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Introduction

General information

Programme:

Forensic Science

Course:

Policy, Ethics, and Media

Lecturers:

Dr. Willem Halffman (w.halffman@gmail.com)

drs. Victor Toom

Office: 

Room 3.04, Oudezijds Achterburgwal 237

1012 DL Amsterdam, 020 525 2112

MSc-forensic-science@science.uva.nl

Lectures:

Monday 15.00-18.00

Tutorials:

Thursday or Friday

Credits:

5 ECTS or 8 ECTS (extended version)

Topic of the course

Forensic scientists do not work in isolation from the world. Even though forensic laboratories may at times seem like places that are far remote from public life, forensic science is connected to various other social environments, such as routinely to various forms of research science or to the legal system. However, when the routine breaks down, such as in times of controversy or disagreement, the forensics can take centre stage in public attention. The critical questioning of forensic evidence by lawyers and defendants may then quickly extend to include crime reporters, media pundits, researchers, civil servants, or politicians.

The course analyses how forensic science assesses the solidity of facts, in the context of major social institutions in society, such as science, the law, government, and the media. These institutions have their own way of assessing the solidity facts and we will analyse how these interact in the practice of forensic scientists. Some recent controversial criminal cases will be used as a window onto the assessment of facts, showing us connections and influences.

We will do this from the perspective of the social sciences, which provide us with tools and concepts for reflection on the forensic profession. The main social sciences we will rely on are Science and Technology Studies, Policy Science, and Media Studies. In addition, we will make use of some basic Philosophy of Science and Ethics.

Objectives

The main objective of the course is to offer students the tools to become reflection practitioners. This implies:

· Professionals who are able to think about the nature of forensic work, beyond the practical level of using the tools and rules of forensic analysis.

· Professionals who are able to understand the contexts of forensic practice and how these contexts interact with this practice. These contexts include the world of policy and the media.

· Professionals who are able to interact with people from the contexts of forensic practices and have an appreciation for their specific concerns and the value of their contribution.

· Professionals who are able to form an independent ethic judgement and have a sensibility for ethical complications in forensic practices.

We also want to offer students some footholds for a more systematic and academic reflection on forensic science, should they want to follow an academic path.

Format of the course

The course consists of a 2-hour lecture and a 2-hour tutorial every week. During the tutorials, students will present their progress with assignments, resulting in a group paper.

A. Lectures

The lectures will require no preparatory reading, as previous experience has shown that the social science texts used for these lectures are generally too difficult. However, references are made available to you for voluntary reading after the lectures, as a resource for further study. The lectures do not follow these texts very strictly and therefore reading the texts is not an alternative for coming to the lectures. The lectures provide basic insights into concepts for understanding the professional practice of forensics-in-context, and put key problems on the agenda, for use in the tutorials.

B. Tutorials

The tutorials do require a lot of preparation, in the form of reading, collecting additional information, writing, and preparing presentations. The tutorials are largely based on an on-going analysis of case material, showing how the problems signalled in the lectures work out in the practice of forensic work. The case material this year will come from four controversial court cases. You will be working in small groups of four students to analyse these cases. Every week, new questions and problems will allow you to elaborate different angles to the stories. You will be able to present your progress to students working on other cases for feedback and mutual learning. The work will result in a report on the case you have analysed, which is the final assignment of the course.

Not all tutorials will be directly concerned with the details of your cases. Some will work on more general issues, which should nevertheless be useful for the analysis of your cases and hence for introduction and conclusion to your final assignment.

A typical tutorial will consist of:

- time for questions about the lecture

- discussion of materials read or further clarification

- presentations of assignments, followed by discussion

- new questions, new assignments

For the tutorials, students will be split in four tutorial groups of about 16 students, each again subdivided in four teams, working together for the assignment. Each tutorial group should have teams working on different cases. The cases are:

Case 1: Murder in Putten

On 8 January 1994, the 23-year old stewardess Christel Ambrosius is raped and murdered in Putten, a town northeast of Amersfoort. One year later, two men are convicted for the murder and sentenced to ten years. The two men had confessed, but later claimed their had been forced to do so. Sperm and two hairs found at the scene did not belong to the men, but this was not considered sufficient evidence to show the innocence of the two men. After an extensive controversy and a reopening of the trial, the two men were acquitted in 2002, after they had spent two-thirds of their sentence in jail. The case involves a wide range of actors, including the media, Parliament, forensic experts, or (ex-)policemen and leads to interesting questions about the value and interpretation of expert evidence.

