Study Guide for 3402

The exam is comprised of 40 multiple choice and 3 short answer questions (out of a possible 6). Multiple choice are each worth 1 point, and short answers are each worth 5 points. Thus, the total exam will be graded out of 55 points.

/*Please note: this is simply a guide to help structure your studying—it must be used in conjunction with the lecture notes and the textbook to enhance success*/

IMPORTANTLY, YES—anything from the lectures including my lecture slides and spontaneous discussions that occur in class MAY be on the exam EVEN if I do not have a specific question below about such a topic. Also, anything from the textbook that is not covered in class may also be on the exam. However, in general the exam tends to mirror the lectures. Thus, study accordingly.

Week 1—Chapter 1 (how much crime is there, Canadian Corrections intro)




How much crime occurs in Canada?
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· There were about 2.28 million crimes reported to police in 2011.
· During 2011-12, 5,115 offenders were sentenced to federal jurisdiction (i.e., two years or more).

· How do we define it?

· Criminal behaviour refers to intentional behaviour that violates a criminal code; intentional in that it does not occur accidentally or without justification of excuse (Bartol & Bartol, 2008)
· Defining a crime is not easy
· If it is in the criminal code, it is a crime (our main focus)
· Focused more on explaining serious forms of crime


· How do we measure it?

· Official crime statistics
· Victimization surveys
· Self-report studies
· The media sensationalizes things
· They will only talk about the rare and scary (more severe) stuff
· We don’t measure crime from the media 
· Official crime statistics – police force compiles statistics, police maintain these statistics and then funnelled to stats can and then reports on crime come out 
· Problems? – Unreported crime, only if you go to police and if you report it will it be included in these statistics
· Victimization surveys – get at the unreported crime, have to be 16+, 
· Self-report studies – where we ask if you have ever done something 
· These are the ways that we usually measure crime 


· How much crime is violent?  
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· Most crimes are not violent in nature however these are the ones we hear about the most in the media 

· How is the Canadian Criminal Justice System organized? What are the various departments and which branch of government is responsible for which department? For example, if an offender is sentenced to two years or more, who administers the sentence?
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· Federal – CSC, NPB (main focus) can we deal with their risk? Some things are easier to deal with while others are more difficult to deal with 
· Provincial/Territorial – i.e. if you are sentenced to 18 months in Ontario then Ontario will decide what to do with you
· 12-17 can be prosecuted by the province you reside in 

· What do psychological theories of crime have to offer? How are they different from sociological theories?

In the level of explanation: 
· Psychology--why do individuals do (or don’t) crime 
· Sociology—why do certain groups of individual do (or don’t) engage in crime 

In the proposed method of intervention:
· Psychology—individual treatment
· Sociology—policy/legal changes

· Psychology also interested in the distinction between intra-individual vs. inter-individual differences
· Psychology in individual differences – how can two people who grew up in horrific conditions end up completely different?


· Who was Jeff Garvin? What did we learn about the correctional system from him?

· Jeff Garvin was charged with armed robbery in Hamilton over 20 years ago and sentenced to a penitentiary. As the story unfolds, we see Jeff involved as the driver for a holdup at a small bank. The robbers run out of time, flee, and are apprehended. When his two accomplices escape from a pre-trial holding cell, Jeff has to stand trial alone and is incorrectly identified by the teller as the gun-waving man who traumatized her in those few minutes that "seemed like a lifetime to me." Jeff is charged, found guilty of armed robbery, and sent to a penitentiary.
· We learn that in the past 20 years, our correctional system has changed more towards psychological treatment rather than incarceration. That there is more attention to detail so that the wrong people do not end up in jail. Rather only the extremely violent and harmful to society criminals do.


· What is better—null hypothesis testing (p < .05) or an analysis of effect sizes in the context of interpreting research findings? And why?

· Effect sizes are important in understanding research findings because they can tell you how well a certain treatment is working. For example, looking at two different treatments for depression, one where an individual engages in a journal writing activity may have an effect of .25, whereas a treatment that uses CBT may have an effect size of .80, therefore the treatment that uses CBT is a more effective treatment and would be the better option.
· When there is no interest in generalizing (e.g., we are only interested in the results for the
 Sample), there is no need for significance testing.  In these situations, effect sizes are sufficient and suitable.
· When examining effects using small sample sizes, significance testing can be misleading because it’s subject to Type II errors.  Contrary to popular opinion, statistical significance is not a direct indicator of size of effect, but rather it is a function of sample size, effect size and p level.  In these situations, effect sizes and confidence intervals are more informative than significance testing.
· When examining effects using large samples, significant testing can be misleading because even small or trivial effects are likely to produce statistically significant results. This can be dealt with by reporting and emphasizing significance test results.
· Changes to the 5th edition of the American Psychological Association publication manual which states that research that doesn't report effect sizes is inferior.
· Confidence intervals can be placed around effect sizes (providing an equivalent to significance testing if desired) 



Week 2—Chapter 2 (evolution and biology)

· Who was Khan? Why is he important in the context of evolution?

· Brutual conquer who lived during the late 12th /early 13th century…slaughtered 100’s of thousands—women, children, the enemy; rape…known to have kept multiple wives/concubines – in particular people who defied him, people fear him because of his reputation, raped countless women, according to the records he had multiple wives and concubines
· Zerjal (2003) study—estimate is that GK has 16 million direct descents; vs. the 20 direct descent that one of his peers has (the research method? How? Studied y chromosome from 2123 men from Asia—8% had a chromosome indicative of a common forefather - 
· Not 100% conclusive  though
· Estimated that he directly fathered 100’s if not 1000’s of children
· The behaviors, thoughts, and emotions exhibited by our hunter/gather ancestors that increased the odds of survival for oneself and one’s offspring eventually become part of the human gene pool in the form of evolved psychological mechanisms (before Khan)
· In the case of Khan—brutish and violent methods led to status/accumulated power/wealth—access to women


· Misconceptions/criticisms of evolution? Can you name them? Explain them? 

· Determinism – misconception, just because it is part of your ‘genes’ doesn’t mean that you can’t change. Genes aren’t everything; there is an interaction between genes and the environment.
· Naturalistic fallacy – just because something is natural, doesn’t make it morally right, might help us understand double standards. These things exist today because they helped us survive way back when; they are necessarily adaptive or politically correct today.
· Natural selection is a conscious process – not a conscious level. At the gene level. Mutations happen, you respond and if you live long enough to reproduce the genes get passed along.
· Determinism—the belief that  the theory is no good, because it doesn’t lead to useful interventions—there is the belief that somehow if it is in your genes—you are a lost cause/can’t change it – response: 1) just not the case anymore—numerous examples of medical interventions that alleviate genetic problems if caught early  (PKU-missing a critical amino acid—causes brain damage, but can be managed with diet before age 7)and 2) it is not just GENES but the interaction between genes and environment that count—see MAOA discussion later on in biology section & as we will see—evolution—is about organisms responding to the environment—both in the past and the present
· Naturalistic fallacy—belief that because it is natural or can be explained by evolution it makes it right—morally and legally –evolutionists would argue that they do not legitimize violence and rape anymore than cancer specialists think cancer is a good thing
· Natural selection works at the gene level—genes are selfish—they look out for themselves…it is genes doing the ‘selecting’ not individuals—they don’t think “if I rape this woman, I will have children….” 

