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Additionally, funds have been allocated to enhanciny
work of the Public Prosecution Service of Canada. Th¢

system and the people operafithin it can certainly be
informed by criminal jussgetwlogy. This is demonstrate
in theBeyond a Reasonable Doubt column where Dr. David
EditorsO Note Nussbaum writes farensic Consulting by Psychologists:

Across most of Canada, it has been a blustery and Igiﬁmt% Considerations before Contracting fo Perform

winter with near-record snbwHere in Ottawa, we havé sgesyments for Lawyers, and in the dissertation thesi

. N i . bstract provided by Dr. Julie Lemieux -eftiitled
experienced many Osnow daysO, leaving us strande ezn'oon%y)ip between Beliefs, Strength of Evidence
homes with extra time on our hands. And from the sizesgaZlgl;ga/ Presentation. and éx ert Testimonv on Ju ’

Crime Scene issue, we think a lot of people filled their tHTe}gsion-M ' P y v

by writing articles!

2%345,"8&6%,-4"%/&7 &

aking in DNA Cases.
Also here in Ottawa, just a few snowy weeks ago, the %é/hgrt[gler or not you agree Wlt.h _the current govern
government presen'ted their 2008 Buo@spons(‘blé policies a_nd _fundlng alloca_ltllon, it is clee}r that areas afif
LeadershipO. Through this budget, investments were mgr'mfrq.al justlce_ are receiving a considerable amou
several are.as that are linked to tépics§simethis atterltion. Making comparisons bet\_/ve_en our current f

government and the goals of our criminal justice psyc
One commitment within the Budget was to provide SEkti®@n members may seem absurd (even comical) to [
million to the Mental He@timmission of Canada. In Dhowever, others may view the budget allocation as a ¢
Dorothy Cottori¢he Trenches column, she outlines theopportunity. Let us just say, the highlights of the r
work being undertaken by the Canadian Mental Hemltet provided an excellent framework for this iss
Commission and the relationship this work has to the @rpedcene.

criminal justice. Continuing on, the government also indicated that in

Addressing the issue of crime and enhancing the secumityhef future is of significant importance, believing
Canadian families and communities is another stated pri@stynents in people andlkdge will assist in providing
of the government. As part of the federal government@e dfieundation for global success. As such, hundre
to tackle crime, further invesst was made in the Nationahillions of dollars are being allocated to the doma
Crime Prevention Strategy (NCPS). NCPS is a framewsdkidation through the Canada Student Grant Progra
the implementation of crime prevention strategies. M@anada Student Loans Program, the new Canada Gr4
us in criminal justice psychology conduct research on Botolarship for top doctoral students, and the enh:
avert criminal behaviour among various populations, afiexibity of the Registered Education Savings Plajj.
Issue includes articles that demonstrate this effort. Nptaiadlel, this newsletter strives to be a vehicle for kno
Jones and Dr. Shelley Brown discuss the value of atiiaippment and transfer among professionals and st
protective factors to risk assessments in their special f@atideg within the areeriafinal justice psychology.

article,Positive Reframing: The Benefits of Incorporating To support this vision, fésis has numerous articles tha

e s e o evtef fbance knovledge nraeseeas, nluing sexta
y of{ nders (please see Dr. Kevin Nunes and

impact of matching youths with services according t%ab%ﬁishin()s research bi@iddfing the Cognitions of
risk level, criminogenic needs, and responsivity factqrs on Offenders: Going Beyond Self-Report Measures)

s - . . . XU
recidivism and functioning, in her dissertation ab?eﬁg{e offenders (please see Dr. Shelley Brown and D
BlanchetteOs special feature artitdigbPa Gender-

entitled Matching Court-Ordered Service with Youths’

Clinically-Identified Treatment Needs: Predicting Treatment Informed Lens to Advance Theory and Practice for Female
Stccess with Young Offenders. Offenders), and statistics in criminal justice psychol
Also in an effort to address crime, $400 million hasrbsesrch (please see the special feature articles by D
committed to a Police Officers Recruitment Fund. In @endfeau and Dr. Francis CuMertif8on Redux and Dr.
the special feature articles, the realm of police questioKend ldanson What Statistics Should We Use to Report
explored. Dr. Timothy Moore and Karina Gagnier pféséitive Accuracy?).

research they undertook to assess comprehension ?Io%?

current police caution by individuals of average intellect afher contribute to knowledge development and trs
rent p ) y . g' a ngw column has been addedn® Scene, thanks to the
ability irfYou can talk if you want to”: Is the Police Caution

. . enthusiasm and efforts of Joe Camilleri. For this new ¢
111 ” 7
on the "Right to Silence” Understandable? Knowledge Development and Transfer, Joe will provide
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language training, pressing work priorities, and da
*0/05(:$%&-:&,55&;%<&=%$>%"/?& contagion!
& Both of us will be flying out east for the convention thig
so we hope to see you there!

Cheers,

summaries of recent studies in areas of psychology such.26/ & Tﬂ,%ﬂ

social, personality, cognitive, developmental, and biological

that use basic research to understand criminal behavrour—t

is JoeOs hope, as weltims Scene’s, that this sharing of View from the Top

knowledge can strengthen the links between basic and

applied research in criminal justice psychology. Now that spring is approaching, our thoughts are turni

. . L .. the Annual Convention! This yearOs convention will bg

Also in parallefrime Scene sees value in investing INhe beautiful coastal city of Halifax from Ounel4

people, like students studying in the area of criminal M@e Although our Section will not be holding a ©Con
i

psychology. At the StudentsO Water Cooler, you will g&tilhg "o nterence® this yéadidslast year, we will be
inside scoop on professorsO thoughts about securing I our mark on the convention.

supervisor. This investigative piece will present you with the
OdosO, and even the OdonOtsO, of this process! Af@nasartens, of all of the Sections, we will be sponsori
certainly not least, & dolumn article titRedining Issues ~ largest number of pre-convention workshops: ong
in Clinical Psychology: On Supervising a Community-Based ~ cognitive impairment as a responsivity factor, anoth
Young Offender Practicum, Dr. Mark Olver talks about higetecting deception, and a third on motivational intervi
experience supervising a community-based young offié@igethat one of CPAOs Invited Speakers will be Of.
practicum, as well as feedback from students whoBeii@ whose presentation OHow has psychology in
completed this program. our understanding of criminal behaviour?0O is not
missed. Once again our Section will be honouri
ifient psychologist, Dr. Steve Wong, with our 3
areer Contribution Awalek presentation of the awart
fl€H&®made following his address as our Section ke

And in the spirit of knowledge transfer, we would like t
details of the Canadian Rdggical Association3s 6
Annual Convention with our readers. This yearOs co
will be held on the eastern coast of Canada in HalifaxS

Scotia from Juneht@ 14. Keep watch for the conferenc .

proceedings D they should be out soon. For those ofoys@articipation in the SectionOs business meeting is
interested in our sectionOs business meeting, it will take&@ag our Section alive and moving forward. We w
on Friday Junetlat 8:00am. And not to be missed -b& hosting a small reception on Thursday evening f
reception for our Section members will be held the eveflggbers. Whether itOs presentations, Sympos
Thursday Junetip the Premier Suite of the Marriott Hotérkshops, poster sessionssbhgwing fun, the Crimina
beginning at 5:30pm. Presentations will commendgstge Section will be weksepted througltdhe day -
6:00pm. Come enjoy some snacks, drinks (the evévergday at the conference.

BYOB) and chat with your fellow section members! ¢ i jnteresting to notice that as some areas of practi

Our editorsO note just wouldnOt be complete if wesylibefgists are shrinking, there seems to an expg
mention that we encourage readers to get involved. SOOl¢hiléor psychology to play in the criminal jus
you wait patiently for all the snow and ice to melt, takefergagic/correctional field. There has been an incrg
moments to contemplate how you can contribute toayaigness of mental health issues in the communi
SectionOs newsletter. Send us an email if you knopaic@ar when people with mental health problems r
Section member needing recognition, news about me¢abéiet with the law. In the USA, there were the shg
or yourself, job opportunities, or you have an article fé¢aths of five Northern lllinois University student
newsletter. We will be agoggubmissions until Augtst 1ValentineOs Day by a fellow student with mental
2008 for the September issQenmaf Scene. problems. In Canada, as an outcome of the

And | d lik K Cé)nrugission, the new anadian Mental Health Com
nd as always, we would like to take a moment t0 fRaNK. o created. CPAOS own past Executive Directd

everyone who _contributed tsdies We_ would also like tOSer_vice, is now leading the Commission as its first Exq
extend a special thank you to Leslie Helmus, for asgy r There is a Mental Health and Law Ad
with the review process of ighis. She was a much c,mmittee of this Commission that will be looking at {f
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relevant to criminal justgyeimology. Police organizations
are becoming interested in what psychology has to ¢
the areas of officer selection and in the training of frg
officers on how to deal itbple with mental healt

problems in the community. The police are typically tERYY e st - R o NNe S aR -1 s o Te ¢ cedfe, Thoughts,
ones to be called when problematic behaviours occurgR e RTtel Tl I o] s AT UL SN T ISR Y

community. general, as well as commentary on specific artic

The Correctional Service of Canada has received adq O 2 (O YO RO RO S O

funding to deal with the increasing numbers of offendq C&IH#ENE (%) %& %B-%$>%"&DEEF&T&

mental heglth problems entering th_eir system. Thi I"HE06& () H) &H"*+906)+ -+, +#)/((0+)"1)1%6/2+)3-+#+
translated into many new psychologist positions. Wat

Public Service CommissionOs web site for almost co 5%+&)6"7888))
advertisements.

With the ever-expanding career opportunities withif)EREI ORI ISEE ey N R RN IiD)
criminal justice system in Canada, there is a need fo 1%/2+)3-+#+)")1%0/'"#4))))))))))))))))))]
clinical graduate-level training in this area. There

presently few universities preparing students to readil As always, thank you for your feedback!
this field without addifiomaining and experience And thank you to all those who submit material a
Expansion of the training opportunities in cri help makerime Scene a succes!
justice/forensic/correctigmaichology would be a gres
forward-looking step in matching clinical training to
career opportunities in psychology.

If you find an article particularly thought-grovokin
we encourage you to write a response.
We welcome all After Thoughts, whether they pertail
The Criminal Justice Section can serve as a home b ENN G lylERAl N g[Sl al IS I[N aNe gl oI g EINIVEIY
many activities aimed rageting the challenges ang We hope to hear from you!
opportunities in the field. The convention will bring to¥e
the best in Canada. Hope to see you all Halifax!

HJean Folsom

have a mental health problem at some point; mental ill
responsible for about a third of all days Canadians sp
ospital each year - and it costs our economy abo

illion per year.

Column: In the Trenches: The Practical Experience OE
Forensic and Correctional Psychology

By Dorothy Cotton, Ph.D. In any case, governments seem to have finally gotten 4

Director-at-Large: Police Psychology to noticing this. Whew. | suspect it is something that a

in the criminal justice systeivedad long time ago. Police

frequently deal with people with mental illnesses, the

Every morning, two newspapers arrive on my doorsteg@gsuhter them, and the prisons are full of them. A
read them both cover t@caever missing a word. numbers are going up, not down.

The Canadian Mental Health Commission

Actually, thatOs a lie. | missfawords. | even miss entirdhe Commission is looking at three key initiatives ta
sections sometimes. | suspect that is true of most pgoptes off. One of the firsgshimat the @onission will be

Therefore, | want to draw your attention to somethinigdkialg at is the issue of stigma and discrimination a|
has been in the papers a lot recently, but might have hgssple with mental illnesses. Sometimes, the way we
one of those sections you missed. It has to do witpetiite with a mental ilinesses is worse than the illnesg
Canadian Mental Health Commission. Think about the language we use to describe peoplé

The first thing you need to know about the Canadian ME& {FI llinesses, for _e>_<amp|e. .I think we have a ng
Ide problem and it is about time we did something

Health Commission is that it exists. That in itself is PHaH
exciting. Mental health and mental illness are thing #hrat

most of us prefer not to talk about. Indeed, Canada Théh€ommission will also diénig at ways to make sure
only G8 country that does not have a national mental thealiéveryone who needs access to accurate infor
strategyE until now. And it is not like Canadians donGfboavenental illness can get that information - in other
mental health problems. About one in five Canadiatiseyviire looking at developing a Knowledge Exo
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Centre. Whether you are a researcher, a psychologist @olumn: Training in Criminal Justice Psychology
other service provider, a family member, a person living with By Mark Olver, Ph.D., RD Psych (SK)

a mental illness, you need to be able to find the information  Director-at-Large: Clinical and Training

you need. And you need that information to be accurate afighining Issues in Clinical-Forensic Psychology:
timely. On Supervising a Community-Based

Third, but perhaps most significant because it ties everything Young Offender Practicum

else together, is the development of a national strategy n#0|ast newsletter column | had presented some id
organized approach for making things better. This RgafScting a survey of clinical-forensic psychology pra
reform of policies and laws, getting service ProviggfSinternship opportunities, with the eventual go
organized and accessible. This is no small feat. creating a directory of training sites. A survey has since

So where do you start with a process this large? Likée¥elpped and distributed to institutions and com
other big project, you break it up into smaller bits. Thetgeees throughout the Correctional Service of Canag

eight committees: Children and Youth; Mental Health &€ tRgrrently awaiting replies and hopefully will be fi
Law; Seniors; Aboriginal Issues; Workplace Issues; Pafitign to report some of the collective responses in thg

Caregivers; Service Systems, and Science. issue ofrime Scene.

If you do not see any link between these committee8Saf@f the present column on training issues in clifpi
your everyday work, you are not looking hard enough.f@gngic psychology | turn to some of my ong

particular, | hope you noticed the Mental Health an@Xpgfiences in clinical training and supervision. Currg
Committee. This particular committee has a somewh&UBggYise a one-day-per-week practicum at a com
role. First, it will be looking at all the various bits of legi¥lefitHl health agency that provides services to

that affect people with mental illnesses. Some of the§éfeggers. The primary focus is conducting court-or
obvious, things like mental health acts, consent and c@saeggments although there are also some opportuni
legislation. Others like privacy legislation and emplopf¥i§te individual therapeutic services. Youth are refer

laws are not quite so obvious, but equally important. @ variety of reasons, with some of the most common
assessing risk for recidivism/future violence, ps

But the committee will also be looking at issues spegificdQtional assessments. or evaluating some asp

people with mental illnesses who find themselves indh€| health and emotional adjustment. Recommendp

criminal justice system. are made for therapeutic services, conditions for com

How do we make sure the Commission accomplishegp@gvision, classroom/educational accommodations,
mission? Well, you tell us. The psychology point of viéavtiwill

be well represented on the Mental Health and d@ucting a weekly community practicum with this
Committee by Drs Patrick Baillie of Calgary, Dr KermgJang has presented several training issues. Stands
from UBC, Dr Anne Crocker at McGill, and me. ThinkpfiSntership rotations or practica, the student/res
as a conduit. You can workghras, and we hope you Willniern (hereon referred to as the trainee) comes in

Tell us what you think needs to be doneE.weOd really,lk6 48 amounts of background knowledge, and enco
hear from you. what is usually a steep learning curve in acquiring

For more information about the Commission, check their ~ domain-specific knowledge, skills, and abilities for cli

website at www.mentalhealthcommission.ca. forensic work. The trainee is tasked with learning di

foster rapport, asking sensitive or difficult questions
. . . & . covering key assessment content domains. Court-re
%08&+:8%8-:&/%%&9:48#)& &&&&& &S SHNIINTE may not show up, or even if they are brought

CRLINRRE LD RLERIEAARIIEAR™TE 0|l intentioned parents or youth workers (unless wi
LTI N S RIIIIIRRR  them in custody or at school), they may still refus

RGN MRS R LIS complete tasks, or be oppositional, bored, unmotip

RCEL RIS TR ALISKRAAIAIALA!  sullen, or hostile and defiant. At the end of the dg
LA R BRI PRI RALAARIIAARAY  carefully written, integrated, balanced, accurate, fai
#)&-+%&'%(-#:)?& (hopefully) useful assessment report is generated for t
& players in the court that can stand up to scrutiny

addresses the referral question(s) of the judge.

assessment instruments, interviewing skills, techniguf

and
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maintain collaborative relationships with other professappdsunity may be compromised or lost altogether.

Most of the professionals we work with are not psychologijs . .
They tend to be custody etsrksocial workers, youthLPl% B:'r’actlcum has also provided unforeseen opportunifies. £

. Slow practicum day (resulting from a no-show) gendfated

e vt e e W it dchssion, i ranslated o e
in the agencies, professionals, and stakeholders Webroa %search project investigating the atlitudes hefd by
. 9 , Protessio ! uH\vafsny undergraduates towards offenders and the [istice
with has important implications for how we conduct OuIs slf/eer‘?ﬁ
professionally, such as communicating in a common
language, respecting and valuing the knowledge Inashbrt, | have found supervising a community-based [founc
contributions of other service providers, and making effdfentter practicum to present some interesting trgjning
work collaboratively to formulate feasible recommendasioes, challenges, and opportunities, and for mej the
or a viable case plan for the youth. experience continues to be a rewarding and worthjvhile

o]tessional activity. | welcome the survey responses [pf oul

The practicum has also proven to be a good grou'IFJ IIé)i ues from across the country about the trgging

|Ilustrat|ng_eth|cal decision making processes in a reaot}()v\@{} Unities and experiences available at their sites,
context, given that young offenders frequently present Wi

several ethical dilemmas. Not uncommonly, child welfare—and

protection issues arise, such as risk for abuse or nd &

There may be concerns related to suicide or self-har L)K-&A:"3%-&-:85%-&4/&M):<&
self-destructive behavior, ongoing illicit drug and alco <+%)&9:4&+%,"&,>:4-N&
or residential instability. Goime cases, a youth may ha T
victimized a family member, has a no-contact order i "
by the court, and then it comes to light that the you

been residing in the household with access to the $ Members on the Move
again. These cases and others call for frequent cons # Recently Published Articlés
considering relevant ethical principles and stang

navigating issues of confidentiality, reporting to apprQplic

bodies, and maintaining collaborative relationships with

partners in the community. Column: CCOPPQOs* Stories

Challenges also arise from the structure of a weekly (canadian Commitiee bé®8sychologists)

. i itself ially if . King fullti By Dorothy Cotton, Ph.D.,
practicum in itself, especially if one is not working fulltime at  pyecior. ot arge: Police Psychology
the agency in which the training experience is provided. My _ _ o
current practicum student pointed out that there seems to beMore Interesting than Mongolian GerbilskE

a Otightrope balanceO between providing good clinicak{igifif)mornings are always an exciting time in my life] Her

opportunities on the one hand, and managing the con§t{RIIS,; the local university library wading through an [farticle
imposed by the artificial structure of a practicum on the,gthgt

\ : xual maturity and late partuition among Mongplian
For instance, court-ordered assessments with reaswghé when | accidentally bumped into an issue df the

lengthy due dates need to be selected for there to be aimple| of Applied Psychology and it fell open to the dfticle
time for the bulk of the report to be written by the Ugjpe€diction of dysfunctional job behaviors amongl law
Discretion also needs to be practiced in taking tregii@tement officers.O Needless to say, the gerbils wWlnt o

referrals. For instance, a high-risk, high-needs yQuiB,ck burner while | checked out the article.
requiring intensive services and who will probably occupy a

significant portion of a service providerOs time throughoWowe certainly be nice if you knew ahead of time hich
week is probably not the most suitable referral for shotffigafs were likely get into troebll suspect some
therapy provided via Week|y contacts. Even Sti“’mﬂﬂ@gers can do this falrly well by Instinct, but Stl”, it (fvoulo
Supervisor needs to be adgesdf crises occur (notbe nice to have a little more information to help us out.

uncommonly, | am contacted at my university office gdetBghing to the authors, there are some personalityfftraits
the week). Additional considerations emerge, such as Wigtdfe us a hint about this. The authors of this studyj were
do if a particularly difficult to engage client opens up oRgmRlg out of the University of North Carolina and| had
one with the clinical supervisor, but refuses to engage QB8 to psychological test results from 13 different [police

people (such as a practicum student) are present. WRjl8es. From these 13 agencies, they identified offer a
hundred officers who had gattentrouble rfestuff like

Employment Opportunities
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excessive force, substance abuse on the job, embezZiement

of property, multiple methicle violations ... a whol &

variety of stuff. The authors then compared them to 0)-96"%/-%18#)8/4>$#--#)3 28888
people - same age, gender, length of service, police { )8, #(5Y%8EA:"&-+%68&&EEE&EEEES

and similar Oactive dutyO profiles but no disciplines. '968-9%$5>%"8.0//4%8 AL EEEEREEEES
authors were looking at was differences in the cong '"#$%&‘(%)%O&.

