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The Pentagon after September 11th attacks.

Countering Terrorism... continued on page 2

Countering Terrorism: Integration of
Practice and Theory
by Susan Brandon, PhD, Senior Scientist

A
cademic scholars and researchers, and personnel from justice, intelligence and
law enforcement agencies met at the FBI Academy in Quantico, Virginia, on
Feb. 28, 2002,  for an invitational conference on “Countering Terrorism: Inte-

gration of  Practice and Theory.” The meeting was sponsored by the FBI Academy’s
Behavioral Science Unit, the School of  Arts and Sciences and the Solomon Asch Cen-
ter for Study of  Ethnopolitical Conflict at the University of  Pennsylvania, and the
American Psychological Association.

More than 70 participants, roughly half  academic scholars and researchers and half
law enforcement personnel, dispersed into seven small groups to discuss “scenarios”
that had been developed before the conference by the FBI. These scenarios described
some of  the current problems that the FBI, law enforcement and intelligence agencies
are facing as they try to discover cadres of  terrorists or those who harbor them, as well
as deter support for terrorism by
individuals, designated groups,
and communities. Two hours of
scenario discussions were fol-
lowed by two hours of  small
group discussions centered on
questions that had been devel-
oped before the conference by the
academic researchers and schol-
ars. These questions were about
stereotyping and ethnopolitical
conflict, risk perception and com-
munication, education regarding
fundamentalism in all religious
traditions, analysis of  intelligence
data, and strategies to deal with bioterrorism. The whole group convened for a final
meeting where issues and concerns raised in the small groups were described and fur-
ther analyzed. Conversations continued at a dinner provided in the large atrium meet-
ing room at the Academy. The proceedings and recommendations offered by the vari-
ous discussion groups will be reviewed and edited by the members of  the individual
groups, and then given to the Behavioral Science Unit of  the FBI Academy to use and
distribute as it sees fit.
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The ten or so discussants in each small
group were likely to be scholars or re-
searchers from psychology, political sci-
ence or medical science, an attorney
with expertise in immigration laws,
someone from the Office of Science and
Technology Policy or from the National
Academy of Sciences or the National
Science Foundation, a member of  a
training or operational unit of the FBI,
personnel from the CIA, the U.S. Secret
Service, National Security Agency, De-
partment of Defense, State Department,
or someone on staff at the Office of
Homeland Security or the new Transpor-
tation Security Administration, and of-
ficers from the Stafford, Virginia, Wash-
ington D.C. or New York City Police or
Sheriff ’s Departments. Each participant
was able to offer a different point of
view and expertise on the issues raised
by the scenarios and the questions. The
juxtaposition of people whose expertise
lies largely in theory with those whose
expertise lies largely in practice, allowed
each to expand on what they already
knew and to be informed by the view
of the other. The conversations were
reported to be lively and sobering, infor-
mative and probing, and consistently
collegial and respectful.

National and local government offices
and agencies have received a large vol-
ume of  information and offers of  assis-
tance from Americans across the coun-
try, as well as concerned individuals

from other nations. One of  the chal-
lenges has been how to collect this infor-
mation and organize people in order to
take advantage of  all that is offered, to
get relevant expertise to the people who
are at the forefront of  counter-terrorism
efforts, and to let the experience of  those
who are on the “front lines” inform the
research and inquiries of the scholars.
The February 28th conference was
viewed as one way to accomplish this
kind of interaction.

Because the potential value of  psycho-
logical science has received relatively
little attention in the aftermath of  9/11
via the formal hearing process on Capi-
tol Hill, Public Policy Office staff ar-
ranged a follow-on activity for scientists
to discuss their research with Congres-
sional staff. The day after the conference,
a subgroup of  the participants met with
staff of the House and Senate Science
Committees including: Major Jonathan
Drummond, Princeton University;
Victoria M. Esses, PhD, University of
Western Ontario; Baruch Fischhoff,
PhD, Carnegie Mellon University;
Deborah Frisch, PhD, National Science
Foundation; Arie Kruglanski, PhD,
University of  Maryland; Donald
Norman, PhD, Northwestern Univer-
sity, Eldar Shafir, PhD, Princeton Uni-
versity and Peter Suedfeld, PhD, Uni-
versity of  British Columbia. For more
details see the May edition of  the APA
Monitor.

ON BEHALF OF SCIENCE
Coutering Terrorism... continued from page 1

■

Research in Social Psychological
Aging Workshop

N
ationally recognized experts
in research methodology re-
lated to social psychological

aging will lead a workshop at the APA
convention specifically designed for so-
cial psychology faculty. The overarching
goal of  the workshop is to expand the
pool of  social psychologists engaged
in conducting research on aging. The
workshop will be held at the Essex Inn
preceding the APA Convention in Chi-
cago on August 19-21, 2002. Partici-
pants will also have the opportunity to
maintain contact with the workshop
faculty and with the NIA staff during
the following year and attend a follow-
up workshop prior to the 2003 APA

Convention. Food, lodging, and travel
support will be provided for twelve ap-
plicants selected to participate in the
program. Please visit program Web site:
http://www.css.edu/socialPsyAging/
for additional information.

For more details and application mate-
rials, please contact:

Chandra M. Mehrotra, Director,
Social Psychological Aging Workshop,
The College of  St. Scholastica, 1200
Kenwood Avenue, Duluth, MN 55811
or via email: cmehrotr@css.edu.

Application deadline is May 15, 2002. ■

APA Dissertation
Research Awards

T
he Science Directorate of the
American Psychological Asso-
ciation sponsors an annual com-

petition for dissertation research fund-
ing. The purpose of  the Dissertation
Research Award program is to assist
science-oriented doctoral students of
psychology with research costs. In 2002,
the Science Directorate will grant this
$1000 award to approximately 50 stu-
dents whose dissertation research re-
flects excellence in scientific psychology.

APA Dissertation Research Award re-
cipients will be announced in late De-
cember 2002. Funds will be provided
directly to the students following the
announcement of  the award recipients.

For more information about the award
and the application form, please visit
online at:
www.apa.org/science/dissinfo.html ■

APF/Todd E. Husted
Memorial Award

T
he Science Directorate is pleased
to announce that it will adminis-
ter on behalf of the American

Psychological Foundation the fifth
annual APF/Todd E. Husted Memorial
Award. This is a single award in the
amount of  $1,000 for the dissertation
research that indicates the most poten-
tial to contribute toward the develop-
ment and improvement of  mental ill-
ness services for those with severe and
persistent mental illness. Applicants for
the Husted Award must meet the same
eligibility requirements as the Disserta-
tion Research Awards. A panel of  ex-
perts on serious mental illnesses will
select the awardee.

Completed applications must be
received by Monday, September 16, 2002.
APF/Todd E. Husted Memorial
Award notifications will be made in
late January 2003. 

For eligibility requirements and addi-
tional information about this award,
please visit: www.apa.science/
dissinfo.html. ■
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR‘S COLUMN
KURT SALZINGER, Executive Director for Science

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR‘S COLUMN

Ask Not What
Psychology Can
Do for You…

A
sk what you can do for psychol-
ogy.  They warned me not to
do this but I will anyway. A

major activity of the Science Directorate
is to tell all psychologists — members of
the American Psychological Association,
but especially non-members when we
can find them — about all the wonderful
things that APA offers its science mem-
bers. We provide many of  you with
close to 40 top journals and electronic
access to full text; we get you a 25% re-
duction in dues; we provide financial
support for scientific conferences, for
dissertations, for student travel to the
APA convention, and many other won-
derful things that are listed on our
website — www.apa.org/science.
Whoops, there I go again.

