A/P 
92 Not enough time to 

do the things you 
need to do .52( .89) .96(1.19) .90(1.11) .81( .99) 3.56 .0143 P/A,T,F 

7 Health of a f~ily 
merrber .64( .97) .85(1.05) .61( .93) .43( .74) 3.24 .0221 A/F 

43 Not enough $ for 
health care .31( .72) .41( .81) .30( .71) .12 ( . 44) 2.90 .0357 A/F 

64 Financing children's 
education .02( .14) .03( .23) .13( .48) .02( .14) 3.40 .0178 P,A,F/T 

113 Concerns of news 
events .16( .46) .22( .59) .53( .87) .31( .70) 6.38 .0003 P,F,A/T 

66 Problems w/job due 
to being with rr.en .07( .41) .04( .25) .20( .56) .12( .44) 2.66 . 0478 P,F/T 

86 Too many meetings .07( .33) .13( .47) .28( .64) .18( .56) 3.33 .0196 F,P/T 
80 Unchallenging work .42( .78) .03( .18) .19( .51) .26( .62) 7.99 .0000 F/T,A/P 

111 Not enough time for 
entertain. & rec. .20( .52) .76(1.03) .49( .80) .43( .76) 8.41 .0000 P/A,T/F 

17 Use o! alconol .11( .40} .17( .43} .34( .72} .31( .59) 4.19 .0062 P,F/F,A/A,T 
19 Too many respons i-

bi 1 it i es .40( .73) .77(1.04) .92(1 . 09) .63( .88) 5.95 .0006 P,A/A,F/F,T 
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Table 6 (page 3 of 3). 

HASSLES VARIABLES slash = 
Item # and COntent sign. Mult. 

Groups: means (standard deviations) F- F- Range 
1PRE3(P) 2FRSr3(F) 3TI:IRD1 (T) 2Alllv12 (A) ratio Prob. Subsets 

30 Concerns about job 
security .13( .48) .18( .55) .67(1.03) .59( .88) 13.2 -0- P,F/A,T 

37 Too many inter-
r tions .43( 3.50 . 0163 P/T,F 

42 Being lonely .43 4.02 .0077 A,P T 
4 7 I nab i 1 i ty to 

express yourself .25( .57) .62( .91) .44( .73) .36( .74) 4.19 .0062 P,A/F 
51 Physical 

appearance .49( .83) .80( .99) .54( .84) .51( .81) 2.74 .0432 P,A,T/F 
55 Sexual problems 

that result fram 
Ehysical problems .09( .29) .25( .67) .33( .65) .35( .66) 4.12 .0067 P/T,A 

58 Friends or relatives 
too far away .59( .85) .83( .98) .49( .76) .49( . 78) 3.47 .0162 T,A/F 

79 Too many things 
to do .67( .97) 1.19(1.11) 1.30(1.17) 1.0 ( .995) 7.29 .0001 P/A,F/F,T 

81 Concerns about 
meeting high 
standards .78( .96) 1.51(1.02) 1.16(1.07) .97( .96) 9.31 .0000 P,A/A,T/F 

83 Job dissatisf. .36{ .79} .07{ .34} .22{ .63} .62{ .96} 10.17 .0000 F,T7T,P7A 
89 Gossip .12~ .43) .27~ .61) .28~ .64) .10~ .40) 3.15 .0248 A,P7P,F7F,T 

104 Not enough time 
for family .25( .62) .68(1.04) .44( . 77) .46( .77) 4.72 .0030 P,T/F 
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Table 7 contrasts 1 i fe before 1 aw school with 1 i fe a f ter six 

months of law school. Two multivariate tests are run, each producing 

significant discriminant function equations: all symptom and HASSLES' 

variables (X2 = 107.88; d. f. = 10; p. < . 00001); just HASSLES' 

variables (X2 = 108.92; d.£.= 10; p. ( .00001). The discriminant 

coefficients are set out in the last two colums of Table 7. 