conscientiousness. Sounds a little like nailing jello to t

doesnOt it? Deadline is August 1st, 2008

However, the one aspect of personality that has beenshawn

to be generally predictive of good behaviour in a whole bunch

of occupations is Oconscientiousness.O Individuals who Column: Beyond a Reasonable Doubt
exhibit high OconscientiousnessO tend to be organized, By David Nussbaum, Ph.D.
reliable, hard-working, self-directed, scrupulous, and Co-Director-at-Large: Psychology in the Courts

persevering. Individuals at the other end of the scale tﬁgqi,t,% practiced forensic psychology since 1987, the
be lazy, careless, lax, impulsive, and irresponsiblg. ,dchological assessment and intervention techniqulf

shouldnC)t come as a great surprise that it is these latiggitgishsable if mental health services are to be opt
who get into trouble. utilized to address psycholegaés. Psychgists have

1tOs a complex conceptcdhicientiouss® stuff. There Pioneered the overwhelming majority of empirically sup
seem to be several key aspects. One is OreliabilitggSesgnent and intervention procedures at the intg
people do what they are supposed to do when the§ehween behaviour and law. However, psychologists,
supposed to do it? Or is their behaviour typified by Wéihgexpert witnesses from other professions
careless, impulsive, and having little concern for a sef%gesence angst, and not infrequently enough they ge
duty. The second aspect is OsocializationO - the dedeRtigsm about their competence, not because of a I
which someone adheres to social norms, basically faWgiiaple information but because of role confusion.
the rules, as opposed to someone who is risk-takinglUstigte this point in the article below with a highly pub
rebellious. Then there is Oself controlO, which represe¥@gile from medicine, but the principles appl
attempts that a person makes to control his or her imffsedologists as well.

emotions, and temper. Forensic Consulting by Psychologists:

If you look at officers who are at the Onot so good® &¥ems Considerations bef@entracting to Perform
these three variables, you find that they are more likely to get Assessments for Lawyers

into trouble, if you define Ogetting into troubleO as M&ABEIgement: Thanks are extended to Ms. Helen Kersley, L
that they are the subject of formal disciplinary proceedinged helpful comments on the Draft Letter of Understanding cq
Interestingly, these factors are not necessarily predictivBisgiticle.

job behaviour overall. A previous study found these aspects “Smith admits bias for Crown”

of behaviour were not related to scores on a job knowledglg hol

test or measures of technical proficiency or even supervisors
ratings. Theresa Boyle: “Disgraced pathologist Dr. Charles

Of course nothing in life is simple. Not everyone who fail Sth b?gsrzlctfe?ntof:‘/g:rbhgfmg%gyegjtztgd% éhaéhzz
conscientiousness test is going to get in trouble - apd ..o honestly believed it was my role to
somehow, there are always a few really conscientious peQple 1 e crown attorney. | was there to make a
who have a momentary lapse or end up in the wrong placga

. o . ; look good....It took me a long time to
the wrong time. No predictive scheme is fool-proof. Th'§0 owledge that my role was really not to make the

just one more little piece of information that goes along Wihn's case or to make a case of whoever wanted
all the other bits that we know already - like that people y%'gi)n court. but real

) ly to be much more impartial’, he
drug prob_lems, p_eople th.) have been in trouple befqer lained. The inquiry is looking at 20 cases in which
peopl_e Wlth. previous convictions are also at higher ri Fh erred.” (Toronto Star, January 29, 2008, Page 1),
Consider this personality stuff a hint, a clue. And as we a{
know, some clues fimnOt go anywhere. Perhaps it is easier to begin examining the professiona
as an expert and expert witness within the legal are
%ﬁﬁing this case of an esteemed member of a di

ogist ‘was there to make a case look good™

But look at the bright side. Picking out potentially probl
officers is probably easierttlyarg to delay sexual activit
in a Mongolian gerbil. Take my word for it.

}Srofession, especially in this era of CSI mythology.
unfortunate Dr. Smith was and is likely not an evil pers
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one who attempted to do the right thing and eitisbion. Indeed it is the professional duty of each attoifpey tc
misunderstood the expertOs role, or attempted to expaneestion the reliability and validity of evidence ten(jered
toward a good end with unintended but catastrophitter to oneQOs clientOs interests. Lawyers do not rppres
consequences. He admitted to becoming caught up timethelients with an eye to Oobjective fairnessO but {he be
politically correct anti-child abuse culture of the Hospjiakéinle arguments available for a favourable outconje. |
Sick Children (pg. 8) In twenty examined cases bfalthdo the judges and juries to sift through the evidelfce in
tribunal in question (and he performed hundreds throeprefuiinitial testimony) and possible retreats or modifigftion:s
his career), it was revealed that parents and other cardgiverthe initial positions uimtensive cross-examinatio
spent time behind bars anctistbdy temporarily in soméhat the triers of fact (i.e., judge or jury) must use to agpign &
cases and permanently in others. One victim of Sreidtde weight (from zero to complete) to any evidence
incompetence, Sherry Sherret, was wrongly convictedpoésieated to help decide the case.

infanticide of her 4 month-old son in 1996, resulting
loss of custody of another of her children who was late
up for adoption. While in the criminal justice system
issue of Ms. SherretOs appearing to be unremorse@ U
difficult for her as she was told she did not a%:&%t
responsibility. Given thla¢ was not guilty, admittin%;nean
remorse would be difficult. Dr. Smith also admitted to

Wh@% does the expert witness fit in this scendfrio?
gé%gses in general are dolyeal to testify to facts, no

ff %ginions. By virtue of their expertise on matters tifat the
may not be expert on, experts are allowed to [feport

facts and opinions with respect to what these [facts
and thereby assist the court in reaching a spund

&l9%n. Clearly then there is no advocacy role foj the

“'?”a'”ed n F_orenS|c Pathology. As he admitted, Oex eer;lt.I Experts should not be surprised and certain|ly not
think back on it now, | wonder to what degree the somﬁg ﬁ
advocacy role that was used by some at the ho(,?l‘ql)}aéI

coloured my thinkingO (pg. 8).

2d or feel sullied by la@yadvocacy roles. Frankly
ispute in court, | would not want to be represenigd by
an attorney who decided to view the case Oobjedjively!
That comment marks a fortuitous departure point fdrettdsse my lawyer should advocate on my behalf.
discussion. Many psychologists who contemplate perf@iméngise, | am proceeding on a clearly uneven playin(f field
private evaluations for lawyers appear somewhat unbwar/er, the expert is there to offer an objective opirfjon tc
that our British-derived criminal justice system was depigiitbe facts of the case into a particular objective fram|gwork
as an adversarial system. Other criminal justice syste@thareexperts may disagree, and it is left for the respgctive
modelled after tribunals where the courts work with thelgeliees to put the spin that best serves the interest gj theit
to discover evidence and proffer charges. The accuskehts before the trier of the facts.

then guilty until proven innocent, as the charges are b

; . Lo KA Hér area of concern for lawyers regarding psychojpgica
on!y after the court is satisfied _that the |nd_|V|_duaI '.S/Erh%% sychiatric reports is that as conscientious mental fhealtt
guilty. The judiciary in adversarial systems is imparti

h derlvi thical | bei that individual ’r(Wé sionals, we often insert sections that are of cljnical
the underlying €thical value being that individuals Tedlil o 1t both irrelevant and potentially harmful {p the
innocent until proven guilty. However, both the

(prosecution) and the defence attorneys indeed eqegal interests of the accused. It is therefore impdjrative
P y ha ycholegal reports are limited to the referral ifsue,

advocates for their respective clients; society and its i te'rﬁ: perhaps ODuty to Warn or InformO type issud witl

in public safety for the crown and the liberty, or barrin{;h h%Ontext of local legal and professional statutegfand
the best available defence and legal outcome for

accused. Lawyers are indeed advocates as reflectedsltn the rds.
French word for lawyer: avocat. While | am not aware of any documents that might be [felpfu

in reducing misunderstanding and discord between rjjenta

Along with th'? adv.og:ate role and status, Iawyer%e%rl% and legal professionals stemming from role conffcts, i
afforded exclusive privilege as an extension of the acg d e helpful to keep both the contracting lawyer alfd the

hlm/herself. Thus, Iawyers cannot be_z forced' to testify WA ing mental health expert aware of the role distirfftion:s
a client and information divulged in confidence re %F‘

N : . - IS
OsealedO. This privilege is limited only to the exte V\éien them with & OStatement of UnderstandingO fhat th

lawyer cannot abide lying or misrepresentation of ewg%n i8n prior to the stahieoévaluation. Particulars suc
Wy ying P S .Charges and Psycholegal Issues (e.g., Crinfinal

by her/his client. However, in line with the lawyerOs oyeItdild . iy Eitness to SfEnial. Risk Assessment
ethic of providing optimal representation for her/his cIieﬂé 5,[530”“}, e):;:) will vary orse bg; case basis. A draf'E

hot onI_y permls_s!ble but deswable_ for a Iawye_r tojrﬂ)%c?men of such a Statement might look something like the
professional opinion most supportive of the cllento%ﬁ ?ng'

The adversarial system profoundly appreciates that eac
attorney will advocate for their clientOs interests in partial

8
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Statement of Understanding between
Robert Hartley, Ph.D., C. Psych. and Ophelia Quiver, LL.B.

For the Forensic Assessment of Mr. Bluto Blogs including considering the differential diagnosis, an in
clinical understanding of the diagnostic condition, impo

how the particular diagnosis impacts on the specific ca
accused, Mr. Bluto Blogs, to defend from the charge of . - .
Aggravated Assault alleged to have occurred on December that is Opsycho-legally relev_anf[,O and finally, the
25, 2007. On January 10, 2008, Ms. Quiver contacted Dr. coherence of the arguments linking all of the above
Hartley, a Registered Psychologist in the Province of Ontario, expert opinion. Given the above, the qualified fo
fo conduct an assessment of Mr. Blogs’ Criminal psychologist should clearly avoid the unfortu
Responsibility with respect to this charge and Dr. Hartley has experiences of Dr. Charles Smith and help justice b
agreed to do so. Dr. Hartley understands that his involvement rather than be denied.
in this consultation is limited to the assessment issue and
does not extend to other clinical issues such as treatment or
treatment potential. Ms. Quiver may request that Dr. Hartley

provide Ms. Quiver with a verbal report of his findings and '%)1&4/8.,)8@A-Y"8B+:43+-8&8&&EREESE.

their conclusions prior to writing a report with the ] i i
understanding that a report might not be requested. Ms. ~1&5%-&A4/&M):<&<+,-&9:4&+H#)M&EL&K&E

Quiver agrees that Dr. Hartley will conduct the assessment 'A&-+%8&)%<&(:54$)N&E&&&&EEEEEE
using the psycholegal instruments and techniques that in his P):<5%13%&L%Q%5:8$%)-&&&&&&&&E&
expert opinion are most appropriate and the opinions formed )1&B" )/A%"&

on the basis of the data that he collects are his alone, and will
not be altered, adjusted or influenced by Ms. Quiver. Ms.
Quiver will examine a draft of the report and may provide
comments or supplemental information regarding the Column: Knowledge Development and Transfer
correctness or completeness of the psychosocial historical By Joseph A. Camilleri, M.A

narrative, legal standards or legal phrases included in Dr. ISP
Hartley’s report. At Dr. Hartley’s discretion, these potential
historical or legal inaccuracies and their implications may be Basic Research Applied to
reflected in the final draft of the report submitted to Ms. Criminal Justice Psychology
Quiver. Dr. Hartley further understands that the final copy of ]
the report will be provided to the court at Ms. Quiver’s Hello and welcome to what I hope will be a regular col
discretion. Ms. Quiver agrees that Dr. Hartley will be paid at Crime Scene. In each issue, | will provide brief summari
the Legal Aid rate of § 90.00/hr. up to a maximum of 12 hours recent studies that use basic research to understand ¢
allowed by Legal Aid for this case, regardless of how many behaviour. The temasic research is used to describe
hours Dr. Hartley spends on the assessment, whether Dr. research that uncovers theoretical relationships be

Ms. Ophelia Quiver is the legal counsel retained by the

Director-at-Large: Web Coordinator

Hartley’s writes a report or whether his report is tendered to variables. This includes research in several area

the court or not.

Signed developmental, cultural, evolutionary, and biolo
psychology. This column may be useful (or just interg
Ophelia Quiver, LL. B. Robert Hartley, Ph.D., C. Psych. for several reasons. Considering practitioners and a
Legal Counsel to the Accused ~ Consulting Forensic Psychologist V researchers may not be familiar with research outside

area of expertise, this column will sample the most ¢
This brief agreement will not address all areas of pditardalire from a diverse set of disciplines to keep reads
conflict between consulting forensic psychologiststoattate. More importantly, k #fforts should be made tqg
contracting lawyers, but rather reflects some of mymkdss links between basic and applied research in ¢
popular reminisces from generally positive pergastate psychology, and this is one small way to facilita
experiences in consulting watiious criminal and civikeffort.

lawyers over the last 20 years. | will avoid reviewing articles published in joulGrais that

Once the respective roles of the professionals are delirfzated,eaders are familiar with, su€hingisal Justice and

the forensic psychologist can focus entirely on the evaBe#itianr and theournal of Interpersonal Violence, because

at hand within the stipulptedmeters. The necessity fdhe purpose of this column is to increase breadth
successful evaluations and tligy ab withstand scrutiny ilbecause | need to refine the search criteria for this
cross-examination, results from a comfortable familiariijevatbre). Also, as much as | find the animal behg
the psycholegal issue (e.g., legal criteria for Fitness tolifteatdre to be relevant and interesting, such papers
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be excluded. These reviews are not meant to be exhdastigach dyad was computed. Generalized, dyadic
(I do have a PhD to complete), but will provide suffieieetiver accuracy were calculated.
detail to understand each studyOs hypothesis, metho’gg,r

) . - r(%tgceiver accuracy, they found that school boys
results. | will also provide my own opinion, suclgC

implications or applications, and invite others to shareé 81T ot accurate in knowing if they themselves

i(r)%s. Generalized accuracy was consistent with
edH¥ch - participants were good at knowing who
more aggressive, but for dyadic accuracy, participants

Accuracy in judgments of aggressiveness (Kenny et al, 2007) not atécur:te in knowing who specifically will be aggr
rds them.

own. If there are articles you think are appropriate ot

. : [
review, please let me know (4jacl@queensu.ca). An
that the ground rules are covered, letOs begin.

| was interested to read this article because last yt(%\fa
perused a relatively new book by Kenny, Kashy, andD@spke not finding evidence for dyadic accuracy, Ken
(2006) on dyadic data analyses. This is the first paperddil@agues highlighted how thdy filsifies the belief that
come across since reading his book that used d@amicceivers are clueless about the social world they
analyses to study perceptions of antisocial belavio(. 1234) because unlike other studies, theirs corrg
popular dyadic method comes from Kenny and La Yeie@stions of behaviour with actual behaviour and ac
(1984) Social Relations Model. Using aggression asammassessed at multiple levels. Unanswered questio
example, the Social Relations Model decomposes vataircestudy include whether this effect is found a
into actor effects (extent to which perceiver sees all tadgéescents and adults, and whether dyadic acc
as aggressive), partner effects (extent to which a paitigplaves when using longer timeframes. | believe ¢
target is seen as aggressive by all perceivers), datad analysis provides a powerful method to
relationship effects (unique relationship between irttespersonal violence. Kenny et al.Os study (
aggressive a particular perceiver views a particular tagidighted just one application of dyadic data analysi
beyond how aggressive the perceiver views all targesodrmecommend Kenny et al. (2006) and Kenny (19¢
how aggressive the target is seen by all perceivers).horeaextensive reviews.

thorough explanation of these effects, see Kenny et al. , o )

(2007, p. 1227). These effects can then be used to tesYiApesanding genetic risk for aggression: Clues from the
types of person-perception accuracy by correlatin rajps response to social exclusion (Eisenberger, Way, Taylor,
perception of aggression with aggressive behdVilh & Lieberman, 2007)

generalized accuracy (e.g.rangwf knowing who will béone of the most elegant studies to demonstrate
aggressive in general), dyadic accuracy (e.g., accurddgragtion between genes and environment in preg
knowing who will be aggressive to the perceiver in part@ifigggial behavior was conducted by Caspi, McClay,

and perceiver accuracy (i.e., accuracy of knowing whoMili héartin, and Craig (2002). They looked at the interg

victims in general). As Kenny et al. (2007) reviewedp@ig&en childhood maltreatment and levels of
studies found stronger accuracy for general perceptiorfd@R@amine oxidase-A (MAOA) gene (codes for an e
for dyadic perceptions, but indmgs might result fronihat metabolizes neurotransmitters, such as serotoni

using variables that fail to motivate accurate respdiy@pinephrine). In their study, Caspi et al. found antjg

Perceptions of aggression address this concern be8gokges (composite score based on convictions and ant

people should be motivated to know if they will be vicGR@yagteristics) were highest among people with
aggression and to know thie perpetrator will be. expressions of MAOA and experienced severe maltre:

: . . during childhood. There was no difference between hig
To test the hypothesis that dyadic perceptions are IR RIAOA participants wttgihood maltreatment was

accurate than general perceptions, they asked 116 OGSt or probable. Eisenberger et(20107% study
year-old boys to rate OHow much does ___ start f'ggﬁéﬁﬁﬁ%d this essch to see ifhet psychological and

?0 for pairs of students in his class, SomeWtEFtactors interacted withABleles. More specificall

includinﬁ the brater. dOver bthe iom:]r_se of fiv(;a _daysth )Ftested whether MAOA interacted with social rejec
researchers observed a subset of thisngro8) [uring e ict neural activation of areas related to social dis

playgroups, and recorded proactive aggression (i.e., Wsi"Ghether social hypersensitivity (i.e., propensit
aggression to achieve a goal) and reactive aggressiof, @ive aggression) mediated the relationship bet
responding to a peer in an aggressive way). Total agoneeton and aggression.