Let’s start again. Our role here at APA
is to facilitate your working in and for
psychology. For example, President
Phil Zimbardo has an initiative to list
psychology’s contributions that make
a difference in people’s lives. Using
Tiffany Field’s work with preemies as
an example, we begin with the obser-
vation that handling rats allows them
to thrive, with the eventual transfer
(translational research) of that fact to
the handling of premature babies who
end up leaving the hospital sooner and
healthier, and saving everybody from
both heartache and money loss. The
idea is to let the public, particularly
granting agencies and Congress know
all the wonderful things psychology
does. (See http://research.apa.org/
survey/compendium to add your fa-
vorite examples to this list of  psycho-
logical research that made a differ-
ence.)

My op-ed initiative (www.apa.org/sci-
ence/editorial.html) is a second request
for your help. Newspapers all over the
country publish columns written by
experts in many different fields. My ini-
tiative is to get as many of  you as pos-
sible to write about psychological sci-

ence — to explain to people how beau-
tiful our experiments are, or to show
how psychological principles can ex-
plain what is happening in the world
around us and how one can employ
psychological principles to improve the
world. First of  all, such columns ac-
quaint the lay public with the science
of  psychology in the area where they
appear (no matter how small that area
is). In addition, their influence extends
further: they are also placed in a data
bank and then consulted by press and
media people looking for a good story.
Thus, they may be useful twice in
spreading the word that psychology is
science.

There is yet a third task: A mountain
of  disinformation exists about APA, es-
pecially the Science Directorate — for
those people who realize that there is
such a thing in APA. And you can help
clarify the misapprehensions: Tell your
colleagues about our activities; suggest
that they join APA, if  not yet a mem-
ber, because of  the many wonderful
things that APA does for psychology
and for psychologists. And by the way,
you do talk to your students to tell
them why they should join, don’t you?
You are telling them about the disserta-
tion support and the travel support and
the low dues payments they have to
make, and the journals they can get
and the electronic access? If  you want

to know more, click the Get Involved!
icon on our website (www.apa.org/sci-
ence).

But never mind what psychology does
for you. We’ve been telling you and
telling you. How many of  you have
been giving any thought to joining
other general science organizations like
the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of  Science (AAAS)? What
for? Not only because of  what you
learn from hearing other scientists’
research, but also because it will give
you the opportunity to tell your scien-
tist colleagues who are not psycholo-
gists what you know and what you do.

Many fellow scientists know even less
about what scientist psychologists do
than laypersons. I still recall when I
taught at an engineering university and
an engineer, working on the same floor
as I was, saw a bank of  computers in
my animal lab and wanted to know just
how much word processing I was doing.
I took him on a tour of my rat boxes and
traced the wires back to the computers.
After that, at least one engineer knew
about one psychologist who used the
kinds of devices he was familiar with.
I give this autobiographical information
just to illustrate that one can spread the
word about the science of  psychology.

I look forward to hearing about your
stories of  success, whether you’ve sent
in a description of  a psychological
study or studies that have made a dif-
ference; whether you’ve written an op-
ed piece describing how psychological
knowledge obtained through the sci-
ence of  psychology can help us to un-
derstand how people forget something,
why they are having difficulty discrimi-
nating one tone from another, what
makes one piece of  information easier
to learn than others or what psycho-
logical process can help us to under-
stand the motivation of  terrorists, and
finally, whether you’ve talked to your
colleagues about the science of psy-
chology.

Visit our Op-Ed Page at
www.apa.org/science/editorial.html

■
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Education Bill Includes Compromise
on School-based Research Controversy
by Patricia Kobor, Public Policy Office

I
n the version of the education bill
passed by the House of  Represen-
tatives last summer, an amendment

authored by Reps. Lindsey Graham
(R-SC) and Todd Tiahrt (R-KS) would
have required that any research in
schools in which students were ques-
tioned about risk behaviors such as sub-
stance abuse, exposure to violence or
sex be conducted only with prior, writ-
ten parental consent. The assumption
behind this amendment was that only a
written authorization from parents
would show that their permission had
given for their children to participate in
the survey.  Psychological research has
shown that written consent require-
ments have a negative effect on survey
samples, diminishing the overall rate of
return and disproportionately diminish-
ing the pool of minority and at-risk stu-
dents who have permission to partici-
pate. Further, follow-up studies have
shown that the parents of  these chil-
dren seldom object to participation in
surveys, but just failed to return the
consent forms.

APA staff  co-chaired a broad coalition
of  public health groups, research societ-
ies and education organizations who
opposed the Graham-Tiahrt amend-
ment. This coalition persuaded Senator
Edward Kennedy (D-MA) and others
in the Senate leadership to oppose the
amendment, and it was not included in
the Senate version of  the bill. In the
conference committee, however, the
House and Senate worked to find a
compromise, encouraged by the White
House. The compromise that resulted
represents only a partial victory for sur-
vey research.

The Graham-Tiahrt amendment was
not included in the conference report,
which was approved in January, 2002,
so the federal government does not
mandate that school-based research
on risk behaviors be done only with
written parental consent. However,
the final bill does require each local
educational agency (school district)
to develop a policy that will protect
students’ privacy in the event a survey
on risk behaviors or attitudes is admin-
istered. Privacy policies are also to
cover how schools will handle parental
requests to view curricular materials
and view surveys in advance of  their
administration. Researchers are con-
cerned that, because they are required
now to produce policies, school dis-
tricts will adopt stringent policies with-
out understanding the consequences
to research (and ultimately, to the infor-
mation on which policies on children
and youth can be based). It is unlikely
that school districts will adopt policies
that are friendly to survey research
without the involvement of  researchers
who can explain alternative procedures,
such as passive assent, and the ethical
review, via Institutional Review Boards,
that federally funded research must al-
ready undergo as a condition of funding.

The APA Public Policy Office is work-
ing with federal officials and coalition
organizations to develop materials that
scientists can use in influencing the de-
velopment of  local policies on privacy
that may affect research. Science Policy
staff  are planning to include psycholo-
gist who conduct research in schools in
an advocacy training workshop on this
issue. ■

APA Science PPO Introduces SPIN E-Newsletter

A
re you looking for a way to stay
up to date on APA’s science
policy activities? For those of

you who want more information on
science policy issues, APA’s Science
Public Policy (PPO) staff  has created
the Science Policy Insider News, SPIN,
a free monthly email newsletter that
takes you inside the Administration
and Congress to keep you up to date

■

On Your Behalf

D
id you know that APA regu-
larly weighs in on science
policy issues – on proposed

federal regulations, agency program de-
velopment, and requests for commentary
on important research, ethics and sci-
ence issues? Staff across the Science
Directorate and in the Science Public
Policy office regularly scour the Federal
Register, newsletters, and listservs for
events and requests of  relevance to
psychological scientists, and also are
regularly contacted by agencies or
other organizations to provide com-
ments, feedback and information.

Now you can read what APA writes
on your behalf  – the text of  letters and
commentaries is posted in a special
section, On Your Behalf, on the APA-
Science Website. There are also links
on that site so you can read what the
Science Public Policy office says on
your behalf  in testimony, report lan-
guage, and legislative alerts; and you
can read what your colleagues have
written in support of  psychological
science in the new op-ed initiative
(www.apa.org/science/editorial.html)

■

on policy issues as they happen. As
you may know, the Science PPO staff
advocates for psychological science not
just with members of  Congress, but
also the Department of  Defense, De-
partment of  Health and Human Ser-
vices, Department of  Transportation,
Department of  Veterans Affairs, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, National Science Foundation,

and the Department of  Education.
You can register to receive SPIN high-
lights via email, or check it out on the
APA Web site at: http://www.apa.org/
ppo/issues/spinmarch.html

To register to receive SPIN, please
send your email address to ppo@apa.org
and indicate that you would like to
receive SPIN.

Check out the
OBSSR Website!