Case 2: Murder in the Schiedam park

On 22 June 2000, 10-year old Nienke Kleiss was murdered while playing in the Beatrix Park in Schiedam, near Rotterdam. She was playing with her friend Maikel (11), who was stabbed during the assault. The man convicted for the murder was Cees B. of Vlaardingen, in spite of an appeal and cassation case. Four years later, he was released after a spontaneous confession by the man presently in court for the murder, Wik Haalmeijer. The investigation into this miscarriage of justice shook the foundations of the Dutch criminal justice system. The story includes media criticisms of forensic experts, a government minister who almost had to resign, expert whistleblowers, and lots of material for a nice paper.

Case 3: Lucia de B.

When a baby dies unexpectedly at the Juliana children hospital in The Hague in September 2000, an investigation is started into a series of deaths and reanimation incidents. Nine incidents are identified and nurse Lucia de B. appears to have been present at all of these. She was convicted to a life sentence in March 2003 based on a calculation of probabilities. Her conviction is questioned in the media and in several publications that question the statistics used. After several court cases, the murder is presently being investigated by a government committee as a possible miscarriage of justice, but Lucia de B. remains in prison.

Case 4: The O.J. Simpson murder case

One of the most publicised trials of recent decades is the case of US football star OJ Simpson, accused of murdering his ex-wife and her friend in 1994. During the criminal trial, covered extensively in the media, the defence successfully undermined the forensic evidence against Simpson, leading the jury to find him not guilty. In 1997, a civil case found Simpson liable for wrongful death. Apart from the involvement of the media, the case offers well-documented complications with forensic expertise, involving the status of DNA analysis and the chain of custody of forensic evidence.

These four cases not only provide rich and interesting material to illustrate the topics of the course, but they are also important examples and with some symbolic qualities for forensic evidence and the justice system, as they attempt to learn from past cases.

C. Assignments

The weekly assignments will be assembled into a paper on each of the cases. The final papers will be about 25 pages (roughly 15.000 words). The report has to have a general introduction, including questions that will be answered in the report as well as key concepts. It also needs to present conclusions, possibly in the form of answers to the questions of the introduction, possibly combined with further questions that remain unresolved in the paper. In between, individual chapters have to address specific sub-questions, based on empirical material. These empirical chapters should be written by individual authors for grading purposes.

Deadline for the assignment is 2 April, but the final results have to be presented during the last tutorial on 30 March.

Note:

Students taking the course for 8EC, will work on an additional assignment until their final presentations on 1 June. (Details to follow in a separate course description.)

Grading

You will be evaluated on the basis of your participation and presentations in the tutorials (20%), your individual contributions to the assignment (40%), and the overall quality of the assignment (40%).

We will pay special attention to:

· how you collect and process information (meticulous, documented, focus on priorities)

· your effort in finding, reading, and digesting information

· how you build up an argument, the quality of your reasoning

· your ability to combine concepts and reflection from the lectures with the case material

Course materials

Suggested (voluntary) reading for every lecture is not provided in print. Students should turn to the library reserve or Blackboard if they want to read these texts. These texts are not obligatory reading, but may help with the interpretation of the cases.

Additional resources are merely references that you should look up yourself in case you just cannot get enough.

Case material is provided at a basic level on Blackboard. Some of the tutorials will ask you to focus on specific documents from this set. However, you are expected to use the Internet and the library to collect additional material, as you deem necessary for your assignment. (Don’t worry if this sounds open-ended at this point: that is why the assignment has been divided into smaller portions and why we will discuss progress every week during the tutorials.)

Where do you find more material?