To test their hypotheses, they measured aggression
composite score derived from hostility and anger s

! Other studies on aggression using dyadic analyses have been cog@jsigHexclusion was manipulated by changing the conlfliti

(e.g., Coie et al., 1999).
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of the cyberball social exclusion task - a task wbkrelsO the person for subsequent killing, herein refer
participants thought they were passing a virtual ball beheéexiing hypothesis. They extend this argument by sayi
two other participants. In the social inclusion conditiahathéuture killing is used to cope with the neg
ball was passed to the participant 50% of the time. psybkeological consequencespasinkilling (e.g., guilt) vi

social exclusion condition, the ball was passed t@rtiltesses such as cognitive dissonance. The authorg
participant for a total of 7 times, then not again fasldbeinterested in testing individual differences that
remainder of the trial. Neural activity of the dorsal amiience the relationship between past and future

cingulate cortex (dACC; area related to distress Raiher than using one of the many psychologi
rejection) was measured using fMRI in both conditionscharacteristics related to antisociality, the authors ¢
Oﬁglrtceived similarity to the victim®. Following the

Consistent with past research, they found higher Fﬁ)adﬁlgteristics that increase the psychological harm

: . . C

aggression was associated with low MAOA. They als . :

that low MAOA participants had higher dACC activitok'tﬁlo% Sh.OL."d enhance th_e _fuel!mg for subsequent Ki
e similar to the victim is one way to enhé

high MAOA participants during social exclusion, and t loaical harm. Their study was therefore desi
relationship between MAOA and aggression was mediaté gical narm. >y . : 19
=L ether killing begets killing, and if perceived simil

by both dACC activation and by self-reported SIE L im influendhis relationshi
hypersensitivity. Their results suggest that MAOA p §ictS P

reactive aggression because low MAOA was related ténbitaénfirst study, participants were told they were in a
activity in response to social rejection and to self-reportbdg extermination. In one condition, participants
social hypersensitivity. shown how to kill a pill bug (I grew up calling them §

Unlike Caspi et al.Os study, their outcome measB}"?gS?)fusmg a bug-killing machine (funnel connected

aggression was based on self-reported traits. Also, th?&fgl% g”inn?gr)j[hzo fgﬁg?nzzzteagogc;}v;vtgﬁs’bSttglrjl
not measure changes in aggression after the social excl 485

task, so causality could not be determined. Still, this he
research shows us how social information is processe WH’gt rfOI
brain. To the relief of biophobes, an interesting implicg{iéﬁJin

res (Tad. Unknown to the participant, a stopper preventg
ﬁrom being killed. In the other condition, partici
d how the machine worked, but a bug was no

from this research is that it challenges biological deterllr?er ) aonr::tris‘(aerehogldlt tr\:\gzrki‘rawd.orlgerthteo teztt ‘iﬁgd
b just because there are genes that make aggressior? Ore 9

likely does not mean aggression is inevitable because 0% inator experience, they had 20 seconds to exter

factors are capable of deterring such acts. By understaﬁggl gt Ne number of bugs placed in the machine ser

the development and interaction between socialﬁ{. rﬁ/}ﬁgpendent variable. Lastly, participants were aske
biological processes, we can get a better grasp on identilyi . >
what cues will Oshut off® or inhibit psychological pro es?%euses found no main effect for condition - there

for antisocial behavior. For more on the false digh ﬁ{génfecénné?ﬁoggm?ﬁgg bvldg: kwgv(?/ekig[;lve:: tir;ﬁe? :
between nature and nurture, | recommend RidleyOs ' ’ ' \

bookNature via Nurture (paperback version renaifted between condition and smrlarhr;_ags: lower similarity t.
Agile Gene). bugs was related to more bug killing only among partid

who did not view a bug killing demonstration.

ar they felt they were to pill bugs. Martens

Killing begets killing: Evidence from a bug-killing paradigm In Study 2 they once again manipulated the number offiniti

that initial killing fuels subsequent killing (Martens, Kosloff, killings: the conditions now included killing 1 bug and K]
Greenburg, Landau, & Schmader, 2007) bugs during the demonstration phase. Under t
How could | possibly pass this one up? Not only does tentigons they found participants in the 5 bug conditio
hold a record for use of thid W&illingO (a PsycINFO seafdre bugs during the test condition than participants
confirmed this fact), the paradigm used in this study offsre &ug condition. Again, there was a significant inter
apparently ethical way to experimentally manipulatéeswgen condition and perceived similarity to pill

measure killing. | will leave the ethics of perceived peSwdigistent with results from Study 1, there was
for psychological research to your discretion. Thougklatienship between similarity and bug killing freq
methods used in this study were unconventionalaniiggg participants in the 1 kill condition. There

behaviour being studied is rather important. Vende@aever, a significant positive relationship bet
retribution, and as the authors contend, genocide, are peskgived similarity and killg frequency in the 5 kil

they explain the non-retributive Okilling begets killingGhpreeésshe more bugs they killed. A third study
as resulting from witnessing or engaging in homicide, which

11
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conducted to look at the role of affect in these relatioRétgpsM. (2008pture via nurture. Toronto: HarperCollins.
(not discussed here). * denotes reviewed article

Although the authors concluded that results supported=tiremn
hypotheses, a number of questions remain unanswerg
example, they did not sufficiently explain why the nul
between no killing and 1 killing conditions was not end

falsify their hypothesis. Also, their theoretical discus

the relationship between psychological trauma and
seems counterintuitive. Feelings of guilt, shame, and™p
traumatic stress, for example, should steer people away—From
further violence. Using homicide data, for instance, w W 0
that crime severity is inversely related to violent recidi/ifim 2%(%)-59&L%AY%)1%1& A\
(e.g., Quinsey, Hafige, & Cormier, 2006). L#//%"-,-#:)/ &S &B+%/%/&&

Interpreting their results are also obfuscated by: ﬁl(}fyﬂﬁning Court-Ordered Servioéth YouthsO Clinically-

participants who did not view a demonstration killing s{{kniified Treatment Needs: Predicting Treatment
killed bugs; treating killing and witnessing killing as the same Success with Young Offenders

experience; using an unvalidated measure of similarity; and Tracey Vieira, Ph.D.
not establishing that the characteristics of bug Kkillers are the University of Toronto

same as people Kkillers. Despite these setbacks,, this Canada® h iustice ledislati habilitati
paradigm, with the proper validation studies, might ‘Ji§f CanadaOs youth justice legislation, rehabilitatipn an

useful way to understand the psychological cause§e5ﬁﬁgraﬁon of young offenders are important goalj. An

consequences of homicide. For an alternative perspecfi&P8jally supported model of service delivery attending tc

this topic see Daly and WilsonOs (1988) chapter on re ‘ﬁatRquCipleS of risk level, criminogenic need, fland

and revenge. On a side note, Daly and WilsonOs §§ﬁﬁﬂ§§i\/ity provides direction 'in this reggrd_. To [fate,
book on homicide was discussed recaktlysiJones research on this model has evaluated the principles bjfoadly
2008). " (i.e., at a group level) and has not incorporated youthgO sel

reported functioning. The current study evaluated the {npac

G:8%8&-:&/%%89:4&.,-&+%8E8E&E&ES
'V (-#:)82%(%8-#:) 8 &8 &EEEEEEEEE
-&IR@&H)&G,5#A,H?&
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predicted their self-reported functioning approximatelyntipasted on jurorsO verdict decisions with stronge
years later, greater percentage needs matching signifesatdlgce leading to higher ratings of guilt than weake
contributed to the predictive power of the model euidence. Participants in Study 2 were 228 undergrg
responsivity matching did not. The present findings haweivibesity students who agreed to take part in a moo
potential to enhance collaborative efforts between thesyuwdgh They read a transcript of a mock murder
justice system and clinical service providers, and in tummargdjglilating SOE, expert testimony, and type of sta
in the development of an effective and comprehems&gentation of DNA evidence. Jurors then rated vifri
means of responding to youthsO offending behavioursaspects of the case and gave a verdict rating. Results
For further information, please contact Dr. Tracey Viédgndtthat when trial evidence was strong rather than
traceyvieira@rogers.com. jurors gave higher guilt ratings. Furthermore, higher 1
of guilt, expert persuasiveness and usefulness of e
testimony were given by jurors who read DNA error
The Relationship between Hsli&trength of Evidence, presented as frequencies versus probabilities or r
Statistical PresentatiomaExpert Testimony on Jury There was also a significant interaction between ty
Decision-Making in DNA Cases expert testimony and statistical presentation. When
Julie M. T. Lemieux, Ph.D. testimony addressed how statistical information abou
Carleton University error rates can be presented in different, yet equivalent
who read frequency error rates gave higher

According to the literature on jury decision-making,jmg

factors account for how jurors reach a final verdict dec N th its hiahliaht the | : ¢ .
criminal trials, including their pre-conceived beliefs . Yol the results nightig € Importance of ensuri

evidence. Given the recent popularity of DNA evidenddqf§s2re accurately educated about DNA evidence
important to understand the factors that influence 1%%%'59 the courtroom.

verdict decisions in criminal cases where DNA evidehig figrther information, please contact Dr. Julie Lemi
involved. Besides jurors® beliefs about DNA, other pdtéigit@pieux@psc-cfp.gc.ca.

important factors include strength of the evidence (SQE)

expert testimony, and how DNA evidence is statisticall

presented. These factors were examined across two S

Participants in Study 1 were 71 undergraduate uni |4/-&A#)#/+#)389:4"& & & &&& & & & & & &S
students who were selected to take part in a mock-jur -+0/#&:"&1#I%"- -#:) O&&

based on their responses to a questionnaire assessi Vo) 184/89:4" 8, >1-" (-&A" &+ N EEELEEE

beliefs about DNA. After reading a transcript of a | " NP ,
murder trial in which SOE was manipulated, jurors %68-%3>9%" 0//A%&: A& #E%& (%) %78&&

required to rate various aspects of the case and to Deadline is Augugt 2008
verdict rating. Results found no interaction between
pre-existing beliefs about DNA and SOE. However, SOE

1aungds than those who read probability or ratio error

'8%(#,5&6%,-4"%/&7 the recidivism of an individual offender. Central to thei

was the use of confidence intervals (Cls) to determi

precision of an estimate to recidivate for an indi

offender. They claimed that the Cls are so wide or im[

Martinson Redux in this case as to be almos_t useless. To illustrate their|

By Paul Gendreau & Francis T. Cullen assume an offender received a score on the LSI-R

Division of Criminal Justice, University of Cincinnati predlcte_d a 50% chance of reC'd'Va“”Q- By _the Hart

_ _ calculations, the 95% CI around the point estimate wo

At a conference recentlysyefwlogist excitedly pressed Something like 10% to 90%. This article is now beco

preprint in the hand of the first author. He insisted that.h(Rad celebre in some correctional circles and has
it at once. The article in question, by Hart, Michie, ancb@@@g up by influential trade sheetBhdikeconomist

(2007), heralded a new epoch just as Martinson did injl§&421, 2007), which applauded the conclusions re
when he proclaimed Onothing worksO in corrg®li et al.

treatment. In essence, Hart et al. said forget about ) o )
prediction, or in their words, actuarial measures of H¥kefoSharing the publication with the second autho
reoffend are Ovirtually meaninglessO (p. 60) when pRR@iBtafeously proclaimed, Ohere we go againO! We

Special Feature:
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thought that the nothing works virus had been Ocuredl@e@iims may ask, as Harris et al. did in their rebuttal
that criminologists, the original supporters of OnothingexadigCHlart et al. would recommend doing? The best

have abandoned the notion in recent years (cf. Culdetegtain is that the clinician must retreat to a common(l

Gendreau, 2001). Are we forever destined to be plaguledibipn-making perspective. What this in effect mean
the Martinson nothing works treatment virus?O It@#olikéhese three guiding principles: (a) derive kno

combating malaria, a pernicious disease that reinventfadtseHuthority, testimonials, anecdotes, intuition, prej
despite repeated prophylactics. Now, apparently, a vaaadtrabrally superior visions; (b) employ analytical prog
the virus has emerged, this time in the offender predlietiated on judgmental heuristics, fundamental attrib
literature. This is not entirely a novel occurrence; renandntslse consensus summaries; and (c) integrate evi
of anti-prediction themes still occur in pockets of crimibgloglying on Otell it like it isO statements, Owhat e
and law from feminists, critical criminologists, and kiegasO declarations, exceptions prove the rule
experts (see Andrews & Bonta, 2006). Before proceexidanations by naming (see Gendreau, Goggin, Culle
space limitations dictate that our response be brid®®aparozzi, 2002, Table 1). Does that sound like a

readers might consider constiigiridart et al. article in thgprocess that more satisfactorily addresses the ethice
British Journal of Psychiatry and the two electronic maiegal concerns that worry Hart et al. when using the ag
responses to it (Mossman, Julgn8 Harris, Rice, & approach? Why do we need psychologists to carry o
Quinsey, AugustLt the same journal. tasks noted above? Anyone with common sense of thg

Our comments are as follows. They concern how Ha?é'”fja(gor this is what these thinking processes exe
used Cls to support their cause. For a crash course e cad et al, 2002), can conduct individual
use of Cls in our area of expertise, see Gendreau andaéﬁ%
(2007). We have never encountered anyone generatiddid@isus to riff off of this theme by using a sports exa
around a single case before (note that Mossman wawhads are readily understandable, and where predi
charitable saying that Hart et al. botched up their calchkate®nbeen very successful (Gendreau & Smith, 1
of individual level Cls, while Harris et al. stated th&ctivearz, 2004). Steve Wormith, the most accomp
appropriate statistic to use was not the Cl but the staattbei® correctional psychology has ever produced
error of measurement). Rather, Cls are used for a vagesytefd us permission to use him as an examplg
reasons and one of the most important is to estimasenbitive readers concerned about SteveOs self-e
precision of an effect size be it for primary studies oraoesider that when he played for Ted Garvin, a former
analysis. All of us are in the knowledge cumulation busibesdriefly, of the Detroit Red Wings, Steve had to d

or at least we should be. We are not interested in the pasksf thrown at his head in the dressing room b
small numbers or, in the Hart et al. example, an exémmathic Mr. Garvin when Steve was caught up ice.

idiographic focus on one offender! If we pretend tocheea Cullen and I, joint GMs, want to draft a desig
science in terms of how we source, analyze, and inthgtaten 2008 for our beloved Red Sox. It is Steve or
evidence, we must attend to the law of large numbBands. Who do we recommend to the Bosox owner*
order to generate useful guidelines for practice in our fiele.donOt know, because even though Barry is young

Another way in which Hart et al. employ Cls is to use tk@s.’ a0 incredible history of achievement in the spo

significance tests (NHST). This can be done but indivi ual Cls around their performance indices are ve

. L h men. Frank and | have no idea. Flip a coin
recommended because it leads to errors in thinking ab QftRE : L ) '
size of the effect and its meaning in applied situ |8 Qwner. With this kinadefce, obviously, we would b

we{;]sl a nanosecond. Actually, we would choose Stev
(Schmidt, 1996). Just because two risk categories orla fls y Y,

measure have overlapping Cls, a point raised by Hart e&t '?, . . ;

does not mean there is no meaningful difference betwe‘%%@l?eh't 022, with 0 HRs, and 4 RBIS in contrast to
two (Gendreau & Smith, 2007). Cls are most use H3r - h i than B h e
estimating the precision of effects, not as ersatz NHS Cg%%'llsomuc nicer than barry who Sometimes €3
Statistics such as the AUC or the Common Language *e'c?tUt '

Size Statistic provide far more useful information as tbhieowther suggestion Hart et al propose is to add
well different categories predict recidivism. TherdBagmesian subjectivist persgettwards risk assessments
instances where we found one risk measure predictedTimeicklid not pursue this concept in any detail but our r
better than another even though their two Cls overlappbis approach is that whoever is doing an assess

tcﬁments.

replication of results leading to narrower Cls is neededwhenrisk prediction literature. Simply put, there is no
sample sizes are small within a risk category

entirely likely, if one chose to attend to the dafp

300, 45 HRs, and 111 RBIs over a season. Aflg

(Gendreau & Smith, 2007). One has to be cautiouswitie, this framework must be as well informed as pdg

ay o
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escaping what the best practices are in risk assessme‘ﬁftl'(ﬂa:m?, dF- _(1996)-h SltatisticalI_sig_nificafncehtesting ant;l cum ?‘tive
i nowledge in psychology: Implications for the training of resea ers.
applying them to the case at hand. Psychological Methods, 1, 115-129.

A final comment is in order. The Hart et al. rationale is actnjgbe, F. L., & Hunter, J .E. (1998). The validity and utility of s{fjectior
whammy. Not only can we not predict offender recidivisringiieds in personnel psychology: Practical and theoretical impligations
also it implies that prediciiorgeneral is fruitless and of 85 years of research findfagsiological Bul{et/r?, 1?4, 262T27'4.
offender treatment is a guessing game. As to the second R A (200%he numbers game: Baseballs lifetime fascination

Wwith statistics. New York: St. MartinOs.

are left to conclude that huge bodies of prediction liter I ¢ Gendreau. P. (2008). A longitudinal examination of flnmate

all dor_nain_s of psychology, some of which, like the persqaRgliour and program activities on institutional adjustmen(f and
selection field, have proven to generate data that has readvism. Manuscript under review. Division of Criminal Jffstice,

immense practical implications (see Schmidt & Hurdewersity of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, OH.

1998), can be discarded because individual level Cls are too

wide. This conclusion makes little sense. In regard 10

treatment, how does one assign an offender to a treat]

we cannot predict risk level with any certainty alt G,Q%&,&!:$$%)-&:)&,&&&&&&EEEEEE]
curiously, Hart et al. suggest this strategy is now accs 18%(#,5&A%,-4"%&,"-#(5%08 & & &8 & EE &
for Oadministrative decisionsO (p. 64) such a

management! Hart et al.Os contradictory stance asjiRARAZY RN LRIAC) N7 -RaVc Ay

know the consequences of the failure to classify by 4/&M):<&<+,-&9:4&-+#)M&T &
treatment: more ineffective treatments, some of whif

increase anti-social behaviour in inmates (cf. Andrews—é&

Bona, 2006; Smith & Gendreau, 2008).

In closing, what can we make of the Hart et al. thesis? First
of all, it has forced some of us to re-examine the reasons
why we adhere to the statistical approach to assessment.
That is always healthy. Secondly, it also reminds us never to

Special Feature:
What Statistics Should We Use to
Report Predictive Accuracy?
By R. Karl Hanson, Ph.D., C.Psych.

(Hart et al. citing Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, p. 63). Gregped, their predictive accuracy. As defined by Dawes, [fFaust
every individual is complex and prediction is never pan@chMeehl (1989), an actuarial risk tool is one in \fhich

both a situational and personality perspective dentetalascore and these scores are linked to an outffome

longstanding and highly credible literature that datespisdgbility table. When evaluating the validity of actparial

over 30 years (cf. Bowers, 1973). tools for predicting recidivism, there are two featuref} that

need to be considered. First, how effective is a tool at rjgnking

Andrews, D. A& B(_)nta, J. (2D86psychology of criminal conduct ggggggaliol\z 'I[‘ELTI‘SI ((:)(l;nillraleéﬂ;‘]t(l:\/ee Srrl‘solt”;orbéeC||(:(\:/(les dm i' the
(4th ed.). Cincinnati, OH: Anderson. ve ! - Y :

Bowers, K. (1973). Situationism in psychology: An analysis and ERfdlyism rates presentederprobability table associate
Psychological Review, 80, 307-336. with the actuarial measuréhisnnote, | will only addresg

Cullen, F. T., & Gendreau, P. (2001). From nothing works to whaSt@digsics meant to describershdefature (i.e., relative risk
Changing professional ideology instheraryThe Prison Journal, rankings).
81, 313-338. - o . _
Gendreau, P., Goggin, C., Cullen, F. T., & Paparozzi, M. (2002).raliionally, the standard statistic for reporting predjctive
common sense revolution and correctional policy. In J. McGuiréglidity was the correlation coefficiemthizh, when the
Offender Rehabilitation & Treatment: Effective programs and policies to outcome criteria is dichotomous (recidivist or not) bedpmes
reduce re-offending (pp.360-38&3hichester, UK: Wiley & Sons.  the point biserial correlation coefficient. The correlftion

Gendreau, P., & Smith, P (2007). Influencing the people OwhoQycgidlant is defined as the covariance of two standaljdizec
Some perspectives on the reporting of meta-analytic resulis_ ior,

prediction and treatment outcomes with offeintiesis/ustice and variables divideg the tOtaI_ sample_ size. PSyChOIOQ'StS _el

Behavior, 34, 1536-1559. reasonably comfortable interpreting correlation coeffifients
Hart, S. D., Michie, C., & Cooke, D. (2007). Precision of actua@@ ridkey are ubiquitous in the field. One limitatioff of

assessment instruments: Evaluating the Omargins of errorO otgrraation coefficients is that they are influenced bff the

individual predictions of violeBriish Journal of Psychiatry, 190 amount of variability in both the predictor and predjcted
(suppl. 49), s60-s65.

References

does the correlation ogefit. The variability would be
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expected to vary across samples due to restriction ofHangen & Thornton, 2000; Harris, Phenix, Hanso
in the predictor (e.g., the selection of high or lowThistaton, 2003). Static-99 is a 10-item actuarial ris

of base rates anit is not uncommon for researcherstie predictor variable, | artifidéatbased the variability of

correct for base rate differences when aggregttngstatic-99 scores by selecting only offenders wit
correlations for meta-analysis (Bonta, Law, & Hansonst®88 or only offenders Wwigh scores. | artificially
Campbell, French, & Gendreau, 2007). increased the variability of the Static-99 scores by seleqfi
me groups (moderate risk cases were eliminatedf).

, xtr
Currently, the area under the receiver Oper‘%mgeé:hangeswere made in the data.

characteristic curve (AUC) has gained wide acceptance
the preferred statistic for reporting the accuracy of rélkaieel

risk rankings (Mossman, 1994; Rice & Harris, 1995; Sewedtiecidivism rates observed in the Static-99 development
Dawes, & Monahan, 2000). The AUC is the plot of tiseniies

(correctly identified recidivists) and false alarms (R@tic-99 Sample Size Sexual Recidivism
recidivists identified as restishivior the complete range ofScore
scores. The AUC can be interpreted as the probability-that-a
randomly selected recidivist has a worse score than % 107 (10%) 05 11 13
randomly selected non-recidivist. Unlike correlatiod 150 (14%) .06 .07 .07
coefficients, the AUC has the desirable property that it is pot 204 (19%) 09 13 16
expected to change based on changes in the reudmsr_n bage 206 (19%) 12 14 19
rate. What readers may not be aware of, however, is that
AUC areas are highly influenced by the variability in the rfsk 190 (18%) 26 31 -36
scores (Humphreys & Swets, 1991). 5 100 ( 9%) .33 .38 .40
129 (12%) .39 45 52

5 years 10years 15 years

Logistic regression provides another approach to describi%
the predictive accuracy of risk assessments (Neter, KatvRipge
Nachtshem, & Wasserman, 1996). Although rarely reported 1086 (100%) .18 22 .26
by psychologists examining actuarial risk, logistic regre§stQi Harris et al. (2003).

is commonly used in criminology, medicine, and other fields

when attempting to predict a dichotomous outcome. Lpgigtic

regression Is a_form O_f regression in V\_’h'Ch the dmhm%%b% in the magnitude of prediction statistics based on
dependent variable is transformed into odds, andesi8ion of range of Static-99 scores

regression coefficients correspond to odds ratios. The QoddsO )

of recidivism is defined as the probability of recidifighE-22 Odds ratio
divided by the probability of non-recidivism. For exampl&, & e°f Standard ROC |(];roi2;ic
there are 100 offenders in Category 1 of which 25 reoffgjdqq deviation AUC reg?ession
the probability of recidivism would be .25 and the odds—ef

recidivism would be .33 (.25/.75). If there are 100 offeQers 1.05 . .60 1.40
in Category 2, of which 33 reoffend, their probability-4of 1.31 . .64 1.52
recidivism would be .33 amadls of recidivism would be3-12 1.41 ) 65 1.48
.50 (.33/.66). In this example, the odds ratio compatifng 1.60 . 68 1.49
offenders in Category 2 to Category 1 is 1.52 (.50/. 330

Logistic regression furtina@nsforms odds into log oddsAI -12) 1.97 ' 71 1.49
because the variance of log odds is symmetrical and il
defined. For the purposes of interpretation, however, trﬁé_éog_lz
odds ratios are typically transformed back into odds rati% ’

2.25 . .67 1.40
2.43 . 75 1.48
-2, 6-12 2.47 . 75 1.48
To demonstrate the extent to which the three statistigs1(5-12 2.79 ) 76 1.48
AUC, logistic odds ratios) vary as a function of restrictign @f1o 3.01 . 78 1.48
range in the predictor variable and variability in recidivism _

base rates, | re-analyzed the sexual recidivism rfa&elation with : 94 .08

observed in the Static-99 development samples (see Ta%%ng?rd deviation
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As can be seen in Table 2, there were strong associationty meaningful when the relationship between the 4
between the variability in S8tscores and the observed and recidivism approximates a logistic distributio
maghnitude of the AUGs .04n = 10, AUC range of .60 to well, any new statistic faces the challenge of i
.78) and magnitude of the correlation coeffreci€Bs € intuitive meaning to those unfamiliar with it.