N
IH’s Office of  Behavioral
and Social Sciences Re
search (OBSSR) website

at obssr.od.nih.gov provides infor-
mation for scientists interested in
learning more about specific fund-
ing opportunities in the behavioral
and social sciences, as well as the
politics regulating research and
training supported by the NIH.■
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Human Factors and Basic Research on Stress
& Performance
by Heather Kelly, PhD, PPO and Dianne Maranto, Science Directorate

A
PA Divisions 19 (Military Psy-
chology) and 21 (Applied Ex-
perimental and Engineering

Psychology) joined forces with the
Potomac Chapter of  the Human Fac-
tors & Ergonomics Society again this
year to sponsor a mid-winter meeting
along the scenic Potomac River at Fort
Belvoir, Virginia. An impressive group
of  researchers kept the 100+ partici-
pants engaged throughout the two-day
symposium, with presentations on re-
search in human factors issues and cog-
nitive and physical performance under
stress. Highlights of  the meeting also
included a U.S. Army Night Vision Lab
demonstration at nightfall, and an “up
close and personal” look at a soldier
wearing the latest version of  the
Army’s Land Warrior high-tech infan-
try suit, courtesy of  Ft. Belvoir’s PEO/
PM Soldier Systems group. Under-

graduate behavioral science students
made a strong showing, and two
groups of  cadets from the U.S. Military
Academy at West Point won awards
from Division 19 for Best Student
Poster and Best Student Presentation.

One of  the symposium’s featured re-
search teams is the first behavioral
science collaboration to receive a
Multidisciplinary University Research
Initiative (MURI) grant from the Army
Research Office (ARO). ARO tradition-
ally has sponsored multidisciplinary re-
search groups in a variety of  physical
and technological sciences. In June of
2001, the program made history in
awarding $5 million over five years to a
behavioral research team that includes

scientists from the
University of  Cen-
tral Florida, Kan-
sas State Univer-
sity, Catholic Uni-
versity and the
University of  Min-
nesota. The team
has begun a line of
research examin-
ing stress and per-
formance theory,
focusing on pro-
viding more sup-
port for soldiers in
the modern
battlespace con-
texts. Researchers
are investigating
such questions as,
how does stress impact the perception
of  time?  How does time pressure affect

cognitive performance dur-
ing combat? How does auto-
mation unreliability affect
decision-making accuracy?

Another goal of the research
team is to develop tools that
could be used in a variety of
studies to examine a variety
of  cognitive processes. For
example, Viking is a software
package developed by the
MURI team that simulates a
multi-task environment rel-
evant to infantry personnel.
By having individuals track

such dynamic subjects as platoon spac-
ing, aircraft activity, or troop status, this
system provides measures of  cognitive
processes such as monitor-
ing, tracking, decoding, spa-
tial processing and decision
making. Other factors can be
manipulated in the environ-
ment, such as stress,
workload and fatigue, allow-
ing for analysis of  the impact
of stressors on task output.
Another group of  MURI re-
searchers is developing a
team-based testbed, also a
computer-based simulation
program, to examine the im-
pact of stress on cognition
and team performance.

Peter Hancock, PhD, one of  the MURI
scientists, noted that this group has no
desire to keep to themselves. “We’re
addressing a very large and vast prob-
lem at the edges of  behavior, and we
have a good core group but we don’t
view ourselves as a closed system. There
are lots of good scientists out there
who can contribute to our efforts and
we welcome their ideas.” And it seems
to be a two-way street. The Viking pro-
gram is already being loaned to re-
searchers at the University of  Toronto,
who’ll be using Canadian military sub-
jects, and the MURI team welcomes
others who are interested in conducting
similar research to take advantage of
their research tools. Anyone interested
in more information about this research
effort can check the team’s web site at
www.mit.ucf.edu.

An Army “Land Warrior” shows off his high-tech infantry suit of
the future, developed and redesigned with the expertise of human
factors experts.

Jane M. Arabian, President of Division 19

Division 21 President Gerald P. Krueger

■
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Center For Disease Control Broadens Research:
An Interview with Rod Hammond

R
odney Hammond, PhD, is the
Director of  the Division of
Violence Prevention of  the

Centers for Disease Control (CDC)’s
National Center for Injury Prevention
and Control (NCIPC), a position he
has held since 1996. In his current posi-
tion, Dr. Hammond is responsible for
research and programs to prevent ho-
micide, suicide, intimate partner and
child abuse, and youth violence. The
NCIPC’s mission is to provide national
leadership in preventing injuries and
controlling the severity and adverse out-
comes of injuries.

Hammond earned his PhD in psy-
chology from Florida State Univer-
sity and completed post-doctoral
study at Harvard University. Prior to
joining the CDC, he was Assistant
Dean of  Wright State University’s
School of  Professional Psychology,
and before that, he was Director of
Children, Youth, and Family Ser-
vices, as well as Assistant Professor
of  Psychiatry, at Meharry Medical
College. He conducted this interview
with Pat Kobor, Senior Science
Policy Analyst in APA’s Public
Policy Office.

Q: What misconceptions do you
find that psychologists have about
research funded by CDC?

Hammond: I think the most com-
mon and widespread misconception
is that CDC funds only research on
diseases and biomedical issues. CDC
also funds research on injury preven-
tion, and a large part of  that funding
is for preventing injuries and death
caused by violence.

I think people often believe that CDC
prefers to fund other disciplines more
closely aligned with public health
than psychology. However, CDC has
extended numerous funding opportu-
nities to psychologists.

Another misconception is that grant
applications are handled differently
at CDC than at NIH. Some people
think CDC does only internal re-
views instead of  involving expert
peer reviewers. Sometimes psycholo-

gists think that if  you want to work
with a federal agency in terms of  vio-
lence research, you would more

likely work with NIH or the Depart-
ment of  Justice.  In fact, psychologists
interested in violence prevention re-
search should consider CDC as an
important funding source and part-
ner. Psychologists play a vital role in
the public health approach to pre-
venting violence.

Q: How did CDC get interested in
funding research on violence?

Hammond: CDC efforts in violence
prevention go back to the early 1980s
following the US Surgeon General’s
report, Healthy People, which identi-
fied stress and violent behavior
among the key priority areas for pub-
lic health.  CDC established the vio-
lence epidemiology branch in August
1983 to focus efforts in violence pre-
vention. In 1993, CDC established
the Division of  Violence Prevention,
which I direct, within the National
Center for Injury Prevention and
Control.This division leads CDC ef-
forts to prevent injuries and deaths
caused by violence. Since 1993, CDC
has provided a significant amount of
funding for research in our priority
areas.

Q: Which aspects of violence re-
search are you most interested in
funding?

Hammond: The mission of  the Divi-
sion of  Violence Prevention, within
the National Center for Injury Pre-
vention and Control, is to eliminate

preventable deaths and injuries
caused by violence.  CDC’s priority
areas for violence prevention are
child maltreatment, family and inti-
mate partner violence, sexual assault,
youth violence and suicide preven-
tion. In general, CDC sponsors re-
search that will have implications for
preventive services and policies. As is
typical with the public health preven-
tion research framework, CDC is in-
terested in identifying the strategies
that will affect known risk factors
that contribute to violence as well as
strategies to support known protec-
tive factors to thwart violence among
populations at risk.

Q: What are the mechanisms
through which CDC supports
research?

Hammond: CDC makes research
grants to individual investigators and
also to multiple investigators. Fund-
ing for multiple investigators are typi-
cally handled through co-op agreements
for research conducted in multiple
settings. CDC funds National Cen-
ters in areas of  youth violence, vio-
lence against women, and suicide,
in addition to general injury control
research centers. CDC also provides
research contracts to qualified research
institutions for some of  its work.

Q: How many psychologist-research-
ers does your branch support?

Hammond: The Division of  Violence
Prevention is currently supporting
more than 20 psychologists in re-
search projects to prevent violence.
The projects include monitoring and
tracking the problem of child mal-
treatment, developing a suicide pre-
vention research center, preventing
dating violence among adolescents,
and implementing and evaluating a
middle-school violence prevention
program in four geographic loca-
tions.