· Criticisms
· Explanations focus a lot on aggression and violence vs. other types of crime
· Hard to apply to certain types of crime (child molestation)
· Hard to disprove
· If it is not an adaptation, then it must be a by-product of another adaptation, or a malfunctioning adaptation/pathology
· Lots of theorizing (lots of talk); not a lot of empirical testing (not a lot of action)
· Very hard to disprove. 
· Easy to make a story to fit the past.
· A lot of research is focused on violence and aggression



· Can you explain how natural selection works?

· Step 1: a potential adaptation appears in an organism’s genes by chance (i.e., a genetic mutation)
· Step 2: the adaptation enhances the organism’s reproductive success (i.e., how good a person/animal is at having children and keeping them alive so the offspring can procreate and pass the mutation/successful adaptation into the next gene pool)
· Step 3: selection pressures present during the hunter and gathering era decide the fate of whether or not a mutation becomes a successful adaptation


· Can you define the following terms?

· Reproductive success: how good a person/animal is at having children and keeping them alive so the offspring can procreate and pass the mutation/successful adaptation into the next gene pool

· selection pressures: the pressure present during the era that influenced how a potential mate was chosen. [Food scarcity, safe haven etc..] Women would want a fit candidate so that their chances of survival would be higher.

· successful adaptations: Mutations that were carried on by mates that were chosen and inherited by offspring for generations to come are considered successful adaptations.


· What is the theory of evolutionary forensic psychology?

· Hypothesizes that recurring ancestral selection pressures that caused conflicts (finding food/safe haven, avoiding predators, finding a mate) led to the development of evolved psychological mechanisms that manifest as crime/antisocial behaviour (today) only when certain environmental cues are present
· Resource scarcity (food, shelter, money)
· Mate scarcity
· Threats to status/reputation 
· These evolved psychological mechanisms don’t come out all of the time, you need an environmental stressor or cue

· How do researchers execute twin and adoption studies to study the gene-crime link? Can you explain the research designs used in twin and adoption studies?

· Twin Studies 

· Lange (1929) – first empirical quest for a ‘crime gene’
· Compared prison records of 13 pairs of monozygotic (MZ) [identical] twins with 13 pairs of dizygotic (DZ) [fraternal] twins 
· Incarceration concordance rates were 77% for MZ twins and only 12% for the DZ twins
· Concordance – the probability that twin A and twin B both had a prison record
· Twins who had less of their genetic makeup in common had less concordance rate 
· Why is this considered evidence of a genetic cause to crime?
· Genetic material in common = there is 1% of a DNA that is free to vary, counts for individual difference, identical twins will have this variation in common 
· Looked at the prison records to see whether they were imprisoned or not 

· Limitations of Twin Studies 
· Lang’s study—numerous problems
· When he conducted the study, he knew who has fraternal and identical and he had the criminal records
· Wasn’t a blind experiment 
· Leads to biases 
· The way he determined whether the twins were fraternal or identical was through pictures
· Twin studies in general
· MZ twins treated more alike by parents than DZ twins
· MZ usually share one placenta and DZ twin usually have two 
· Enter—adoption studies
· Is it genes that cause you to be criminal or is it your environment? I.e. such as your parents 
· Might not be your DNA that is causing you to be criminal, could be something to due with the placenta during pregnancy (which is biological and not genetic)

· Adoption Studies 
· Typical paradigm (parent-offspring)
· Obtain the concordance crime rate between adoptive parents and adopted children
· Concordance = agreement 
· Look at the adopted parents – criminal or not
· And look at the adopted children – criminal or not
· Obtain the concordance crime rate between biological parents and their biological children who were adopted out of the family home
· Biological parents have no environmental influence on the child, only genetic influence
· Looking at the concordance rate between adopted and biological
· If the biological parent/biological child crime concordance rate is greater than the adoptive parent/adopted child crime concordance rate you have evidence of heritability
· Range from 0-100%

· Do you know what the main conclusions are from genetic research?
· Heritability and environmental contributions? Expand..detail!

· The research says…
· There have been over 100 twin & adoption studies examining the gene/crime connection
· 55,525 pairs of participants!
· Meta-analyzed:
-A statistical technique that summarizes the results across a number of studies on the same topic, to get an answer to that question
· The results?
· ‘Crime’ can be accounted for by 
· Heritability (.41) – 41% of crime can be account for by genes
· Shared environment (.16) – I.e. the same parents, there is something in the environment that is causing the crime 
· Non-shared environment (.43) – I.e. friend group or the school you go to 
· It is heritability and the environment together 
· Environment accounts for more

· Can you explain how exactly the MAONA gene-crime link works? For example, so your grandmother understands.

· What is the Warrior Gene? The ‘low activity’ version of the X-linked MAOA gene—monoamine oxidase
· X linked 
· Women have two X’s and men have one X and one Y
· Low activity is associated with crime 
· Two version occur naturally in the population—low and high activity version (low version is linked to crime and aggression) 
· Low activity version is more prevalent in males 
· Its effects are only noticeable if person with gene is maltreated. If everyday life is normal and peaceful, there is little to no difference in aggression and criminal outcome.

· Who are Stephen Mobley and Bradly Waldroup? Why were they discussed in class in relation to biology and crime?

· Bradley Waldroup, a Tennessee murder defendant, had his sentence successfully reduced from homicide to manslaughter in 2009 based on the MAOA defense (Brooks-Crozier, 2011)
· Waldroup was waiting for his estranged wife to arrive with their four kids for the weekend. He had been drinking, and when his wife said she was leaving with her friend, Leslie Bradshaw, they began to fight. Soon, Waldroup had shot Bradshaw eight times and sliced her head open with a sharp object. When Waldroup was finished with her, he chased after his wife, Penny, with a machete, chopping off her finger and cutting her over and over. 
· Prosecutors charged Waldroup with the felony murder of Bradshaw, which carries the death penalty, and attempted first-degree murder of his wife. It seemed clear to them that Waldroup's actions were intentional and premeditated.
· However, almost 15 years after Mobley, Bradley Waldroup’s sentence was reduced from homicide to manslaughter given that he possessed the low activity MAOA gene (Brooks-Crozier, 2011). Whether or not the Waldroup decision will hold up in future court decisions remains to be seen


· Can you compare and contrast at least two different theories? Explain at least one strength, and one weakness associated with each theory? 

· Raine & Yang (2006)
· Thesis: structural or functional damage to the main areas of the brain thought to be responsible for moral reasoning and emotional regulation
· Four main domains
· Frontal lobe – responsible for reasoning, problem solving, impulse 
· Temporal lobe
· Parietal lobe
· Cingulated gyrus
· Both structural and functional damage
· Something wrong with your frontal or temporal lobe 

· Strength
· This is a biological approach utilizing FMRI etc… meaning we can determine what biological parts are effected when certain deficiencies [structural and functional damage] are present.