10,r range of .12 to .49). In contrast, restriction of range References

prOduceq n,o meanmngI Change in the odds ratios geq?gﬁgeq Law, M., & Hanson, R. K. (1998). The prediction of crim
from logistic regressior (08, = 10; range of 1.40 t0 yjolent recidivism among mentally disordered offenders: A
1.52). analysisPsychological Bulletin, 123, 123-142.
Campbell, M. A, French, S., & Gendreau, PA{&30iny. the utility
Table 3 of risk assessment tools and personality measures in the prediction of
. . . L . violent recidivism for adult offenders. (Corrections User Report 2007
g,‘hanges lnhthe magngude of tpred/ct/on statistics for Static-99 04). Ottawa: Public Safety Canada.
ased on changes in base rates Dawes, R. M., Faust, D., & Meehl, P. E. (1989). Clinical versus a
Odds ratio judgmenScience, 243 (4899), 1668-1674.
from Hanson, R. K., & Thornton, D. (2000). Improving risk assessmentg
logistic offenders: A comparison of three actuarial L.seakes. Human
regression Behavior, 24, 119-136.
Harris, A., Phenix, A., Hanson, R. K., & Thornton, DS{42603).
16+ 25.8 : 710 1.49 coding rules: Revised 2003. Ottawa: Department of the Solicitd
17.1 27 715 1.48 General of Canada.

Follow-
up period Recidivism ROC
(years) rate AUC

11.8 26 725 1.49 Humphreys, L. G., & Swets, J. A. (1991). Comparison of preficti

validities measured with biserial correlations and ROCs of
detection theodgurnal of Applied Psychology, 76, 316-321.

Mossman, D. (1994). Assessing predictions of violence: Being &
about accuracipurnal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 62, 783-

Table 3 reports the extent to which the statistics cr,{ﬁ?]zgze
. s eter, J
based on changing the base rate of recidivism. Changg\ﬁ

8.9 .24 729 1.49
6.0 21 .735 1.52

., Kutner, M. H., Nachtsheim, C. J., & Wasserman, W.
8% linear statistical models (4th ed.). Chicago: Irwin.

the base rate were calculated by varying the length IQlfcéﬁI@ E., & Harris, G. T. (1995). Violent recidivism: Assessing pigdicti

follow-up period. As expected, the correlation coefficigaisty ournal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 63, 737-748.
decreased as the base rate decreased, and there is rektipely. A., Dawes, R. M., & Monahan, J. (2000). Psychological
little change in the AUCs or logistic regression coefficientsufomprove diagnostic decigtsymological Science in the Public
the different follow-up periods. Interest, 1,1 B 26.

The implications are as follows:

1. The ROC AUC has important limitations as a measure of Special Feature:
predictive accuracy. Although clearly preferable ta¥®u can talk if you want toO: Is the Police Caution
most popular predecessor (the correlation coefficient), the ORight to Silence® Understandable?
variability in AUCs across studies would be expected By Timothy E. Moore & Karina Gagnier
even when offenders in the same risk categories reoffeslychology Department, Glendon College, York Univers

at exactly the same rates. There is a longstanding tension between law enforce
. The interpretation of both correlation coefficientsinggreést in obtaining incriminating statements and a sug

AUC needs to take account of the range of sotgbs to remain free frgrosgibly) coercive interrogatio

examined. For example, a relatively small AUC wotddtlms. In Canada, sections 7 and 10(bJtafttnere

expected should a risk tool be used on offend®magnized as providing the right to silence. Madam
preselected to be low risk (or high risk). McLachlin (as she then was) explafh@dHabert! that:

. Researchers in correctional psychology should considdfihe most important functiealoadvice upon detention is to

ot ; PP sure that the accused understands his rights, chief among whiclji
new statistics for reporting predictive accuracy. AIthouﬁﬁS Fright to slence. The detained suspect, potentially at

have used the Sf[andard'zed mean dmd}&nqe_((e_nt disadvantage in relation to the informed and sophisticated powerg
meta-analyses, it is based on the same statistical mo@eldisposal of the state, is entitied to rectify the disadvantage
as ROC curves and share the same strengths ampeaking to legal counsel at the outset, so that he is aware of

limitations. The logistic regression provides orjight not to speak to the police and obtains appropriate advice
ect to the choice he faces. Read together, ss.bj and 10(

. . . . . . S
altematlve_' fF’r the odds ra_tlos ,are not |ntr|ns!cally bla%% irm the right to silence in s. 7 and shed light on its nature.O
by a restriction of range in either the predictor or the

predicted. Logistic regression coefficients, however—are
1(1990) S.C.J.No. 64, at 52.
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As Stuessehas noted, when the right to confer with couns@lrou are charged with X. Do you wish to say anything in ans)
has been exercised it is subsequently assumed that Bfcharge? You are not obliged to say anything unless you wis
. . . . .. do so, but whatever you say may be given in evidenceO.
informed choice has been made regarding the right to silence.
This assumption is stated explidithpeit: OPresumably, The caution is linguistically complex. The second se
counsel will inform the accused of the right to remain silsna®interrogative but the caution is read in its entiret
is clear, however, that sections 7 and 10(@)anketidiffer violates discourse pragmatics that would expect a |
in terms of the obligations imposed on the police. Seéfitat the question is posed. The third sentence contdli
contains no reference to choice, silence, or interrogatiogpgssive without an expressed agent. Presumably it
Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of the perséiPlicé who are Onot obligingO but agency is impli
and the right not to be deprived thereof except in accordance wtRplicit. Research has demonstrated that pag

the principles of fundamental justice. constructions without an ideh&fient are more difficult tc

In contrast, 10(b) states unambiguously that the defifeRfS.- OUnlessO can be difficult for non native s
person has an absolute right tafobeed of his right to a@nd OobligedO is a low frequency word. Oln evidenc
instruct counsel: troublesome because such legal jargon is fertile grou

Everyone has the right on arrest or detention to retain and instrﬂe{scommumcatlon' A _suspect could easily infer (false

counsel without delay and to be informed of that right. they have an opportunity to get an exculpatory statem

. . . record. Such statements, however, can be of no assis
It is probable that a failure to alert the accused to his (gNE0 . .~ sed at trial. As Mclntyre J. st&ed in
OAs a general rule, the statements of an ac(

 made outside court E are receivable in evidf

q iﬁst himut not for himO (emphasis added).

silence would influence considerations about 359 7.
. ) mpson’:
voluntariness of any subsequent confession, but the
are not deemed to have an absolute duty to deliv
cautiort. Thus, while the right to silence is embedded in _ o _
Charter, it is not described to the accused as a Oright0 Aenteast to the Canadian cautiofljrahéa warning
there an accompanying right to be informed of it. used in the United States explicitly states that any e
stgtement will be uagsinst the suspect in a court of law.

Over the last 10 years, it has become apparent
numerous DNA-exonerated innocent defendants
provided confessions prior to thel #Widdargeoning body
of social science research has documented the eas

which innocent people can be induced to produce for risk of self-incrimination than dodkratide

c_onfessions O.f wrongd'oing. . Becaqs_e of these wor le‘?]g because it fails to specify that what is said du
findings the right to silence is receiving renewed S?H‘f@ﬂ%gaﬁon can be used in only oneagaiagt the

ite this clarification, research shows that a

p ?) rtion of suspects fail to understand the warning
waive their right to silénéethis light, it is possible that t
ian caution in its current form places suspects a

because a successful invocation of it could obvia
interrogation that could generate a false confession.

Th tandard C di i is intended to i e collected some data in order to evaluate the ext
€ standar anadian caufion 1S intended 1o I changes in wording and style might affect

detalneo_l or arrested suspects of their right to remain, uals of average (or above) intellectual
and their right to retain or instruct counsel without

While the right-t | tion is often di q rstand the current Canadian police caution.
le the right-to-counsel caution is often discussed;, & figated the impact of participants® perceived ¢
context of disputes about the voluntariness of a conf

. ) i nce on their decision to remain silent. Preffi
the two prongs of the caution (_|.e., the .”ght to counsg W has shown that innocent people tend to bel
the right to silence) are, in principle, distinct. A suspecfcau

" it both The Oright-to-silerfcad ir innocence is protective and self-evident to d
assert oné, neither or botn. € Lnght-lo-stierice tﬁﬁgtrlgﬂdering them more likely to waive their rightto s
reads as follows:

Method

2 Stuesser, L. (2002). The accusggt@s silence: No doesnOt médanituda 'gl'ge Sté]dy consisted of a 2 x 4 .bﬁmr/]ee.n_SUbjeCtB desig
Law Journal, 29, 149-171. undergraduate students), with the independent va

3 Supra note 1, at 73.

4 Stuart, D. (2008harter Justice in Canadian Criminal Law, 4e. Toronto: Carswell; .
Quigley, T. (199Pyocedure in Canadian Criminal Law. Toronto: Carswély [1988] 1 S.C.R.3(S.C.C.) at 22.

W.(W.R.) (1992), 15 C. R(883 (B.C. C.A.). 8 Miranda v. Arizona (1966), 384 U. S. 436.

5Drizin, S. & Leo, R. (2004). Themroblalse confessions in the post-DNASupra note 5.

worldNorth Carolina Law Review, 82, 891-1007; Scheck, B., Neufeld, P., Dwyeradciare, I. C. H., & Gudjonsson, (995). The vulnerabiftguspects with
(2000)Actual Innocence: Five days to eXGCUfﬁ and other dispatches from the intellectual disabilities during policgeinte A review and experimental study {
wrongly convicted. Garden City, NJ: Doubleclay. decision-makinbjental Handicap Research, 8 (2), 110-126; Kassin, S. M., &
6 In practice, the suspect may alskée idhe or she understands the cautioorwick, R. J. (2004). Why suspects waiVfratidairrights: The power of
but the inquiry into its comprehénsionpart of the caution itself. innocencéaw and Human Behavior, 28, 211D221.
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being: (1) the nature of the participantOs involvementhim theaning of, and consequences associated witl] the
offense (innocent vs. guilty), and (2) the version of theaigiidn to which they were exposed was assessed by [hean:s
to-silence caution they received. Two dependent mea$arshort questionnaire.

were of interest: (1) the participantOs decision to remain silent

or not when asked whether he or she would like t&eS#{5

anything in response to the charge, and (2) Within each group, decisions to speak (or not) |pere

comprehension score regarding their understanding ofdffected by the version of the caution reéeivedn(

caution. both instances), nor were comprehension scores influncec

The experimenter provided each participant with a \Byit{gﬁevr?erﬁ's?gn()fstgsr:auggﬁf?k g).t onhs ?T\]/:rarlTl] mme ¢ o
scenario that assigned him or her to either the innoc ?ﬁnEF 1!1 Hici Wt 150/( ut o d ximu ; )-
the guilty condition. The scenarios were written to es a%liir fen (14) participants (15%) received a score offfzero,

0 I b
context and to place participants in a particular frame o %P:r?:rﬁ%n ?as(Bngo?)acfgrilvsgieg bscc;rr? a(\)/sarlén osorof
with respect to their assumed guilt or innocence. P y |

precisely, both scenarios invited participants to imagirﬁTé'ﬁHQPerStandmg' For those respondents who demonsgratec

they were sitting in an interrogation room at the S&icceomprehensmn (a comprehension score of zeroff the

station, waiting for a detective to arrive and delivemetﬁg.l"k.er.t ratings for claatyplexity, difficulty, and pac
Ocaution to a charged personO prior to the beginnin c6t istinguishable from the comparable means offfhose
interrogation. The scenarios differed in that one ex o ents & 43) who received perfect cpmprehen on
specified that the participant was under arrest for an @ g There. was an overall ef_fect of guﬂf[ status, | that
he or she had indeed committed, whereas the second quﬁnt participants were more likely to waive their right tc
indicated that the participant had been arrested for astrme Remarkably, 17 participants (18%) reported tijat the

he or she knew for certagv had not committed. ThRUrPOSe of the caution was to notify them of their rigjht to
actual offence was Obreak?;g and entering® ' Speak to the officer, as oppoghditaight to remain silent.

Four cautions were used. Each participant was expo3eHgsion
only one version of the caution. The first, or stafiderdjoal of the present study was to assess comprehgnsior
caution, was the caution to a charged person that pblitee current police caution by individuals of avdfage
typically use before interviewing a suspect. The righteltectual ability. Changes to the wording of the stgpdarc
counsel portion of it was constant across all condieution did not improve its comprehensibility, nor difi the
Improvisations were applied only to the right to sidremes influence the likelihood that mock suspects [fvould
component. The first improvisation substituted Oyowaiea®teir right to silence.
have toO for Oyou are not obligedO, but was otherwisesidentical x <+« \ere sianificantly more likel .
to the standard caution. The second improvisation . oUSP signiticanty more fikely jp wa
contained an additional change, in that the question O 0 rcl)aht 0 .S|I_ence_ thgn theie Ogunty@tmparts,_ thus

' ing similar findings by other invesdtigatight
ants explicitly stated that they would have talkied to

518_ice because they wanted to appear cooperativej they
at th

e ¢
changes but also altered the second sentence so that . ) .
OE whatever you say may be used against youO, as oellr Jogy they had nothing to hide and that they perceivigd the

ituallon as an opportunity to give their side of the [gtory.

to Oused in evidenceO. All versions of the cautiop, were . ,
. o ost importantly, they believed that their statements [fcould
comparable in terms of alverase of readability an

comprehensibility according to the Flesch Reading S%ggebe used in their defence. Previous re$earch
Formula!

want to say anything about the charge?0 was movecietgrltlic?e
end of the caution. The third improvisation maintaine(ff’hes%)

own that even educated individuals of average intellfctua

ability hold the illusory belief that their innocence will gfotec
The cautions were presented to participants in the forthewh ar that it will be obvious to others. OGuiltyO paificipa
video recording, in which an actor delivered the vaveres more likely to remain silent than were inngfent
versions of the caution. The actor was a white middigageipants, regardless of the version of the caution tofjvhict
male, formerly in the RCMPresaothe cautions clearly, athey were exposed, indicating that guilty individuals exrcise
a conversational pace, and in a confident, non-judgrieitalght to silence for strategic purposes. Indeed, 28[pof the
tone of voice. The extent to which participants undeggtittgdparticipants reported that they would have renjpined

silent out of fear of saying something self-incriminijting,

11 RFP Evaluation Centers (288§)h reading ease readability, other readability
scores. Retrieved November 30, 2006, frap//www.rfmiplates.com/ ) )
Readability-Scores/Flesch-Reading-EaseilRe&dabe. html; University of 2 Kassin, S. (2005). On the psychology of confessiofmsocemes put
Memphis (2006Readability formulas. Retrieved November 30, 2006, froninnocents at riskferican Psychologist, 60, 215-228.
http://csep.psyc.n@mis.edu/cohmefréadabilityresearch.htm. 13 Supra note 10.
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were aware that anything they said to the police cowldspect to doubt their initiefpretation of it. There is
used against them. OlnnocentO participants were ampi®relocumentation of police continuing to quep
likely to exercise their right to silence when presented withp@cts repeatedly, no matter how often their rig
improvised caution making it explicit that statements caillehise may have been assert8dction 7 challenges are
usedagainst them than they were for the standard cautiosometimes succeséfubut the appellate courts do ng
e r to be providing clear guidance. 'Asedently
éOE there is no shortage of instances where it
cused person, having expressed a wish to rg
can do nothing except endure relentless so-
ionO methods that may or may not be ledjti

Overall, participants were unaffected by the chang%gp
. . . . -~not
wording, both in terms of their comprehension, and in_{
of their choice to remain silent, suggesting that the pr%?)l@
of the caution may lie not only in its vocabularys‘I 50¢
elsewhere. Notwithstanding the relatively high Likert Fg%ﬂﬁ%“?‘s' .
(all means > 3.5 on a 5-point scale) fewer than half (4 %1 fj'ng on the_ court [that happens to be heari
the participants received perfect comprehension 88, |gyla@harterappllcat|ono.
Considering that 34% of participants indicated thatintheymmary, the protection that the right to sileng
would waive their right to silence, it is plausible thatssgpesed to provide is largely spurious for the follg
portion of this group simply failed to understand the puepsses:

and consequences of the caution. Some re3p0n®?ﬁ?ﬁ8aution is not well understood in the first place|
(2)

may or may not be properly delivered.

Olt is saying that you may get a lawyer and if you want to @%/ I IF is properly delivered and_ underst_ood, SUbseq.
anything, you can.O police statements and actions belie the cauti

OThat you can receive counsel if you want, and also you can ’[alk.OessemIal purpose.

OThe opportunity to speak and also to get legal advice WA3 Ap_pellate reVieW_S of interrogat_ion tactics PrOVide .
presented.O guidance regarding what constitutes coercion dur|

"The investigator said that | had permission to say anything that | custodial interrogation.
wanted t0.0

conflated the Oright to counselO information with the
silenceO, as the following examples illustrate:

A social science perspéétiom the determinants of
While our tinkering with the wording had no effectinfoimed choice shows thaine social contexts are
possible that larger sample sizes might reveal some sphytehylogically disabling and thus thoroughly compr
effect of the improvisations. the assumption of free and independent choice. The(p
) , , dynamics of the interrogation room constitute one
The social psychology of the interrogation room context. The single most important lesson from the laf
False confessions can lead to wrongful convictions befwsgistes of research in social psychology has bee
the major players in thellsgatem - police, jurors, andiemonstration of the power of the situation as a deter
judges - have a strong tendency to believe that confessiprespleOs behavior. filrlvemental attribution error
are true and they are given considerable weight in theddmlists of our strong tendency to underestimate
decision. Nevertheless, before suspects can producénfhleace of the situation and overestimate the imp
confessions, they must first either waive their right to glispesitional factéfs.
or have this right violated. If the right to silence is, not . : X
understood from the outset, it is more likely to be wiﬂ/%ré’ IS a Kafka}esque qu_allty to the suspectOs situatig
The data described above are worrisome becauseOIﬂtRQé of an interrogation. ~He has been. Instr
suggest that even under optimal conditions of lan BE ma’g)ly) by counse! not to speak to the p_ollce.
comprehension, the standard caution is misunderstoo o rs._) later, the _pohce (presumaply) caution the s
significant minority of Higittioning respondents. Som ar'(s he_ls Onot obllgeq _to say anythingO. I the Susq
interpreted the caution as wtation to talk. We wouldfSSerts his or her unwillingness to speak, the polic
expect comprehension to be even worse amongst suspects
who are_ fatlgued’ mt_opcamﬁ@d, or SUffe”ng from 4 McArthur, H. (2006). The tagsitence: An overview. In Alan D. Gold Collect
mental disorder or deficit. of Criminal Law AeschDGN/RP-208 (April 2007).
der (2007) M.J. No. 225.
. (2007). Making the Right toeGbd®emain Silent a Meaningful One|

Custodial interrogation is inherently coercive. Evenijﬁ;tﬁe
right to silence cautiomniderstood, the subsequent actioBginal Reports, 38 C.R. (8% 226 at 240.

18 Ross, L, & Shestowsky, D. (2003). Contemporary PsychologyOs chall
legal theory and pracfiehwestern University Law Review, 97(3), 1081-1114.