CDC is currently developing a new
research agenda that will be unveiled
late next year. Many members of
APA have provided input into the
research priorities. This agenda will

ROD HAMMOND
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Budget ... continued on page 12

APA Science Steps Out — Get Involved!

T
he lifeblood of an organization
like APA is its members – it is
you who serve on the boards

and committees that develop programs
and policies; it is you who call attention
to cutting edge developments and issues
that direct our attention; and it is you
who help us advocate for and promote
the contributions of psychological sci-
ence to the government, within agencies,
and in the science community.

Some of the ways in which science
members are active within APA are ob-
vious. One is governance – those elected
positions on the Council of  Representa-
tives, on the Board of  Directors, and on
the various Boards that serve science,
education, practice and applied interests,
and appointed positions on Committees
to those Boards or on ad hoc task forces
and working groups. We also ask you to
serve as experts in many domains – in
giving testimony before federal policy
makers, in considering and commenting

on policy issues, in helping APA develop
its outreach and print products, and in
responding to the frequently issued calls
for comments or input of one kind or
another. Each of  these activities requires
a commitment of  time, concentration
and effort – a commitment that is amply
repaid by seeing the results of service to
the community.

But there are other, less obvious ways
that members can be active within APA,
and the Science Directorate staff  wants
to make it easy for you to find out what
they are. Beginning in May, you will
see a new icon on the Science web
pages (www.apa.org/science) — a
Get Involved!  button. This icon will
appear all over the science web pages –
for each program or activity area in
which your involvement is invited and
welcomed. What happens when you
click on this icon? For each program or
activity, you will be taken to a text box
that will suggest how you can be in-

volved. For example, under “student
activities,” you will read that you  can
serve as a reviewer for dissertation
research awards, you can become a cam-
pus advocate and give materials on APA
to your students, you can become an ac-
tive participant in Exploring Behavior
Week, you can tell your undergraduates
about the Summer Science Institute, and
so on. Under “advocacy” you will learn
that you can provide commentary on a
range of proposals for regulation, data
sharing, and the like. Under “other pro-
grams,” you will learn that you can sug-
gest an advanced training institute, you
can volunteer to speak at the Academic
Career workshops and talk about various
aspects of  finding, getting and retain-
ing an academic position, or you can
simply contact us and let us know your
areas of expertise and interest in being
involved with relevant activities.

Look for the icon and let us hear
from you!

broaden the themes for future funding
of  prevention research in areas of  vio-
lence. We know that we need to evalu-
ate the health consequences of inti-
mate partner violence, sexual violence,
and child maltreatment victimization
across the life span. In suicide preven-
tion, we need more research into effec-
tive prevention programs. In youth vio-
lence prevention, we need to identify
modifiable factors that protect youths
from becoming victims or perpetrators
of  violence. Through the research
agenda, in partnership with psychology
and other disciplines, CDC intends to
dramatically advance new discoveries in
the priority areas of violence prevention
based on the best available science.

Q: What are the application and
review processes at CDC? How can
scientists get more information?

Hammond: To learn more about
applying for grants and co-operative
agreements, visit www.cdc.gov/ncipc/
res-opps/funding.htm. The site features
a list of  current funding opportunities
and information on how to apply. Ap-
plications for grants and cooperative
agreements are generally due
in April.

Administration Budget
by Geoff  Mumford, PhD, Public Policy Office

B
udget Wrap-up for Fiscal Year
2002

          Even though the 13 appropria-
tions bills that fund government were
signed into law, the final budgets for
federal agencies that support science
are still considered estimates as some
redistribution continues to occur
through the first quarter of  2002.  All
of  those budgets are freely available at
individual agency websites.  For a thor-
ough dissection of R&D funding see
the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of  Science (AAAS) website:
http://www.aaas.org/spp/dspp/rd/
rdwwwpg.htm  which includes the
Intersociety Working Group budget
analysis on Behavioral and Social
Sciences co-authored by our own
Pat Kobor.

Report Language
The reports that accompany the House
and Senate Appropriations bills are
very influential. Although report lan-
guage lacks the force of  law, federal
agencies do pay attention to these con-
gressional suggestions when targeting

resources. Report language can raise
the profile of  a program of  research.
APA Science Policy staff  successfully
encouraged House and Senate Appro-
priations Committee members to high-
light several areas of  behavioral re-
search at the National Institutes of
Health as indicated on our website:
http://www.apa.org/ppo/issues/
sreplang.bssrfy02.html.  We also
“placed” report language in the bill
funding the Department of  Veterans
Affairs stating that “the Committee
notes that mental health research repre-
sents just a small percentage of  the
VA’s total research program, and urges
the VA to increase mental health re-
search…”

Budget For Fiscal Year 2003
As part of  its initiative to strengthen
homeland defense, the President’s bud-
get gives science a prominent role. Fed-
eral support for research and develop-
ment would increase by 8% to $111.8
billion, but the science and technology

■

■
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Conducting Research Following Community
Traumas: Challenges, Pitfalls, and Results
by Roxane Cohen Silver, PhD, University of  California, Irvine

SCIENCE BRIEFSSCIENCE BRIEFS

Roxane Cohen Silver, PhD is a Profes-
sor in the Department of Psychology
and Social Behavior and Associate
Director of the Newkirk Center for
Science and Society at the University
of California, Irvine. She completed
her undergraduate and graduate
training in Social Psychology at North-
western University, Evanston, Illinois,
and was on the faculty at the Univer-
sity of Waterloo, Ontario, Canada,
before relocating to UC Irvine in 1989.
Dr. Silver is the coordinator of the PhD
Program in Health Psychology at UC
Irvine and is also the co-Director of
her department’s NIMH Institutional
Training Grant in Social and Environ-
mental Contexts of Adaptation. She is
currently principal investigator of a
national longitudinal study of psycho-
logical responses to the September 11th
terrorist attacks against the United
States. Professor Silver is a Fellow of
both the American Psychological Asso-
ciation and the American Psychologi-
cal Society.

I
n the early days of  March, three
separate people told me that they
“heard” that psychological prob-

lems as a result of  the terrorist attacks
of September 11th were expected around
six months after the event. Apparently
such was the pronouncement on the
front page of a prominent newspaper, on
national media telecasts, and from men-
tal health “experts.” Given that recent
surveys suggest that most people get
their health information from media
sources, and that radio, TV, and cable
broadcasts were filling the airwaves with
talk about the 6-month anniversary of
the 9/11 attacks, I wondered why such
claims were being made. Is there evi-
dence to suggest that there would be a
peak in distress six months after a trau-
matic event like this?

It is perhaps surprising that despite testi-
monials to the contrary, there is very
little empirical data on which to base
such predictions about responses follow-
ing community or personal traumas.
However, having spent over two decades
conducting research to explore how indi-
viduals cope with stressful life events, it
is not difficult for me to understand why
these data are lacking. Conducting
methodologically rigorous studies of
responses to traumatic experiences is
extraordinarily challenging in several
important ways. Research in the natural
laboratory is very expensive, labor inten-
sive, and time-consuming. Obtaining
samples of traumatized populations can
be difficult, and research on entire
groups of traumatized individuals is
sometimes restricted. For example, gov-
ernmental and community-based agen-
cies may serve as gatekeepers to block
access to potential respondents, even
when those individuals are eager and
willing to discuss their experiences with
researchers. Institutional Review Boards
are often appropriately (but sometimes
inappropriately) uncomfortable with
trauma-related research. As a result,
studies are often conducted with small,
non-representative samples of  individu-

als who are willing to answer sensitive
questions posed by a stranger.  Many
studies are conducted within clinical set-
tings with individuals who seek profes-
sional help for their mental health symp-
toms.  The conclusions drawn from these
studies do not readily generalize to the
broader population. When it comes to

measurement, there are few “gold stan-
dard” instruments for many of the inde-
pendent and dependent variables of  in-
terest. In fact, researchers tend to use
their favorite measures, resulting in diffi-
culties comparing results across studies.
In addition, results from studies of one
population of individuals (e.g., AIDS or
cancer patients) are often inappropriately
generalized to the stress and coping field
as a whole.  Sometimes, causal infer-
ences are inadvertently drawn from cor-
relational results. Despite the array of
methodological problems that plague
much of  this research, “Coping Do’s
and Don’ts” are frequently espoused in
the media, without acknowledgement of
the limitations of the research base from
which they are drawn.

