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Fig. 1 Risk estimates (95% CI) for group (a)
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Table 2. Psychologically Meaningful Risk Factors According to Their Strength of Evidence for
Predicting Sexual Recidivism

Variable Mean d 9525 ClI Q N (k) Source
Supported
Sexual preoccupation 0.39 0.23,0.56 831 1,119 (6) A
Any deviant sexual interest 0.31 0.21,042 21.91 2,769 (16) A
Sexual preference for children (PPQG) 0.32 0.16,0.47 11.52 1,278 (10) B
Sexualized violence 0.18 0.04,0.32 5.14 1,523 (8) B, C
Multiple paraphilias o.21 0.01,0.41 6.71 477 (4) B
Offense-supportive attitudes 0.22 0.05,0.38 14.53* 1.617 (2) B
Emortional congruence with children 0.42 0.16,0.69 4.32 419 (3) B
Lack of emotionally intimate
relationships with adults
Never married 0.32 0.21,0.45 9.62 2.850 (8) D
Conflicts in intimate relationships 0.36 0.05, 0.66 2.08 298 (4) B
Lifestyle impulsivity
General self-regulation problems 0.37 0.26,0.48 22.85 2411 (15) A
Impulsivity, recklessness 0.25 0.06,0.43 5.35 775 (6) B
Employment instability 0.22 0.13,0.30 20.88 5,357 (15) A
Poor cognitive problem solving 0.22 0.05, 0.40 4.90 1,274 (4) B. E
Resistance to rules and supervision
Childhood behavior problems 0.30 0.16,0.43 7.1 1.996 (8) B
Noncompliance with supervision 0.62 0.45,0.79 5.86 2,159 (3) B
Violation of conditional release 0.50 0.34, 0.65 16.55%% 2 151 (4) B
Grievance/hostility 0.20 0.09,0.31 13.58 3,132 (1'1) B.C.E
Negative social influences 0.26 0.08, 0.44 2.66 1.736 (7) B.
Promising
Hostility toward women 0.29 0.00, 0.58 799 (1) E
Machiavellianism 1.40 0.48,2.33 29 (1) F
Callousness/lack of concern for others 0.29 0.11,047 0.001 1,173 (2) C.E
Dysfunctional coping
Sexualized coping 0.43 O.14,0.74 798 (1) E
Externalizing 0.27 0.03, 0.51 380 (1) C

Note: A: Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2005); B: Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004); C: Knight and
Thornton (2007); D: Hanson and Bussiére (1998) transformed from r to 4 assuming |3.4%9% base rate; E:

Hanson et al. (2007); F: Thornton (2003).
“p < .05 #p < .01, (Mann, Hanson, Thornton, 2010)




TABLE 1:
f Tests

Pre- and Posttest Scores on Dynamic Risk Factor Scales and Effect Sizes From Paired Sample

U= U AUC=556
d=.5 (41) AUC=.639
d=.8 (5) AUC=.714

Violence (n = 67)

Rape (n = 45)

Sexual Abuse of
Children (n = 79)

Dynamic Risk Factor Time %) SO o N SD o A SD o
FProcriminal attitudes
Megative attitudes Pre 4.09 3.35 0.28 4.48 3.36 o.se7"" 3.55 277 0.23
toward the law Post 3.19 2.94 2.44 2.74 2.92 277
Offense-supportive Pre 2.26 1.85 0.29 2.20 1.68 0. 49" 1.87 1.33 042"
attitudes Post 1.80 1.53 1.42 1.48 1.31 1.35
Antisocial personality patterns
Low self-control Pre 5617 1043 0.45*™ 53.69 1116 0.01 52.11 10.680 0.01
Post B1.46 10.51 53.53 11.30 52.01 =
Aggressiveness Pre 5.49 3.37 0.32* 5.27T 3.38 017 3.96 2.65 |-0.12
Post 5.45 3.12 4.70 3.50 4.32 3.19
Excitability Pre 5.09 3.33 0.28> 4.32 3.19 0.19 4.75 2.08 0.00
Post 517 3.23 3.72 3.04 4.75 2.97
Conscientiousness Pre 32.69 522 —0. 34" 33.43 7.56 —0.11 3317 5.25 0.05
Post 34.47 5.29 34 .23 6.49 32.87 5.96
Agresableness Pre 26.07 5.086 —0.31" 26.52 6.58 —0.13 29.10 5.81 —0.08
Post 27 .67 5.40 27.33 6.13 29.55 5.29
Anxiety/neurcticism
Emotional instability Pre T.46 3.68 0.54* 6.03 3.89 0.22 6.73 3.680 0.29*
Post 547 3.72 516 3.90 5.63 3.97
Meuroticism Pre 2217 7.36 o.e1*" 21.12 B8.92 0.16 22.85 7.53 0.20
Post 17.97 6.36 19.76 7.95 21.32 7.35
State anxiety Pre 3874 810 0.31 39.34 9.53 0.59"" 40.19 1014 0.45==
Post 36.05 912 34.14 8.11 35.92 8.99
Trait anxiety Pre 4302 1045 0.45*™ 43.83 10.63 O.s2"* 44 .35 8.94 0.35%*
Post 38.81 B.26 37.75 8.99 41.32 8.45
Empathy
Sensitivity Pre 36.40 B.70 —0.15 33.07 10.50 —0.17 37.20 10.29 0.00
Post 37.69 8.62 34.82 10.43 37.21 9.59
Concern Pre 35.83 7.24 —0.15 36.29 B.52 010 4017 8.54 011
Post 36.86 G.54 35.48 T.6e7T 39.29 724

