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Professor 

  

 

Professor:   Allison Redlich, Ph.D.    Office: ENT 352 

E-mail (preferred):  aredlich@gmu.edu    Telephone: 703-993-5835  

Office hours:  By appointment; happy to meet!   

 
Resources 

Readings:  Assigned readings will be posted on Blackboard. There is no textbook for this 

course. Students interested in further information may consider the following resources: 
 

**The American Psychology-Law Society (AP-LS; Division 41 of the American 
Psychological Association) is an interdisciplinary organization devoted to scholarship, 
practice, and public service in psychology and law. The AP-LS website is located at 

www.apadivisions.org/division-41/index.aspx and contains information regarding its 
goals, current events, and graduate education in psychology and law. 

 
**The American Academy of Forensic Psychology (AAFP) focuses on the application of 

the science and profession of clinical psychology to questions and issues relating to law 
and the legal system. The AAFP website is located at www.aafp.ws and contains 
information about the field and becoming a board certified forensic psychologist. 
 

**Created by Congress in 1967, the Federal Judicial Center (FJC) is the education and 
research agency for the federal courts. The FJC website is located at www.fjc.gov and 
contains the results of the agency’s research on federal court operations, procedures, 

and history, as well as selected educational materials produced for judges and court 
employees. 

 
**Cornell Law School maintains a website called the Legal Information Institute (LII) 
that is an invaluable tool for accessing a wide range of information relevant to the theory 

and practice of law. The LII is located on the web at www.law.cornell.edu and can be 
used to learn more about substantive areas of law (e.g., criminal, civil, family, 

international), recent United States Supreme Court decisions, and up-to-date versions of 
federal code and law (e.g., Constitution, Federal Rules of Evidence, Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure). Search engines and ranking systems identify the LII as the most 

linked to web resource in the field of law. 
 

Description & Objectives 
This course is designed to provide graduate students with an overview of how psychology is 

applied to the criminal justice system, how case law shapes this application, and how legal 
decisions affect the direction of psychological research. Psychology and law is a vibrant area 
of research within the larger discipline of psychology (see AP-LS website). This is an 

interdisciplinary course for students whose research is concerned with criminology, criminal 
justice, psychology, and/or legal issues.  

 
Weekly classes will generally include three components: (a) presentation of key points 
from the weekly readings, (b) discussion from the reaction papers turned in each week 
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(see below), and (c) experiences designed to illuminate the course materials and help 
you understand and apply what you are learning.  Student presentations will be 

interspersed.  
 

Upon completion of the course, conscientious students will have acquired an 
understanding of how the fields of psychology and law intersect in individual, social, and 
public policy domains. Students will also have acquired specific knowledge about these 

interactions with respect to eyewitness accuracy, police interrogation, jury decision-
making, expert witness issues, competency to stand trial and related forensic issues, 

child victim/witnesses, sentencing, and juvenile offenders.  
 

Requirements 
 

1. Weekly Reaction Papers and Participation (30% of final grade) 
Students must read the assigned material prior to each class and participate in class 

discussion. A portion of class meetings will be devoted to the readings, thinking critically 
about, and applying the readings. To encourage critical thinking and engagement with 
the material (not just passive absorption of it), students will write weekly reaction 

papers based on the readings.  
 

Reaction papers should include thoughtful comments on the assigned readings for 
that week. Comments might include critiques of the research, ideas for future research, 

questions that occurred to you, or general thoughts on integrating the current week's 
reading with other assigned materials. Reaction papers should be a 1 to 2 pages (single 
or double-spaced; cannot exceed two pages). Reaction papers frequently contain the 

seeds of future theses and dissertation projects, and thus this should not be seen as just 
busy work. 

 
To facilitate the preparation and quality of your reaction papers, use the following 
format. At least 3 of the 4 below should be addressed.  
 

1. Major Ideas:  Briefly state the three most important things you learned from the 
readings. Focus on broader principles, not the minutiae. 