Table 7. Groups 1PRE3 and 2FRSr3 Contrasted: Means, F-raties, 
Discriminant Function Coefficients 

Variables 

Symptoms Variables 

Interpersonal 
sensitivity 

HASSLES Variables 

81 Concerns for 
meeting high 
standards 

80 Unchallenging 
work 

40 Having to wait 
60 Wasting time 

5 Troubling 
thoughts about 
future 

22 Care for pet 
111 Not enough 

time for 
entertainment 

33 Don't 1 ike 
current work 
duties 

39 Too much time 
on hands 

72 Not getting 
enough sleep 

58 Friends and 
relatives too 
far away 

* p < .05 

Group Means 
1PRE3 2FRST3 

.52 

.80 

.43 

.72 

.40 

1.40 
.44 

.19 

.26 

.33 

.35 

.59 

1.77 

1.50 

.02 

.33 

.98 

1.25 
.19 

.75 

.11 

.02 

.73 

.83 

F-raties 

17.16** 

24.60** 

22.95** 
11.60** 
19.50** 

.90 
6.55* 

23.24** 

3.08 

16.30** 

12.36** 

3.20 

** p < .001 

Discriminant 
Coefficients 
All Just 

Variables HASSLES 

-.39 

-.41 

.28 

.43 
-.35 

.47 

.35 

-.34 

.30 

.23 

-.56 

.30 

.43 
-.40 

.53 

.40 

-.29 

.29 

-.25 

-.28 
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A McNerr.er's test which contrasts the multivariate differences of all the 

variables as opposed to only the HASSLES variables for these two groups 

suggests that no significant difference occurs between the two 
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discriminant function equations--they both are as powerful. The 

equations correctly classify similar numbers of subjects. An analysis 

of the variables which makes up the two equations shows that prior to 

law school many subjects are troubled by having to wait for school to 

begin and they feel as i f they have too IIllch time on their hands. 

During this period of time, prior to their new career beginning, many of 

the individuals are expressing dislike for their current work and are 

feeling unchallenged. In sharp contrast, the opposite is true for law 

students after six months. Most students are very concerned about 

meeting the perceived high standards of law school. They are feeling 

cramped for time, often deciding to cut back on sleep and relaxation 

periods rather than sacrificing time away from their studies. There is 

a sharp increase in feelings of inadequacy and inferiority which is 

exacerbated by feeling so pressed by the work load. Law students at 

this stage of school, tend to cut back on their relationships with 

friends and relatives, isolating themselves in an attempt to meet the 

demands of first-year law studies. As noted before, the stress is so 

great that as a group every symptom dimension is significantly elevated 

as compared with prior to law school. 

Table eight contrasts 2FRST3 year students with 3THRD1 year 

students. This table is set up 1 ike Table 7. Both discriminant 

function equations are significant: all symptoms and HASSLES 

(X2 = 69.4; d.f. = 8; p. <: .00001); just PASSLES (X2 = 62.1; d.f. 7; 

p. ( • 00001). 



Table 8. Groups 2FRSr3 and 3THRD1 Contrasted: Means, F-ratios, 
Discriminant Function Coefficients 

Variables 

Symptoms Variables 

Depression 
Somatization 

HASSLES Variables 

30 Concerns about 
job securi ty 

81 Concerns of 
meeting high 
standards 

113 Concerns of 
news events 

58 Friends or 
relatives too 
far away 

51 Physical 
appearance 

66 Problems on job 
due to being 
woman/man 

42 Being lonely 

* p < .05 

Discriminant 
Coefficients 
All Just Group Means 

2FRSr3 3THRD1 F-ratios Variables HASSLES 

1.08 
.23 

.18 

1.50 

.18 

.79 

.79 

.02 

.54 

1.70 
.00 

.68 

1.19 

.56 

.49 

.55 

.21 

.76 

4.00* 
1.53 

16.80** 

4.33* 

12.25** 

5.90* 

3.54 

8.98** 

2.94 

** p < . 005 

.60 
-.41 

.44 

-.40 

.51 

-.31 

-.51 

.47 

.47 

-.42 

.53 

-.44 

-.54 

.39 

.40 

The McNemer's test resulted in no significant difference occurring 
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between the two equations--both are as powerful, correctly classifying 

similar numbers of subjects. 

By spring in the thi r d year, depression is the only significantly 

different synptom. Third-year students, as corrpared to first-year 

students, are looking outwards, IIX)re concerned about not only job 
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security and changing their jobs, but also problerrs on the job because 

of their sex, and news events. First-year students express 

significantly more concern about meeting high standards, their physical 

appearance, and being distant from friends and fmnily. The concern 

about being lonely, along with other significant HASSLE differences not 

listed in Table 8, may explain in part why third-year students are 

significantly more depressed. It appears that during three years of law 

school, the press of work during the first years of the progrmn has left 

little time to develop or maintain meaningful primary relationships. 

