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IT’S NOT ALWAYS EASY TO WALK IN SOMEONE 
ELSE’S SHOES



WHO IS IMPACTED BY SEXUAL REOFFENSE?
• THE PERSON WHO EXPERIENCED DIRECT HARM – DURING THE RE-OFFENSE AND IN PRIOR 

OFFENSES

• THE CLIENT

• SECONDARY AND TERTIARY VICTIMS INCLUDING SUPPORT SYSTEM MEMBERS WHO STOOD BY THE 
PERSON

• PAST AND PRESENT SUPERVISING OFFICER(S)

• PAST AND PRESENT THERAPIST(S)

• PAST AND PRESENT EVALUATOR(S)

• OTHER GROUP OR CONGREGATE CARE MEMBERS IN TREATMENT

• OTHER PEOPLE ON THE CASELOADS OF THE IMPACTED PROFESSIONALS

• ENTITIES PUSHING FOR POLITICAL REFORM



WHEN IT HAPPENS, WHOSE WORK GOES UNDER THE 
MICROSCOPE?

• TREATMENT PROVIDER

• SUPERVISING OFFICERS

• THE JUDGE (POLITICAL)

• THE PROSECUTOR (POLITICAL)

• THE PAROLE BOARD (POLITICAL)

• LAWMAKERS (GOVERNOR, 
LEGISLATORS)



MY PERSONAL JOURNEY WITH CLIENT REOFFENSE



POLICY WORK



PERCEIVED V. ACTUAL SEXUAL RECIDIVISM

Levenson, J. S., Brannon, Y. N., Fortney, T., & Baker, J. (2007). 
Public perceptions about sex offenders and community protection 
policies. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 7(1), 137-
161.

https://bjs.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh236/files/me
dia/document/rpr34s125yfup1217_0.pdf



WHAT WENT WRONG?
• RISK-NEED-RESPONSIVITY WAS IGNORED:

HANSON, R. K., BOURGON, G., HELMUS, L., & 

HODGSON, S. (2009). THE PRINCIPLES OF 

EFFECTIVE CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT ALSO 

APPLY TO SEXUAL OFFENDERS: A META-

ANALYSIS. CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR, 

36(9), 865-891.

• THE CLIENT-SPECIFIC EVALUATION WAS IGNORED:

• “LOW-RISK SEX OFFENDERS WHO WERE RELEASED 
TO THE COMMUNITY WITHOUT INTENSIVE 
INTERVENTIONS FAIRED 27% BETTER THAN LOW-
RISK OFFENDERS WHO WERE EXPOSED TO 
HALFWAY HOUSE SEX OFFENDER TREATMENT.”

LOVINS, B., LOWENKAMP, C. T., & LATESSA, E. J. (2009). 
APPLYING THE RISK PRINCIPLE TO SEX OFFENDERS: 
CAN TREATMENT MAKE SOME SEX OFFENDERS 
WORSE?. THE PRISON JOURNAL, 89(3), 344-357, 353.



IMPACT ON THE NEXT CLIENT…

• FEAR / PERCEPTION THAT THOSE WHO ADVOCATED FOR CLIENT 

WHO REOFFENDED WERE

• NAÏVE

• DISHONEST

• INCOMPETENT



ENHANCED VULNERABILITY TO BIAS?

• 1. ANCHORING: “THE TENDENCY TO RELY TOO HEAVILY, OR ‘ANCHOR,’ ON ONE TRAIT OR PIECE OF INFORMATION WHEN MAKING 
DECISIONS (USUALLY THE FIRST PIECE OF INFORMATION THAT WE ACQUIRE ON THAT SUBJECT).”

• 2. AVAILABILITY HEURISTIC: “THE TENDENCY TO OVERESTIMATE THE LIKELIHOOD OF EVENTS WITH GREATER ‘AVAILABILITY’ IN MEMORY, 
WHICH CAN BE INFLUENCED BY HOW RECENT THE MEMORIES ARE OR HOW UNUSUAL OR EMOTIONALLY CHARGED THEY MAY BE.”

• 3. BANDWAGON EFFECT: “THE TENDENCY TO DO (OR BELIEVE) THINGS BECAUSE MANY OTHER PEOPLE DO (OR BELIEVE) THE SAME.”

• 4. BASE-RATE EFFECT: “THE TENDENCY TO IGNORE BASE RATE INFORMATION (GENERIC, GENERAL INFORMATION) AND FOCUS ON 
SPECIFIC INFORMATION (INFORMATION ONLY PERTAINING TO A CERTAIN CASE).”

• 5. BIAS-BLIND SPOT: “THE TENDENCY TO SEE ONESELF AS LESS BIASED THAN OTHER PEOPLE, OR TO BE ABLE TO IDENTIFY MORE 
COGNITIVE BIASES IN OTHERS THAN IN ONESELF.”

• 6. BLAMING: FOCUSING ON THE OTHER PERSON AS THE SOURCE OF NEGATIVE FEELINGS, AND REFUSING TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR CHANGING YOURSELF.

• 7. CATASTROPHIZING: BELIEVING THAT WHAT HAS HAPPENED OR WILL HAPPEN WILL BE SO AWFUL AND UNBEARABLE THAT YOU 
WON’T BE ABLE TO STAND IT.