2. Points to Clarify:  Indicate anything that you did not understand in the readings 

(being sure to identify which reading) 
3. Questions to Discuss:  Write 1-2 thoughtful discussion questions related to the 

readings or the content area. These should be questions that you are prepared to 
answer (or speculate upon) if called upon. 

4. Hypothesis to Examine:  Write a testable hypothesis related to your area(s) of 

interest that is related to the readings. 
 

These papers must be emailed to aredlich@gmu.edu no later than 1:30 pm 
Wednesday afternoon (first one due 9/7). DO NOT paste the text into the body of the 
email. Rather, you should send a Word document, labeled with the file name, [YOUR 

LAST NAME] Week ‘x’ Reaction Paper.  Late submissions will not be accepted without 
obtaining prior permission.    

 
2. Presentation and Annotated Bibliography (30% of final grade) 

Students will develop and deliver a two-part presentation related to the weekly topic. 

Two to three students will present weekly (starting 9/15). Students will be assigned a 
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legal decision that is still the law, at least in some jurisdictions. The student will have to 
1) summarize the majority’s decision for the class using the below format, and 2) find 

and describe the implications of social science research that post-dates the legal 
decision.     

 
1) Summarizing the Legal Decision. Prof. Redlich will assign students a case decision two 
weeks ahead of the presentation. The student will be the only one to have read the 

decision. It will be the student’s responsibility to find and read the majority and 
dissenting opinions. Students should prepare a slides with the following: 

  Who are the judges [names, what state [if applicable], district, USSC?] 
 What are the main questions before the court? What issue do they have 

decide? 

 What are the case details? Briefly describe main (and relevant) events of 
the case. What is the crime, the players? If applicable, briefly describe the 

past history of the case (was it appealed before?) 
 Was social science research relied on by the majority and/or dissenting 

justices?   

 Conclusion  -- What did the majority justices conclude and why? What 
evidence did the justices use to come to their decision? What are the main 

take-home messages or implications for defendants in the future? 
 

2) Social Science Post-dating the Decision. The idea here is to describe relevant research 
that has been conducted since the ruling and that has implications for the ruling.  
 Locating the research: The research can come from the assigned readings and/or 

research you locate on your own via a literature search. The research can be a single 
study or a body of research with consistent findings. The research must be 

scholarly/empirical, however (e.g., not from Wikipedia or conducted by an advocacy 
organization). Students should have slides describing the research utilized; if the 
research was not assigned to the class, more detail should be included.  

 Implications for ruling: This part of the presentation will be somewhat flexible and 
students are encouraged to be creative. These types of questions should be addressed 

(not necessarily in this order) and presented in slides: 
 What have social scientist learned since this decision? Is the study 

findings/research consistent or inconsistent with the majority decision?  

 What implications does this study/research have for the ruling (defendants 
subject to the law)? 

 Should the ruling be overturned? Why or why not? If appropriate, what 
would a new/better law look like? 

 Are defendants’ Constitutional rights being violated (if so, which ones?). 

Victims’ rights?  
       

3) Prepare a 20-30 minute presentation. Ideally, your presentation will promote 
discussion. Deliver your presentation in multimedia software (e.g., Powerpoint). For help 
on creating a presentation, visit: www.actden.com/pp/. Be prepared to answer questions 

and lead a discussion. Be sure to bring the printed cases/articles with you.  
On the day of your presentation, turn in an annotated bibliography in APA format that 

summarizes the legal case and research. For more information annotated bibliographies, 
see https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/614/01/.  
 

 

http://www.actden.com/pp/
https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/614/01/
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3. Final Paper (40% of final grade) 
Students will be asked to write a final paper concerning a topic relevant to the class. 

Students have two choices.  The first choice is to write a standard literature review on a 
topic relevant to psychology and criminal justice/law. The topic should not be overly 

broad (such as why people commit crimes) or overly narrow (such as how does eating 
turkey at Thanksgiving affect crime). Potential broad paper topics are listed on the last 
page of this syllabus. Students are also encouraged to develop their own topics.  