Finally, Table 9 contrasts 21HRD1 year students with 2AUM2 

subjects. Both discriminant function equations are significant: all 

syrr.ptorns and HASSLES (~2 = 99.5; d. f. = 11; p. ( .00001); just HASSLES 

(~2 = 8 9 . 5 ; d. f • = 8 ; p . < . 0 0 0 0 1 ) . 
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Table 9. Groups 2THRD1 and 2ALl.M2 Contrasted: Means, F-ratios, 

Discriminant Function C~efficients 

Discriminate 
Coefficients 

Group Means All Just 
Variables 21HRD172AI.I.M2 F-ratios Vari ab 1 es HASSLES 

Symptoms Variables 
Depression 1.70 .87 8.14** .36 
Sanatization .oo -.10 .49 -.26 
MAACL Depr 17.11 13.72 15.07** .46 

HASSLES Variables 
28 Customer7Clients 

give you a hard 
time .11 .53 23.85** -.37 -.48 

50 Concerns about 
med. treatment .30 .02 16.22** .47 .50 

83 Job dissatis-
factions .23 .64 12.42** -.43 

114 Noise .29 .07 10.12** .37 .46 
79 Too many things 

to do 1.35 .98 5.75* .29 
33 Don't 1 ike cur. 

work duties .22 .49 6.54* -.34 -.35 
55 Sexua 1 prob 1 ans 

other than 
those resulting 
fran physical 
problems .34 .37 .08 -.32 

82 Financial 
dealings w/ 
friends .26 .07 6.84* .34 

84 Worries about 
decisions to 
change jobs .36 .75 9.32** -.35 

5 Troublesome 
thoughts about 
future 1.49 1.03 9.80** .49 

42 Being lonely .76 .43 7.91* .30 
58 Friends or 

relatives too 
far away .49 .49 .04 -.35 

*p < .01 ** p < .005 
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Again the MdNemer's test resulted in no significant difference occurring 

between the two equations--both are as powerful and correctly classify 

similar numbers of subjects. Although, alumni are significantly less 

depressed than third-year students as measured by this between group 

analysis (2ALUM2 versus 3THRDl), the earlier within group longitudinal 

analysis demonstrated no such difference. The themes of HASSLES for 

these two groups are distinctive. Alumni do express significantly more 

concern about: clients giving them a hard time; job dissatisfaction; 

worries about decisions to change jobs; and not liking current work 

duties. However, alumni indicate that they are less pressed for time. 

Significantly greater numbers of third-year law students express more 

concern about planning meals; wasting time; not getting enough rest; not 

getting sleep; too many responsibilities; and too many things to do. 

Forboding thoughts about the future also plagued significantly greater 

number of third-year students as they express rmre concern about their 

health in general; concerns about medical treatment; difficulty getting 

pregnant; not enough money for health care; troubling thoughts about the 

future; and not enough money to finance their children's education. 

Finally, significantly more third-year students are experiencing 

interpersonal difficulties as they express more concern about: 

troublesome neighbors; difficulties with friends; financial dealings 

with friends; and being lonely. 

In summary, the general pattern remains consistent throughout all 

the analyses: although prior to law school some symptom severity is 

expressed, significantly higher levels of symptoms develop shortly after 

marticulating; the symptom severity significantly increases as law 
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students proceed fran first year to the third year of the progrmn; 

finally, the elevated levels of distress lessen, but not by much between 

the spring of third year and the next two years of practice as an 

attorney. 
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DIEUJSSirn 

As the results indicate, prior to law school, subjects experience 

similar symptom responses as compared with the nonnal population. This 

comparison suggests that perspective law students have not acquired 

unique vulnerabilities which set them apart fran people in general. 

During law school, symptom levels for the groups are significantly 

elevated when corrpared with the nonnal population. These syrrptans 

included: obsessive-compulsive behavior, interpersonal sensitivity, 

depression, anxiety, hostility, phobic anxiety, paranoid ideation, and 

"psychoticisn" (social alienation and isolation). Elevations of syrnptcm 

levels significantly increased for law students during the first to 

third years of law school. Depending upon the symptom, 20-40% of any 

given class reports significant symptam elevations. The longitudinal 

analysis showed that these elevations of symptoms do not significantly 

decrease between the spring of the third year and the next two years of 

practice as alumni. 