Internet

Students are encouraged to use Internet in the research for the assignment, but to use it critically. Always check the origins of information, assess the reliability of the source, check the age of the information, and document your sources meticulously. Just as you maintain a healthy level of suspicion in assessing forensic information, you should never blindly accept information found on the Internet.

For example, you will find a basic introduction for the cases on the Wikipedia (www.wikipedia.org). Wikipedia is relatively reliable because of the ongoing public review, but there are also constant attempts to alter the contents in favour of a particular view of the world, especially in current affairs and affairs with a high ideological importance. However, Wikipedia does offer references to original sources and can therefore be a good place to start.

Media

Be particularly careful with information in the media. Newspaper articles and tv news tend to report what is believed to be the case at a particular point in time and have an interest in providing a good story. You can use this source, but handle with great care! Preferably use media to find more reliable sources.

Digital library

The library will offer you access to key sources for your assignment. Use the digital library from a university computer to get access to important databases (see tab ‘databases’ on the digital library page). We particularly recommend some databases that you are probably not yet familiar with:

· LexisNexis academic: provides an excellent search of printed media, including major newspapers and magazines, both in the Netherlands and internationally.

· PiCarta: basic access to Dutch libraries, including books as well as articles, with links to pdf versions of electronic journals

· Wettenbank: for Dutch legal documents.

· Opmaat: Dutch official publications.

Reference your sources (IMPORTANT!)

ALWAYS document your sources in references. This is the equivalent of a chain of custody in forensic science: social science texts too must indicate the origins of information. The reader should be able to trace the argument back to the sources and verify the use of information. Obviously, you are allowed to add your own analysis and even interpretation without references, but this should be recognisable as such.


Also be aware that when you quote sources literally you clearly indicate this with quotation marks. Plagiarism, even unintentional or out of sloppiness, is a serious breach of academic values.

Details of systems for bibliographic systems vary, but we recommend that you use the ‘author-date’ system:

In the text, references are indicated in parentheses (Yearly 2005), if relevant with a page number (Wynne 1989, p. 50).

At the end of your text, full details are included in a reference list, according to the conventions of this particular style of referencing:

Yearley, Steve (2005) Making Sense of Science: Understanding the Social Study of Science (London: Sage).

Wynne, Brian (1989) ‘Establishing the rules of laws: constructing expert authority’, in Brian Wynne and Roger Smith (eds), Expert evidence: interpreting science in the law (London: Routledge): 23-55.

Cole, Simon A. (1998) ‘Witnessing Identification: Latent Fingerprinting Evidence and Expert Knowledge’, Social Studies of Science 28/5: 687-713.

Ministerie van Justitie, ‘Kwalititeit van Rechtshandhaving’, http://www.justitie.nl/onderwerpen/opsporing%5Fen%5Fhandhaving/rechtshandhaving/, accessed 1 February 2007.

Kamerman, Sheila (2007) ‘Het verlangen naar blingbling: Criminologe Van San over geweld door jonge Antillianen’, NRC Handelsblad, 2 February 2007, p. 3.

NRC Handelsblad (2007), ‘AD gesommeerd om filmpje op site’, 2 February 2007, p. 3.

Interview sources are best put in footnotes or endnotes like this:

Interview Jantje Smit, Volendam, 2 February 2007.

If you think you require interviews, then please discuss this during the tutorials, as we have to appreciate the burden of students interviewing the same people over and over again.

The course week by week

Week 1

A. Lecture: Introduction. Social science and the nature of facts

The main theme for this class is philosophical and deals with the notion of a “fact”. We will show how it is always possible to doubt facts, but that it is not always meaningful or acceptable to do so, when a critical attitude turns into a hypercritical attitude. The presentation of forensic evidence in courtrooms provides excellent examples of critical analysis of facts, as well as limits of how far the questioning of facts can go.

This establishes the key problem for the entire course: what prevents us from questioning facts in practice, even if this is always possible in principle? For an answer to this question, we will turn to social sciences and to science and technology studies in particular. Throughout the course, we will analyse how various institutions in society (policy, law, research science, media) establish facts, with varying regimes of facticity. Each of these has its own ways and devices to reduce doubt. With this overview, we also introduce the structure of the course, which deals with each of these institutions.