 
The second choice is to write an original research proposal that would include a literature 

review and a proposed study. Do not think about this paper as a class exercise—
approach it as planning a study that you actually may conduct in the future. It may be a 
good opportunity to start planning your master’s thesis or dissertation. The proposals 

should resemble empirical journal articles (i.e., introduction, methods, predicted results, 
discussion). 

 
Both types of papers should be between 15 and 20 pages of text, double-spaced. 
References are needed and do not count toward the page limit. APA style should be 

used.  
 

Students must have their paper topics and a draft outline approved by the 
fourth week of class (9/22).  Final papers are due by 5:00 on Thursday Dec. 15th, 

2016 emailed to Professor Redlich (aredlich@gmu.edu). 
 

4. Grades 

The three course components (weekly reaction papers and participation, 
presentation and annotated bibliography, and final papers) will be weighted as described 

above to determine your final grade, which will be assigned according to the following 
scale: 

   

% Correct 

94-100 

Grade 

A 
90-93 A- 
86-89 B+ 

83-85 B 
80-82 B- 

76-79 C+ 
73-75 C 

70-72 C- 
66-69 D+ 
63-65 D 

60-62 D- 

 

Policies 
**Students must use their MasonLive email account to receive University 

information, including messages related to this class.  
 

Student Comportment 
Excused absences consist of personal illness, family emergencies, and professional 
activities (e.g., conferences, graduate school interviews). Please notify me in advance 

if you will need to miss class. 

mailto:aredlich@gmu.edu


9/1/16 

5 
 

To be courteous to others, please be on time to class and treat others with respect 
during class discussions (e.g., no cell phones; side conversations; early departures).  

Please be on time. Late arrivals are distracting, and if frequent, will not be accepted 
(i.e., you will not be allowed to attend class that day). Regarding electronic devices 

(such as laptops, cell phones, etc.), please be respectful of your peers and your 
instructor and do not engage in activities that are unrelated to class. Such disruptions 
show a lack of professionalism and may affect your participation grade. You may use 

electronic devices to access the readings. 
 

Incompletes 
Incompletes will not be given in this course except under rare circumstances that require 
documentation and adherence to University policies.  

 
Academic Code 

The GMU academic honor code can be found here:  
http://www.gmu.edu/academics/catalog/9798/honorcod.html?_ga=1.80323223.100756
7714.1430957683 The code outlines proscribed conduct with regards to cheating and 

plagiarism. Please note that cheating or plagiarism in this class will result in appropriate 
penalties that may include failing the course. Three fundamental and rather simple 

principles to follow at all times are that: (1) all work submitted be your own; (2) when 
using the work or ideas of others, including fellow students, give full credit through 

accurate citations; and (3) if you are uncertain about the ground rules on a particular 
assignment, ask for clarification. Plagiarism means using the exact words, opinions, or 
factual information from another person without giving the person credit. Writers give 

credit through accepted documentation styles, such as parenthetical citation, footnotes, 
or endnotes. Paraphrased material must also be cited, using APA format. If you have any 

doubts about what constitutes plagiarism, please see me. 
 
If you have a documented learning disability or other condition that may affect 

academic performance you should: 1) make sure this documentation is on file with 
Office of Disability Services (SUB I, Rm. 4205; 993-2474; http://ods.gmu.edu) to 

determine the accommodations you need; and 2) talk with me to discuss your 
accommodation needs. 
 

Fellow Students 
1. Name: ________________________; Tel/email*: ___________________ 

2. Name: ________________________; Tel/email: ___________________ 

3. Name: ________________________; Tel/email: ___________________ 

4. Name: ________________________; Tel/email: ___________________ 

5. Name: ________________________; Tel/email: ___________________ 

*email must be Mason email account

http://www.gmu.edu/academics/catalog/9798/honorcod.html?_ga=1.80323223.1007567714.1430957683
http://www.gmu.edu/academics/catalog/9798/honorcod.html?_ga=1.80323223.1007567714.1430957683
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Weekly Topics and Readings 

*Subject to alterations as needed 
 

Week 1, Sept. 1:  Overview of Psychology and Law 
 
No readings 

 
 

Week 2, Sept. 8:  Social Science in the Courtroom 
 
Monahan, J. & Walker, L. (2011). Twenty-five years of Social Science in Law. Law and 

Human Behavior, 35, 75-82. 
 