In testing whether symptom levels ~ng the groups are influenced 

by demographic or other descriptive differences, the results indicate 

that the differences are unirrportant. No significant relationships 

arose between syrrptam levels and the following variables: age; 

undergraduate grade point average; law grade point average; hours 

devoted to undergraduate studies; hours devoted to law school studies; 

51 
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hours devoted to errployment as almni; passage of the state bar 

ex~ination; and the size of the law practice. Of all these variables, 

the prior literature has differed most about the effect of law school 

grades on emotional states. In a retrospective study, 01 son ( 1971) 

reported that the level of tension expressed by students was related to 

grades: the lower a students law grades, the greater the tension. 

Solkoff (1968) found that MMPI scores failed to distinguished the lowest 

and highest grade perfonnance among law students. The current study is 

consistent with Solkoff's findings; both undergraduate and law grade 

point averages are unrelated to the levels of psychopathological 

symptoms expressed by law students. 

A few significant differences arose between men and women for same 

of the symptom dimensions: 1982 third year women samaticized more than 

the men; 1984 first year men expressed grea t er amounts of phobic anxiety 

than did the women; 1984 third year women expressed higher levels of 

paranoid ideation than did the men; finally, alurmi men registered 

higher obsessive-corrpulsive scores than did the worren. These 

differences between the sexes for the groups of subjects do not affect 

the overall analysis. First, these differences did not reoccur 

longitudinally. Arguably, if the symptom differences had been 

consistent over time, the sex of subjects cou ld have been considered an 

important confound. These isolated differences are further weakened by 

the fact that between the different cohorts they failed to be 

replicated. Therefore, it remains unlikely that the few differences 

between the sexes have affected the overall analysis. 
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Also, BECK results are influenced by sex. However, these findings 

are not replicated by the BSI and ~~CJJ ~pression and Anxiety dimension 

scores, both of which are standardized for sex. Therefore, the BECK 

differences can be viewed as likely artifactual errors due to the lack 

of test standardization. 

The longitudinal analysis of symptom development, in combination 

with the ex~ination of specific cohort differences strongly 

demonstrates the consistency of the research findings. The pattern of 

results exists to suggest that certain unspecified aspects of legal 

education produce uncommonly elevated psychopathic symptom levels ~ng 

significant numbers of law students and recently graduated alumni. The 

law school educational process appears to affect individuals rather than 

certain types of individuals self-selecting into law school, only to 

overreact to the process because of unique and rare vulnerabilities. 

~hat evidence suggests that elevated symptom levels are not just 

due to idiosyncratic internal factors which result in poor coping for 

certain individuals? certainly all law students are exposed to the same 

institutional demands or contingencies, yet most law students appear to 

cope well. Nevertheless it is reasonable to assume something must be 

wrong with the institutional process rather than viewing that 

idiosyncratic internal factors explain the elevated symptom levels. On 

the basis of epidemiological data only 3 to 9 percent of individuals in 

industrial nations suffer from depression (Boyd & Weissman, 1981). Yet, 

17-40 percent of law students and alumni in the present study suffered 

from depression, while 20-40 percent of the sarr.e subjects suffered from 

other elevated psychopathic symptoms. 
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Etzioni (1965) established that professional schools are highly 

invasive institutions which exert intense control by purposely 

influencing beliefs, values and characteristics of students. Law school 

appears to be the roost invasive among alI the graduate schools 

(Auerbach, 1984). Canfield (1981) equated this socializing of law 

students with what occurs to patients in Goffinan's (1961) institutions, 

where thought processes are deliberately, but not malevolently 

controlled. Schwartz (1980) flatly contends that law students " ..• learn 

the requirements of the system and turn themselves into the kind of 

people the situation demands" (p. 438). In fact, the longitudinal data 

of Hedegard (1979) supports these speculations. 

Perhaps the results of this research would not apply to other law 

student populations; in effect, generalizabi l ity would fail because 

idiosyncratic aspects about the students or the law school progrmnwould 

have arisen. As to the idiosyndractic nature of this particular student 

body, the demographic characteristics, undergraduate grade point 

averages, and~ scores appear similar to those students at other law 

schools (Shaffer and Redmount, 1977). The entering classes are selected 

from over 900 candidates, applying for adnission from across the 

country, and representing 50 undergraduate institutions (Marcus, 1984). 