14 White, W. S. (2008jranda’s waning protections: Police interrogation practices 19 Zimbardo, P. (2007). The Lucifetr effderstanding how good people turn eV
after Dickerson. Ann Arbor: The Unitersfi Michigan Press. New York: Random House.
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nevertheless permitted to proceed as if the susmect hatish to be held in the interrogation room; (c) clients ghoulc
asserted their right to silence. As Alan Gold Hasheotede informed that they can request and receive legal §jdvice
police practice of continuing questioning, despitemdine than once, and should not hesitate to do so oncff thei
suspectOs expressed aversion to talk, produces Oa davigertugsemain silent is disregarded; and (d) counsel ghoulc
and unconstitutional encouragement of police persiseekdo have the statement excluded if it emerged fipm a
that ignores the inherently coercive and intimidating segigtioh 7 violation. Stuésgees further in recommendin

the police interrogation roomO. Richard!hitewskhe that an accused be given the right to have counsel p{fsent
practice as a blatant attempt to subvert the defendanit®s any police interview, and that the interrogatigph be
expressed right to remain silent. terminated upon an accusedOs refusal to answer quesijons.

The fact that the interrogator is usually the same age@nehmeed not be developmentally delayed in ord{jr to

delivers the caution, which, if properly grasped, is gaimniguederstand the purpose and consequences of [Jolice
preclude any interrogation taking place, does not auguautighs pertaining to oneOs right to remain silent. Tlfe rig|
for the diligence with which the police ensure that the ¢auminrdescribed as a OrightO in the first place, nor is tfjere
is understodd. The issue of outright dceitrickery is, requirement that it be resp®Botdtbn a suspect attempt

for the most part, moot. #®nviewer who is eager to movi® invoke it. Even educated individuals may find|f the

on to case-specific questions may deliver the cabDéoadian police caution ambiguous (without realizin(f that
hurriedly and perfunctorily, and make little or no effimtytchave misconstrued the message). The subsefjuent
confirm that the caution has been properly urfderstbetavior of the police further jeopardizes compreheffsion.
The conflict of interest produces a social dynamic thathaoglthge difficulties and cognitive deficits further exacprbate
be comical were the stakes not so high. Most interrogatiah®ady confusing scenario. The inevitable conclugjon tc
are guilt presumptive, rather than investigative. The patbdisis is that the protection that the right to silenffe is
of the exercise is to extract a confession from a recakitppaised to afford is illusory.

law-breaker. The ConfeSSion- howe\{er, may be inad[nIS§4Q|g an abridged version of ale avith the same title, published in

without a bow in the direction of a Oright-to-silenceO |cauiti@Reports Vol. 51 Part 2 January 2008 51 ®)R23®249.
From the perspective of the police, an ideal caution woulePRy@ant Thomson b Carswell].
one that meets the letter of the law, but which is also

incomprehensible and thus not likely to be acted on By—the

suspect. In addition to its already awkward wording,

confusion can be sown by adding extraneous infor U:54)-%%"/& &&&EEEEEEEEEESE

speeding up the delivery, and feigning deafnasd "0688)% V1% 1 &A"&—+68&
when the suspect expresses a wish to remain silent. ’ '

the interrogatorOs point of view, the OidealO caution
in place today and the incentives for the police to cg

with current practlces are numerous. B+%"% & &-+%&8: [[H>H5#-9& A& &E&E&EE!L
)i-+%"&; @R&()AY%" %) (%& 8&8EEEESES.

Conclusion
#)&DEVV&#)&B:":)-:&TW& 888&&&EEE&!
McArthd@® has recommended a number of steps JA-TW&

defence counsel could take to ensure that the rights ¢

0oH-&; @IR&!)AY%"%)(%&?&

clients are protected. She suggests that: (a) counsel 41 4-8($SH--%618&Q:54)-%%" X &&E &&E&SE
clients not only of their right to silence, but also war -+%"%&$,9&>%&):&!:)A%"%)(%&7&

that the police may ignore a stated wish to remain silg
clients should be advised to clearly state that they no G:8%&-:&+%,"&A":$&9:4?&

&

20 Gold, A. (2002). Charter rights B and wland3. Gold Collection of Crimina
Law Articles (ADGN/F®; October 25, 2002).

21| jtowski, R. (2008) Sitenthe right to silerfae the Defence, Vol 29, part 1.

2| eo, R. A. (1998)randaOs revenge: Police interrogation as a confidence game.
Law & Society Review, 30(2), 259-288.

23|bid.

24 Baldwin, J. (1993). Police intergbniques: Establishing truth or Brigef?

Journal of Criminology, 33(3), 325-352.

% Or, alternatively, engggin an argument with the suspect about whether,
notwithstanding counselOs adviceslfit iis his or her best interests to remain
silent. 27 Supra note 2.

26 Supra note 15. 28R, v. Singh, 2007 SCC 48 (CanLll).
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Special Feature: Farrington, 2003). A variable is then labeled a rig

Positive Reframing: Therigdits of Incorporating protective factor depending on the direction of its corr
Protective Factors inRisk Assessment Protocols  to the outcome variable @etinquency), after which thes
By Natalie J. Jones & Shelley L. Brown independent variables are simply combined into an a(

Carleton University model. Notably, according to this conceptual framew

“Persons are judged to be great because of the positive factor determined to be OprotectiveO is definemoas suc

qualities they possess, not because of the absence of all levels of risk.

fauts.” (Anonymous) In contrast to the inclusive interpretation offered abo

Protective Factors: Context and Definitions present authors prefer to employ the definition orig

(Andrews & Bonta, 2006). The assessment of riskA%&dg. According to this particular definition, a varia
factors is a central component, the latter essentially féf@@@d protective if and dnly yields a statistical
as deficits in one of several realms (personal, interpet8iHagEtion or moderating effect (Rutter et al., 1998). |
or community) that effectively increase the probabilt{prds, the variable serves to significantly attenuate t
individual will engage in imaimactivity (Hart, OOToole! offending in a high-risk group but has relatively littl
Price-Sharps, & Shaffer, 2007; Thornberry, 1998). Tt?r%‘%@h‘” a low-risk group.

its demonstrated success in the reduction of recidivisAs 8mphasis on moderation effects is the chief po
vast body of literature has supported the empirical valiglitst between these two basic conceptualiza

and clinical value of adopting this risk-needs framework4@i@igton (2003) actually underscores this difference |
Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Gendreau & Andrews, 1990). sych, he employs the temmotive factor in reference to

In no way does the present article aim to dispute thellasgiudy of variables that have a OprotectiveO
tenets of the risk-needs model, nor do the authors quE@fRgctive of risk level. While an equally valid ave
its merit. However, we, likerst (e.g., Wh & Brown, inquiry, Farrington is a_dmlttedly measuring a diff
2004) do propose the additon of a complemeRBAI§truct than that which dominates the Iltgratur
perspective so as to derive a more comprehefi@fjence (Rutter et al., 1998). Although there is prg
theoretical framework that mijiately info corrections Overlap between these constructs, it is paramount
research and practice. Despite the paramount importdi§g€@chers strive for consistency in the terminolog
identifying risk and need factors salient to issues of pre¥fi@Riis to avoid misnomers.

and treatment, a principal focus on deficit-based congtfagisal Evidence for “Protective” Factors?

precludes  the understanding of - certain fundam&ﬁﬁ%ugh the literature is still in a relative stage of in|p

guestions pertinent to the etiology of criminal behaé/Q rF protective factors have been identified in folk

L i
Namely, why do certain individuals exposed to an a;ggeg ch as effective buffers against criminal outcomelj.

negative circumstances from a young age (e.qg., abus%
conflict-ridden home) manage to overcome such obst
become healthy, successful, law-abiding citizens?

Re\@ article is by no means intended as an exha

/

Gew Rather, the following is just a brief summary o
certain notable empirical associations. It bears notin
Individuals who strive to defeat such odds are often teomed research claiming to idemtictive factors is
resilient B a construct discussed at length in the literatwtaslly providing evidenceprwmnotive factors. Such
respective to health angletippmental psychology (e.gpromotive factors that are negatively associated
Rutter, Giller, & Hihg#998). Resilient individuals are saidolescent delinquency across all levels of risk inclug
to experience one or more protective factors that sefodowdang: rewards and/or opportunities for involvemg
inoculate them from the onset or development of a nqgateeial activities (within the school, family, or comm
outcome. Relative to the study of risk factors in correetiormgdpropriate repertoire of social skills, commitmeg
psychology, there is a dearth of research on the rarsphagfl, and religiosity (Arthur et al., 2007; Herre
potential protective factors that may buffer the onsHjimfa, & Whitney, 2005).

antisocial behaviour in at-risk youth. Of the extant lite W8h researchers have in fact adopted the definitio
there are inconsistencies in the_very manner In Whiet: &tive factor customarily employed in the literat
protective factor is conceptualized and measuretl, i (o As such. variables foundodaate the

protective factor is often broadly defined as a porséf\{?onship between’ risk and criminal outcome co

correlgte of a desirable outcome _E) or contrariwis e oredispositional ctois  including  positive
negative correlate of an undesirable outcome (e.g.,
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temperament, high intelligence, and certain genotypegdbatled in a strength-based approach. One chief crifici
serve to buffer aggressive impulses (Kandel et al., d98Be risk-needs model lies in its inherently neghti

Masten, 2001; Moffitt, 2005)bMpthe protective effectdframework that tends to focus primarily on an indivi
of these factors are most highly revealed in the presedegcancies (Ward & Brown, 2004). Through their
adversity (e.g., childhood maltreatment and abuse). Lives Model of offender rétaion, Ward and colleague

Environmental factors can also act as important pro%%%:ate a more explicit emphasis on oneOs stren

agents. For instance, a recent study determined th rL*%trurmg the attainment of pro_somal_ g.oals. In turn
afgu%d that such positive reframing will inherently se

children exposed to a number of risk factors at age L . -
mg’eg}se an individualOs responsivity to treat
u

strong bond to school (as measured by subjective repgrts. :
oneOs enjoyment of and commitment to school) wasf8 aﬁl?ga”y’ developmental pathway theorists suc

attenuate the likelihood of engaging in violent and non-violeng.on (2093) have empha3|zed the Importandp
delinquency two years lago{6 Jenkins, & Doob, 2005 .xe}mlnlng.the}mpact of both risk and promotive fact
While the school bond acted as a buffer for all children, ﬂr\'/%lé? points in development.

especially salient for high-risk youth. Although the identification and targeting of risk factg
offender treatment contexts is clearly paramount, it af

_ . 0
Generalizability of protective factors? Some research hastf%grt\ﬁible for imentions to additionally targe

begun to address gender differences with respect vef mentally and aender appropriate protective f
impact of protective factors. For example, school atteridan arP y 9 bprop P

has been found to moderate criminal outcomes in a%‘]? P ig\rﬁﬁn?torlilt?isr{ ng'ﬁg?:nﬁgglecﬁao.ﬁ?ﬁﬁit
adulthood for young males; however, this variable do%%éﬂr?q 2005) E)\//idenceg SuOgestn th,at Jrom’otive ;
offer the same protectivectefier females (Hart et al"greé)g,rticularli/ prevalent in %/%ung gsampleps of schoo
2007). Hart and colleagues highlighted specific g r .

differences in protective factors found within the sglﬁ?)({fen (Stouthamer-Loeber et al., 2002) provides a

environment. Notably, the presence of a caring adult 8% to primary prevention programs. Such effort

at school acted as a significant protective factor for f nales . . . .
3 predominantly on enhancing protective factors i

but not for males. On the other hand, a high GPA b | ép ﬁiled as hiah-risk. By nurturing vound people®s si
delinquency for males but did not protect females t e > NIGN-TISK. By g young peopie :
romoting resilience early on, the objective is ulti

. . . . . n
same degree. These findings are compatible with lit S e :
emphasizing the vital significafnedationships in the IiveesEO %V\éag];hﬁuﬁfgnggg ir:(c)Ii\fircllrL?ell?sal\/vE?)hg\)/rlggrinigdcgrﬁz
of women (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 1998) and in Cotr%gggﬁminal iUstice svstem in the first olace
the importance of achievement-oriented goals for r}ﬁe‘ﬁ J y P '

(Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). Future Research Directions

Certain protective factors may be more or less relevarf®grg the school bond. Given the empirical significanck
function of the developmental period considé¥edchool bonding as a protective factor (Sprott et al.,
Stouthamer-Loeber and colleagues (2002) found thiit4fR research must elucidate the specific aspects (i
influence of certain promotive factors do vary withSGe! setting that are most integral to a youthOs su
(Stouthamer-Loeber, Loeber, Wei, Farrington, & Wiki&fdRgs of prosocial bonding and attachment (e.g., m
2002). For example, affiliation with prosocial peers yieldétina the school, a specific teaching approach, |t
strong promotive effect in an older cohort (13-19 yearSPIkuering its capacity to act as protective agent, th
not in a younger cohort (7-13 years). This particular #Agi#§ be to research and develop strategies that ence
underscores the importance of peer influence in adolegéBlgion to the school andiber prosocial institutions
(Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Hence, the relatiofghip the community.

between protective (and risk) factors and a criminal outegsBRh design. Further research is required to determ
may indeed depend upon the point in development atyWaiffer protective factors have a differential impa
these are assessed. various points in development. Rather than adopting

Theoretical and Practical Implications sectional designs, prospective longitudinal resgp

The idea of complementing the study of risk factors Wﬁjé?e{aegr]wlggs It; 0?21 \évr'g,:i'\r;;r}gg&?;ragsaggtagﬁ;mien,;'hned'
study of protective factors is a compatible adjunct.{o a P 9

number of theoretical perspectives. From a ge ct of given variables on criminal outcomes (Stouthj
standpoint, this framework aligns itself quite well ither etal., 2002).

SeligmanOs (2002) movement tposidspsychology, Protective versus promotive. Earlier, the authors outlineg
whereby research and practice issues are fundamdrasitydifferences between protective and promotive f4

%ﬁgrfor the argument that more resources shoul
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remarking that these terms are sometimes @sadreau, P., & Andrews, D. A. (1990). Tertiary prevention: Wigat the
i ; ; ; -analyses of the offender treatment literature tell us aboyf what
ferminclogy adopted 1 als0 mportant 1 estabieh i GIcesen ol Camoy 3 173154

9y .p ’ _p . . V\har, L., O0Toole, S. K., Price-Sharps, J. L., & Shaffer, T. W. (2(7). T|
a fac_to_r determined to _be promotive (i.e., a nggatlve COH.’ fAlEnd protection factors of violent juvenile offending: An exanjnation
of criminal outcome) will also act as a protective factor (ig.géhder differencésuth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 54), 367-
particularly significant bufferiminal activity for high-risk 384.
cases)_ Henry, B., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., Harrington, H., & Silva, P. A. [[L999).

Staying in school protects boys from poor self-regulation in chifthood

Differences across demographics? Admittedly, most of the from later crime: A longitudinal btaaational Journal of Behavioral
research stemming from developmental and life-coleselopment, 27(4), 1049-1073.
criminology has been limited to samples of lower classHeregakohl, T. I, Tajima, E. A., Whitney, S. D., & Huang, B. (f005).
(Farrington, 2003). Further longitudinal designs mustPng:ction against antisocial behavior in children exposed to phi§sically

emploved to study differences in risk and protective fad ursive disciplideurnal of Adolescent Health, 36, 457-465.
ploy y P }Qangeﬁ, E., Mednick, S. A., Kirkegaard-Sorensen, L., Hutchings, Bl Knop

acro_ss_ demographics (e.gndee S_OCial class, ra_ce, J., Rosenberg, R., & Schulsinger, F. (1988). I1Q as a protective fgftor fol
ethnicity) and across outcome variables (e.g., delinquefi@jacts at high risk for antisocial bedwawiat of Consulting and
violent offending, property crime, etc.). Clinical Psychology, 56(2), 224-226.

. Maccoby, E. E., & Jacklin, C. N. (T/7gsychology of sex differences.
Focus on gender. It is recommended that future studlesgtanfgrd, CA: Stanford Univeréity 5'?;‘35, >

explicitly consider gender as a moderator of 9fimé@é|n, A. S. (2001). Ordinary magic: Resilience process{f in
outcome. A greater understanding of how female delinguemgpmentmerican Psychologist, 56, 227-238.

differ from their male counterparts and how protectiveidgngdT. E. (2005). The new look of behavioral genetics in develoffmenta
risk) factors may affect fesndiéferently is crucial for Psychopathology: Gene-environment interplay in antisocial befjgviors.

implementing intervention and prevention programs tailop&eplogical Bulletin, 131(4), 533-554. ,
to female populations (Hart et al., 2007). Orbis Partners. (2000). General Youth Assessment Screening Inffentory

(YASI). Ottawa, ON: Author.

Developing assessment tools. As a requisite to developingrutter, M., Giller, H., & Hagell, A. (A8®8}ial behavior by young

any form of programming, it is important to develop @#en. New York: Cambridge University Press.

refine assessment instruments that measure a broad éP&gﬁi’" t'\r/]'ér';- P.Igzgozé. zﬂsgi(‘e’fa%?"?sh%'o% g&%g?emi ; anc
both risk and protec_tlve factors. Somg such measures ﬁ %%\éePsycholgg} (pp. 39) Ngw York: Oxford Uﬁiversity Prpess.
notably been published by Canadian researchersg FQr ; g jenkins, 3. M., & Doob, A. N. (2005). The importa
example, the Youth Assessment and Screening Instrum@gbl: protecting at-risk youth from early offeattiingolence
(YASI; Orbis Partners, 2000) is a tool that explicitly quandiii@gvenile Justice, 3(1), 59-77.

risk, need, and protective factors to predict recidivismSwritherg, L., & Monahan, K. C. (2007). Age differences in resist{ince tc
context of juvenile probation. While the above is typi®&RyinfluencBevelopmental Psychology, 43(6), 1531-1543.

administered in forensic settings to guide intervention?%@&%réléc))eggr{(M.,dLoeber,t_R., V¥rei,tE._, thri]rringtoln, Dt: P.,J? Strom
. . . : . RISK and promaotive efiects In the explanation oOr pegsisten
is a need to develop similar instruments designed to dﬁe‘?%hs delinquency in balpsmal of Consulting and Clinical

prevention efforts among youth populations (Arthur etpg,Lho,ogy, 70(1), 111-123.

2007_)-_ Such ' assessment_ prOt_OC(?lS_ ?0U|d p(_)tent_ia”BhO%erry, T. P. (1998). Membership in youth gangs and involvefnent i
administered in schools to identify individuals with high Ieedss and violent offending. In R. Loeber and D. P. Farringtor{f(Eds.)

of risk and low levels of protection. When Consideringsgﬁfys and violent juvenile offenders: Risk factors and successful

etiology of criminal behaviour, one should logically attenff§g{gions (pp. 147-166), Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publication

; ; : ; l., & Brown, M. (2004). The Good Lives Model and corfgeptua
identify and target protective factors in the developrwlssuaels in offender rehabilitdtsyonology, Crime & Law, 10(3), 243-

period during which they exert their greatest impact. 257,
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Special Feature: So, where should we go from here?
Using a Gender-Informed Lens to Advance Theory andot surprisingly, different schools of thought have di

Practice for Female Offenders visions for the future of corrections for girls and womerf.
By Shelley L. Brown, Ph.D., & Kelley Blanchette, Ph.D.gyample, feminist criminology firmly posits that Omalef

Carleton University & Correctional Service of Canada criminological theories haveiqoeble applicability to girl

Historically, girls and women have been considgfeddingEO (Belknap & Holsinger, 2006, p.49) and th
Ocorrectional afterthoughtsO, excluded either implaitywbelming bulk of womenOs crime is directly li

explicitly from criminologiesdries of crime, incarceratedocial, cultural, economic, sexual, and political oppress
alongside male offenders, offered stereotypical Ofgvizatkment, 2006, p.39). Consequently, these authors
orientedO correctional programs (e.g., cooking, hairdréssifigiure solutions to dewlitrgfemale criminality exist a

and classified using male-derived risk assessmentttieddscietal level. In contrast, OWhat WorksO advocatf

(Hannah-Moffat & Shaw, 2000). Fortunately, schtblatlthe most potent predictors off@rhwté genders rest

interest in female offenders has grown considerably owéthinethe individual andudieclfactors such as crimina
last 15 years. A formerly Ogender neutralO (androgyinmis3, criminal associates, antisocial personality
criminological lexicon is now replete with tegrimsinal history (Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Gendreau, S
acknowledging that gender matters in the deliveRrenth, 2006). Consequently, future solutions to fg

correctional interventions.ccoAlingly, terms such asriminality can be found within the RNR model of offg

Ogender informedO, Ogender sensitive®, Ogender netsplilisitief),

and Ogender specificO are commonly used to descg\lﬁ%onu%vpl] it may seem that the field has reached an im
interventions fonfale offenders.

we argue that this does not have to be the case. It
Similarly, researchers have conducted four different comatantion that theory and practice for girls and wo
analytic reviews examining either correctional treatmeftitt with the law can be enhanced through the integ
outcomes with female offenders or the predictors/corlat@sous schools of thought. This means that resea
of crime among females (see Dowden & Andrews, h989;ncorporate all relevant disciplinary perspectives
Green & Campbell, 2006; &dbk Pratt, 2002; Simourd &tudying female offenders. This translates into integ

Andrews, 1994). In sum, these reviews have demongiiatese theories as well as multiple methodoloji

that the correlates and in some cases, the predictors ofpproaches (e.g., quantitative and qualitative) even if i
in girls are markedly similar to those in boys. Howeveut of our Ocomfort zoneO.

consistent with feminishyways explanat!o_ns, chlldhoo‘lg1 .%actice, it is somewhsre difficulto reconcile
abuse does appear to be a gender specific correlate of crime : ; :
- substantially more important for girls relative to boys Fergwgly divergent _perspectives. Should we just

J Ao R

& Campbell, 2006). Additionally, the meta-analysi ogleno to the RNR model and OstirG? Or shoul
Dowden and Andrews demonstrated that the Risk-éleé
Responsivity (RNR) model of offender rehabilitation

promise for female offenders.