McAuliff, B. D., & Groscup, J. L. (2009). Daubert and psychological science in court: 
Judging validity from the bench, bar, and jury box. In J. L. Skeem, S. O. Lilienfeld 
(Eds.), Psychological science in the courtroom: Consensus and controversy (pp. 26-

52). New York, NY, US: Guilford Press. 
 

Wells, G.L. (2005). Helping experimental psychology affect legal policy. In N. Brewer and 
K. D. Williams (Eds.), Psychology and law: An empirical perspective (pp. 483-

500). NY: Guilford Press.  

 
Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 113S.Ct. 2786 (1993). 

 
 

Week 3, Sept. 15  Eyewitness Identification 
**PRESENTATIONS START 
 

The National Council of Research (2014). Identifying the culprit: Assessing eyewitness 
identification. Introduction. 

 
Clark, S. E. (2012). Costs and benefits of eyewitness identification reform. Perspectives 

in Psychological Science, 7, 238-259. 

 
Wells, G. L., Steblay, N.K., & Dysart, J.E. (2012). Eyewitness identification reforms: Are 

suggestiveness-induced hits and guesses true hits? Perspectives in Psychological 
Science, 7, 264-271. 

 

Police Executive Research Forum (2013). Discussion (Chapter 5). A National Survey of 
Eyewitness Identification Procedures in Law Enforcement Agencies. Washington, 

DC. 
 
Week 4, Sept. 22: Lie Detection, Police Interrogations and Confessions 

**PAPER TOPICS AND OUTLINES DUE 
 

Kassin, S. M., Drizin, S. Grisso, T., Gudjonsson, G. H., Leo, R. A., & Redlich, A. D. 
(2010). APLS Approved White Paper: Police-induced confessions: Risk factors and 
recommendations. Law and Human Behavior. 
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Najdowski, C. J. (2011). Stereotype threat in criminal interrogations: Why innocent Black 

suspects are at risk for confessing falsely. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 17, 
562-591. 

 
Rogers, R., Rogstad, J.E., Gillard, N.D., Drogin, E.Y., Blackwood, H.L., & Shuman, D. W. 

(2010). “Everyone knows their Miranda rights”: Implicit assumptions and 

countervailing evidence.  Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16, 300-318. 
  

Sukumar, D., Wade, K.A., & Hodgson, J.S. (2016). Strategic disclosure of evidence: 
Perspectives from psychology and law. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 22, 
303-316. 

 
 

Week 5, Sept. 29: Child Victim/Witnesses 
 
Friedman, R.D., & Ceci, S.J. (2015). The child quasi-witness model: An amicus brief in 

Ohio v. Clark. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 21, 374-382. 
 

Klemfuss, J.Z., & Ceci, S.J. (2012). Legal and psychological perspectives on children’s 
competence to testify in court. Developmental Review, 32, 268-286. 

 
Poole, D.A., & Bruck, M. (2012). Divining testimony? The impact of interviewing props on 

children’s reports of touching? Developmental Review, 32, 165-180. 

 
Quas, J.A. & Goodman, G.S. (2012). Consequences of criminal court involvement for 

child victims. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 18, 392-414. 
 
 

Week 6, Oct. 6:  Repressed and False Memories 
 

Goodman, G. S., Ghetti, S., Quas, J. A., Edelstein, R., Alexander, K., Redlich, A. R., 
Cordon, I., & Jones, D. (2003). A prospective study of memory for child sexual 
abuse: New findings relevant to the repressed/lost memory controversy. 

Psychological Science, 14, 113-118. 
 

Davis & Loftus, E. F. (2010). The scientific status of “repressed” and “recovered” 
memories of sexual abuse. In J. Skeem, K. S. Douglas, & S. O. Lilienfeld (Eds)., 
Psychological science in the courtroom: Consensus and controversy (55-79). New 

York: The Guildford Press. 
 