· Criticisms
· Studies mainly on violent and sexual offenders
· ‘Chicken-egg’ problem—did brain problem exist first; or did antisocial behaviour change the brain
· No replication
· The people in the study are already in prison, so how do you know that the problem came first? The environment may change certain things
· Acting violent may change things in your biology that may escalate your risk 

· Environmental Factors that impact biology: Diet and Toxins
Hypothesis-poor diet leads to aggression/acting out
· The research (Schoenthaler, 1983)
· Method: pre/post design, 3000 incarcerated youth, compare behaviour pre-poor diet, with post – balanced diet
· Results: general disruptions and assaults declined, 42% and 25% respectively over a 12 month follow up 
· Has been replicated
· Pre-post design: examine the changes in behaviour, looks at how they behave before the intervention and then look at their behaviour after the intervention (balanced diet) 

· Environmental Toxins: Lead
· Hypothesis: exposure to lead especially during childhood impacts brain development resulting in poor education performance and attention deficits
· Some support; Needleman et al., (1996), showed a strong correlation between lead concentration levels in 212 male youth and antisocial behaviour at age 11
· They key point – the environment (e.g. diet/lead) can change one’s biology – the brain 
· Random designs equalize all the individual differences that could in theory be contributing to your result 


· What is the difference between a correlate of crime and a risk factor of crime? What type of research design produce correlates? What type of research design produce risk factors?

· Correlates of crime are  an attempt to identify various factors which tend to be related to the frequency of different categories of crime behavior

· Risk factors are those characteristics, variables, or hazards that, if present for a given individual, make it more likely that this individual, rather than someone selected from the general population, will develop a disorder or commit criminal behavior.
· Cross sectional/snap shot design – everything is measured at one point in time (correlates)
· Longitudinal – over a longer period of time, measuring things at two points in time (risk factors)



Some Key Messages (Possible key themes for the final essay question)**
· Biology and evolution are as much about the environment as social learning theories are (next)
· Evolution – natural selection shaped who we are, we adapted to our environments, therefore, it is out environment that shaped us to who we are 
· Different theories provide different levels of explanation that may nonetheless be complimentary 
· There is no mage bullet explanation
· No one theory will explain everything
· There are multiple pathways to crime that differ among individuals 
· Explanations are not excuses 
· Not excusing crime
· However, sometimes in the court of law they are used to drop your sentence (but still not an excuse for criminal behaviour)
· Emerging themes perhaps??
· The link between an explanatory variable (e.g., Warrior gene) and a criterion (e.g., crime) is usually not direct—there are often mediating/proximal factors in the middle that explain the indirect relationship between the distal variable and the proximal outcome
· You may inherit an aggressive/hostile personality but that does not mean you will be criminal 
· Biology may predispose you to rage (Warrior gene) but the environment will either aggravate (maltreatment) or mitigate the risk (good parenting)
· There are good things in the environment that mitigate (reduce) the risk 
· Haven’t really talked about the good, but we will

· Biology Highlights
· Proportion of variance in criminal conduct due to:
· Heritability (.41)
· Shared environment (.16)
· Non-shared environment (.43)
· Genetic predisposition to aggression (i.e., born with short version of MAOA gene) AND severe childhood maltreatment increases the odds of being violent in the future
· Researchers are continually exploring various biological avenues—hormones, brain function/structure, neurotransmitters, diet!


Week  3—Chapter #3 (learning theories)

· Can you describe each theory, how they are similar and/or different from one another?

· Psychodynamic Theories
· Crime is the result of dynamic internal forces within the individual and the result of early childhood experiences
· You are not born with these internal forces
· It is caused by mom and dad

· Freud’s Id, Ego, and Superego
· Id:
Pleasure principle: Obtain immediate pleasure and ignore reality
I.e. if you were tired, you would just sit down and have a nap 
· Ego:
Reality principle: satisfy demands of the id while also satisfying demands of superego
Ego is trying to manage the Id and superego
· Superego:
Internalization of rules and restrictions of society (socialization)
Conscience (morals: right/wrong) and ego-ideal (socially accepted standards: aspirations) 
· Most relevant for understanding crime
· ‘Moral compass’

· Crime and Superego Development
· According to psychodynamic theorists, criminals have encountered problems with superego development

· Harsh Superego
· Harsh superego (neurotic criminal):
· Leads to pathological levels of unconscious guilt (typically over unresolved infantile desires) and criminal behaviour is meant to subconsciously invite punishment in an attempt to resolve this guilt
· You have so much guilt
· This theory is out dated
· You want to be caught, you do crime because you want to be punished for all of your guilt

· Weak Superego
· Weak superego:
Superego fails to regulate the primitive and instinctual needs of the id
· Offender is characterized as being egocentric, impulsive, guiltless, unempathic = psychopath
· Just doesn’t develop

· Deviant Superego
· Deviant superego:
· Superego standards have developed, but those standards reflect deviant identification
· Criminal parents who have good relationship with their child
· “Dad and son jailed for arming criminals”…..”Children follow convicted parents into crime”………
· Moral compass is not like rest of society, it is like mom and dads, if your parents are criminal and support criminal acts, you will develop that morale

· Freud: Criticisms
· Generally discounted...
· Relatively simplistic view of complex behaviour
· How do we measure someone’s conscience (or ego, or id)?
· Thus, hard to test scientifically 
· Real challenge is to think how all of these theories connect
· A lot of theories are grounded in Freud

· John Bowlby’s Theory of Maternal Deprivation
· Criminal behaviour is a consequence of early separation from maternal caregiver (6mths – 3yrs)
· Separation prevents effective social development from taking place
· Without effective social development, individual experiences long term problems in positive social relationships (lack of socialization/conscience)
· Basis of attachment theory
· Crime occurs because you were deprived from your mom at an early developmental stage

· Theory largely based on one study:
· Bowlby (1944) studied 44 juvenile thieves and a matched control group of non-delinquent children
· 39% of delinquent group had experienced complete separation from mother for 6 months or more in first five years of life
· 5% of children in non-delinquent group experienced this
· Just blaming mom is not the only thing, multitude of factors
· Similar to Freud’s theory in that it relates to parents




· Criticisms
· Methodological issues (e.g., matching of experimental and control groups)
· Didn’t consider the bigger picture—other factors
· Children form attachments with more than one adult (what about fathers?)
· What about children who were maternally deprived but did not become delinquents?
· Over-predicts delinquency
· Research simply doesn’t support maternal deprivation as THE critical factor
· They only focus on one thing
· Not that they are wrong, but they only focus on one perspective
· Growing up without a mom is not going to make you a criminal

· The Gluecks Research: Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency (1950)
· Husband and wife team at Harvard
· “Theory of crime” based on empirical data collected from cross-sectional and longitudinal studies
· 500 delinquent boys and 500 non-delinquent boys
· Matched on age, race, type of neighbourhood, intelligence
· Social, psychological, and biological information for each boy from interviews with the boys, their parents, and their teachers

· In sum, according to the Gluecks
· Primary cause of delinquency was parenting factors:
· “The development of a mentally hygienic and properly oriented superego (conscience) must have been greatly hampered by the kind of parental ideals, attitudes, temperaments, and behaviour found to play such a major role on the family stage of the delinquents” (Glueck and Glueck 1950: 281)” 
· Identified a host of parenting variables
· Parents/siblings/grandparents-criminality, low IQ, alcoholism, less educated,
· Parenting style (poor monitoring/supervision)
· Moms and dads that don’t supervise their kids at that critical age (teens) and there is no curfew, you are left to your own devices, and then get in trouble
· Lack of parental warmth, affection    
· What is it about mom and dad that relates to criminality?