Recruitment of  potential respondents
into one’s research protocol also poses its
own particular challenge, since develop-
ing rapport with traumatized individuals
is necessary. However, researchers must
gain the cooperation and trust of indi-
viduals at a time when they are often in
the throes of a life crisis. This requires
extraordinary sensitivity on the part of
the investigator, as well as adequate in-
formation about what these individuals
are going through. Focus groups are use-
ful in this regard, as is active involve-
ment of  victimized individuals in the de-
sign of  the research questions. Without
adequate planning and carefully crafted
recruitment materials, refusal rates can
be disturbingly high. In addition, lack of
awareness of  respondents’ needs, either
through poorly constructed question-
naires or inadequate attention to the
respondent’s experience when complet-
ing them, can lead to high rates of attri-
tion in longitudinal research.

In addition, assumptions underlying the
research can affect the quality of the
data collected. Untested or unsubstanti-
ated assumptions about the coping pro-
cess can pervade all aspects of the re-
search enterprise, from the timing of
contacts with respondents, to the kinds
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We need to recognize and
respect people’s need to re-
spond to trauma in their
own ways and with their
own timetables.

of questions asked, to the mode of as-
sessment. And, unfortunately, the under-
lying assumptions guiding the research
endeavor also drive what psychological
processes are assessed, thereby limiting
the explanatory power of  a given study.
For over two decades, I have been study-
ing how individuals adjust to stressful
life experiences, such as loss of  a spouse
or child, divorce, childhood sexual
abuse, physical disability, war, and natu-
ral disaster. It is clear that many people
have misconceptions about the coping
process and its outcome, and much of
my professional career has been spent
identifying and challenging what
Camille Wortman and I have labeled
the “myths” of coping with loss. My
goal has been to understand the variety
of ways people cope – to go beyond the
assumptions and beyond the clinical
“lore.” In fact, how people are “sup-
posed” to respond often stands in sharp
contrast to the research data. After con-
ducting studies on literally thousands of
participants across a wide variety of vic-
timizations, one conclusion I can draw
about how people respond to traumatic
life events is that there is no one, univer-
sal response. Some people will express
less distress than outsiders might expect;
others will respond with pronounced dis-
tress for far longer than might have been
judged “normal” under the circum-
stances. Few individuals respond with an
orderly sequence of  “stages” of emo-
tional response. Many clinicians have
suspected that if  an individual does not
have a negative response in the early af-
termath of  trauma, he or she would be
at high risk for “delayed onset” of  psy-
chological problems, yet empirical sup-
port for such a position has rarely been
obtained. Positive emotions are often ig-
nored as a part of the response to highly
stressful events, yet our own research
suggests that in fact positive emotions
are quite prominent in the context of
coping. “Recovery” from trauma rarely
occurs after a few weeks or months. At
this point, the data provide little support
for the notion that there are “right” or
“wrong” ways to respond to a stressful
life event – although there are clearly
“different” ways. Through my research
and writing, I have maintained that we
need to recognize and respect people’s
need to respond to trauma in their own
ways and with their own timetables.

Our research team (including Alison
Holman, Daniel McIntosh, Michael

Poulin and Virginia Gil-Rivas) has re-
cently embarked on a longitudinal inves-
tigation of emotional, cognitive, and so-
cial responses to the 9/11 terrorist at-
tacks. Using an anonymous Web-based
survey methodology, and working with
Knowledge Networks, Inc., which had
previously recruited a nationally repre-
sentative Web-enabled research panel,
we have collected data from a national
sample of almost 1400 individuals over
the past six months, with plans for con-
tinued follow-up over the next several
years. Our design includes an over-sam-
pling from each of four cities that have
experienced community-based trauma
(New York, NY, Oklahoma City, OK,
Littleton, CO, and Miami, FL) as well as
a sub-study of coping within the family

among adolescents and their parents.
Assessments have been conducted two
weeks, two months, and six months post
9/11, and pre-September 11th health and
health care utilization data are available
on most of our respondents. The pur-
pose of  our project is: 1) To investigate
the psychological and social processes
that help explain individual differences
in response to the terrorist attacks; 2) To
identify early predictors of long-term
adjustment to the attacks; 3) To compare
responses to the 9/11 events among
individuals who have previously expe-
rienced a traumatic event (either per-
sonally or in their communities) with
those who have not previously encoun-
tered trauma; and 4) To investigate the
psychological and social processes that
help explain the variability in responses
to stressful life events more generally.
At this point, our data analyses are
ongoing. Nonetheless, we have found
substantial mental health consequences
of  the attacks across the country (be-
yond New York City) at Thanksgiving,
and have seen fascinating cross-com-
munity differences in response, al-
though we are still exploring the rea-
sons why residents of  Littleton, Colo-
rado might be responding so differently
to the attacks when compared to resi-
dents of  Miami. The degree of  expo-
sure to the 9/11 attacks (rather than

degree of  loss) appears to be a signifi-
cant predictor of  distress. Many people
have reported finding unexpected posi-
tive consequences in the wake of the at-
tacks, such as closer relationships with
family members and a greater apprecia-
tion of the freedoms our country offers
its residents. Moreover, it appears that
the early use of several specific coping
strategies predicts heightened distress
over time. It is too early to tell, however,
whether psychological problems as a re-
sult of 9/11 will peak at the six-month
anniversary.

As I have described, conducting method-
ologically sophisticated, externally valid
research on coping following traumatic
events is challenging at best.  However,
even when one successfully meets that
challenge, dissemination of research
findings tends to occur in scientific peer-
review publications and at professional
conferences. I maintain that it is also
critical to bridge the all-too-often wide-
spread communication gap between re-
searchers, clinical practitioners, and
policy-makers. While obtaining norma-
tive information concerning the adjust-
ment process following trauma can aid
mental health providers by pointing to
potential risk factors, and can inform the
design of effective interventions, without
dissemination of  this information to
the broader community (including pri-
mary care practitioners and society at
large), research findings tend not to
reach the relevant consumers. Inaccu-
rate information circulated in the pub-
lic domain can be devastating for the
victim of  a trauma – it can not only lead
to a self-perception that one is not cop-
ing appropriately, but it can also lead to
ineffective support provision by members
of one’s social network. Translating sci-
entific findings into practical, real-world
applications in health care settings, work
sites, schools, and community organiza-
tions is also necessary. Working effec-
tively with the media and others to take
research findings to the public – to
ensure that they are effectively applied
to both policy and practice – should be
an important product of  trauma re-
search. The tragedy of  9/11 has had
an enormous impact on life in the
United States and elsewhere in the
world. Hopefully, one benefit of  re-
search on these attacks will be more
evidence-based predictions and more
informed, sensitive, and cost-effective
recommendations for the future.■
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AN INTERESTING CAREERAN INTERESTING CAREER

Police Psychology in the Federal Government
by Neil S. Hibler, PhD, FAClinP

L
ong-established ambitions can
lead to great satisfaction. Mine
began in elementary school with

a fascination with crime solving. My
twin and several neighborhood friends
formed the typical “no girls allowed”
tree house club we called the “Junior
Detectives of  America.”  We thought
everything about police work was cool,
spending the summer between the fifth
and sixth grades looking for lost pets
and trying to solve other local mysteries.