Furthennore, the adnission's process differs little from other law 

schools (Shaffer and Redmount, 1977). Nor is Arizona's law school 

progrmn idiosyncratic. Similar to other law schools, the vast majority 

of its teachers have acquired their legal training from the handful of 

prestigious law schools across the country (Fossum, 1980). Given the 

similar backgrounds of the faculty, unsurprisingly, the fonmal 



55 

educational program differs quite little fran other conventional 

programs (Shaffer and Redmount, 1977). Independent evidence as to the 

similarities between student bodies and law schools was provided by 

Auerbach's (1984) research. He garnered, fran the 1969 and 1975 

graduate student surveys perfonned by the Carnegie Commission on Higher 

Education, data collected from both prestigious law schools in the 

country, and other law schools. For instance, in 1975 only a third of 

the law students, regardless of the institution 1 s prestige fe 1 t good 

about their schools in general (Auerbach, 1984). Other similarities 

abounded, and the few differences would not appear to affect whether 

students developed elevated levels of psychopathic symptoms. Finally, 

the present research findings only differ from prior studies in the 

recency of data collection and the extent of reported psychopathological 

symptoms. A likely explanation for this latter difference is that the 

current study avoided several of the methodological pitfalls that 

occurred in the earlier literature. The reduction in error variance 

could account for the different findings. 

What are the sources for the elevated syrrptam levels? Prior 

research has demonstrated that as the frequency of HASSLES increases so 

will the levels of psychopathological symptoms (Kanner, et al., 1981). 

Kanner, et al. (1981) showed that the frequency of HASSLES became a more 

powerful predictor of symptoms levels than the effect of traumatic life 

events. Accepting the implications of these research findings, the 

present study in a series of discriminant function analyses (DFA) and 

McNerrer's tests examined whether specific HASSLES accurately portrayed 

the various groups of subjects. Significantly different symptoms and 
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I~SLE scores for the four groups (prior to, first year, third year, and 

alurmi) were corrpared. Despite the great variability of admitted 

HASSLES, it is possible to suggest emerging themes for each of the 

groups to explain, in part, elevated symptom levels. 

First year students are generally overwhelmed. The work load 

leaves many without time to sleep and relax adequately, or to enjoy 

relationships with friends and relatives. Cr~ton (1982) states that 

"the first year grades control the distribution of goodies: honors, law 

review, job placement, and because of the importance placed on these 

matters by the law school culture, even the students' sense of personal 

worth" (p. 329). Indeed, the concern for meeting the high standards of 

law school remains pervasive during the first year. 

Third year students are bored in general with law school and are 

looking outwards towards a professional life with great concern. Many 

are already working part time in addition to keeping up with their 

demanding course load; they are feeling pressured for time. Similar to 

first year students, they complain about insufficient rest and sleep. 

Alumni difficulties, stem fran dissatisfaction with their current 

jobs. This includes a dislike for their duties, difficulties with 

clients, concern about job security, and worries about changing jobs. 

Similar to law students, they also feel cr~ed for time in general. 

Along with third year students, the use of alcohol has become a concern. 

Admittedly, the thematic approach to interpreting HASSLES as 

sources for elevated symptoms appears strained. First, the variability 

in reporting HASSLES was quite 1 arge for all groups of subjects. 

Second, the design of the current study did not penni t analyses of 
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factors which possibly could affect the HASSLES impact on 

psychopathological symptoms. These factors include timing, repetition, 

duration, and whether the HASSLES occurred with or without warning. 

Third, the HASSLES Questionnaire failed to include or included 

indirectly many of the aspects about the legal educational process that 

remain suspect contributors to pathology. However, the fact that 

subjects reported significant numbers of HASSLES, supports the findings 

that rrany subjects are feeling emotionally pressed. In addition, the 

data also support the proposition that law students are feeling 

errotionally pressed by certain procedures of legal education. Prior to 

law school, subjects express similar numbers of HASSLES when compared to 

the no~l population, and symptom levels had not arisen significantly. 

However, the additional errotional load, once their legal education 

began, lead to both significant increases in the frequency of HASSLES 

and in elevated symptans. The nature of the HASSLES changed as well. 

Prior research has shown that an increase in frequency of HASSLES moves 

in tandem with increases in symptom elevations (Kanner, et al., 1981). 

This strongly suggests that the organizational and environmental 

contingencies of legal education, in effect, had acted upon many law 

students to their emotional detriment. 