· Criticisms of Glueck & Glueck
· Reasonable support, but:
· Methodological weaknesses precluded strong causal statements that the Gleucks tended to have made—”tentative causal formula
· Causal ordering issues
· These designs don’t lend themselves to causality
· Omission of key variables in their explanation: anti-social associates and misconduct in school
· Mom and dad are the only important variables
· Peers are very important after puberty 
· More a summary of the data, rather than an integrated theory
· Not explaining the mechanism, maybe you’ve inherited some of it 
· BUT, the importance of parenting comes out, time and time again in more methodologically sound studies

· Hirschi’s Social Control Theory
· An attempt to explain what controls peoples’ behaviour and why they choose to conform to conventional norms
· Four social bonds that promote conformity:
· Attachment
· Commitment 
· Involvement
· Belief
· The stronger these bonds the less likely one is to become involved in crime
· Why do we conform?
· Why aren’t we all criminals?
· Because of social bonds

· The Four Social Bonds…
· Attachment (emotional):
· One’s interest in others (parents, peers)
· People don’t commit crime for fear of jeopardizing these relationships
· Depends on depth and quality of relationship
· On average we are bonded strongly to these people and we do not what to damage that relationship
· The assumption being that these people are pro social
· The more attached you are to pro social people, the less likely you are to commit a crime
· Commitment (cognitive):
· Mental energy devoted to conventional values
· Lack of commitment to conventional (going to school, work) values will result in increased risk of becoming involved in crime (no investment to lose)
· If you are not committed to a pro social lifestyle, then your chances of becoming involved in criminal activity is increased
· Involvement (behavioural):
· Involvement/time spent in conventional activities (e.g., recreation, etc.)
· Doesn’t leave time to engage in crime (i.e., some crime results from idleness)
· Measured by behaviours, i.e. how many hours do you go to school or work?
· Most of your time is engage in pro social things, then you don’t have the time to engage in antisocial behaviours/activities 
· Belief (attitudes): Criminal justice system (CJS) and law abiding behaviour
· Respect of societal value system (i.e., laws, law makers, law enforcers)
· If beliefs are weak or absent crime will occur
· How much respect and commitment do you have for the law

· Which Social Bond is absent?
· “To tell you the truth. I hate working jobs. I hate people telling me what to do, I hate having to wake up on their schedule. Do this and that. I hate that shit…. I’d rather be in the game. I like the game…. I make more money than okay going to 9 to 5 minimum wage bullshit. You know what I’m saying? Having to take all those years in college. I hate %#%reading all these %#% books? You know what I mean? I hate that %%”
· Can’t asses attachment
· Commitment – not committed to conventional activities
· Can’t asses involvement
· Belief – attitudes towards the law are antisocial
· ”..I'm scheming. I'm trying to make money. You know, I'm scheming already. You know what I'm saying? I'm scheming already. Get a rich clientele you know what I’m saying? My girlfriend lives in a rich neighbourhood. She already has rich friends. Could get her girlfriends’ friends’ friends ...you want to work out? Come work out. You know what I'm saying ?..
· Beliefs – strongly endorsing a criminal lifestyle 
· Maybe commitment 

· Criticisims
· Largely supported, but:
· Assumption that delinquency weakens pre-existing strong social bonds is faulty in some cases; sometimes delinquency precedes already weakened bonds or strong bonds that never existed
· Some bonds (e.g., attachment) more important than others
· Power of certain bonds varies across age and gender
· Lack of bonding is the CAUSE, well what about when crime occurs before bonding opportunities arise—e.g., before school and peers on the scene—so doesn’t explain early onset behaviour---
· Learning Theories 
· Theories based on principles of conditioning
· Speculate that criminal behaviour is learned and maintained by its consequences
· Pavlov and Skinner 

· Behavioural Conditioning
· Ivan Pavlov:
· Classical conditioning: learning through conditioned stimuli
· http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SUlh1ARb0Yg
· learning through association
· pairing a neutral stimulus with an unconditioned response 
· B.F. Skinner:
· Operant conditioning: learning through rewards and punishments

· Classical Conditioning
· Pavlov was studying the digestive systems of dogs
· Pavlov’s dog began to salivate when Pavlov’s assistant walked into room 
· Eventually, Pavlov formulated the theory of classical conditioning to describe why this phenomena occurred
· This occurs when an UCS (food), which causes an UCR (salivation), is repeatedly paired with a NS (bell)
· Eventually the NS (bell) becomes a CS (bell) and it will result in a CR (salivation)
· Pavlov-Russian physiologist 1849-1936—was studying dog digestive system when he serendipitously discovered classical conditioning—e.g., dog started to salivate when assistants came into the room (before the dog saw the food-learned that dogs were associated the white lab coats with food)
· Bell was really a metronome I believe 
· Important to note the UCR is reflexive/automatic/not controllable
· Something that is neutral that does not produce an autonomic reflex, and then is paired with something that is not neutral, i.e. pairing a red sweater with a picture of a naked man or woman 
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· It's important to note that classical conditioning involves placing a neutral signal before a naturally occurring reflex. In Pavlov's classic experiment with dogs, the neutral signal was the sound of a tone and the naturally occurring reflex was salivating in response to food. By associating the neutral stimulus with the environmental stimulus (the presentation of food), the sound of the tone alone could produce the salivation response.

· Classical Conditioning: A Few additional points 
· Falls within the field of behaviorism
· Basic assumption is that learning occurs through interactions with the environment
· The environment alone shapes and maintains behaviour
· Internal mental states—thoughts, feelings, emotions -have no place in explaining why people behave the way they do

· Summary
· Theory of classical conditioning says learning occurs through association (US, UR, CS, CR) 
· Classical conditioning is but one of several learning theories
· Operant conditioning (rewards and punishers)
· Social learning theory (vicarious learning, cognitive factors)
· Classical conditioning has real world applications

· How do we stop crime?
· Break the link between the CS (e.g., the school) and the CR (feeling bad)
· How? Process of extinction
· Have to get the person to unlearn the response
· The conditioned stimulus is no longer producing the conditioned response (feeling bad/anxiety about going to school)

· Eysenck’s Bio-Social Theory
· By far the most well-known theory that is based on learning principles (classical conditioning) is the personality theory of Hans Eysenck 
· Individual differences in nervous system functioning impacts the degree to which people learn from environmental stimuli (e.g., parental discipline)
· Also believed that nervous system functioning shapes personality and behaviour (extraverts and neurotics commit crime)
· Some of us are born more ‘conditional’ than others
· For some people it is easier to learn through association
· Some people are not subject to the rules of classical conditione