S . 5 i
rr%pdghe ground up for girls and women? If so, how

the interim, augmenting traditional models with ge
Although meta-analytic reviews have provided some infgited criteria for girls and women is a good strateg
into female criminal conduct, the lack of rigorously deSgigdd, Salisbury, & Van Voorhis, 2007). Howeve
primary studies involving female offenders (i.e., absehaenafe, ethical and empirical reasons, long-term sol
prospective, multi-wave studies, absence of megjeire that we build female-specific tools and trea
comparison groups, absence of strong quantitatograms from the ground up using a gender-informeg
evaluations of gender-informed programs/assesdmpottantly, a gender-informed lens allbetts dender-

protocols) has precluded the formulation of defisgeaficity and gender-neutrality to come into focus

conclusions regarding: (1) whether or not female-sp@uiicwell to a unanimous vision for correctional interV

risk factors genuinely exist (i.e., those that predict éwinggils and women.

recidivism in females but not males, or at the very least, References

factors that demonstrate a significantly stronger (or weadews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (F0@@ksychology of criminal conduct (4"
effect for females than maldin BoPalmer, 2006); (2) to ed.). Newark, NJ: LexisNexis.

what extent hypothesized Ogender specificO risk fadeksaaré., & Holsinger, K. (2006). The gendered nature of risk fa
more or less important than Ogender neutral® risk factéingugncieminist Criminology, 1(1), 48-71.

(3) whether or not gendﬁpemsive assessment and)owden, C., & Andrews, D. A. (1999). What works for female offe

. : A -analytic reviénme and Deli , 45, 438-452,
treatment approaches outperform readily available, %o'?ﬁ?lgnay'c reviéuime and Delinquency,

helf® d tral h endreau, P., Smith, P., & French, S. [2@0@éheory of effective
Shelv genader neutral approaches. correctional intervention: Empirical status and future directions
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\é%oping assessment protocols and treatment parali

these differ from the traditional, gender-neutral modelg~

In F.
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Cullen, J. Wright, & M. Coleman (Eatg, stock: The status of  contrast, is accessible through introspection. plicit
criminology theory (pp. 419-446). Piscataway, NJ, Transaction Presﬁognition is typically assessed with response latendl (or
Green, L., & Campbell, M. A. (2006, June). Gender influences, 480Gy time) measures, whereas explicit cognition is (suall
methodological considerations in adolescent risk-need assessment: A - -
meta-analysis. Paper presented at 'thanBidal meeting of the assessed with self-report measures (HOfmann’ Gawrpnski
Canadian Psychological Aseoti&algary, Alberta. Gschwendner, Le, & Schradf)5). Sexual offenders(
Hannah-Moffat, K., & Shaw, M. (2000). AEdieal prison: Critical ~ cognitions have most commonly been examined withf self-
essays on women’s imprisonment in Canada. Halifax, Nova Scotia, report measures. Although self-report measures have[gnany
Canada: Fernwood Publishing. strengths (Loza & Loza-Fanous, 2003; Mills, Kron{lr, &
Hollin, C. R., & Palmer, E. J. (2006). Criminogenic need and MRAsati, 2004; Taforodi & Ho, 2006; Westen & Weink brger

offenders: A critique of the literdtegel. and Criminological . . . . [ .
Psychology, 11, 179-195. 2004), they likely do not provide complete information|gabou

Hubbard, D. J., & Pratt, T. C. (2002). A meta-analysis of the predmgrs SPnStrUCtS of mtere_st. Th(?se measurgs re uwg
delinquency among glokgmal of Offender Rehabilitation, 34, 1-13. respondents to access their cognitions through introspctior

Maidment, M. R. (2006). OWeOre not all that criminal®: Getting B&}@ri® theport them accurately. However, some or all ajjpect:
pathologizing and individualizing of womenOs crime. In E. Leedsf (Eug. cognitions of interest may not be conscigusly
Inside and out: Women, prison, and therapy (pp. 35-56). Binghamton, gccessible or, if they are accessible, may not be accyfately

New York: Haworth Press, Inc. articulated or reported honestly (Andrews & Bonta, [F006;

Simourd, L., & Andrews, D. A. (1994). Correlates of delinquency: t . . . .
gender differenc&srum on Corrections Research, 6(1), 26-31. %88%& 1998; Fazio & Olson, 2003; Horley, 2000; Majshall,

Wright, E. M., Salisbury, E. J., & Van Voorhis, P. (2007). Predicﬁ%@son’ & Fernandez, 1999; Nosek & Smyth’ 2007_; ard
prison misconducts of women offenders: The importance of ddh@ison, Johnston, & MarShal_l, 1997). In contrast, | plicit
responsive needsurnal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 23, 310- ~ measures can assess unconscious associations and thpy are

340. generally much less vulnerable to deliberate attemgfs at
dissimulation (Asendorpf, Banse, & MYcke, 2002; Gregjnwal
& & Farnham, 2000; Poehlman, Uhlmann, Greenwalll, &

G,Q%&, &B4>5H(,-#:)&+,-KI IYYYY, DBanaji, 2005; Steffens, 2004).

LR LN LR O AR AAAAIAA  Even when valid self-report measures are availfjble,
[%0-&4/&M):<W& assessments can be strengthened by incorporating nijltiple
methods. The validity of research and clinical assessniffent is
generally improved through multi-method measurem(nt of
the construct of interest (Kazdin, 2003). Implicit and gkplicit
2%/%,"(+&J"#%AI& cognition appear to be correlated but distinct consffucts
Studying the Cognitions of Sexual Offenders: ~ (Nosek & Smyth, 2007), which means that implicit anff self
Going Beyond Self-Report Measures report measures can provide independent information.IThus
By Kevin L. Nunes and Kelly Babchishin complementing self-report measures with implicit megfures
Carleton University may provide a more complete understanding of(fthe

Sexual offending affects a large number of childrerﬁ{(@gé‘lons associated with sexual offending (Hansjn &

adults (Finkelhor, 1994; Kolivas & Gross, 2007; Koss, 51-Bourgon, 2004; Ward et al., 1997).

and is associated with a host of negative outcomdpfigit Association Test

victims (Beitchman et al., 1992; Browne & Finkelhor, AL936imising and relatively simple procedure for meaffuring
Paolucci, Genuis, & Violato, 2001; Resick, 1993). Attenm@t cognitions is thelibih Association Test (IAT
reducing sexual offending are clearly important, but theyeeillvald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). The IAT[fis a
be most effective when based on a better understangiigitivt measure of association strengths, which are irfferrec
why some people commit sexual offences. Althpogh response latencies (or reaction times) on vdfious
knowledge of the causes of such offending has &ge@orization tasks. Sincetrigslirction, the IAT procedurs
increasing through theory and research (e.g., Bumby,ht89%¢en used to assess a wide variety of implicit coglfitions
Hanson, Gizzarelli, & Sct@94; Lalumiere, Harris,in nonoffenders (for a review, see Nosek, Greenwdld, &
Quinsey, & Rice, 2005; Malamuth, 2003; Marsh@hn&ji, 2007). More recently, IAT measures have beerf usec
Barbaree, 1990; Thornton, 2002; Ward, 2000; MWy&ffl,forensic and correctional samples to assess infplicit
Gannon, & Keown, 2006), little empirical work has addgeggtons associated with violence (Gray, MacCufoch,
the potential roleraplicit cognitions. Smith, Morris, & Snowden, 2003; Snowden, Gray, {Jmith,
& MacCulloch, 2004) and child molestation (Hfown,
Snowden, 2008; Gray, Brown, MacCulloch, Srjith, &

Implicit cognition refers to automatic associations that @St
accessible through introspection (i.e., outside of con§tYs®
awareness; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Explicit cognition, in
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Snowden, 2005; Milhailides, Devilly, & Ward, 2004; Maithes,than words,adslt orchild. These pictures are faceg
Firestone, & Baldwin, 2007). of adults and children from digitally morphed photog

An IAT measure of sexual interest in children that we aawsd& Gress, 2004). Incarcerated child molesters

e
(Nunes et al., 2007) is described here to iIIustratgﬁI[Fra;egntothrige&.\lfv r;?eggxfen?; Z_(ej)é?t?(l)lr)]/ j:ﬁggedth
procedure. Participants were presented with a stimulu& Wor ' ’ g the

(e.g., old, young, naked, ugly) in the centre of a com \(‘!f\jF ers we will examine the relationship bgtween o]
gagure and other measures of sexual interest

screen that they sorted into one (_)f four categories g Halogical viewing time, and self-report) and risk of
child, sexy, or not sexy) by pressing a computer ke e% Ivism (é.g. Static-99; Stable-2007). This stud

either their left index fingiéey) or their right index finge{j{d s important guestions concerning the construct
(k key). Thus, two categories were indicated by one ke ]wq{ﬁg P q p 9 v i |
the remaining two categories were indicated by the oth)ér Rel IAT measure. If our IAT measure really is asse
Response speed is expected to depend on the exten
which the categories that share one key are associa?é
oneOs memory. For someone who is primarily s&¥eadle also examining other implicit cognitions that
attracted to adults, response speed should be quickeasduated with sexual offending. Specifically, we
adult andsexy share the same response key thamhithen developed an IAT measure of attitudes towards child
and sexy share the same response key. Converselyalioise. As with the project described above, child mol
someone who is sexually attracted to children, the reviirbe compared to nonrterke®n this IAT measure an

would be expected. self-report measures of attitudes towards child sexual
Nunes et al. (2007) administered this IAT measure téb‘mn)g the child molesters, intercorrelations between t

L{ |'attraction to children, then it should be correlate
geciaﬁt some of the other measures of sexual interest.

molesters and nonsexual offenders and found that the

chi ) :
molesters viewed children as more sexually attractive”" %Ir?o be assessed. For both projects described abo

the nonsexual offenders. This finding is consistentar\ﬁitﬁyrrently collecting data from federal penitentiarp

research using similar IAT measures (Brown et al., QBH’E{!O' Our _data collection has been facilitated b
gpoeggus assistance and support from many peop

eg tional Service Canada (CSC), such as Bill Bpi
?A yn Bourgeois, Brian Grant, Daryl Kroner, Jan Lo

Gray et al., 2005; Mihailides et al., 2004). Effect sizes%

studies have been in the medium to large range. Nune
(2007) also found preliminary evidence that their . : .
measure of sexual attraction to children may be assogﬁi%ﬂgfg:eisgemrgya'\fguvs’Tiigz Sﬁ)r.:ir:’s E?e ?Eﬁggg ‘
with maintenance of sexual offending. Specifically, @o ’ ' ProJ

child molesters, viewing children as more sexually att cf nts to the f'.rSt au;ho_r (Social Sciences and Hum
esearch Council Institutional Grant) and second g

was associated with greater risk of sexual recidivis & 0ctoral Research Grant from the Association f
measured by a validated risk assessment instrument (gtaetig-
tGment of Sexual Abusers).

99;r = .43). The results from the studies published so fal &t
very encouraging and demonstrate that implicit meakuesklition to research with correctional samples, we a
such as IAT measures, may be valuable tools with wigiechdiacting studies with samples of male undergra
study the cognitions of sexual offenders. students. One of these projects examines the extent to

The fact that there is currently little published resealch Ié%'t attltudes_ towards rape are as_somated with se
OeIGly behaviour. Another examines the assoc|p

implicit measures of sexual offendersO cognitions is d QIOME Lally coercive behaviour and implicit
novelty of the approach rather than a lack of interes |W§es and ster{:ot es P 9
activity. A growing amount of research is being condugtté n ypes.
this area and much of the work is in press, under reviewalbiof these studies, we are particularly interested
in progress. Our current work and that of someekint to which IAT measures complement and intera
researchers in this emerging area is outlined below. the other measures. For example, does our IAT meas
sexual attraction to children provide independen
Our Current Research . . o
o o redundant information about group membership (i.e.
Nunes and students in his lab (Kelly Babchishin, Nigg|@ster vs. nonmolester) when considered in combi
Kessous, and Katie Ratcliffe) are currently condyGin@ther measures of sexual interests?
research examining sexual interests and attitudes associated

with sexual offending. One project aims to refine and VABers and Leaders

our IAT measure of sexual attraction to children. It i&\ veaynber of innovative researchers have adapted
similar to the IAT measure described above, witlesthblished cognitive procedures, such as the IAT,
exception that participants categorize a series of picteried,visual presentation task, Stroop task, and viewin

27

measyre, self-report measures, and risk of sexual recifivi
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to measure sexual offendersO implicit cognitions. Whatfotbogyshe child molesters. This group has projects ¢
is by no means an exhaustive list of the important pashdedvay to further examine the RSVP as a meas
present research in this area; we apologize in advandevfant sexual interest.

anyone we have left out. Nicola Gray, Robert Snovlvﬁgn : :
: : : 16" ¢lassic Stroop colour-naming task (Stroop, 193
Anthony Brown, and their colleagues at Cardiff Unlversilsg Peen modifiegl f0 ASSESS aug[omatic( procel.\ossing ]

the U.K. were among the first to adapt the IAT proce(nge tgxual words with samples of sexual offenders

assess implicit cognitions of sexual offenders (Gray 1k . : )
2005). This group of researchers has been refining th%r@\ mgﬁmgggi‘;n S;%Légfc(hpr&?rg‘ny;njﬁgé5\/0:;’is‘?

. i . e a

renxeizﬁgirr? oihzﬁxuf?rl] dilrr:tesres;nlg Zt‘(”?(;?i?]’ re(z)[:::(ce?tlr:gc d0dred pictures of adults and children instead of wo
9 g_ : b g li in a Stroop task desiadsess sexual interest i

measures (Brown, 2006; Brown et al., 2008). Brown &t Fen (0 Ciardha & Gormley, 2007). Offenders

(2008) found that sexual offenders with victims under 9. 2 Y, '

assomated:hl_ld w_|th_sex more strongly than did sexu ictlures) should experience greater interference with

offenders with victims between age 12 and 16. The h§ 29lour of those stimuli

found that these differences remained even for offenders '

who denied their sexual crimes. This is consistentSeuthal interest in children has also been assessed

evidence that IAT measures are relatively unaffectgtbviayg time measures, wihiobtwsively record the timg

attempts at dissimulation (Asendorpf et al., 2002; Gresp@atdviewing deviant (e.g., pictures of nude or pafti

& Farnham, 2000; Poehlmah,&005; Stens, 2004). clothed children) and nondeviant (e.g., pictures of &

stimulil. Viewing pictures of children longer than pictu

David Thornton has been using the IAT measures ofg XHe . . .
. . would suggest greater sexual interest in chi
interest described above (Gray et al., 2005; Nunes ﬁ? Alrd Laws angc]igCarrr?en Gress (Gress, 2005, 2007
2007) along with several other measures as part Fcﬁess 2004) as well as Gene Ab’el (At’)el L

com_pr_ehensive _e_xperiment_al assessment b §05trom, Osborn, & Gillespie, 1994) and David Gle
administered to civilly committed sexual offenders ke ow, Osborné & Croxen ’2003) are among the I

Sand Ridge Secure Treatment Center in Wisconsin. T . Lo .
collected over the next year or two will undoubtedly Ilgg 49 ilr?t%pegstasnd studyingngetime measures of devian
important advances in this area. David Thornton and ichard '

Laws are currently working on an edited book erfhie is clearly growing interest in research on s
Cognitive Approaches to the Assessment of Sexual Interest ~ offendersO implicit cognitions. Implicit measures like

in Sexual Offenders. This book features many of th®ake it possible to examine many intriguing hypot
researchers mentioned in this article. It will be an exéelgentianson, 1999; Mann & Beech, 2003; Ward et al.
resource for anyonerggted in this area. Ward & Keenan, 1999) that have, as of yet, receive(

Researchers have also adapted and studied other meSy iriScaI attention. Given the promising resuilts so far,
b tres may eventually become valuable complemsg

o o ofendersO implct cognions. Tony BeeclpddMommony used measures ©.g. seltrepon
: 9 ' ,'IPPEr, eurjgby: (1) advance our understanding of the initiatig
Humphreys, & Flak, 2008) recently deveRamed Serial . f | offending: (2) i
Visual Presentation (RSWétter & Levy, 1969) task tmalnt_enance of sexual offending; (2) improve
. . ; e Lffectiveness of assessment, treatment, and manage
assess sexual interest in children and administered it t eéal
molesters and nonsexual offedderfRSVP task involves .
i S . . thg community.
the identification of target images, which are presented as
part of a series of rapidly presented images. If two targets are References
among the series of images, identification of the first Avedg@. G., Lawry, S. S., Karlstrom, E., Oshorn, C. A. & Gillespig
reduces the accuracy with which the second imagél? 4). Screening tests for pedo@hitiaal Justice and Behavior,
, o , . : 21.115-131.
identified when the time between intervals is

hat . N
(Raymond, Shapiro, & Arnell, 1992) or when the first irr%gg;e%“lvs’ D. A., & Bonta, J. (Z0@@sychology of criminal conduct (4

- .%incinnati, OH: Anderson.

of pa_rticular interest to the observer (KyIIings%@hdorpf, J. B., Banse, R., & MVcke, D. (2002). Double diss
Schneider, & Bundesen, 2001). Beech et al. (200&veen implicit and explicit personality self-concept: The case
presented participants with pictures of children and nekehaliodournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 380-393.
images (e.g., animals). They found that, compared Beetie A. R. (1998). A psychometric typology of child ab
nonsexual offenders, child molesters were more likely toInfgjaational Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology,
: . . 319-339.
the Se;:ond r;[?ége_lt_r:.mage Wh?n the ?rec_e?lng :[[a.rgeth ?ﬁ}cgnéA. R., Kalmus, E., Tipper, S. P., Baudouin, J.-Y., Humph
was of a child. IS suggests greater inierest in chl - & Flak, V. (2008)ildren induce an enhanced attentional blink in
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Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1464-1480. Attitudes and Associates (MCAA): The prediction of general and

o . . recidivisn€riminal Justice and Behavior, 31, 717-733.
Gress, C. L. Z. (2005). Viewing time measures and sexual |rﬁere

t: "
Another piece of the puZalenal of Sexual Aggression, 11, 117-125. oseﬁg B. A, Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R. (2007). The

) ; . o Association Test at age 7: A methodological and conceptual re
Gress, C. L. Z. (200%lays in attentional processing when viewing J. A. Bargh (EdAytomatic processes in social thinking and behavior

sexual imagery: The development and comparison of two measures. (pp. 265-292). Psychology Press.

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Victoria, ViCtOR%’seC B. A., & Smyth, F. L. (2007). A multitrait-multimethod valid

Canada. o 2 ]
the Implicit Association Eagerimental Psychology, 54, 14-29.
Hanson, R. K. (1999). Working with sex offenders: A per3hmal vi?\Yv b R v o

Journal of Sexual Aggression, 4, 81-93. unes, K._ L Flresto_ne, P., & Baldwin, M: W. (2007): I_nd|rect assqfp
. . ) .of cognitions of child sexual abusers with the Implicit Associatio
otenders. sexua’ entiiement and acceptance of se CI igrdha, C. & Gormley, M. (2007, Novedtfligrpf two implicit

Criminal Justice and Behavior, 21, 187-202. : "
measures of sexual interest and sexual associations. Poster presented

Hanson, R. K., & Morton-Bourgon, K. (2@0iors of sexual at the 28 Annual Research and Treatment Conference of
recidivism: An updated meta-analysis. Ottawa, ON: Public Safety and Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers, San Diego, Cal

Emergency Preparedness Canada. Paolucci, E. O., Genuis, M. L., & Violato, C. (2001). A meta-analys|f

Hofmann, W., Gawronski, B., Gschwendner, T., Le, H., & Schmitly Mished research on the effects of child sexufihatuseal of
(2005). A meta-analysis on the correlation between the Im k%ho/ogy 135, 17-36.