Previous social science research has found that organizational and 

environmental contingencies established and systematically practiced by 

institutions can effect how well people adapt by acting upon coping 

behavior, initiative, individual satisfaction, rrood, self-esteem and 

personal growth (Insell & Moos, 1984; Wanous, 1976). Unfortunately, the 

present research cannot specify with exactitude what about legal 
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education causes significantly elevated symptom levels. However, the 

literature on legal education is replete with suggestions about suspect 

contributors (Taylor, 1975). Future research could specifically test 

whether selected environmental contingencies of a typical legal 

education are related to detrimental effects such as elevated 

psychopathic symptoms. The current research findings would suggest that 

the following three groups of factors would merit further study: 

1. Excessive workloads, and time management problems remain at the top 

of the suspect list. Halpern (1982) found that law school, at least 

during the first year, becomes an all-encompassing endeavor that can 

lead to abandoning other aspects of life, including important nurturing 

relationships of the student's foTimer life: 

It is not uncommon for the workload to be such that it is physically 
impossible to corrplete assignrrents on time. For many highly 
motivated first-year students this can lead to a near constant state 
of anxiety. Physical and psychological exhaustion are, I think, 
progrmnned into the first year .. The student is stripped naked, so to 
speak, so that he may be remade a lawyer. The underlying dynamic, I 
suspect, parallels a highly structured, controlling, emotionally 
intense initiatory rite used by the church or the military in the 
indoctrination of their neophytes (p. 389). 

Although, the results of the current study would not necessarily 

support Halpern's extreme conclusion that " ••. fear, intimidation, and 

psychological manipulation of law student's sense of self is an integral 

part of the first year of legal education" (p. 383), the results of the 

study do shaw that for many feeling overwhelmed fram the workload does 

occur. 

Do law schools inculcate their pupils to lead time pressured lives 

regardless of personal and societal costs? Initially, law students work 

hard given, as Cr~ton (1982) indicated, the perception that grades 
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during the first year detennine initial career opportunities. But the 

time management issue, as shown by the current study, also affects other 

law students and alumni long after the first year of law school ends. 

This finding is also supported by the research of Powell (cited by Gee & 

Jackson, 1982), who after investigating 502 attorneys for the 

Educational Testing Service concluded that: 

The attorneys tended to stress problems of finding time for legal 
research, time for factual investigation, and of managing time, 
generally .•.. The respondents also saw the deficiencies of other 
attorneys in much the same way (p. 485). 

2. Chronically high student to faculty ratios, leading to limited 

interactions, also may contribute to the elevated psychopathic symptom 

levels. Prior social science research has shown that the collegiality 

of faculty-student relationships is significantly related with academic 

and non-academic graduate student satisfaction (Bowen & Kilmann, 1975; 

Gregg, 1972). carrington and James (1977) recommended increased faculty 

contact to ameliorate the effects of Michigan law students 11 errotionally 

and intellectually dropping out" without fonnally withdrawing from law 

school. Auerbach (1984) reported that student-faculty relations in law 

school were rated lower than for any other type of graduate progr~. 

Other legal scholars have identified that law faculty remain too removed 

from their students leading to poor relations (Crampton, 1982; Hacker, 

1982). One scholar suggests (Hacker, 1982) that faculty became removed 

by choice in order to further their own careers: 

For years professional education was AITerica's pride and joy .... That 
era is now over. Today even top rank schools face increasing 
criticism. In a large measure they have brought it on themselves. 
Moreover, the culprits are members of their own faculties Who have 
turned the schools into vehicles for their personal pursuits ...• the 
schools care surprisingly little about the needs of their own 
students, or those of the larger society our professions supposedly 



served .•.. The message gets across that if you have a question you 
should find the answer for yourself ..•• While this may encourage 
self-reliance, it also means that the professors only have to show 
up several hours a week (p. 278-279). 

Typically, law schools are run with higher student-faculty ratios 

than other graduate progr~ (Auerbach, 1984). Some scholars have 
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implied that large classes, and high faculty-student ratios are unlikely 

to change because law school operating expenses along with almost all 

students paying full tuition have led to law schools becoming profit 

centers for the universities (Cr~ton, 1982; Hacker, 1982; White, 

1984). The ABA Council for the Section of Legal Education and 

Admissions to the Bar have urged lower faculty-student ratios because of 

the evidence that they have 

a significant effect on such matters as the teaching load, small 
group classes, student-faculty contact, scholarship and public 
service, improvement in teaching, and new rrodes of instruction 
(cited in White, 1984, 2). 