Dalenberg, C. (2006). Recovered memory and the Daubert criteria: Recovered memory 
as professionally tested, peer reviewed, and accepted in the relevant scientific 
community. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 7, 274-310.  

 
Patihis, L., Ho, L. Y., Tingen, I. W., Lilienfeld, S. O., & Loftus, E. F. (2014). Are the 

“memory wars” over? A scientist-practitioner gap in beliefs about repressed 
memory. Psychological Science, 25(2), 519-530. 

 
Week 7, Oct. 13:  NO CLASS 
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Week 8, Oct. 20:  Guilty Pleas 
 

Bibas, S. (2004). Plea bargaining outside the shadow of trial. Harvard Law Review, 117. 
 
Redlich, A.D. (in press). The validity of pleading guilty. In M. K. Miller and B. Bornstein 

(Eds.), Advances in psychology and law. Springer Press. 
 

Bowers (2008). Punishing the innocent. University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 156, 
1117-1179. 

 

 
Week 9, Oct. 27:  Pre-trial Publicity 
 

Kovera, M. B., & Greathouse, S. M. (2008). Pretrial publicity: Effects, remedies, and 
judicial knowledge. In E. Borgida, S. T. Fiske (Eds.), Beyond common sense: 

Psychological science in the courtroom (pp. 261-279). Malden: Blackwell 
Publishing. 

 
Daftary-Kapur, T., Penrod, S. D., O’Connor, M., & Wallace, B. (2014). Examining pretrial 

publicity in a shadow jury paradigm: Issues of slant, quantity, persistence and 

generalizability. Law & Human Behavior, 38, 462-477. doi:10.1037/lhb0000081 
 

Cole, S. A. & Dioso-Villa, R. (2009). Investigating the “CSI Effect” effect: Media and 
litigation crisis in criminal law. Stanford Law Review, 61, 1335-1373. 

 

Durnal, E.W. (2010). Crime scene investigation (as seen on TV). Forensic Science 
International, 199, 1-5. 

 
 
Week 10, Nov. 3:  Jury Selection and Decision-Making 

 
Devine, D. J., & Caughlin, D. E. (2014). Do they matter?: A meta-analytic investigation 

of individual characteristics and guilt judgments. Psychology, Public Policy & Law, 
20, 109-134.  

 

Salerno, J. M., & Diamond, S. S. (2010). The promise of a cognitive perspective on jury 
deliberation. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 17(2), 174-179 

doi:10.3758/PBR.17.2.174 
 
Kovera, M. B. (2012). Voir dire and jury selection. In R.K. Otto (Ed.), Comprehensive 

handbook of psychology, Volume 11: Forensic Psychology (2nd ed., pp. 630-647). 
New York: John Wiley & Sons.  

 
Weiner, R.L., Krauss, D.A., & Lieberman, J.D. (2011). Mock jury research: Where do we 

go from here? Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 29, 467-479. 
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Week 11, Nov. 10:  Sentencing; Death Penalty 
 

Darley, J.M., Carlsmith, K.M., & Robinson, P.H. (2008). Incapacitation and just deserts 
as motives for punishment. Law and Human Behavior, 24, 659-683. 

 
King, R.D., & Johnson, B.D. (2016). A punishing look: Skin tone and Afrocentric features 

in the halls of justice. American Journal of Sociology, 122, 90-124. 

 
Devine, D.J., & Kelly, C. E. (2015). Life or death: An examination of jury sentencing with 

the Capital Jury Project database. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 21, 393-
406. 

 

Thompson, W.C. (1989). Death qualification after Wainwright v. Witt and Lockhart v. 
McCree. Law and Human Behavior, 13, 185-215. 