Association Test and explicit self-report meRessorgity and .
Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 1369-1385. Poehlman, T. A, Uhlmann, E. L., Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R

. . . .. Understanding and using the Implicit Association Test: Ill. Meta-analysis
Horley, J. (2000). Cognitions supportive of child mdlggseation. of predictive validity. Manuscript submitted for publication.
and Violent Behavior, 5, 551-564.

Potter, M. C. & Levy, E. I. J198cognition mery for a rapid
sequence of picturésirnal of Experimental Psychology, 81, 10-15.
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Price, S. A., & Hanson, R. K. (2007). A modified Stroop task witAA&axljalT., (2000). Sexual offenders' cognitive distortions as ifplicit
offenders: Replication of a stadyal of Sexual Aggression, 13, theoriesAggression and Violent Behaviour, 5, 491-507.
203-216. Ward, T., Gannon, T. A., & Keown, K (2006). Beliefs, values, and [fctions
Raymond, J. E., Shapiro, K. L., & Arnell, K. A. (1992). Temporhgy judgment model of cognitive distortions in sexual offelfjders.
suppression of visual processing in an RSVP task: An attentional Blgggksdsion and Violent Behavior, 11, 323-340.
Journal - of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Ward, T., Hudson, S. M., Johnston, L., & Marshall, W. L. (1997). ClRgnitive
Performance, 18, 849-860. distortions in sex offenders: An integrativeQfimideviPsychology
Resick, P.A. (1993). Tleycpological impact of rafsarnal of Review, 17, 479-507.
International Violence, 8, 223-255. Ward, T., & Keenan, T. (1999). Child molesters® impliciirtiatafries.
Smith, P., & Waterman, M. G. (2004). Processing bias for sexual matggipérsonal Violence, 14, 821-838.
The emotional Stroop and sexual offSagteaisAbuse: A Journal of ~ \Westen, D., & Weinberger, J. (2004). When clinical description bffcomes
Research and Treatment, 16, 163-171. statistical predictidmerican Psychologist, 59, 595-613.
Snowden, R. J., Gray, N. S., Smith, J., Morris, M., & MacCulloch,_M. ]
(2004). Implicit affective associations to violence in psychopathic
murderersThe Journal of Forensic Psychiatry and Psychology, 15,
620-641. P):<&/:$%-+#)3&-+,-&<:451&&&&E&&&&EE
Steffens, M. C. (2004). Is the Implicit Association Test immune to >06&:A&H)-%"%/-&-:&9:4"&

Experimental Psychology, 51, 165-179. (:55%,34%/X&&&&&&&&&&&&&&

Stroop, J. R. (1935). Studies of interference in serial verbal re o
Journal of Experimental Psychology, 18, 643-662. "&-1&[-41%)-/088&8E&8&&EL&EL&ESL

Taforodi, R. W., & Ho, C. (2006). Implicit and explicit self-esteem: 1":8&4/&,)&%$ #57&
we measuringanadian Psychology, 47, 195-202.

Thornton, D. (2002). Constructing and testing a framework for dynasaie=+s
assessmen$exual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 14,
139-153.

'-,9#)3&!:))%(-%1&7 reception will also be held that day, beginning at 5:3Qpm ir
the Premier Suite of the Marriott Hotel. This year|f the
reception will be more infdhaalit has been in past years

we have rented a hotel suite for mixing and mingling b [pleas
feel free to bring your own beverages. Friday June 15 [pring:
several great talks, along with the Section Business Mgeting
and the Poster Session. The CPA CJP Section Inpited
_ . Speaker, Dr. Jim Bonta, will be speaking the mornijgg of
Just a few things to update everyone on E Saturday June 14. These are just some highlights Bijthere

First, the conference proceedings document from last3j€af@ny interesting sessions that will surely keedj you
NAACJP conference will be out soon. Details on he@gaged for the entire conference!
obtain a copy will be available on our website by the erd-of

April. & _
Your SectionOs Executive

Vo(-#:)&IAIH) Y6118

Greetings Everyone!

Second, the time has come to begin discussions on the L _ _

feasibility of another NACEdiference in 2011. weYour SectionOs Executive currently consists of 14 (leople
received many positive comments on the first NAE@YP Executive member plays a specific role, and lpach
conference and we thank all those who were invéR@fgPer is elected at the Annual ConventionOs Spctior
Hosting a conference of that magnitude is a tremeRd§iRess Meeting (SBM). Perhaps you are interesipd in
amount of work, and this is a major consideration $#R¥RJ On next yearOs Executive?

discussing whether another one will be held. At the memigghtly, each Executive member has expressed an iffteres
we are seeking volunteers who are able to make Einfgfﬁ_?/ing in their respective position for the upcoming] yeat
commitment to assist with conference planning, from n@dll is still one DAL position vacant); however, [pach
2011 B should a decision be made to go ahead. Ao#®n is open to all those interested as each positpn is
stage, we are asking for comments and volunteers. RIf@86in at the Annual Section Business Meeting. Beldv yol
contact Jeremy Mills if you are interested. will find a short description of the various positions, ghould

Third, this year®s annual conference is right arouM@Ut@ thinking about expressing interest in one of the
corner. Keynote speaker and award recipient Dr. Stephen

Wong will be speaking on Thursday June 14. Our Section

30
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POSITION
(Running for 2008

POSITION DESCRIPTION

CHAIR
(Jean Folsom)

Liaise with CPA. Develop and guide
objectives set by the Executive. Develg
mechanisms for the planning of Sectio
objectives. Contribute to Edcie Scene
with thé/iew from the Top column.

PAST CHAIR
(Not elected)

his/her inability to perform his/her dutie
to illness or mental defect.

SECRETARY/
TREASURER
(Karl Hanson)

Responsible for financial matters and
recordings of the Section proceedings

for the Section). Contribufere Scene
at least once per year. Prepare a repo
circulation prior to next yearOs SBM o
accomplishments.

CRIME SCENE
EDITORS
(Tanya Rugge &
Chantal Langevin

TheCrime Scene Editorial Team is
responsible for the publicatiCrmaf
Scene, twice each year (September and
April). Production of this newsletter in
solicitation of submissions, reviewing g
articles, correspondence related to
submissions, revisions, writing the Edit
Note and other components of the
newsletter, as well as formatting and
distribution of the final product.

DIRECTOR-AT-
LARGE: NAACJ
(Steve Wormith)

Liaise with National Associations Activ
Criminal Justice (NAACJ) and maximiz
SectionOs representation at funded mg
Prepare a report for circulation prior to
yearOs SBM on yearOs accomplishme
Contribute terime Scene at least once pe
year.

DIRECTOR-AT-
LARGE: CLINICA
& TRAINING
(Mark Olver)

Identify CJS clinicidtasget of 15 CJS
Lmembers), foster discussion of clinical
issues, identify training needs and pote
pre-conference workshops addressing
needs, encourage and develop one
symposium on clinical issues for the Al
conference. Contribut@rioe SceneOs
dedicated column by either writing the
column or soliciting appropriate pieces
others. Prepare a report for circulation
to next yearOs SBM on yearOs
accomplishments.

Be a bastion of sober second thought and
assume the duties of Chair in the event of

writing cheques, and serving as a memory

DIRECTORS-AT-
LARGE:

THE COURTS

Garry Fisher)

PSYCHOLOGY IN discussion of related issues, encourag

(David Nussbaum &,

Identify CJS members with interests in
Issues (target 15 members), foster

develop one symposium and/or pre-

conference workshop on court-related
r the CPA annual conference. Contri
Crime SceneOs dedicated column by either

writing the column or soliciting approprjate

pieces from others. Prepare a report far
circulation prior to next yearOs SBM o
accomplishments.

s due

(e.g.,

t for
nyea

' DIRECTOR-AT-
LARGE:
CONTINUING
EDUCATION
(vacant)

Qs

Investigate possible strategies to deve
credits for the Section, and mutually
recognized CE credits with the CJS of
Division 18 of APA. Provide a report tg
Executive on recommendations, as we
report for circulation on yearOs
accomplishments. Contribute to at lea|
Crime Scene per year.

olves
f

orsO

e in

e the
peting
next
nts.

ntial
thosé

nnual

DIRECTOR-AT-
LARGE:
CONFERENCE
PROGRAMME
(Guy Bourgon)

Oversee the CJS convention program to
include reminders for submissions to next
yearOs conference. Work with DALOs|to

identify specific pre-conference workshops

and symposiums. Oversee evaluation pf
student posters and respective prizes
conference. Contribute to at leaStioae

Scene per year.

DIRECTOR-AT-
LARGE: WEB
COORDINATOR
(Joe Camilleri)

Responsible for maintaining the SectionOs

website in a timely fashion and for liaising

with the web staff at CPA. Prepare a report
for circulation prior to next yearOs SBN on

yearOs accomplishments.

SSTUDENT
REPRESENTATI
(Leslie Helmus)

Represent student issues to the Executive.

I:Contribute torime SceneOs dedicated
column for students, by either writing the
column or soliciting appropriate pieces
others. Prepare a report for circulation
to next yearOs SBM on yearOs
accomplishments.

| MEMBERSHIP
COORDINATOR
(Natalie Jones)

from

DIRECTOR-AT-
LARGE: POLICE
PSYCHOLOGY
(Dorothy Cotton)

Identify CJS members with interests in
Issues (target 15 members), foster
discussion of related issues, encourag
develop one symposium and/or pre-
conference workshop on police issues
CPA annual conference. Contrilfirf@do
SceneOs dedicated column by either w
the column or soliciting appropriate pig

from others. Prepare a report for circu
prior to next yearOs SBM on yearOs
accomplishments.

£ an

Oversee the Section membership list and

email distribution list. Update list as required

and send various materials via email tq
Section memberships as appropriate.

to at least or@zime Scene per year.

PriorHope to see you at the SBM (8:00am Friday morning)

N yeal

opC

at the

from

prior

Assist
withCrime Scene as required, and contriute

nd i

you are interested in a seat on the Executive, youf can

iting

ces
ation

_express your interest to any of the current Exegjtive
Polictiembers now, or at the SBM. Not only will serving ¢
qExecutive keep you connected, it enables you to rep
and assist the whole Section. HereOs your opport
for thmake a difference!

the
sent
ity te
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Hanson, R. K., Helmus, L., & Bourgon, G. [2007).
G,Q%&,)&& validity of risk assessments for intimate partner violence:
OA-9%5'&B+43+-& O& A meta-analysis. (Corrections Ugeport No. 2007-07).

Ottawa: Public Safety Canada.
&S, )& &+, "&A"$&I:478& This meta-analysis reviews the predictive accuracy of di
& approaches and tools that are used to assess the ri
recidivism for male spousal assault offenders. In tot3
studies were found that examined the relationship betwdg
& initial assessment of risk and subsequent spousal assa
2%(%0)-&RA>5#(,-#:)/& general violent recidivismvatieus approaches to predictin
spousal assault recidivism showed, on average, modg
Do you have a recent publication? List it here. predictive accuracy. The steactopls specifically designed
to assess spousal assault risk showed similar levelg
$ accuracy (average weighteaf .40, 10 studies) as tools
designed to predict general or violent recidivism (av
Augimeri, L. K., Farrington,,IKXdegl, C. J., & Day, D. M. weighted of .54, 4 studies) and global assessments of [fi
(2007). The SNARJnder 12 Outreach Project: Effects provided by the female partners (average Weifih8&j 5
of a community-based program for children with condstatlies). The most accurate tools were those in which the
problemslournal of Child and Family Studies, 16, 799- were selected empirically (i.e., based on observed predid
807. group data). Further research is needed to determine thelf
) ) ) to which the spousal specific risk tools provide u
We examined the immediate, short- and long-terfformation not included in the already well-establishe
effectiveness of the SNAP? Under 12 Outreach Project (ORkgols designed for general recidivism or violence. Furthe
-a community-based program for children under the age 0ofitl%s possible that increasedicture could improve the

at risk of having police contact. Sixteen pairs of children wggBuracy of the partners® assessment of risk.
matched on age, sex and severity of delinquency at admission,

and randomly assigned to the ORP or to a control group which $

received less intensive treatment. Level of antisocial b @Yljﬁ[ls L. M. D., & HansoK, R007). Predictive validit

was assessed pre- and post-intervention (immediate ef e%tF)the Static-99 and Static-2002 for sex offende

and at three follow-up perigu$o(15 months post treatment) . i
to investigate maintenance of possible treatment effects.C(Ammun'ty supervisitexual Offender Treatment, 2, 1-

search of criminal records was also performed to assess |

term effects. Results indicated that ORP children decreasg{t Static-99 is the most commonly used actuarial to

significantly more than controls on the Delinquency aggyyal offenders. Although it has shown acceptable preffi
Aggression subscales of the Child Behavior Checklist Pread@uracy in a large number of studies, all these st
post-intervention, and these effects were maintained over tijR@slved researchers scoring the instrument retrospec
For statistically significant differences, effect sizes were Iacgfhsequenﬂy, it is unclear whether similar results wo
(.79 to 1.19). Fewer ORP children (31%) had criminal recod@gained when used in routine practice. The authors ¢
at follow-up compared to controls (57%), although thigatic-99 have proposed a new scale, the Static-2002, b
difference was not statistisaiyificant. Overall, the ORP  has peen insufficient research to determine whether it
appears to be an effective cognitive-behavioral program jfaprovement over the Static-99. This study examine
antisocial children in the short term, with possible effects tﬂ@dictive accuracy of the Static-99 in a prospective st
extend into adolescence and adulthood. 706 Canadian sexual offenders on community supervisi

$ assessments were conducted by the probation and (

officers responsible for supervising the cases. The Stdji
Camilleri, J. A., & Quinsey, V. L. (2008). Pedophiligas compared with the Static-2002, which was sqg
Assessment and treatment. In D. R. Laws & Wetrospectively from criminal history records. After an ave
0ODonohue (Eds.Bexual  deviance:  Theory, year follow-up, the Static-99 and Static-2002 were e

assessment, and treatment (2nd ed.). New York: Guilford. accurate in predicting sexual recidivism (ROC of .76 for
The Static-2002, however, was better than the Static-

$ predicting violent and general recidivism. There wer|
significant differences in the accuracy of the measurdg
rapists, child molesters, orcoatact offenders. Overall, thé
Static-99 and Static-2002 are both reliable and valid me{
of recidivism risk for sexual offenders.

$
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Koegl, C. J., Farrington, D. P., Augimeri, L. K., & Day, Dthree instrumenteveloped by FMHPs to structure F§
(in press). Evaluation of a targeted cognitive-behavio assessments. We then preséitnce supporting the validit
program for children with conduct problems DThe sNzof the Nussbaum Fitness Questidonaifiéiciently screening
Under 12 Outreach Project: Service intensity, age (Individuals for fitness and blatastibtle malingering. The

gender effects on short and long term ouGiivess. these instruments within the currenf fmiensic mental

Child Psychology and Psychiatry. health practices. Specifically, it is sugbestede of the

This study tested the effectiveness of a multifaceted, Cscreening instrument could reliably elioinate70% of
program for antisocial children - the SNAP2 Under 1 current referrals for complete assessmentisewhibee in-
Outreach Project (ORP) - in relation to age, sex and indicedepth semi-structured interviews be utilized to cofffirm
treatment intensity. Study participants were 80 clinic-refe unfitness, especially when the mental health professionfl has
children (59 boys and 21 girls) under the age of 12 assignemore than trivial doubt regarding an individual's FST.

one of the following groups: Contral £€CI2}) who did not

receive the ORP; Matched fMGQ) who received the ORP; $

and Experimental (BG= 16) who received a slighthe \hoiqer R D., & Nussbaum, D. (2007). Can the bpd be
enhanced version of the ORP. Results indicated significa .

pre-post changes for the EG and MG for CBCL-meadlf The Criminal Law Quarterly, 53 (2), 206-226.

delinquency and aggression, but no improvement for the CG. $

Positive relationships between the amount of individual ORP n .
components received and CBCL change scores werd’ @& S., & Hanson, R. K. (2007). A modified stroop tagk witf
found. In this regard, statistical associations tended to $@xual offenders: Replication of a dtuehal of

larger for girls and older ehil@ire., 10-11 years old) who Sexual Aggression, 13(3), 203-216.

may have been more cognitively advanced. Despite some
limitations, findings from this study support the effectivenes%%f
the ORP, but also highlight the need to take into account cl
characteristics when offering clinical treatment.

paper ends with a number of suggéstioptmize use of

nitive behavioural treatment of sexual offenders asfumes
sexual offenders are motivated by deviant attitijdes,
perceptions and values. Although aspects of deviant sqhema
can be assessed by questionnagiseport measures are

$ limited by the respondentOs willingness to be forthright [find b

. the fact that th iti typicall ickly,
Nunes, K. L., & Cortoni, F. (2008). Dropout from sex-offen ge: (e’ these COgnitive processes iypically occul gigicy

- ; . S aling signs of automaticity. Recent research by Smijph and
treatment and dimensions of risk of sexual recidivisflaterman (2004) has suggested that the deviant schelha of
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 35, 24-33. sexual offenders could be assessed using a version (f the

The extent to which generahaity and sexual deviance are Stroop qolour-naming task: Long latency periods to sexudf color
associated with dropout or expulsion from a sex-offendéprds imply a longer irdGom-processing route and
treatment program was examined. Participants were §gidence of pre-establishedafdgeexual cognitive schemalf
offenders who dropped out of, or were expelled from, their l§pOP techniques may offer the advantage of elimirting
sex-offender program andnapadson group of 48 program limitations that arise when using self-report techniques, s|jch as
completers. As expected, the general criminality items of #@eability and social desiratwiityerns. The current stud .
StaticP99 were significantly associated with dropout/expuléfiicates and extends Smith and WatermanOs resultg using
but the sexual deviance items were not. Thus, risk for sex¢@Ples of sexual offenders, non-sexual violent offender, and
recidivism and risk for dropout/expulsion from sex-offend@h-violent offenders. The_cumulatlve result.s of the two Jjudies
programs do not appear to be synonymous. Basing estimateggest that Stroop techniques have promise, but that {grther
of risk for dropout/expulsion on general criminality rather tN§¥{K i required before measures are available that [pave
sexual deviance may be a more effective and efficient strat%kﬁ'c'e”t reliability and validity to be used in applied contgjts.

for managing sex offenders. $

$ Whitaker, D. J., Le, B., Hanson, R. K., Baker, Cl§ K.,
Nussbaum, D., Hancock, M., Turner, I., Arrowood, J.MgMahon, P., Ryan, G., KéejmRice, D. D., & Ingram,
Melodick, S. (2007). Fitness/Competency to Stand Tral:(in press). Risk factors for the perpetration of [ghild
A Conceptual Overview, Review of Existing Instrumep@xual abuse: A review and meta-artaijcs#ouse &
and Cross-Validation of the Nussbaum Fitned¥eglect.

Questionnaire.  Avadabl Online:  http://brief-  gince the late 1980s, there has been a strong theoreticalffocus
treatment.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/mhm026. on psychological and social influences of child sexual {jbuse

Competency to Stand Trial or Fitness to Stand TritigFST) igP€rPetration. This paper presents the results of a revie
most frequent referral issue facing forensic mental hedfgta-analysis of studies examining risk factors for child jjexual
professionals (FMHPs) and consumes considerable scaffd/S€ perpetration published since 1990. Eighty-nine sgudies
resourcedn the process. This article summarizes minimaligublished between 1990 and April of 2003 were revigwed.
and expandéegal approaches to FST and briefly describeiesults were classified intoobiséx broad categories of ris
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factors: family risk factorsrreadteing behaviors, internalizingsychology and sociology as a classic example.

behaviors, social deficits, sexual problems, pravides much more detail of the experiment and its implicti

attitudes/beliefs. Child molesters were compared to Theeesxperiment consisted of 20 volunteer university st
comparison groups identified within the 89 studies: rapistshasen at random, selecting half of them to be prison guar
sex offenders, and non-offenders with no history of crimihalather half to be prisoners. This was to be a 2 week st
sexual behavior problems. Results for the six major categasieborted after 6 days because of the violence and degri
showed that child molesters were not different from rapigtat(attcurred.

d = -.02 - .14) other than being less antiseci@d4). Child
molesters were somewhat different than non-sex offe
especially with regard to sexual problems and attitiBes (
and .51). Child molesters showed substantial differenceanfr?)éﬁ)
non-offenders with medium sized effects in all six MAOL
categoriesdQs range from .39 to .58). Discussion of fi A
focuses on the potential primaeylgffamily risk factors, and"'e:

research gaps apparent from this review. Zimbardo does a masterful job of presenting the informati
drawing out the principles and implications in the events.
such as power and control, dehumanization, oppression,

H’ggr recipitating factor iringirithis book was the dramatiq
parallel to the real life Abu Graib event. Zimbardo was invo
ert in analyzing the events of incarceration, not only
but also in Guantanamo Bay and other prisons in t
nla SHe also comments on events in Rwanda, Nanking Chi

& disengagement, crimes against humanity, genocide, rapg
0)A:"$,-#:)&2%Q#%</&& terror emerge as major issues in his analysis.