0 < .05. "*p < .01.

Woessner & Schwedler, 2014
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B0® angular disparity 80" angular disparity
same mirrored

32 stimuli in each category

Fixation Task Fixation
500 ms max. 10000 ms S00 ms

FIGURE 1 | Experimental design [see also Ref. (29)]. Given are examples for each condition. For each mental rotation task, one sexual distractor simultaneously
was presented, a gird, boy, woman, or man (note that these stimuli were not included in the main task). Sexual distractor stimuli were taken from the NRP-set (36).
Mental rotation stimuli were selected from the set developed by Paschke et al. (37). For details, see Section “Materials and Methods.”

(Jordan, Fromberger, et al., 2016)
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Child sexual distractors i Mental rotation stimuli with child sexual distractors

FIGURE 2 | Eye movements in the sexual distractor task: fixation latency. Means and SEs are shown of the fixation latency for the first fixation with respect
to stimulus type (single-colored: sexual distractors, striped: mental rotation figures) and distractor category (black/black-striped: adult, gray/gray-striped: child). This
resulted in four different stimuli. Black bars: fixation latency for the adult sexual distractor. Gray bars: fixation latency for the child sexual distractor. Striped black
bars: fixation latency for the mental rotation stimulus if the adult sexual distractor was simultanecusly presented. Striped gray bars: fixation latency for the mental
rotation stimulus if the child sexual distractor was simultanecusly presented.
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FIGURE 3 | Eye movements in the sexual distractor task: relative fixation time. Means and SEs are shown of the relative fixation time with respect to
stimulus type (single-colored: sexual distractors, striped: mental rotation figures) and distractor category (black/black-striped: adult, gray/gray-striped: child). This
resulted in four different stimuli. Black bars: fixation latency for the adult sexual distractor. Gray bars: fixation latency for the child sexual distractor. Striped black
bars: fixation latency for the mental rotation stimulus if the adult sexual distractor was simultaneously presented. Striped gray bars: fixation latency for the mental
rotation stimulus if the child sexual distractor was simultaneously presented.
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Fig.2 Percentage of trials eliciting memory retrieval compared
across memory type and halves of TNT task (first half and second
half) in the a) Think condition, reflecting retrieval success and b) No-
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Think condition, reflecting intrusion frequency. Dots show the per-
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A. Satish, R. Hellerstedt, M. C. Anderson,& Z. M.
Bergstrom, 2022. Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral

Neuroscience
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centage of trials with retrieval for each individual. Thick lines show
the group means and the boxes depict the 95% confidence interval of
the group means
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Fig.3 Grand average ERPs and results from the cluster permutation
tests. ERP graphs show the experimental conditions at midfrontal
(Fz, top) and left parietal (P7. bottom) electrode sites during first half
and second half of the TNT task. Topographic maps on the top rows
illustrate mean ERP amplitude differences between conditions (blue/
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white/red colourmap, in pV), and topographic maps on the bottom
rows illustrates mean #-values (blue/black/red colourmap. in ) for the
condition differences as generated through the cluster-based permuta-
tion tests. The colour scale represents magnitude and direction of the
effect. T-maps have been thresholded to only show significant clusters
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A serotonergic circuit regulates aversive associative learning
under mitochondrial stress in C. elegans (Chiang, Liao,& Pan, 2022)



Under mitochondrial
stress, octopamine
secreted from the
RIC modulatory
neuron targets the
AlY interneuron

through the SER-6
receptor to trigger
learned bacterial
aversion. RIC
responds to systemic
mitochondrial

stress by increasing
octopamine
synthesis and acts in
the formation of
aversive memory. AlY
integrates sensory
information, acts
downstream of RIC,
and is important for
the retrieval of
aversive memory.
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Social environment

Neurobiology

Current Opinion in Psychology

Schematic representation of the biopsychosocial model.
L. M. C. Jansen(2022), Current opinion in Psy., 47, 101356
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