Yet, even if the faculty-student ratios are not improved, faculty 

may need to increase their contact with students and their efforts at 

assisting students. Beck and Burns (1980) recognized the need for 

increased faculty contact with students, particularly those students who 

suffer from elevated psychopathic symptom levels. They cited recent 

therapy outcome research which derronstrated that interventions by 

infonmed lay faculty can be as therapeutic as interventions by trained 

therapists (Strupp & Hadley, 1979). Beck and Burns (1980) have 

recommended specific assessment and cognitive-behavioral therapy 

techniques which no doubt could be used effectively by concerned 

faculty. Given the large number of law students suffering from 

psychopathic symptom levels, it appears likely that only limited or 
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inadequate faculty contact is presently the nonn. Supporting this 

conclusion, Auerbach (1984) found that 

the great bulk of law students stated there was no professor in the 
law school who was taking a special interest in their academic 
progress (84 percent) or to wham they could turn to for advice on 
personal matters (71 percent) or who was or would be taking personal 
interest in helping them get a job after law school ((72 percent) p. 
57). 

3. Unbalanced development of student interpersonal skills is the 

last category of suspect organizational or environmental contingencies 

which could lead to impaired psychological well-being. The nearly 

exclusive reliance on the case method of instruction generally taught 

socratically, and the grading and ex~ination system, all, 

"disfranchises students intellectually and disables and incoopacitates 

them professionally" (Clare, 1982, 336). In a large survey of the 

practicing bar, Zerrens and Rosenblum (1981) concluded that "not a single 

one of the interpersonal skills" were acquired routinely through fo:nnal 

legal education, rather attorneys indicated that these skills had to be 

developed through their own experiences (p. 137). Law schools were 

attributed with providing knowledge and skills relevant to the practice 

of law, but only skills that were analytical in nature. In commenting 

on the restricted curricula, Bauer (1975) stated "our education is 

focused on the pithy, difficult areas of the law and we have come to 

think of the practice of law as some kind of purely abstract mental 

exercise divorced fram its concrete consequences and social setting" (p. 

15). This limited training perhaps leads to unintended consequences. 

As Eron and Redrx>unt (1957) noted: 

There then begins a process of developing skills in the dialectical 
method of law. Ultimately, students learn to depend on these skills 
to provide solutions to many real and different problems in life 
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about which they must make decisions. An orderly process of 
weighing and interpreting many life events results. The analytic 
experience is made easier by the fact that the entire process and 
result is impersonalized and viewed largely from an intellectual 
context. So far as the experiencing of problems, particularly other 
persons' problems, is made completely impersonal, the development of 
legal skills is reassuring. At the same time, these ~y not reach 
and probably do not touch upon the psychological sore-points that 
create anxiety for the individual student-lawyer (p. 441). 

Watson (unpublished) believed that this emotionally isolating analytical 

process dramatically influenced the behavior of attorneys; "It makes 

them less skillful in dealing with the emotional tensions which are so 

much a part of the lawyer-client relationship" (p. 9). The case method 

fonn of instruction is further restricted by emphasizing only how the 

existing structure of the law arose. Hedegard's (1979) longitudinal 

findings cited this particular type of course emphasis as contributing 

to law student distress: 

Sense of isolation and personal deviance may be augmented by the law 
school classrooms in which stress is placed on unfolding the 
existing structure of the law rather than on criticizing that 
structure and exrunining alternative structures {p. 865). 

The exrunination and grading systems remain the most powerful 

socializing tools of the school {Canfield, 1981). Students are 

primarily rewarded for their analytical prowness. Except for grades and 

a few prizes, the process of instruction remains devoid of ongoing 

positive reinforcement. The limited ~unt of reinforcement which does 

occur, generally results from a once per semester grade, given on the 

basis of a tenn's work condensed into one four-hour exrunination. 

