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Cognitively-Based Indirect Measures




Current Study

Quantitative review of indirect measures
1. Concurrent validity
2. Convergent validity



1. Concurrent Validity Evidence

Are iIndirect
meaqasures
discriminativee

Sex offenders Non-pedophilic; no

sex offence against
children (NON-SOC)

against children or
pedophilic (SOC)



2. Convergent Validity Evidence

Are indirect measures correlated with
iIndependent indicators of pedophilic
INnfereste




Moderators Examined

» Sample characteristics
— High vs. low sexual deviance
— Admitter vs. Denier
— Adolescent vs. adult

» Type of Independent Indicator
« Publication Status

* Type of Indirect Measure



Types of Indirect Measures

- Viewing time
- Implicit Association Test
- Task-irrelevant paradigms



Viewing time
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Implicit Association Test

not sex
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Implicit Association Test

ADULT
not sex
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Task-irrelevant paradigms

» Choice reaction time (CRT) task
» Stroop task

» Rapid serial visual presentation (RSVP) task
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For example: CRT
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Moderator Results

v Sexual Deviance (Qb = 5.46, p = .019)
—Low sexual deviance d = 0.36 (k = 5)

—High sexual deviance d = 0.66
(k =17)
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Moderator Results

XAdmi’r’rer vs. Denier (Qb =0.27, p = .607)
— Admitters d = 0.48 (k = 7}
—Deniers d = 0.39 (k = 3)

20



Moderator Results
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e Age(Qb =4.28, p = .039)
escentsd =0.47 (k = 4)
tsd =0.61 (k = 33)
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Moderator Results

XIndirec’r Measure (Qb = 3.25, p =.197)
-VTd=0.47 (k=13)
—IATd =0.61 (k= 12)
—Task-irrelevant d = 0.41 (k = 7)
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Moderator Results

X publication Status (Qb = 1.95, p = .163)
—Published d = 0.54 (k = 28)
—Unpublished d = 0.39 (k = 8)
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2. Convergent Validity Evidence

Are indirect measures correlated with
iIndependent indicators of pedophilic
INnfereste
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Independent indicators

» Screening Scale for Pedophilic Inferest
(SSPI)

* Phallometric arousal (PPG)
 Self-report
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Moderator Results

XSdm ole Age (Qb =0.50, p = .478)
—Adultsr=.19 (k = 19)
— Adolescentsr = .22 (k = 3)




Moderator Results

XIndirec’r Measure (Qb = 3.81, p = .149)
—|ATr=.07 (k = 4)
—VTr=.21 (k= 14)
—Task-irrel. r = .23 (k = 3)

29



Moderator Results

XPublication Status (Qb = 0.48, p = .491)
—Published r= .21 (k = 15)
—Unpublished r= .18 (k = 7)
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Additional findings...

« Small to moderate correlations between
Indirect measures and SSPI (r=.19), PPG(r = .25)
and self-report (r = .27).

* VI measures (r = .38) more strongly associated
with self-report measures than IAT (r = .09)and
task-irrelevant paradigms (r = .24).

* NoO sig. differences between indirect measures
for the SSPI or PPG.
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DISCUSSION

 Moderately good discrimination between
SOCs and NON-SOCs

+ may be sensitive 1o Indicators of sexual
deviance

+ variability across types of indirect
measuresee

- may not be as valid for adolescents
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DISCUSSION

 Small fo moderate correlation between
iIndirect measures and independent
iIndicators of pedophilic interest

+ may suggest measures assess different
but related constructs

- Few studies/ indicator
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Limitations

* Big picture approach
—underestimates precision of effects

—prevents examination of more specific
moderafors

 Moderator analyses underpowered
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Conclusion and Future directions

« Aftempt at integrating construct validity
evidence, not the end of the road

 Need more research on relationship with sexual
reoffending

* Are indirect measures reliable enough to assess
change in pedophilic interest?

e Are indirect measures resistant to dissimulatione
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Thank youl!

Chloe.Pedneauli@Carleton.co

https://carleton.ca/acbrlab/
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