· More on Eysenck
· Specifically, Eysenck believed that criminals are deficient with respect to classical conditioning (“conditionability”), a process that Eysenck argued was crucial to the socialization/conscience-building process
· Need to be able to learn through classical conditioning in order to develop your ego and superego 
· Eysenck argued that the “conscience” is really a set of classically-conditioned emotional responses – the greater the conscience, the less crime

· The Conscience Building Process
· Child steals cookie and is disciplined (UCS)
· Discipline (UCS) elicits a UCR (feeling upset)****
· After a number of learning trials, the thought of stealing the cookie (CS) elicits an uncomfortable feeling (CR)
· Typically takes multiple trials 
· Diverse learning trials across childhood (stimulus generalization)
· Later, contemplating a criminal act (CS) elicits the CR

· Criticisms of Eysenck
· Some support for link between crime and conditionability (e.g., psychopaths), but:
· Weak evidence for link between conditionability and socialization
· Key assumption: if you are not a good learning, then it leads to poor socialization, nice in theory but not a lot of evidence 

· Operant Conditioning
· Learning through rewards and punishments
· Examined most thoroughly by B.F Skinner
· Consequences that follow actions influence whether the action is likely or unlikely to occur
· Learning through operant conditioning can occur in one of four environmental cues…………..

· The ‘Big Four’ Environmental consequences that shape human behaviour
· Reinforcement
· Positive
· Negative
· End Result-frequency of behaviour is increased
· Increases behaviour* doesn’t matter if the behaviour is good or bad
· Something can reinforce criminal conduct and some reinforcers can decrease crime
· Can be positive or negative reinforcers 
· Punishment
· Positive punishment
· Negative punishment
· End result-frequency of behaviour is decreased
· Reduces behaviour, could reduce good behaviour or reduce bad behaviour
· I.e. you commit a crime and you are punished by being put in jail
· Could inadvertently increase crime
· Can be positive or negative

Understanding Reinforcement and Punishment and their Associated outcomes

[image: ]

· Criticisms of Operant Conditioning
· Ignores the internal processes—pure behaviourism
· All about interacting with the environment 
· Imagine how hard it would be to change your current sexual preference via operant conditioning...
· What would it take to convince you to start robbing banks with regularity?


· Social Learning Theories
· Learning theories give insufficient attention to internal mental processes (hearing and seeing leads to remembering and reasoning) and rarely speak to the role of social context in learning (observational learning)
· Led to the emergence of social learning theories of crime
· Sutherland, Akers, Andrews (SAA) – build on each other

· Bandura’s Vicarious Conditioning
· Extension of operant conditioning
· Learning not only by personal consequences but also by seeing others rewarded and punished
· We don’t have to learn them ourselves, we learn them through observations

· Bandura’s Social Learning Theory
· Social learning proposed by Albert Bandura
· Observational learning can occur through three primary contexts:
· Family
· Peers 
· Television
· The more significant and respected the model, the greater their impact on our behaviour
· When you are younger you learn a lot from your parents and the older you get the more you learn from your peers

· Bobo the Clown
· Much of Bandura’s original thinking was determined by results from experimental research (e.g., the Bobo the clown study)
· 50% of pre-schoolers watched a video of a woman assaulting a rubber clown, 50% watched a more passive video
· More kids in the assaultive condition imitated the assaultive behaviour

· Sutherland’s Differential Association Theory
· People learn to commit deviant acts through interpersonal interactions with their social environment:  
· With whom we associate
· For how long     
· How frequently
· How early these interactions occur in our development
· How important these folk are to us (high status)
· Not only are you learning those attitudes from hanging out with these people you are also learning the hows, they are teaching you how to rob a bank
· What is learned?
· Techniques and attitudes
· In our associations with others we learn values that are favourable or unfavourable to law violation
· A person becomes a criminal because of an excess of definitions favourable to violations of the law vs. definitions unfavourable to law violations
· There is a balance and what tips you over is when your attitudes that are favourable towards violations of the law outweigh your favourable attitudes towards law violations 

· Criticisms
· Considerable empirical support (especially around anti-social peers), but:
· Not clear what is meant by favourable or unfavourable definitions
· No way of measuring ratio of favourable/unfavourable definitions
· No way of measuring frequency, duration, intensity, etc.
· No statement made about how learning occurs

· Akers’ Social Learning Theory
· A general theory of crime
· Focuses on classical, operant, and vicarious conditioning (parents, peers, media), but the major focus is on learning in group interactions
· Criminal involvement depends on past and present rewards and punishment attached to anti-social behaviour and alternate forms of pro-social behaviour
· Crime occurs when there are greater (past and present) reinforcing rather than punishing contingencies associated with anti-social behaviour
· Reinforcers are outweighing the costs 

· Aker’s Social Learning Theory Draws on…
· Sutherland
· Pavlov 
· Skinner
· Bandura

· Akers: Empirical Support/Criticisms
· Consistent support for the theory, but:
· Causal ordering, especially in relation to delinquent peers
· Too much weight put on peer associations without comparing to other variables of interest
· Ignores other social contexts (age, social class, race/gender)


· PIC-R (Andrews & Bonta, 2010)

· The Personal
· Biology, age, gender, temperament, general antisocial personality (psychopathic features encapsulated within this construct), self-regulation/self control deficits
· Early onset problems (lying, stealing, aggression)
· Attitudes supportive of crime
· Ties to convention/school/employment 

· The Interpersonal
· Family-child relationships (parenting style, monitoring—think Glueck & Glueck)
· Ties to criminal others 

· The Community
· Neighborhood, justice system, schools, social services, 	

· The reinforcement component of the model.....

· Behaviour is learned via classical, operant and observational, and differential association principles
· Inevitably, crime results when the rewards/reinforcers for crime exceed the costs/punishers
· Whether the rewards for crimes will exceed the costs for one person and not another depend on (1) history--how person X with his/her own unique set of ‘personal’ factors has been ‘shaped’ environmentally over the course of his/life in the interpersonal and community spheres of life and (2) the immediate situation—whether the rewards exceed costs in the immediate situation

· What are the most important causal variables?

· Antisocial attitudes, values, and beliefs
· Antisocial associates
· A history of antisocial behavior
· Antisocial personality pattern (weak constraint, negative emotionality, psychopathy)

· Social Context is Important, Remember…….

· The importance of the major social settings of:
· home (family, marital)
· School/work
· leisure /recreation 
· The major settings establish key contingencies of human action

· Strengths and weaknesses of PIC-R

· Comprehensive, builds on existing theories
· Hard to test, ‘fuzzy’ pathways, virtually impossible to disprove
· Need more work disentangling the constructs—antisocial personality vs. psychopathy
· Applicability to different age groups, ethnicity, females....


Can you associate name(s) with each major theory?

Psychodynamic
· Freud’s Id, Ego, and Superego
· John Bowlby’s Theory of Maternal Deprivation
· The Gluecks Research: Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency (1950)
· Hirschi’s Social Control Theory

Learning Theories
· Pavlov’s Classical Conditioning
· Eysenck’s Bio-Social Theory
· Operant condition B.F. Skinner

Social Learning Theories
· Bandura’s Vicarious Conditioning
· Bandura’s Social Learning Theory
· Sutherland’s Differential Association Theory
· Akers’ Social Learning Theory
· Andrew & Bonta’s personal-interpersonal-reinforcement theory






	







Week 4—Chapter 4 (correctional assessment and treatment)


· What exactly is PIC-R? Can you describe it in five sentences?