Since students of this course are not familiar with social science approaches, we will also pay attention to how students should read social science texts. Simple tools for reading texts should support students in handling texts critically.

Lastly, we will present the main aim of the course: to help students become reflective practitioners, who have not only mastered the tools of their trade, but are also able to place their trade in a wider societal context and act upon such a wider understanding.

Suggested reading:

Wynne, B. (1989). Establishing the rules of laws: constructing expert authority. Expert evidence: interpreting science in the law. B. Wynne and R. Smith. London, Routledge: 23-55.

This text describes the basic problems with facts, the fact-value distinction, and their relation with expert evidence as presented in courts (with examples from the UK). The book is out of print, but the text will be made available via Blackboard.

B. Tutorial

The tutorial will focus on the topic of ‘different ways of reading’ from the introductory lecture and use this to get acquainted with the cases. Your assignment this week is to read four texts for your cases, suggested by us. Then get together with your team and analyse the four texts. Also use this team meeting to discuss the assignment and how your team will deal with it. You may want to assigns tasks within the team or choose to share tasks (both are possible, but lead to different working styles). Maybe you need to appoint a chairperson if your team has trouble getting to the point or if your meetings take too long.

During the tutorial, you will report on your progress. Specifically, we want you to address these issues:

1. Present and overview of your case to the other students. Remember that, in principle, they know nothing about your case, but also that they know something about forensics. Try to find the right level to present an interesting story to your colleagues.

2. After you present your overview of the case as a “window”, analyse the first four texts you have used as “lenses”: show how different texts give you a different perspective of the case. Keep an eye out for what is considered fact and what not, and on what grounds, in the different texts. Also keep an eye out for differences is style of writing and presentation. Also see if you can figure out where these different perspectives come from.

Obligatory reading:

- Course description (this text): read the course description completely, mainly to see where the assignment will be going and to organise the team.

For case 1: Murder in Putten

@@

For case 2: Murder in the Schiedam park

· “De Schiedamse parkmoord”, Trema, sept. 2005, nr. 7, p. 293-297 (including reactions by Van den Emster and Verburg). (Backboard)

· Volkskrant, “Een bekentenis is ook niet alles”, 10 jul 2006 (Blackboard)

· Telegraaf “Telegraaf - Donner knokt om feiten en beelden” (column) - 13 Sep 2005 (Blackboard).
· Uitspraak in Beroep, AE0013, Gerechtshof 's-Gravenhage , 2200138701 (Blackboard).
For case 3: Lucia de B.

· http://www.luciadeb.nl

· Telegraaf, “Kind van de rekening”, 18 Jan. 2007, p. 5. (on Blackboard)

· Maarten ’t Hart, “Een Hedendaags heksenproces” NRC 10 okt 2006, p. 33.

· Uitspraak Hoger Beroep, AY3864,Gerechtshof Amsterdam , 23-001403-06 (available via www.rechtspraak.nl).

For case 4: OJ Simpson

@@

The different accounts of what goes on in these cases leads to the question whether good forensic science could not provide a more reliable answer. But how does science establish facts? What is the regime of facticity of science? That will be the topic for the next lecture and assignment.

(At the end of the tutorial, discuss next week’s assignment.)

Week 2

A. Lecture: science and facts.

The term ‘scientific facts’ is used all too easily. It may seem obvious that some things are ‘proven by science’ while others are not, but at closer inspection, the processes and problems involved in proving scientific facts are extremely complicated.

In this lecture, we will present a brief introduction to what philosophy of science has to say about these problems. We will discuss various schools of thinking in traditional philosophy of science, such as logical empiricism, realism, and positivism. Quite surprisingly perhaps, some of the seemingly abstract problems of philosophy return in the practice of forensic scientists, as we hope to show. We will analyse the falsification of hypotheses as a principle for research, as well as its limitations, and analyse the notion of “the scientific method”.