Delayed reinforcement is held up even longer while the professors take 

several weeks to grade exruninations. This type of instructional system 

can create high levels of competition, isolation and loneliness (Beck & 

Burns, 1980). 
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An unbalanced approach to legal education ~y increase psychopathic 

symptoms at worse or prevent the alleviation of symptoms at best. The 

current, typical structure of legal education certainly remains suspect: 

Many of us have the notion that the best learning is the product of 
hard-world, hard-edged, tough-minded, analytic thinking ... While only 
an extreme anti-intellectual would disregard the importance of 
objective thought, rational deduction and empirical proof to the 
practice of law, a method of training lawyers which ignores the 
inituitive, the emotive and the personal belongs not to the history 
of science but to the history of pseudoscience .•• Because few of us 
were trained in settings where the attitudes and skills necessary to 
work on these issues were nurtured, acquiring the necessary training 
is something of a personal journey. For many of us it does not came 
naturally and is experienced as against the grain (Meltsner, 1983, 
633). 

Indeed the rrnst objectionable aspect about how the typical 

curricula is structured and dispensed, an aspect which the practicing 

bar denounces, is the avoidance of teaching interpersonal skills (Zemens 

& Rosenblum, 1981). These skills, critical to the practice of law, can 

be taught in clinical courses. Interpersonal skills which the 

practicing bar found important to the practice of law include fact 

finding, interviewing, instilling others' confidence in you, effective 

oral expression, negotiating, understanding the viewpoint of others to 

deal more effectively with than, and getting along with other attorneys 

(Zemens & Rosenblum, 1981). As the student practices and learns one or 

all of the above skills, the curative factors which arise during 

interpersonal learning are likely to improve the student's intrapersonal 

existence (Yallam, 1975). As Allen (1981) noted 

There ~y be much that is humane and liberating about clinical 
instruction that aims at something more than elaborating the 
niceties of professional practice. Such training can •.. increase 
the command of reality which is a leading attribute of sound 
professional training (p. 30). 



But even if future research cannot specify what institutional 

factors lead to increased elevations of psychopathic symptoms, should 

legal educators and the public be concerned? Some may conclude that 

these results are acceptable, given the priorities of legal education; 

as Nietzche stated, education often produces "the advancement of 

learning at the expense of man" (cited in SilbeTiman, 1971). Others may 

dislike the results, but refuse to believe that sufficient change could 

ever occur: 

The triad of forces which shape legal education - the bar, the law 
students, and the law faculty -have established a rrodus vivendi 
which suits their respective needs. The arrangement that has been 
struck is well entrenched. Pathological and politically 
unprogressive though it may be, it will not soon or easily be 
altered. Not merely lawyers are the lesser for it (Halpern, 1982, 
p. 394). 

Yet, as Watson (unpublished) indicated, emotional freedom is one 

critical component of competent and responsible practice of law. 

Society, the bar, law faculty, and law students cannot turn away fran 

redressing the ignored or stunted psychological well-being of such a 
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large minority of law students. Legal education should be structured to 

reduce stress and remediate pathology. Legal education can rise to the 

challenge of enabling law students to better understand themselves and 

teaching the process of living adaptively to achieve what Balint (1961) 

calls integration; "the integration which has not developed or has 

broken down because of distrubed relationship of the individual with his 

environment" (p. 42), This enabling challenge remains congruent with a 

fundamental basis to the law: " ... the essence of the law, after all, is 

the emphasis it places on ... the way men do things ..• the way rr.en do 
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things detennines What kind of men they are and what kind of society 

they have" (Siberman, 1971). 

In all conscience, what kind of society we would like to live in 

arises as the critical issue. Bok (1983) has called upon the legal 

profession to begin a renaissance in the practice of law: 

Judges, law makers, scholars will all have to recognize that our 
conception of the role of law has fallen into disrepair. In its 
place, they will need to search for a new understanding that is no 
less sensitive to injustice but rrnre realistic in accounting for the 
limits and the costs of legal roles in ordering human affairs. Such 
an effort should result in fewer rules, but rules that are more 
fundamental, better understood, and more widely inforced throughout 
the society (p. 580). 

What chance exists for Wholesale refonn, if during public and private 

decisionmaking, a large minority of the profession practices while 

compromised by psychopathic symptoms. 

As noted earlier, during this decade a 32 percent increase of 

attorneys will occur (Auerbach, 1984). No dirr.unition in law-related 

jobs is forseen (Pye, 1982). Therefore, it remains likely that many of 

the pathologically compromised will establish practices. II [I]t is 

clear that many lawyers often fall short of [the highest meaning and 

standards of professionalisn] and the law schools have a still unrret 

challenge in [meeting] that shortfall" (Gee & Jackson, 1982, 503). As a 

society, we can ill afford the consequences to the practitioners Who are 

among our best and brightest, and to the fundamental ordering of society 

itself. 
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