· This is a comprehensive theory. This perspective is very integrating using information from many different kinds of theories. 
· PIC-R is a theory used to explain criminal behaviour NOT a tool.
· Is a social learning theory/ general personality and social learning
· There are things (PIC) that come together to influence your behaviour.
· When the rewards for crime outweigh the costs, criminal behaviour will be more likely to happen.


· Does punishment reduce crime? Why or Why not? What research evidence 
would you use to support your position?

· Get tough on Crime strategies: Do longer and harsher sentences work? 
· NO!
· Punishing smarter initiatives: Boot camps, shock incarceration, electronic surveillance, curfews, intensive supervision 
· NO!
· How do we know? Meta-analyses


· What is restorative justice and does it ‘work’? Are there other advantages to using restorative justice beyond reducing crime? 

· Taking responsibility and ownership…
· Impacts the victims in a better way then the court system does
· No healing/closure between victim and offender with the court system
· If it is a serious crime but you aren’t a serious criminal…
· Difference between punishment models and restorative justice?
· Restorative justice is all about repairing harm and bringing in the victim

· Option #2 what is restorative justice and does it work?
· Major tenet of restorative justice-”crime is a wound, justice should be healing” (Zehr, 2002)
· Key tenets
· Identifying and taking steps to repair harm
· Involving all stakeholders-victim, offender, community (voluntary) 
· The offender must recognize the harm done, accept responsibility, and be actively involved in making reparations to victims, themselves and the community
· Goal is to restore victims/offenders to their ‘whole’ selves
· Very different approach 
· State deals with everything
· Gives victims a voice
· Gives them the opportunity to communicate with the offender
· There has to be an accountability component with the offenders
· Typically seen with youth and not so serious offences
· There is something you have to do to make it right, often more personalized 	

· More on restorative justice...
· Four key values underlying RJ initiatives:
· Encounter
· Victims, offender, community
· Amends
· Offender expected to repair harm
· Has to take responsibility
· Very victim centered 
· Reintegration
· Restore victims and offenders to full contributing members of society
· Inclusion
· All parties with a stake must be asked to the table
· Offender accountability is big/recognition that harm has been done



· Can you describe three principles of effective offender rehabilitation—i.e., rehabilitation that translates into reductions in recidivism, hence safer streets for the public 

· Option #3: What does effective offender rehabilitation look like?
· Historically, psychologists treated offenders (1 on 1)—targeting mental health issues—anxiety, depression, general personal distress variables 
· Present day—a number of ‘off-the-shelf’ programs that target risk factors associated with crime
· Grounded in cognitive-behavioural models (social learning) 
· Goal is to provide structured skill-based interventions
· Help offenders to understand  high risk situations and how to increase prosocial behaviours
· Delivered in group settings, para-professionals

· Principles for Effective Correctional Intervention
· Risk
· Who do we treat? 
· Higher risk people – people we know are more likely to recidivate 
· We don’t care about the nature of what they did 
· Need
· What you are going to treat to reduce recidivism 
· Research tells us what we need to treat 
· 7 central needs – employment, substance abuse, impulsivity… (out of the 8)
· Responsivity
· How?
· Not through punishment or restorative justice
· Using cognitive behavioural therapies… social learning 
· Specific responsivity - also have to attend to unique factors (I.e., age, gender, ethnicity)
· Professional Over-ride
· There are guidelines but you can use your professional judgment to over-ride them 
· If we follow these principles we can get our effect size up to .35, which is the highest we’ve seen in regards to 

· Risk Principle
· Two tenets
· Risk can be reliably assessed
· Match level of service to the offender’s level of risk 
· If you are s upper high risk offender (high probability of reoffending) you would need a high level of service, therefore would need high level of programs, and high intensity programs (long lasting)
· Get more of these individual treatments and they last longer 
· Examples (frequency of contact, number and intensity of program requirements)
· If you are in the community and you are high risk you would have more contact with your probation/parole officer
· http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/text/prgrm/cor-pro-2009-eng.shtml

· Need Principle
· To reduce recidivism, treatment services should target criminogenic needs.
· Criminogenic needs are a subset of an offender’s risk level. They are dynamic attributes of the offender that, when changed, are associated with changes in recidivism.	
· Dynamic risk factors
· Higher risk offenders tend to have more risk factors 

· The top eight central risk/need factors are:
· Criminal history (static) – cannot change the past
· Antisocial personality pattern – can get you to manage your anger 
· Procriminal attitudes – tough 
· Social supports for crime – this is also difficult to change 
· Substance abuse – addiction programs 
· Family/marital relationships
· School/work – increasing study habits 
· Leisure Time
· What theory are these based in?
· PIC-R
· Central 8

· The Responsivity Principle
· Tells us how to deliver treatment
· General responsivity
· Optimal treatment response will be achieved when structured behavioural interventions (e.g., cognitive behaviour therapy) are offered in a warm and empathic manner using a firm but fair approach
· Specific responsivity
· Are case-specific factors that either hinder (e.g., post traumatic stress) or facilitate (e.g., strengths) treatment progress
· Not punitive in your delivery
· Can be nice, warm and understanding but you are still firm and fair 


· What is the difference between a criminogenic need and a non-criminogenic need?

· Criminogenic  needs

· Crime producing factors that are strongly correlated with risk
· Dynamic factors [factors that can be changed]
· Who an offender hangs out with, offender’s attitude/values, lack of problem solving skills, substance abuse etc…
· All of those are correlated with recidivism

· Non-criminogenic/minor needs


· Self-esteem
· Increasing self-esteem may increase crime 
· Vague feelings of personal distress
· Anxiety/depression
· Major mental disorder
· Schizophrenia/depression/psychoses 
· Physical health
· (Not crime causing)
· This comes from previous research
· Each of the non-criminogenic needs were either not related to, or were negatively associated with, reductions in recidivism. Each of the criminogenic needs, on the other hand, was positively correlated with reduced recidivism.

· What is correctional quackery? Can you give an example?

· ….[Correctional] quackery is dismissive of scientific knowledge, training and expertise…it embraces the notion that interventions are best rooted in common sense, in personal experience (or clinical knowledge), in tardition, and in superstitution…. (Latessa, Cullen, Gendreau, 2002)
· Includes vast array of ‘unproven’ treatment methods from punishment to new age therapies 
· Is comprised against a bunch of other things (shock therapy, dance, humiliation) 

· What are three decision rules for interpreting meta-analytic findings?

	· 1. Look at the size of the effect (in general, follow these rules: r = .10 (small effect), r = .20 (medium effect) and r = .30 (large effect) /*these rules apply for effect sizes that = r.

2. Look at confidence intervals (tell you the range of effect sizes in the meta-analysis (if the range is small and the CI’s don’t contain zero, then you can conclude that yes, there is a meaningful effect; if the CI’s contain 0 and/or there is lots of variability then there is no effect or the results are inconclusive)

3. Remember meta’s are good because they allow us to summarize across a large number of studies, no cherry picking etc BUT they do have short comings: lemons can’t make lemonade—quality and quantity of primary studies count (think restorative justice example)




· What is one strength of a meta-analysis, and one limitation?