When of  age, we joined the Police Ath-
letic League Rifle Team, and in time
practiced with the police pistol team.
With some new friends who shared our
interests, we trained in first aid and res-
cue, establishing a “junior” auxiliary to
the local ambulance corps. We reveled
in the excitement of  responding to
emergencies. For a teen, it was empow-
ering to have responsibilities that truly
made a difference. Not to mention that
it was really cool to occasionally be
taken out of high school classes by a
police officer with a waiting cruiser,
speeding away with lights and siren to
the scene of  a fire or wreck. Talk about
reinforcement.

In college I proudly enrolled in Air
Force ROTC, but had no idea where
that would lead. I was a psychology
major, permitted to obtain a masters
degree prior to entering active duty. I
studied school psychology, which
was qualifying for assignment as an
Air Force Psychologist. My gradua-
tion present was a letter, informing
me that the qualifying standards had
just changed and now required a doc-
torate. I had to select another mili-
tary career option and was asked,
would I be interested in being a Spe-
cial Agent of  the Air Force Office of
Special Investigations? Providence.

Following training I was assigned as
a Special Investigations and Counter-
intelligence Officer to the Air Force
OSI office in New York City. Later, I
was reassigned to the Special Investi-
gations Academy in Washington, DC

where I instructed in a variety of  top-
ics, including interviewing and inter-
rogating, due to my psychology back-
ground. But I wanted to do more.
The field of  police psychology was
just emerging in 1973 and my inter-
ests were fired by behavioral science
techniques such as forensic hypnosis,
psychological autopsies and profiling.
My efforts to practice in these areas
were, however, blocked by the AF
Surgeon General’s Office, properly
declaring that these were “psycho-
logical” methods and by military
standards, I wasn’t qualified. My
agency fixed that, sponsoring a fel-
lowship for doctoral study that I was
the first to occupy, resulting in my
being the first police psychologist in
the federal government.

More good luck. I studied under
Charlie Spielberger, who some read-
ers may not know was an Officer in
the Navy Reserve. I am indebted for
his commitment to my goal in apply-
ing psychological science to military
law enforcement. My master’s thesis
and doctoral dissertation exposed the
misuse of  voice stress analysis for lie
detection. Voice analysis is a process
that now thirty years later is enjoying
resurgence in the marketplace, de-

spite the absence to date of  any form
of  scientific validation.

Of the many applications of psychology
to military, law enforcement and fo-
rensic arenas, several stand out for
me due to their inherently interesting
nature as well as the need for cred-
ible study. One, which has been a
particular honor, regards espionage.
In 1983, I participated in a confer-
ence at the CIA that was intended to
reframe the counterintelligence field.
The topic was personnel security; the
intent was to start from square one,
asking the hard questions, to include
why espionage occurred, and how to
investigate and stop it. The confer-
ence confirmed that the Intelligence
Community had as many different
conceptions of  this crime as there
were agencies to pursue it. The direc-
tion for investigation and security
came from intelligence officers and
agents for whom espionage was
anathema. With few exceptions, the
keepers of  our national security
could not comprehend how trusted
employees could betray their nation.
There was no understanding of  the
mindset from which espionage grew,
nor of  influences that promoted or
deterred such activity. I concluded
that there had been no effective effort
to coordinate or scheme to share in-
formation, analyze patterns, trends
and factors that might explain what
was considered to be an enigma.

I proposed research to conduct a
comprehensive study of  espionage,
incorporating multidisciplinary ex-
perts in the review of  every case in
which the subject was alive and will-
ing to speak to researchers. Using a
model pioneered by the FBI, we set
forth to interview and psychologically
assess espionage subjects and to col-
lect corroborative information from
those who knew them at the time of
their crimes. By the time I retired
from the government I was working
full time directing this effort, which
has resulted in many innovations in
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countering espionage, to include the
effective profiling of  suspects. This
important work continues today, ap-
plying research standards to under-
standing and reducing risk to na-
tional security.

This is just one of  a number of  areas
where psychologists in the government
are making important contributions.
Since leaving military service I have es-
tablished a network of  police psycholo-
gists to serve Federal law enforcement
agencies. Our team covers all 50 States
and US Territories, providing pre-em-
ployment selection screening, fitness
for duty evaluations, crisis intervention,
direct investigative/operational support,
team building, training and other ser-
vices, when and wherever the need.

Like an old firedog, when there is an
emergency, I still see opportunity and
adventure.  I never figured out which I
liked better, being a cop or a psycholo-
gist; this is the best of both.

Readers interested in military psychol-
ogy should know that all branches of
the armed forces have clinical and in-
dustrial/organizational psychologists.
APA Division 19 (Military Psychol-
ogy) is an excellent resource.  APA Di-
vision 18 (Psychology in Public Ser-
vice), Police Psychology Section, pro-
vides opportunities for networking
with colleagues who apply psychologi-
cal science to law enforcement. ■

Help APA Prepare
IRB Information!

T
he Science Directorate is
compiling a list of case
examples to further discus-

sion between researchers and IRBs,
in particular: (1) examples of  how
difficult research issues (e.g., decep-
tion—especially with children, in-
formed consent issues, and subject-
pool consent issues) were success-
fully negotiated with IRBs; and (2)
examples of  IRB activities that are
friendly to the behavioral sciences
(e.g., those features that make your
IRB function effectively). Please send
your examples to science@apa.org,
and include “IRB Example” in the
subject line of  your message. ■

Visit the
Decade of Behavior

 website at
www.decadeofbehavior.org

Grants Available for Scientific
Conferences, Proposals Invited

T
he Science Directorate is cur-
rently seeking proposals for
research conferences in psychol-

ogy. The purpose of  this program is to
promote the exchange of  important
new contributions and approaches in
scientific psychology. The next deadline
for applications is June 1, 2002.

Grant money ranging from $500 to
$20,000 is available for the scientific
conference. Proposals will be consid-
ered using such formats as “add-a-day”
conferences ($500-$3,000 available),
“stand alone” conferences ($5,000-
$20,000 available), and festschrifts
($5,000-$20,000 available). APA is also
open to innovative ways of  holding
conferences. The conference must be
additionally supported by the host insti-
tution with direct funds, in-kind sup-
port, or a combination of  the two.
Please note that a detailed budget in-
cluding institutional support is required
for application.

Conference proposals must meet the
following eligibility requirements:
•  One of  the primary organizers must
be a member of  APA.
•  Only academic institutions accredited
by a regional body may apply. Indepen-
dent research institutions must provide
evidence of  affiliation with an accred-
ited institution. Joint proposals from
cooperating institutions are encouraged.
•  Conferences may be held only in the
United States, its possessions, or
Canada.

Conference summaries or other appro-
priate documents must be submitted to
APA after the conference is held for

consideration for publication and dis-
semination under the authority of the
association. APA reserves the right of
first refusal for all publications from
APA-sponsored conferences and will
hold the copyright on such documents.
Conferences should take place within
approximately 12 months after the
funding decision is made.

Seventy-five percent of  funds will be
distributed to grantees prior to the con-
ferences, and the remaining twenty-five
percent will be released when the
manuscripts (which result from the
conference summaries) are ready for
publication, as determined by APA.
The documents will be published under
the authority of  APA.

Conference review committee members
are: Stephen Ceci, PhD; Irene Frieze,
PhD; Keith Humphreys, PhD; John
Kihlstrom, PhD; Linda Parker, PhD;
and Sheldon Zedeck, PhD.

For more information on review crite-
ria, proposal contents, and budget
guidelines, please refer to the APA
website at www.apa.org/science/
confer.html or contact Deborah
McCall, Science Programs Manager,
at (202) 218-3590 or dmccall@apa.org.