The second part of the lecture will turn to a sociological view of how science produces facts. We will have a closer look at laboratories, scientific journals, funding agencies, the peer review system, and research evaluation. We will look at the production cycle of research laboratories and discuss how production cycles vary. We will also discuss the norms and values of the community of scientists.

Suggested reading:

Yearley, S. (2005). Making Sense of Science: Understanding the Social Study of Science. London, Sage. Chapter 1: “Just what makes science special”

Basic handbook of science and technology studies. The first chapter gives a simple introduction to philosophy of science and the problem of demarcation of science from non-science.

Additional resources:

Sismondo, Sergio (2004) An introduction to science and technology studies (Malden: Blackwell).

General introduction into the field of science and technology studies, including boxes with classic examples. Last year’s students found this book too hard, but who are we to curtail your ambition?

B. Tutorial

part 1: individual assignment

The second assignment will take us a little bit away from the case material, while you are collecting material and reading about your cases. We want you to reflect on your internship, a lab where you have worked or trained in the past. For this lab, try to reconstruct the production cycle:

· Where did these scientists publish? (Which journals, internet, databases)

· Did their work get recognition? How would you assess that?

· How was the research funded?

· What was the funding used for?

· What kinds of arguments were developed? (Contents of the research.)

Note that you may not be able to answer all of these questions. For applied labs, the main production cycle might not run through publications, but through reports or measurements.

If your internship does not fit the assignment, then use a lab that you might have some affinity with. Perhaps chemistry at the UvA:

http://www.science.uva.nl/hims/ and look for the annual report.

Hand in 2 pages on this individual assignment and prepare to explain your key findings in 2 minutes. (Yes, TWO minutes, no overheads, no powerpoint, just talk.)

We will try to make comparisons between laboratories that focus on research publications as main output and laboratories that produce knowledge for specific clients. We will try to position forensic research in this range.

This will lead to the question for next week: how does the work of research for clients differ from research for publications? In order to answer that question, we will look at professions and professional standards.

part 2: team assignment

Meanwhile, your team should continue to work on the group assignment. Try to get a better understanding for your case. Start to focus on the role forensic evidence played in your case and how this evidence was debated. You will be asked to report on your progress, but you do not have to prepare a formal presentation for this tutorial.

Week 3

A. Lecture: Professional facts

Many scientists fend a career in a profession: an occupational group that claims authority in a domain of work, based on some form of (academic) accreditation. Lawyers and medical doctors are classic examples of professions, but so are forensic scientists. Professions tend to form professional associations, form ethics codes or standards of conduct, and often try to restrict access to their domain of work to accredited members, against newcomers and other professions. Such a domain is called a ‘jurisdiction’ in sociology, even if there is no legal basis. Usually, such control over a jurisdiction is justified by claiming the necessity to guarantee the quality of the work.

Professions form their own facticity regimes in various ways. For example, professions develop good practice rules, standard operating procedures, or quality standards. For example, when lawyers try to establish facts, they are not just constrained by process law, but also by professional standards. Members of a profession can defend themselves by claiming they worked according to professional standards.

Professions often show a tendency to defend their turf. First, they may try to keep other professions out of their jurisdiction or may even try to subordinate other professions. For example, medical doctors compete with nurses over professional control of medical work. Second, professions often compete with other sources of standards and regulation, such as government and the law, or management. For example, medical specialists compete with hospital management over control of work. Third, they may try to defend control over their work against their clients. For example, medical doctors compete with patients over the management of treatment.

Suggested reading:

Smith, Roger (1989) 'Forensic pathology, expertise, and the criminal law', in Brian Wynne and Roger Smith (eds), Expert evidence: interpreting science in the law (London: Routledge).


Although a somewhat older text, this provides a nice illustration of professional issues in forensics, focusing on the tension between forensic pathology and forensics. The text then continues to discuss problems of presenting expert evidence in adversarial court settings.

Additional resources:

Abbott, Andrew (1988) The system of professions: an essay on the division of expert labour (Chicago, Ill.: University of Chicago Press).