· A meta-analysis is a statistical technique that allows researchers to summarize or aggregate the results of a number of ‘like-minded’ studies into one common statistical metric known as an effect size
· Meta-analyses in criminal behaviour usually summarize treatment outcome studies or studies examining the correlates and predictors of crime
· Meta-analyses also examine ‘moderators’ that may influence the average effect size
· Age, sex, race, treatment setting, offender type, methodological rigour…
· What works? Is when it reduces crime. 
· Meta-analysis is a statistical technique that help us understand many different studies by summarizing the variable/s or interests.
· Problems with meta analysis:
· Is they only study peer review journals that are published
· Some studies may have large methodological errors that still get published
· They are only as good as the studies that are used

· What contribution can meta-analyses make in terms of enhancing the safety of Canadians? 

· Because we are able to intake all the data and have one unified representation of multiple research experiments. We can see which crimes are more relevant, we can see which treatments are more effective and we can make sure the right ppl are incarcerated [high risk individuals]. Low risk individuals will not go to jail but will receive effective treatment based on meta-analysis that has been done [i.e. possible reintegration into community etc..]   


·  What is offender classification and what purpose does it serve?

· Offender Classification
· After sentencing all offenders undergo an initial assessment
· Physical and mental health concerns
· Security risks
· Risk/needs assessment

· Main goal of offender classification:
· Custody placement determination
· Custody rating scale
· Determination of treatment needs---the correctional plan
· Offender Intake Assessment
· Re-assessments occur regularly throughout the sentence
· End result-is risk level classification and security placement classification


· Extra:

· Four risk assessment methods are:
· Professional judgment (1st generation)
· Static actuarial tools (second generation)
· Static and Dynamic factors (third generation)
- Structured professional judgment and actuarial
· Static, dynamic factors + integrated systematic intervention plan (fourth generation)
- Structured professional judgment and actuarial 


Week  5—Chapter 5 (adolescent offenders)

· What are three pieces of legislation that have, or currently guide youth justice in Canada? How are they similar? How are they different?

· Youth Justice Legislation in Canada
· Juvenile Delinquents Act (JDA) 1908 – 1983
· Young Offender Act (YOA) 1984 - 2003
· Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) April 1st, 2003 - present 
· Legislation history in relation to youth

· Juvenile Delinquents Act
· Protectionist Orientation
· …”Not-yet-mature- beings in need of aid, encouragement, help and assistance…. every juvenile delinquent shall be treated not as a criminal, but as a misdirected and misguided child”
· Courts had complete control; misused 
· Criminal offences broadly defined 
· Indeterminate sentencing
· Age range: 7 to 15, sometimes 18 
· Very paternalistic
· Main concern was with the amount of discretion the courts had
· There wasn’t a lot of details about how to deal with kids
· Today in Canada, definition of a youth is 12-17

· Main Criticisms of JDA
· Began in the 60’s - complaints
· Too much discretionary power afforded to legal system resulting in unfair sentences in the name of social welfare
· Inconsistencies across provinces in sentencing
· No basic legal rights—e.g., right to counsel

· Youth Offender Act
· Passed in 1982; came into effect in 1984
· More balanced orientation between protectionism and accountability; right to legal counsel
· Introduced diversion programs
· A kid does something criminal but based on a police officers recommendation they decide to divert the kid completely away from the criminal justice system (CJS)
· Age range: 12 – 17; ‘young offenders’ versus ‘juvenile delinquents’
· Determinant sentencing I.e. if you commit this crime you will go to jail for this amount of time…
· Cases could still be sent to adult court if over 14 & serious (if judge deemed seriously)
· Under the new act you cannot get sent to adult court
· Federal statutes (e.g., Criminal Code);????
· Trying to rectify the problems from the first one (JDA)
· Trying to recognize that they are young, but still making them accountable
· They have their rights too

· Criticisms of YOA
· Absence of clear principles thereby leading to disparity in application
· Too much value on reintegration/rehabilitation versus protection of the public
· Series of amendments—1986, 1992, 1995
· Longer sentences for murder
· Some cases—reversal of onus of proof re: why they should not be tried in adult court
· Increased the use of custody—Canada had the highest rate of youth incarceration in the Western world once
· Too much value on helping kids rather than protecting the public
· Always trying to balance the rights of the offender and the rights of the society
· Sometimes legislation goes one way or the other
· Uses the least restrictive form that still allows us to protect society 
· 2 years or more – federal
· Less than 2 years – provincial 


· Prelude to YCJA
· About 80% of custodial sentences were for non-violent offences
· Putting kids in prison with non-violent offences 
· Almost 50% of young persons whose most serious offences was fail to comply were sentenced to custody
· Fail to comply – breach probation, jump bail
· Incarcerating a lot of kids for stuff that is not that serious 
· Incarceration rate (age 12-17) was 10.5 per 1,000 or 1,050 per 100,000—actually higher than American rates
· Before 2003, our incarceration rates for kids exceeded the US
· Considerable variability across provinces

· Youth Criminal Justice Act
· Fairness in sentencing—proportionality becomes overarching sentencing principle
· We need it for most serious, high violence kids
· Don’t necessarily need it for first time offenders (kids) or for kids who breach their parole or probation
· Diversion & restrictive use of custody key goals
· Restricts use of custody for repeat/serious offenders only 
· Greater focus on extra-judicial measures
· Get the kids out of custody – biggest change
· Adult sentences given in youth court only 		
· Importance of gender, language and ethnic background explicitly mentioned	
· First time it is in legislation
· Role of community and victims underscored
· 6 new sentencing options – ISSP; Intensive rehabilitation custody and supervision order (IRCS); community placement to follow ALL custody sentences
· Community initiatives become more prominent 

· What are the major differences between
· The JDA and the YOA
JDA - criminal offences were broadly defined and the age range of youths was wider
YOA – more defined age range, introduced diversion programs, right to legal counsel 
· The YOA and the YCJA
YOA – determinant sentencing, increasing custody 
YCJA – fairness in sentencing, trying to send only high risk kids into custody, reducing custody 



· What is developmental criminology? What major contributions have developmental criminologists made? Can you briefly describe the 6 major contributions as discussed in class?