 
Week 12, Nov. 17: NO CLASS, ASC 
 

 
Week 13, Nov. 24: NO CLASS, Thanksgiving  

 
 

Week 14, Dec. 1:  Competence and Insanity, Forensic Issues 
 
Peterson, J.K., Skeem, J., Kennealy, P., Bray, B., & Zvonkovic, A. (2014). How often and 

how consistently do symptoms directly precede criminal behavior among offenders 
with mental illness? Law and Human Behavior, 38, 439-449.  

 
Gowensmith, W.N., Murrie, D.C., & Boccaccini, M.T. (2013). How reliable are forensic 

evaluations of legal sanity? Law and Human Behavior, 37, 98-106.  

 
Poythress, N.G., & Zapf, P.A. (2010). Controversies in evaluating competence to stand 

trial. In J. Skeem, K. S. Douglas, & S. O. Lilienfeld (Eds.), Psychological science in 
the courtroom: Consensus and controversy (309-329). New York: The Guildford 
Press. 

 
Liu, S. & Redlich, A.D. (2015). Intercept 3: Jails and courts. In P. Griffin, K. Heilbrun, E. 

Mulvey, D. DeMatteo, & C. Schubert (Eds.), The sequential intercept model and 
criminal justice: Promoting community alternatives for individuals with serious 
mental illness. Oxford University Press.  

 
Redlich, A. D. (2013). The past, present, and future of mental health courts. In R. 

Weiner & E. Brank (Eds.), Special problem solving courts: Social science and legal 
perspectives (pp. 147-161). New York: Springer Press. 

 

 
Week 15, Dec. 8:  Juvenile Offenders 

 
Cauffman, E., & Steinberg, L. (2012). Emerging findings from research on adolescent 

development and juvenile justice. Victims and Offenders, 7, 428-449. 
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Grisso, T. & Kavanaugh, A. (2016). Prospects for developmental evidence in juvenile 
sentencing based on Miller v. Alabama. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 22, 

235-249. 
 

Najdowski, C.J., Cleary, H.M.D., & Stevenson, M.C. (2016). Adolescent sex offender 
registration policy: Perspectives on general deterrence from criminology and 
developmental psychology. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 22, 114-125.  

 
Steinberg, L. (2013). The influence of neuroscience on US Supreme Court decisions 

about adolescents' criminal culpability. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 14(7), 513-
518. 

 

Woolard, J.L., Odgers, C., Lanza-Kaduce, L., & Daglis, H. (2005). Juveniles within adult 
correctional settings: Legal pathways and developmental considerations. 

International Journal of Forensic Mental Health, 4, 1-18. 
 
 

 Dec. 15, 5PM:  FINAL PAPERS DUE  
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Potential Paper Topics 
 

Eyewitness issues not discussed in class 

Jurors’ evaluations of confession evidence 

Individual differences in (false) confession (mental impairment, juveniles) 

Miranda warnings  

Police Hiring 

Police Brutality 

Effects of CSA (e.g., delinquency, promiscuity) 

Methodology (ethics, validity) 

Internalized false confessions 

Bail 

Plea controversies 

Factors that influence pleas (e.g., race) 

Alford and No contest pleas  

Scientific jury selection or trial consulting 

Jury nullification 

Cameras in court 

Inadmissible evidence and juries 

Hearsay evidence 

The use of court-appointed experts 

Fairness issues 

Admissibility standards 

Judicial discretion 

Jurors’ knowledge/necessity 

Socio-political attitudes, values, and sentencing   

Prison Culture 

Probation and Parole 

Suicide risk in correctional settings 

Competency to be executed (with a focus on mental illness)  

Psychopathy and the death penalty 

Biases in the death penalty 

Child custody  

Mandated reporting,  

Culture and maltreatment 

Innovations 

Oath-lying 

Effects of testifying 

Juvenile Transfers to Criminal Court 

Competency to refuse psychiatric treatment 

Jail diversion programs for mentally disordered offenders 

Juvenile justice and mental health 

“Juvenile psychopathy” 

Juvenile sex offenders 

Malingering 

Interventions for male batterers  

Battered women/children who kill  

Sexually violent predator and notification laws 

Assessment and intervention with sex offenders 

 