Not an easy read, but a solid sociological theory of professions with many examples. The introductory chapters provide more detail on concepts such as jurisdiction and the struggle over professional control.

B. Tutorial

In the tutorial, we will analyse how professional standards and research protocols structure the practice of forensic research.

Read the following text:

Cole, Simon A. (1998) 'Witnessing Identification: Latent Fingerprinting Evidence and Expert Knowledge', Social Studies of Science 28/5: 687-713. (Blackboard or digital library)

· Analyse how forensic scientists make legal and credible facts in fingerprinting and what Cole thinks is wrong with this.

· Compare to how legal and credible facts are produce with the techniques used in your case. Look at research protocols in particular.

@@ Victor? Hoe vullen we dit verder in? Protocollen verschaffen?

Present your findings during the tutorial. Careful, this is a difficult assignment! You may not be able to answer all the questions this raises just yet.

Standards are not just developed for the purpose of establishing credible scientific facts, but especially for establishing facts that are credible in the courtroom. Next week, we will analyse in more detail how forensic evidence is dealt with in court and how the legal regime of facticity interacts with forensics.

Week 4

A. Lecture: legal facts.

The legal system has its own particular facticity regimes, potentially involving witnesses, juries, expert testimonies, or rules about the permissibility of evidence. The facticity regime of law is especially relevant for forensics, since forensic science eventually has to produce facts that will be legal and convincing. Hence forensic science in prepared in anticipation of what will happen in a courtroom. This is not only a matter of process law, but also a matter of social practices in court.

The operation of legal facticity regimes is not universal. There are important differences between civil law and criminal law, but also between legal traditions. For example, a entirely different logic of assessing expert facts exists between Anglo-Saxon and Continental legal systems. Continental systems, such as the Dutch, follow an inquisitorial logic, in which the experts are considered a neutral party under instruction of judges. In the Anglo-Saxon system, experts are witnesses for either the defence or the prosecution, albeit with a specific status. Both tradition also have different ‘rules of evidence’ that determine permissibility and status of evidence.

The interaction between legal and scientific regimes of facticity is complicated, but extremely interesting. For example, courts need to identify what forms of knowledge are to be considered valid expertise, which can lead to redefinitions of what is to be considered science and what not. Inversely, new scientific developments sometimes force courts to reassess their standards for assessing facts, such as with new forensic DNA techniques.

Suggested reading:

Yearley, Steve (2005) Making Sense of Science: Understanding the Social Study of Science (London: Sage), Chapter 10: Science in Law. p. 143-159.

This is an excellent, brief, and very readable introduction to the complex problems of scientific knowledge in legal contexts.

Jasanoff, Sheila (1992) 'What Judges Should know about science', Jurimetrics  (Spring): 345-59.

Basic explanation of why scientific facts are not as straightforward as they seem when they end up in a legal setting.

Additional resources:

Jasanoff, Sheila (1995) Science at the bar (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press).

This book is a classic, but not easy. Focuses on the complications of the presentation of expert evidence in the US.

B. Tutorial

Read the following text:

Bal, Roland (2005) 'How to kill with a ballpoint: credibility in Dutch forensic science', Science, Technology, and Human Values 30/1: 52-75.

Analyse how in your case the specific setting of the court structured the presentation of forensic evidence in court. See if you can identify facts that, at some point, were accepted by the/some experts, but failed to “travel” to the courtroom. How does your case differ from the one described in the article?

Depending on your case, the following materials may help you further:

Derksen, Linda (2000) 'Towards a sociology of Measurement: the meaning of measurement error in the case of DNA profiling', Social Studies of Science 30/6: 803-45. (Blackboard or digital library)

Meester, Ronald, Collins, Marieke, Gill, Richard and Van Lambalgen, Michiel (2006 (forthcoming)) 'On the (ab)use of statistics in the legal case against the nurse Lucia de B.' (Blackboard, in case file)

Present your findings during the tutorial.