· Developmental Criminology
· Refers to a cluster of theoretical perspectives focused on understanding:
· The pattern of antisocial behaviour over the life course (descriptive)
· How risk and protective factors have differential influences depending upon age
· What is unique about kids and the central 8 risk factors?
· Peers are very important when you are a youth
· How life events influence delinquency over the life course








· 1. Age – Crime Curve

[image: ]
· Published by Home Office in 2003 (can’t explain second peak—statistical artifact or late onset peak—don’t know why
· Cautioned = charged
· Most repeated findings – peak time for engaging in crime is adolescents (15) and then drops down but it peaks a little again (unexplained)
· Adolescence is a high risk period 
· Males are doing more than female 

· Explanation?
· Age effects
Movement through life-cycle (maturity, puberty)
Become more risk averse – not willing to take risks 
· Cohort effects
Affect all individuals of the same age who share a common experience (school?)
An effect of when you were born

· 2. Summary of Predictors 
· Individual behaviours  (P in PIC-R)
· Temperament, neurological and biological factors  (nutrition, pre/perinatal, head injury, physical abuse)
· Low cognitive ability (IQ or Educational achievement)
· History of antisocial behavior
· Family history (I in PIC-R)
· Living with criminal parents, harsh/inconsistent discipline, poor supervision, physical abuse and neglect, poor-quality family relationships, family attitudes favourable to violence
· Antisocial Peers
· Community (C in PIC-R)
· Poverty, criminogenic neighborhood
· TONS AND TONS of studies
· DOES PIC_R fit here?
· Through birth and adolescence family is key

· 3. The Magnitude of the Correlates of crime change as a function of Age
· Ages 6-11
· Antisocial parent
· Poor verbal ability
· Hyperactivity 
· Ages 12-14
· Delinquent peers
· Lack of pro social ties
· Prior delinquent offenses

· 4. Understanding Risk Factors
· Cumulative effect of risk across time
· At a given point in time, children are at greater risk of delinquency if they experience multiple risk factors than if they experience a single or no risk factors
· There are multiple pathways to crime
· When you are making your estimate of risk… the more risk factors you have the more you are at risk… 
· There is no one pathway to crime…

· 5. Individual Continuity 
· Rochester Youth Development Study (Thornberry et al. 2003)
· 15% of sample accounted for 75% of violent offenses
· Tremblay (2003) - longitudinal Canadian study 
· Proportion of children exhibiting chronic physical aggression was about 5%

· 6. Pathways Explanation [Moffit]

· Adolescent-limited or experimenter
Majority of youth
Rebellious
Less serious acts

· Life-course or persister
Earlier onset (15 years or less)
More serious acts
Lack skills to sustain prosocial alternatives to gain goals (respect, control, material things)



· What is a life course vs. life persistent offender? Can you explain either of these two types of offenders within the context of a major theory of crime from Chapter 2 or 3? 

· Adolescent-limited or experimenter
Majority of youth
Rebellious
Less serious acts

· Life-course or persister
Earlier onset (15 years or less)
More serious acts
Lack skills to sustain prosocial alternatives to gain goals (respect, control, material things)



· What is the difference between internalizing and externalizing disorders?

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Identification of problem behaviour 
· Externalizing behaviour (not necessarily criminal)
· “Have you hurt or broken something on purpose, just because you were mad?”
· Problematic behaviours – have the potential to hurt others
· Overt, usually physical, emotion (i.e. anger or hostility)
· Directed towards others, hurt others or have the potential to hurt others
· Internalizing behaviour 
· “Have you given up hope for your life?”
· Typically a lot of anxiety or depression
· Inward expression
· No one else is going to get hurt
· Self-harming behaviour 


· According to the official statistics, what are two important facts the general publication should know about youth crime in Canada? 

· Official youth crime is decreasing in Canada
· Legislation is dynamic

· Is youth offender programming effective? If so, which ones? Is it cost-effective? 

· Programs targeting both youth and family in the natural environment using cognitive behavioural strategies that  demonstrate strong program integrity not only reduce crime but also save tax payer money 

· A closer look at what does work: multi-systemic treatment (MST)
· Main goal: to empower parents to help make pragmatic changes in the youth’s and the family’s natural environments
· Targets the individual, family, peers, school and community
· Key—delivered in the community
· Average length: 4 months, 60 hours
· Combined approaches (e.g., Parenting training, cognitive behavioural) 
· Training the parents as much as they are the kids

· MST meta-analysis (Curtis, Ronan, Borduin, 2004)
· Reviewed 11 MST studies that compared the effectiveness of MST with other ‘services as usual’/other treatment programs)
· 708 participants
· Bottom line: MST yielded positive outcomes in:
· Reduced criminal activity—moderate effects
· Better family interactions—large effects
· Better school attention—moderate effects
· Individual and peers improvements-small effects
· A lot of meta’s showing positive effects
· Treatment that follows RNR principles yields the greatest reduction in recidivism and we see the greatest effects with children

· Other Findings
· Youth ages 12-15, mean effect size +0.13 (k=76)
· Youth ages 16-17, mean effect size +0.07 (k=69)
· Treatment seems to work better for younger offenders!


· What about cost effectiveness?
· Functional Family Therapy (FFT) 
· Generates $2.77 in savings (avoided crime costs) for each taxpayer dollar spent on the program, regardless of therapist competence. 
· For competent FFT therapists, the savings are $10.69 in benefits for each taxpayer dollar spent.
· For incompetent FFT therapists (-$4.18)
· Aggression Replacement Therapy
· Overall: $6.71 in savings
· Competent: ($11.66)
· Incompetent: (-$3.10)
· Reducing crime translates into saving money


· Can you describe 5 of the 10 effective strategies from the “Blue Prints” Video?

· Blue prints for violence prevention:


· Prenatal and infancy home visitation by nurses program
· Promotes mother child healthcare
· Three goals
· Improve health related behaviours 
· Improve child health and development
· help parents improve personal life course development – so they can become
· Reduces smoking, nutritional problems, shows a reduction of abuse in children 
· PATHS 
· Promotes emotions and confidence
· Self control, self-esteem, emotional understanding, social problem solving skills, understanding relationships 
· Improve outcomes
· Improved cognitive abilities…
· Decrease aggression
· Quantum opportunities program
· Helping high risk youth from low income families graduate high school and get into college
· Requires time
· Results in low teen pregnancy
· More high school graduates 
· More college students
· 250 hrs per year for community service
· Bullying prevention program
· Developed teach guides to help structure discussions about bullying
· Reduces: antisocial behaviour, vandalism, truancy, theft and fighting 
· Has been shown to reduce bullying
· Life skills training
· Teaches social and management skills
· Drug prevention training
· Social skills
· Personal self-management skills
· Help them develop resiliency skills  
· Midwestern prevention project
· Drug intervention program
· Support mass media coverage
· School curriculum
· Parental education – teaches parents how to communicate better with their children
· Community training – train community leaders in drug prevention
· Local health policy change – city officials examine drug policies
· Multisystemic factors
· Provides alternative to out of home placement for juvenile offenders
· Goes into the family and gets the family’s point of view and determine what the problems are
· Reductions in re arrest rates 
· Kids spend 73 more days in the community
· Decreased mental health
· Saving money and reducing crime 
· Functional family therapy
· Techniques to engage and motivate youth and their families 
· Engages families
· Effective in treating alcohol and drug problems
· Results include – reduction in recidivism and high risk behaviours
· Multidimentional treatment foster care families
· Provide treatment and supervision 
· Teach these kids a set of skills they can use at home in the community and with their peers that allows them to be successful
· A point and level system
· Biological adoptive parent therapy and skills
· Results – fewer incarcerations, more legal jobs, better relationships
· Big brothers and big sisters of America
· Matching children with mentors
· Proven to make a significant difference in the live of the children
· Components – commitment, quality interaction, consistent supervision
· Children with mentors are more likely to go to school, less likely to be violent or start drinking
· Putting hope into their futures 
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