PROPOSAL DEADLINE:
JUNE 1, 2002

Please mail proposals to:
APA Science Directorate

750 First Street, NE
Attn: Scientific Conferences Proposals

Washington, DC 20002-4242
E-mail: science@apa.org

www.apa.org/science/confer.html
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BUDGET
Adminstration Budget... continued
from page 7

category would increase by 9% to $57
billion. The budget calls for $56.5 bil-
lion for FY 2003 in mandatory and dis-
cretionary education spending.  Within
the discretionary budget, the President
proposed $50.3 billion, an increase of
$1.8 billion over last year’s level (3.7%).
The following paragraphs provide some
highlights but the entire budget is avail-
able at: http://www.whitehouse.gov/
omb/budget/fy2003/budget.html

National Institutes of Health
The Administration’s budget proposal
includes the final installment in the
doubling of the National Institutes of
Health budget over its 1998 funding
level: a $3.9 billion increase, or 17 per-
cent. This five-year series of  increases
has brought several institutes to the
“Billion Dollar Club.”  Of those with
large behavioral research portfolios, the
proposed budget for the National Insti-
tute of Mental Health (NIMH) is $1.35
billion, and for the National Institute
of  Child Health and Human Develop-
ment (NICHD), $1.2 billion.  Both the
National Institute on Drug Abuse
(NIDA) and the National Institute on
Aging (NIA) are close to breaking the
billion dollar barrier, with proposed
budgets of  $967.8 million and $971.7
million respectively. The National
Cancer Institute (NCI), a longtime
member of the “Multibillion Dollar
Club” would receive $4.72 billion, up
from $4.2 billion this year. The Office
of  Behavioral and Social Sciences Re-
search would receive a solid increase,
from $23.4 million to $25.8 million.

Despite these remarkable increases,
there is likely to be some discontent,
as the doubling overall will not reflect
an even distribution of  percentage
increases. For example, while at this
point in history it might appear almost
unpatriotic to question the 57% in-
crease proposed for the National Insti-
tute of  Allergy and Infectious Diseases
(NIAID), largely for vaccine research/
production to counter bioterrorism,
public health advocates and congres-
sional champions of other health initia-
tives under the NIH umbrella are likely
to propose some middle ground. As
this article goes to press, Aventis phar-
maceuticals had just reported finding
70 million doses of  smallpox vaccine

so hopefully that will free up some part
of  the NIAID budget for other worthy
research.

Department of Defense
The Department of  Defense will re-
ceive its second largest ever increase for
research and development ($5.4 billion
over FY 2002). The Science and Tech-
nology account, which includes fund-
ing for all basic and applied research
as well as advanced technology devel-
opment, would suffer a 2% decrease
from FY 2002. The Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency (DARPA),
however, will see a 19.2% increase to a
total of  $2.7 billion, presenting behav-
ioral scientists with potentially new
opportunities for support.

National Science Foundation
The National Science Foundation,
which among 26 federal agencies re-
ceived the only coveted green-dot for
excellence in financial management,
will reap the benefits in a tight year for
basic research with an overall 5% in-
crease.  That modest increase belies
better, but in some cases worse, news
for research portfolios of  interest to
psychologists.  Social, Behavioral and
Economic Sciences finally leads the Di-
rectorate pack with a 15.9% increase
over FY 2002 but Biological Sciences
(which houses behavioral neuroscience
programs) actually gets cut by 2.7%.  A
new foundation-wide program creating
large, multidisciplinary Science of
Learning Centers, which will receive
$20 million in start-up funds in FY
2003, should attract significant atten-
tion from behavioral researchers. Ongo-
ing initiatives, including Information
Technology Research and the Math
and Science Partnerships (which will
receive 9.9% and 25% increases, respec-
tively) should continue to translate into
support for behavioral research beyond
the core disciplinary programs.

Department of Education
While more than 40 programs within
the Department of  Education were cut
or flat funded, the Office of  Educa-
tional Research and Improvement
(OERI) will see a $47 million increase,
indicating the President’s priorities on
education research. The budget calls
for $20 million for reading comprehen-
sion research and $15 million for ran-
domized trials of  preschool curricula.
OERI will also contribute $20 million
in FY 2002 for the Interagency Educa-

tion Research Initiative (IERI), a col-
laborative effort between OERI, the
National Science Foundation, and the
National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development. IERI seeks to
build a knowledge base for improving
educational practice by fostering inno-
vative research on basic learning, teach-
ing, and organizational mechanisms
and developing sustainable and scalable
interventions in reading, mathematics,
and science education.

Convention Update

D
on’t forget to visit the
following sessions at this
year’s convention in Chicago.

Thursday: Opening session at 11 a.m.

Friday: Plenary sessions featuring
speakers John Cacioppo, Paula
Tallal, Teresa Amabile

- Debate with David Barlow, Dianne
Chambliss, Larry Beutler, and Bruce
Wampold

- Social Hour at 5 p.m. – Hosted
by Science Directorate and many
science-oriented divisions

Saturday: Presidential Programs –
including Tiffany Field, Ken Dodge,
Claude Stelle and Political Scientist
Robert Putnam

- Late Saturday: Plenary discussions
– Elizabeth Gould, Steve Pinker,
Jamie Pennebaker

- Master Lecturers Series will in-
clude: Lyn Abramson, Lauren Alloy,
Peter Bentler, John Kruschke, Anne
Peplau and Stephen Porges

Visit www.apa.org/convention for
all the details of  this year’s con-
vention. ■

■
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Neal Miller – A Scientist Honored
by Susan Brandon, PhD, Senior Scientist

N
eal Miller, who died March 23,
2002, began his scientific ca-
reer with an investigation of

Freudian clinical phenomena using
basic laws of  learning and behavior.
This work led to new perspectives on
personality and social learning and
two, still-influential books, Social Learn-
ing and Imitation (1941), and Personality
and Psychotherapy (1950). When his
empirical investigations showed him
that fear can function as a learnable
drive, Miller asked about other, ho-
meostatic drives, such as hunger and
thirst: can these also be learned?  And
whereas his colleagues were reluctant
to use invasive techniques, Miller’s use
of  the tools of  the physiologist and the
powerful behavioral methodologies
constructed within the domain of  psy-
chological theorizing to address ques-
tions about the mechanisms of  reward,
motivation and drive, formed the basis
of  what today is known as behavioral
neuroscience.  Eventually, Miller’s
practice of reaching across the disci-
plines of  psychology, physiology, phar-
macology, immunology, and public
health, led to the development of  be-
havioral medicine and health psychol-
ogy, in which he played pioneering and
pivotal roles.

Professor Miller was a teacher of  more
than 200 psychology students. He who
taught well, was himself  a lifetime
learner. He argued that what was impor-
tant to being a good scientist was an un-
derstanding of the scientific method.
This included knowledge of  selection
rrors, regression to the mean, halo and
placebo effects, the effects of motivation
and expectations on scoring behaviors,
and the need to use “blind” procedures
and a variety of  dependent measures.
Students should learn how “blind al-
leys can be entered, discovered, and
abandoned; how unexpected or acci-
dental findings can lead to radical new
advances; how commonly accepted
explanations can sometimes be turned
upside down; how in a new and little
understood area, unsuspected confound-

ing factors can cause different experi-
ments to produce apparently contradic-
tory results; how controversies are ulti-
mately resolved.”

Neal Miller did more than lecture
about the scientific method. Between
1966 and 1974, there were twenty
published studies from the Miller
laboratory demonstrating visceral
learning using an acute curarized rat
preparation: robust instrumental
conditioning of  heart rate, colon and
gastric motility, gastric blood flow,
arterial blood pressure, urine output,
uterine contractions, and localized
peripheral vasomotor contractions.
The work that he described was the
outcome of a long-held debate
among learning theorists about
whether there are two fundamentally
different mechanisms of  learning,
one for instrumental-skeletal condi-
tioning, and one for Pavlovian-auto-
nomic conditioning. What Neal
Miller and his laboratory cohorts
were showing suggested that many
behaviors controlled by the auto-
nomic nervous system were modifi-
able by instrumental conditioning,
thereby offering evidence against the
dual-process model.