Week 5

A. Lecture: facts and experts in policy.

Policy is relevant for (forensic) scientists in two ways. First, policy is relevant because government makes policies that have consequences for science. For example, there are policies for financing science or regulating scientific research, such as rules for test animals. Second, policy is relevant because scientists sometimes act as experts for policy, providing governments with advice. Experts form one source of knowledge on the basis of which policy makers have to determine the quality of facts, in their own facticity regime.

We will have a brief look at what ‘policy’ actually is and at some key issues in science policy. Mostly, we will analyse the complications of scientists as experts: the different kinds of knowledge experts provide, the problems of knowledge utilisation, the problem uncertainty in expertise, as well as competing forms of expertise.

Suggested reading:

Cozzens, Suzan E. and Woodhouse, N. (1995) 'Science, government and the politics of knowledge', in Sheila Jasanoff, Trevor Pinch and et al. (eds), Handbook of Science and Technology Studies (Beverly Hills, Ca.: Sage): 533-53.
This is a textbook overview of the relation between science and policy. A good place to start if you want to know more.

B. Tutorial

Dig deeper into a specific technique used in your case. Is there disagreement about this technique? What does it consist of? 

Present your findings during the tutorial.

During this tutorial, practicing forensic scientists will talk about their experiences.

@@Dit kan in meer detail

Week 6

A. Lecture: media and facts.

Media studies have tried to analyse media in ways that closely resemble our ways of reading texts, as presented in the introductory lecture. Initially, the key question in media studies was how people received the information about the world transferred by the media. The media were seen as a window onto the world, a window that would make the world smaller and bring people together. At the same time, the media are a key part of a healthy democracy, in that they provide voters with critical assessments of political choices and investigate possible wrongdoings in society and government in particular, including the justice system.

Later, media studies became more critical and analysed how the media do not just present a window onto the world, but also a lens. For example, the media have a particular preference for a certain type of story, such as stories that involve conflict, antagonism, drama, or human interest. Media also have their own (informal) rules for assessing the quality of facts, such as “check your sources”, or “represent both sides”.

We will also pay attention to science in the media, especially on the topic of ‘public understanding of science’.

Especially during public controversies, such as the one we study in the tutorials, the facticity regime of the media can interact with forensic research. This provide a link to the cases in the tutorial.

The general introduction will be followed by a guest lecture by Jan Meeus, journalist for the Dutch newspaper NRC Handelsblad. He will explain how newspaper journalists assess the quality of their facts and how they identify ‘a good story’.

Suggested reading:

@@

B. Tutorial

How did the media report on your case? Can you find differences between types of media or over time? Can you see typical stories that the media pick up on? How did the media influence the case itself?

Be careful! There is a lot of media material on your cases on the Internet, as all of them have been in the media extensively. Find a meaningful way to limit your search to what is doable in the allotted time. A smartly designed, detailed comparison between a handful of sources may provide more insight than a sloppy analyses of a great number of articles.

The LexisNexis database will be useful.

Present your findings during the tutorial.

Week 7

A. Lecture: Forensics and ethics.

Ethical issues touch upon the core of what it means to be a reflective practitioner, since they typically go beyond the logic of applying the tools of the trade. However, there is not just one conception of what ethics is or should be. Different thinkers have presented ethics as something entirely different:

- ethics as a matter of conscience: do the right thing, follow your own judgement, even if it means becoming a whistleblower

- ethics as rule: follow an ethical code, form new ethical rules

- ethics as debate: together we can discuss and find a way out, ethics as reflection

- ethics as professionalisation: with an ethics code the profession will regulate itself

- ethics as not-politics: reliance on ethical judgement as an excuse not to regulate by law

Apart from such different conceptions of ethics, we will also discuss some of the key ethical topics in current forensic sciences, such as integrity of the body, privacy, and issues of collective identity and populations.

Suggested reading:

@@

B. Tutorial

No preparation is required for this tutorial, but the work on the assignment should continue.

During the tutorial, we will debate ethics in forensic practice, and watch and discuss the film Gattaca.

PAGE  
19

_1230983217.doc
[image: image1.png]X

&l

3
UNIVERSITEIT VAN AMSTERDAM






 







 







 