Have you read a book, article or research on whicﬂ-'z?lﬁ’oo" should be a "must read” for persons involv

would like to provide commentary B good, bad, provo%]s ?8“0”5' It would be of special interest to social scientig

or humourous? If so. write us and it could be includ % 0 'theologians and ethicists. While it is a book that wou
) ! GhtdtdR o the general public, it does get academic in

this new Information Reviews section. sections.

BOOK REVIEW P41:&P:")%"&

The Lucifer Effect: Want to give kudos to a Section Member?
Understanding Ho@ood People Turn Evil Contact us.

Author: Philip Zimbardo $

Publisher: Random House, New York (2007) . .
ISBN: 978-1-4000-6411-3 (hardcover) Congratulations to Kelly M. Bainghish

, _ _ who was awarded the Predoctoral Grant Award by t
Reviewer: Otto Driedger, Ph.D. Association for the Treatment of SbxsatA(ATSA)

Professor Emeritus
Department of Human Justice and Social Work,
University of Regina

for her proposal entitled OUsing the Implicit Associa
Test to Assess Sexual Attraction to ChildrenO.
Kelly is currently working on her Mastersadigree

In "The Lucifer Effect", Philip Zimbardo addresses the impact of Dr. Kevin Nunes at Carleton University.
societal structures and organizations on persons working in a Well done Kelly!

system by discussing the 36 year old "Stanford Prison experiment”

he conducted and its parallels to experiences in Abu Graib and $

other more current events. Congratulations to Samantha Balemba, who was awa
His thesis is that systems have a profound effect on the beh#vioPrearson Education Forensic Psychology Thesis A
of individuals. As he says "Theotmatlview is to look within for for her honours thesis entitled

answers - for pathology ordmerai...Social psychologists [such  “|mplicit and Explitiitddes Towards Violence".

as himself] tend to avoid this rush to dispositional judgmentgyhelntha is a fourth-year honours student in the Instit

trying to understand the causes of unusual behaviours.. ;J] pology and Criminal Justice at Carleton Universit
0

dispositional approach is to the situational as a medical mode is completina her thesis under the supervision
health is to a public health model." He also uses a more down to P 9 ; P
of Dr. Kevin Nunes.

earth metaphor: "It is notttieae are a few bad apples in the
barrel, but that it is a bad barrel". The power to create the bad Great work Samanthal
barrel sets the context for the situation. 3

The Stanford (University) PEsperiment was designed by Dr.
Zimbardo in 1971 and has been written up and used in social

34




Vol. 15, No. 1 April 2|§08

Congratulations to Dr. Steve Wong,
who will be receiving the annual Career Contribution Axuard
at the upcoming CPA conference! &

G,Q%&,&84>5#(,-#:)&-+,-K/ &&&&&
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&1$-.0$;0/o,'".$,1:$:>,11&14$?",1'.$*3$-.0$$$$$$$$$$§$$$%% %$§$$$$§s$§$§
@1-,"8&*$)&1&/-"A$*3$B",&18&14$C*>>040/$,1:$F
$

*3%-.0$1,-&*1,>$C"&90$="0D01-&*1$C*71'&F#$ Forensic Hospital due to the retirement of one of tife thrdfe
$ current psychologists at the facility. The ECFH is cg isfid
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Any more news? Contact us.




Vol. 15, No. 1

CAREER OPPORTUNITY

Simcoe Psychology is a small and rapidly djowing
practice that provides professional forensic and
psychological services. We are known particularl

offenders, and for trainings provided to
professionals working with this population.

population of clients, including sex offenders. Mdst work
will be provided at the office site in Barrie, as :!
the client penitentiary site in Gravenhurst, Onta
salary range is 65 to 80K, commensurate with ex
and qualifications plus bonus structure. Flexibi
scheduling, attendance at conferences and/or trgini
practicing in a close-knit and supportive

environment, and opportunities to participate in rf

driver's license and access to own vehicle.
security check.

Additional Information:

Simcoe Psychology is located in Barrie, Ontdri
beautiful city on the shores of popular Lake
Barrie affords a lifestyle suitable to those who enj
sports, snow activities, clean air, and the great ou

Toronto and on the GO Train line.
website www.simcoepsychology.com

Review of applications will begin immediately, and will
continue until the position is filled. Please fax applications
to 416-913-1540 or email to
resumes@simcoepsychology.com.

We look forward to hearing from you.

G,Q%&!:$$%)-/&:)&<+,-&&&&EEEEEEE &L
9:4&+,Q%4&"%,10&&

Y$#5&IW &

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES

The Research Branch at Correctional Services
will be seeking to fill a number of positions in t
month or two.

Assessment and Measurement,
(program research), and Operations and Kno
Management. A Ph.D. in a social science di§

ledge
ipline

managing research teams. This position is

executive group (EX-01). More details about th

may be found at:
http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/text/asidictions/index-eng.sht | I
http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/tekt/asidictions/index-fra.sht

Several positions at the Director and Associate
level will also be staffedgelmeral, these positions I i
require a Ph.D. and extensive experience in resg
program development. Experiarariminal justice
addictions will also be needed. Some of these ¢
are located at the Addictions Research Ce
Montague, PElI and some are located in the
offices of the Research Branch. These positi
classified at the ES-06 level. More information alfout the
Research Branch can be found at:
http://www.csc-scc.gc.cal/text/rsrch-eng.shtml
http://www.csc-scc.gc.caltext/rsrch-fra.shtml

Information on these positions will be posted offif§ally o

the Public Service Commission website:
http://jobs-emplois.gc.ca/menu/home_e.htm
http://jobs-emplois.gc.ca/menu/home_f.htm

Please check the website regularly for notificatighs tha
the positions are posted.

If you have any questions about these positions
contact Brian Grant6a8-995-4694, or grantba@gsc-
scc.gce.ca.

If you know of any employment opportunities,
contact us!

*%&<,)-&:1&+%,"&A"$&9:47&&
&
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The 24 Annual Risk and Recovery Forensic Conference

April 28-29, 2008 Hamilton, Ontario
To register, contact Carin Kelley at 905.522.1155 ex.3649

The T Annual Psychiatrists in Blue Conference
“Psychiatrists in Blue ... Around the World”
May 4-6, 2008 Regina, Saskatchewan
www.pmhl.ca

Canadian Psychological Association
69" Annual Convention
June 12-14, 2008 Halifax, Nova Scotia
www.cpa.ca

British Society of Criminology Annual Conference
July 9-11, 2008 Huddersfield, England
www.britsoccrim.org

138 Congress of Corrections
August 9-14, 2008 New Orleans, Louisiana, U.S.A.
www.aca.org

American Psychological Association
116" Annual Conference
August 14-17, 2008 Boston, Massachusetts, U.S.A|
www.apa.org

American Society of Criminology Annual Meeting
November 12-15, 2008 St. Louis, Missouri, U.S.A.
www.asc41l.com

STATIC AND DYNAMIC RISK ASSESSMENT
OF SEXUAL OFFENDERS

2-DAY TRAINING WORKSHOP
June 6 & 7, 2008 B Toronto, ON, Canada

Presenter: Dr. Andrew Harris, C.Psych.
Sponsored by Simcoe Psychology, Barrie, Ontari

This 2-Day workshop includesearch overview, specif
instructions for administering and scoring the STAJIC-{9,
STABLE-2007 and ACUTE-2007, and incorporates pevdfal
hands-on exercises. In addition to large group discUgsidps,
the workshop utilizes role-play, and small-group

offenders. The workshop is designed for all stakeho
best practices risk assessment of sexual offenders i

researchers. Participants will not only learn
administration and scoring of the measures, but wjl algo
receive feedback and suggestions for obtaining infornfatiolf i
adversarial contexts. Participalhtalso receive all of thp
measures, interview guides, and scoring sheets,
restrictions on duplication for their own use.

To register or for further information go to
www.simcoepsychology.com.

The & Annual Conference of the European Society

of Criminology
“Criminology in the Public Sphere”
September 2-5, 2008 Edinburgh, Scotland
www.eurocrim2008.org

Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers
27 Annual Research aildeatment Conference

“Teamwork in Trying Times: Improving Our
Response to Sexual Abuse”
October 22-25, 2008 Atlanta, Georgia, U.S.A.
www.atsa.com

&
B#8/&A:"&'-41%)-1?&

@"%&9:488"%/%)-#)3&,88:1-%"&,-&
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&

The 11 International Institute for Restorative Practices
World Conference
October 22-24, 2008 Toronto, Ontario
www.iirp.org.php
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please let me know and | will do my best to soliciff that
content myself.

R@&]" ™ &@))4,5&!)Q%)-#)&& | hope everyone has a great summer and | look forwjjrd to
& &!IR&'%(-#)&G#3+5#3+-/8&& seeing many of you in Halifax!

Sincerely,

Lestie Felmus

lesliehelmus@yahoo.ca

*+ -KI&G,88%)#)3&,-&-+%E&\8(:$#)3&

Thursday June 12, 2008

Keynote Speaker & Award Recipient Dr. Stephen Wdng
Marriott Main Floor, Acadia C &

1:00-1:55pm Advice for Finding a Thesis Supervisor:

Criminal Justice Psychology Section Reception What Professors Have To Say
Marriott Hotel Premier Suite Leslie Helmus. B.A.(Hons)
5:30pm-9:00pm Carleton University
. Whether you are doing an honours thesis or applying t{§ grac
Friday June 13, 2008 school, one of the hardest and most important tasks|ffor a

Criminal Justice Psychology Poster Session
Marriott Second Floor, Nova Scotia Room

2:00pm-3:55pm .
P P statement of research interest. However, the procelgs of

Saturday June 14, 2008 getting a supervisor often starts long before the applicgfion i

submitted.
CPA CJP Section Invited Speaker Dr. Jim Bonta N . ‘
Compass Room, Pedway Second Floor When students firgrnitify who they want to work with, thipy

10:00am-10:55am will often contact them (via email or a face-to-face visit)jto ge
a feel for what the professor is like, to ask if the profesgpr wil
AND LOTS MORE!! be accepting students, and to discuss their common re{fearcl
interests. For many students, this process can be jupt as

important and scary as a job interview. Advice on hfjw to
navigate this process is often vague and superficial (i.|f., ge
& good grades). However, what many students do not redjlize i
"-41%)-IK&*,-%"&!::5%"& that good grades can be a small part of a profegporQOs

&

~ _ ) decision.
The StudentsO Water Cooler is a forum designed to give

students a voice. If you have any information, advic®/@Hed to offer advice to students by getting the Cginsid
would like to communicate with other students thro§§RCRO ©n this process from several professors. [Bo, |

submission, please contact us or Leslie (your StGHBHiCted a variety of forensic psychology professorsi(from
Representative! different fields and in different universities) and askedjtherr

some questions to hopefully give students some insig(t intc
2 how professors view this process and what they are Igjoking
And from your StudeRepresentative E. for in a student. Additlgnal decided to keep the
contributors anonymous in the hopes that it would [jolicit
Hi everyone! more frank and honest answers.

As the student representative for the Criminal J§Ygeall, | contacted seven professors and received| five
Section, my job mainly consists of representing stfRA@NSes. While this is by no means a random sample of
issues to the Section Executive. | invite you to contacPfaEessors, | hope that the information | obtained is helpful t

you have any questions/concerns or if there is somethifgg$tudents.

would like to discuss. Furthefmhovant to make sure th@nstead of summarizing their comments | chose to incl{jde al
StudentsO Water Cooler always has exciting contegépfstises as provided (the uncensored version). It mé}y fee
students so if there is anything you would like to write for tReugh there is some redundancy but | think reclfrring
column, please contact me. Also, if there is any topigef@és or comments are useful in signaling important {fctor:
would like to see covered (such as advice or informgfi@nh showing agreement among different professors.[fn thi
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article, each question | posed is written in bold. Underrwths.much research done as pqssible when they are helfp
the question are the responses provided by profess@sopinion, they canOt do this without external funding. Al

Paragraphs are used to separate the responses of diffdpgayOs age of funding IOm not guaranteed to have any ¢
professors. funding myself. So, | have to be confident that the studen

be able to take care of themselves financially. Third, as
indicated below, a bad persomalitdefinitely knock them

Question: | am sure many of you have had a time when you out of the race.

thought you had too many students and you promised o _
yourself you wouldn't accept any more, but then one student Professor D: Lack of conscientiousness; arrogance; being t

was able to convince you to take them. What did they do to pushy; too casual/rude/clueless in initial communication (.

first email requesting supervision starts out with ODude,

han r mind?
get you to change you d up? | gotta do some thesis thing and your area seems wi

Professor A: Exceptions: (1) conducted research directly in myoolO); initial communication clearly indicates lack of inter

area, (2) worked with a close colleague, (3) had skills that filled even awareness of) my research (e.g., mass email t
a gap in my lab, and (4) breadth - more than just high gradegsychology profs requesting supervision); proposing

Professor B: 10m just starting in the business, but if my pla
was full and there was a very strong applicant whose traini9
goals and interests were matched with what we could o
them, then there is a good chance | would consider.

orance of any existing psychological theories, findings
earch methods; low GPA (i.e., anything below an
consistently weak references; exceptionally weak scie
writing skills; clearly does not value or care at all ab
Professor C: First, person comes off as totally passionatepsychological research.

about the area and has taken some real time to look into my

research and has some interesting ideas for projects (evQnelftion: Personality obviously matters. | have heard many

the ideas are a bit Off, the fact that theyOve given it MSOKS Cryptlcally say that they consider whether a

ze:irgereThOclé)%]:)gg:\tszyr?)t/e?qnz o?gt?al?g?é:glelzzn I‘;%‘S:S offi @8nt's personality is the right “fit” for their lab. What does
X y i isti w , W 9 ; i 9
abilities, and overall confidence in themselves) so that | Caf@%ﬂgectually mean? What personality traits do you look for
relatively sure that (a) the student will produce a high qualitpfessor A: Fit refers to complementing the general approa
product on time and (b) the student wonOt be an extremeithin the lab. It also means fit with me. | like indepent
serious burden in terms of supervision time. students (in their work and thinking). Sometimes a really s

) . . ... __personality makes other students uncomfortable; henc
Professor D: Stellar GPA and/or other impressive qua“t'es'djsrupts the climate in the lab. This is counterproductive

e.g., Qxceptionally strong research met_hods/stgts skiIIFh ough the student themselves may be exceptional
exceptional knowledge of research-related issues in my area; '

clear passion for research in my area, demonstrated by p#&stfessor B: Conscientious, hardworking, humble, down
behaviour, such as courses taken, volunteer work, readirggrth, confident (but not obnoxious), willing to take initia

{eesearch project in initial contact that indicates compl

etc.; exceptional scientific writer. (but appropriately so), flexible, able to get along with otherif.

. Professor C: To me, this matters more at the graduate le
Question: What are your deal-breakers? (What can students than the undergraduate level. Honours students are just

do WRONG that will immediately knock them out of the for a year so personality issues canOt cause too

running?) problems, but for students that are going to be here betwdf

Professor A: First, students interested in clinical careers bu2"d 6 years, | think personality is a big thing. I look for
applying to an applied program. Second, marginal grades QYOWINg:

the area is very competitive. Third, students not having a (1) A personality that will mesh with mine. | want g
specific interest in my diestead they express a general students but itOs going to be a long haul if they don(
interest in forensic issues - this is too broad). me and | donOt like them.

(2) A personality that will mesh with the lab (so obvio
the traits that one looks for will vary from lab to la
Supervisors have different models, but | expect
students to get external funding so that they can spen
Professor C: First, we get so many applicants that are on the  much time as possible in the lab. This means that t
ball, so if they donOt come to interviews somewhat preparedwill always be a big group of (usually stressed out) pe
they are most likely out. They donOt need to have their wholeworking together for extendéaddpenf time. For things
MA or PhD sorted out, but they should know something about to run smoothly, people in the lab have to like and res
the program and about my research. If they canOt impress meone another. So, | personally look for people that | t
during the initial meetings, god knows what they are going to will be excellent team players, people that are fa
be like when they are here and no longer have to impress me. easygoing, but very hard workers, people that are fé
Second, at the graduate level, if | donOt believe that the studensociable, and people that are generally going to
will get funding they are most likely out. | want my students to respectful of others in the lab (youOd be surprised

Professor B: If they have no prior forensic research experience
(e.g., honours degree or otherwise), or if their grades are too
low.

39
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many applicants donOt come off this way when | hasieould put all their eggs in one basket when applying {p a
interviews with them). particular institution. Make it obvious who you want to \Jjork

(3) A personality that will get things done - conscientiouith most and hope it works out, rather than making it s{jem

extremely hard working, a bit neurotic (a supervisor@ike youOre equally interested in working with a lot of different
dream!). people at the institution. | know lots of faculty who wonOffjeven

. ] ) o . consider students unless they are put front and centrdf in
Professor D: 1 would like to work with conscientious, polite.ctatements of interest. (4) Apply for funding before grad sghool

respectful, meticulous, hard-working students for WhoBjats. Bringing funding with you is almost a free pass into[fjrad
research is a top priority. <

Question: If you had to rank-order the things you are looking
for, what is the #1 most important? (Or, you can list your top
two or top three, as long as they are ranked in order of

) etc etcE their letter will carry a lot of weight with poterjfial
importance).

graduate supervisors. (2) donOt send out a blanket email [fo the
Professor A: Most important: (1) research interests, (2) gradesentire faculty of a particular university indicating that youjare
and, (3) accomplishments (breadth). These are essentialiferested in graduate work. (3) apply for SSHRC/OGS in [your
tied. 4h year. (4) know your potential supervisorOs area of resffarch
well!! (5) marks are important but personality suitability cqints
for a lot (e.g., similar research interests, easy to work \fith,
takes feedback well, etc).

Professor B: Hard to do: 10d say grades, relevant researc
experience, and personality.

Professor C: (1) Someone who is fundable (basically high

GPA) and wants to stay for a PhD. (2) Someone who is a dwpe this article was useful in highlighting some df the
writer, statistically knowledgeabtl has a good critical eye things that professors are looking for in students. Ijwas
for research (reading, writing, and doing research). p@)sonally amazed at how much importance profeffsors
Someone who is interested in publishing and presenting gfigtfed on factors other than grades. | was also struck iy hov
work. (4) Someone whose personality meshes with minenqigh consistency there was across professors. Therdwere
the lab. no clear disagreements (i.e., what one professor wajpts to
Professor D: This isnOt set in stone, but itOs generally the ®@sein a student is a deal-breaker for another professdf) anc
for me. Interpersonal fit is probably number 1 for me. IOdh@$s were many common themes emerging (i.e., [pany
over a top student who was abrasive for a slightly wegkgfessors want students to be explicit and specific [bout
student who had the qualities listed above (under persongty they want to work with as opposed to casting afwide
question). Number 2 is probably work ethic and passion ffdiy | Jike to thank all the anonymous contributors {pr the

research area. | want a student who can eventually beco
collaborator, motivated, and willing to work as hard as | ﬁ%ﬁg:ggls (C)(r)]n:msenatrst'icllef gggt?:gs ?(?rs fue':Lr]?/e f:r?ic(j:tljea}s or

this research. Number 3 is fundamental psychologfga X )
knowledge and research skills; i.e., stats, research mettfJg@se feel free to email me (lesliehelmus@yahoo.ca).
psychometrics, critical thinking, scientific writing, knowledge_of

psychology fundamentals. Number 4 is knowledge of my

specific area. L$#)3&":)TW

The next CPA convention is right around the cornerly We
hope to see you there and we expect to have an[pther
interesting issue ©fime Scene for you in September!

Professor A: Research the faculty, write a specific email Wishing you all a fabulous spring filled with energy anfjl new
each faculty (more than search and replace), limit your fagkith!

approaches (we talk to each other and will ascertain if']tbe

student has told 3-4 faculty they believe each of the faculty@e & Chantal

research interest is their OtrueO interest), check out websites

(departmental and faculty) for info on their current work—aumd

publications. Refer to these in your correspondence to e &
your interest is up to date. G,Q%&,&=#)4-%0&

Professor C: (1) Scan faculty interest pages to narrow do Think of how you can
choices. Read a few papers from each potential super contribute taCrime Scen&
(2) Once youOve done 1, contact potential supervisors to

they are accepting students and what their current reseal Email us.

all about. Make it clear that you have put some work in al

by reading some of their stuff. (3) | believe that students

Question: If you have any additional comments or advice for
students, please feel free to add.

40