Although there were reports from
other laboratories of  the instrumental
conditioning of  visceral responses, in
the early 1970s, the Miller laboratory
acknowledged that “an effort to repli-
cate the visceral learning experiments
was underway and that significant dif-
ficulties were being encountered.” The
systematic attempt to replicate the
effects was as impressive as the original
reports: 2,040 rats were run through ex-
periments involving from 2-5 subjects,
each designed to identify the critical
variables. At the end of  this exhaustive
investigation, Miller concluded that
“visceral learning remains an open
question.”

Surely, there are few comparable ex-
amples of  a scientist as courageously
committed to the methods of his dis-
cipline. Faced with the most threat-
ening of  all events for a scientist, that
a long sequence of  experiments with
considerable theoretical and practical
import did not bear replication, Neal
Miller used the most powerful tool
available to examine the threat – and
when the weight of  the evidence was
contrary to the initial findings, he
never shrank from describing to his
community each step of  discovery and
failure and rediscovery that he took
along the way. In the end, he showed
that science will find a way to the truth
if  we let the method speak for us, and
if  we have sufficient faith in the en-
deavor to know that all steps are steps
forward, even those that appear not to
be. This may be one of  Neal Miller’s
most enduring legacies to the psycho-
logical science which so occupied his life
and to which he contributed so much.

1 Neal E. Miller (1995). How to Prepare
for Our Future of  Totally Unexpected
Opportunities.

2 Dworkin, B. R., & Miller, N. E.
(1986). Failure to replicate visceral
learning in the acute curarized rat prepa-
ration. Behavioral Neuroscience, 100,
p. 312.

3 Ibid.

For the latest science news, visit the Science Website
@ www.apa.org/science
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“It’s All About You”
by Pat Miyamoto, Sr. Director, Member  & Publishing Services

See you soon in scenic
Chicago for the Annual

APA Convention!

August 22 - 25, 2002

More information
available at:

ww.apa.org/science/
convention2002.html.

■

“W
hat do ‘I’ get for my

dues payment?”  This
is a common question

for new, continuing, departing, and re-
turning members alike.  There happens
to be three “I’s” found in APA member
opinion studies and they are indeed all
about you: Identification, Information,
and Involvement.

“Identification” through membership
itself is a benefit according to studies
where members indicate this is their
primary reason to join and stay with
APA is identification.  More than
18,000 doctoral-level psychologists in
research major fields make their home
in APA and among its science-oriented
divisions.  And note, nearly 13,000
APA Student Affiliates are in these
same major fields, providing a robust
incoming population.

“Information” is valued most by mem-
bers in the form of  journals, books,
online information databases, and
newsletters, among other forms of
sharing knowledge and ideas. APA is a
key resource for psychological science
through the PsycINFO abstracts of  the
world’s literature in psychology. There
are more than 50 scholarly periodicals
and the online full-text PsycARTICLES
database from those publications, an
increasing library of  scientific books,
and the world-class APA website

www.apa.org, supplemented by division
journals, newsletters, and listservs.

“Involvement” opportunities are plen-
tiful through the annual APA conven-
tion, divisional programs and meetings,
and boards and committees. Members
value comradeship, networking, and
the means to benefit from the knowl-
edge and expertise of  others. The com-
munity of   organizations including
APA, its divisions, state and provincial
psychological associations, regional as-
sociations, and other societies provide
members with an organized way to
participate in and represent the field
and its issues.

 Making a “top 10” list of values and direct benefits:

 1. Identification – Through colleagues, Science Directorate, Divisions
 2. Information – Psychological Science Agenda, http://www.apa.org/science
 3. Involvement – Supporting the discipline, networking, comradeship, participation

          SAVE
 4. Monitor and American Psychologist Included in dues           List         $244
 5. Journals (Incl. FREE Online Articles) Up to 60% off           Ave.        $  51
 6. Journal Credit Dues Paying Memb.     Per Yr.    $  45
 7. Books Up to 20% off           Per bk     $  10
 8. Online Abstracts & Full-text Articles 3 Options Members-Only
 9.  Dual Membership Dues Discount 25% off           Per Yr.    $  56
 10. Convention registration           Per Yr.    $  30

 Total direct membership savings benefits:             $436

Bonus Benefits: Advocacy on science
legislation, regulation, and funding;
employment and career information;
advanced training institutes; APA sup-
port for undergraduates, graduates, and
scholarly conferences in science.  Many
members also save on academic insur-
ance policies as well as consumer prod-
uct and service programs, in some
cases saving hundreds of  dollars a year.

There are other benefits and many
other issues addressed by APA.  Your
fellow members who help direct APA
activities and staff  work hard on your
behalf.  Do your own checklist by
browsing through www.apa.org!
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NIAAA’s Task Force on College
Drinking Releases Final Report
by LaTonya Wesley, Public Policy Office

O
n April 9, 2002, the National
Institute on Alcoholism and
Alcohol Abuse (NIAAA) re-

leased its report on College Drinking
entitled  “A Call to Action: Changing
the Culture of Drinking at U.S. Col-
leges,” the first report from its Task
Force on College Drinking.

The goals of  the Task Force are to pro-
vide accurate scientific data, advise re-
searchers on gaps in knowledge, and
make recommendations to address
the drinking issue. These recommen-
dations include, but
are not limited to
intervention, treat-
ment and evalua-
tion of  programs.
Twenty-four com-
missioned papers
have been produced
by the panel mem-
bers and will be
available through
the newly launched
website:
www.collegedrinkingprevention.gov.
The website provides interactive edu-
cational materials and other re-
sources to address the ongoing prob-
lem. For example, the website fea-
tures calculators to find out the cost
of  heavy drinking, blood alcohol
content, and the effects of  prolonged
high risk drinking on various organ
systems. ■

Do you have an Interesting Career?
If you do, please tell us and we’ll

spread the word.

To read past Interesting Careers,
visit the Interesting Careers page at

www.apa.org/science/
nonacad_careers.html

For more information, write to:
science@apa.org

White House
Science Advisor
Says Nation Needs
Social Sciences

F
ollowing are excerpts from the
remarks of  John Marburger,
Director of the Office of Science

and Technology Policy, at the Ameri-
can Association for the Advancement
of  Science Annual Colloquium on
R&D Policy on April 11, 2002.

Management and evaluation are

activities that can be studied

objectively and improved

systematically with the tools of

social science. As a university

president, I was always puzzled by

how rarely academic managers

took advantage of  their own

disciplines in dealing with their

departments. The social sciences in

general have much more to offer on

the difficult problems of our time

than we are currently

acknowledging in our federally

funded programs. The September

meeting on terrorism sponsored by

the National Academies included a

number of  social scientists whose

input provided structure and

dimension to the discussion. We

are not yet systematically including

the social sciences in the

mobilization for the war against

terrorism, and this needs to be

done.

I do not completely understand

why we have failed in the past to

develop and use the social sciences

more effectively as a tool for public

policy.  Perhaps here too, we have

not paid enough attention to the

structure of  the field itself, and

what it needs to function well.

Social science also possesses the

three tiers of  infrastructure,

discovery science, and issue-driven

science, and agency programs need

to reflect these more explicitly.

There is no doubt that the social

sciences suffer from treating issues

that are so familiar as to breed

contempt.

The recommendations of  the Task
Force are not a “magic bullet cure”
for this growing epidemic, but a
means to intervene and incorporate
prevention and treatment programs
on college campuses nationwide. It is
also a valuable resource to educate
college presidents, parents, prospec-
tive students, and the community on
how they can get involved.

NIAAA has allocated $8 million to
fund a range of  activities related to
the Task Force recommendations in-

cluding  con-
gressional
briefings, re-
gional work-
shops, and ad-
vertising initia-
tives. The Task
Force stresses
to community
leaders, college
presidents, par-
ents, bar own-

ers, and most importantly students,
that it takes a group effort to elimi-
nate the negative consequences of
high risk college drinking.

This report was well-timed as April
was designated National Alcohol
Awareness Month. For more infor-
mation visit the National Institute on
Alcohol and Alcohol Abuse website
at www.niaaa.nih.gov.

■
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