• 8. CONFIRMATION BIAS: “THE TENDENCY TO SEARCH FOR, INTERPRET, FOCUS ON AND REMEMBER INFORMATION IN A WAY THAT 
CONFIRMS ONE'S PRECONCEPTIONS.”

• 9. CURSE OF KNOWLEDGE: “WHEN BETTER-INFORMED PEOPLE FIND IT EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TO THINK ABOUT PROBLEMS FROM THE 
PERSPECTIVE OF LESSER-INFORMED PEOPLE.”

• 10. DICHOTOMOUS THINKING: VIEWING EVENTS OR PEOPLE IN ALL-OR-NOTHING TERMS.

Fruehwald, E. S. (2017). Overcoming cognitive biases: Thinking more clearly and 
avoiding manipulation by others. CreateSpace Independent Publishing.

8. Confirmation bias: “The tendency to search 
for, interpret, focus on and remember 
information in a way that confirms one's 
preconceptions.”



ENHANCED VULNERABILITY TO BIAS?
• 11. DISCOUNTING POSITIVES: CLAIMING THAT THE POSITIVE THINGS YOU OR OTHERS DO ARE TRIVIAL.

• 12. EMPATHY GAP: “THE TENDENCY TO UNDERESTIMATE THE INFLUENCE OR STRENGTH OF FEELINGS, IN EITHER 
ONESELF OR OTHERS.”

• 13. EMOTIONAL REASONING: LETTING YOUR FEELINGS GUIDE YOUR INTERPRETATION OF REALITY. 

• 15. ESSENTIALISM: “CATEGORIZING PEOPLE AND THINGS ACCORDING TO THEIR ESSENTIAL NATURE, IN SPITE 
OF VARIATIONS.”

• 16. EXPECTATION BIAS: “THE TENDENCY FOR EXPERIMENTERS TO BELIEVE, CERTIFY, AND PUBLISH DATA THAT 
AGREE WITH THEIR EXPECTATIONS FOR THE OUTCOME OF AN EXPERIMENT, AND TO DISBELIEVE, DISCARD, OR 
DOWNGRADE THE CORRESPONDING WEIGHTINGS FOR DATA THAT APPEAR TO CONFLICT WITH THOSE 
EXPECTATIONS.”

• 17. FORTUNE-TELLING: PREDICTING THE FUTURE NEGATIVELY: THINGS WILL GET WORSE, OR THERE IS DANGER 
AHEAD.

• 18. FRAMING EFFECT: “DRAWING DIFFERENT CONCLUSIONS FROM THE SAME INFORMATION, DEPENDING ON 
HOW THAT INFORMATION IS PRESENTED.”

• 20. GAMBLER'S FALLACY: “THE TENDENCY TO THINK THAT FUTURE PROBABILITIES ARE ALTERED BY PAST EVENTS, 
WHEN IN REALITY THEY ARE UNCHANGED.”

17. Fortune-telling: Predicting the future 
negatively: things will get worse, or 
there is danger ahead.



ENHANCED VULNERABILITY TO BIAS?
• 21. HALO EFFECT: “THE TENDENCY FOR A PERSON'S POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE TRAITS TO ‘SPILL OVER’ FROM ONE 

PERSONALITY AREA TO ANOTHER IN OTHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEM.”

• 22. HINDSIGHT BIAS: “SOMETIMES CALLED THE ‘I-KNEW-IT-ALL-ALONG’ EFFECT, THE TENDENCY TO SEE PAST EVENTS AS 
BEING PREDICTABLE AT THE TIME THOSE EVENTS HAPPENED.”

• 23. HYPERBOLIC DISCOUNTING: “THE TENDENCY FOR PEOPLE TO HAVE A STRONGER PREFERENCE FOR MORE 
IMMEDIATE PAYOFFS RELATIVE TO LATER PAYOFFS.”

• 24. IDENTIFIABLE-VICTIM EFFECT: “THE TENDENCY TO RESPOND MORE STRONGLY TO A SINGLE IDENTIFIED PERSON AT 
RISK THAN TO A LARGE GROUP OF PEOPLE AT RISK.”

• 25. ILLUSION OF CONTROL: “THE TENDENCY TO OVERESTIMATE ONE'S DEGREE OF INFLUENCE OVER OTHER EXTERNAL 
EVENTS.”

• 26. ILLUSORY CORRELATION: “INACCURATELY PERCEIVING A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TWO UNRELATED EVENTS.”

• 27. INABILITY TO DISCONFIRM: REJECTING ANY EVIDENCE OR ARGUMENTS THAT MIGHT CONTRADICT YOUR NEGATIVE 
THOUGHTS.

• 28. IN-GROUP BIAS: “THE TENDENCY FOR PEOPLE TO GIVE PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT TO OTHERS THEY PERCEIVE TO BE 
MEMBERS OF THEIR OWN GROUPS.”

• 29. LABELING. ASSIGNING GLOBAL NEGATIVE TRAITS TO YOURSELF AND OTHERS.

25. Illusion of control: “The 
tendency to overestimate one's 
degree of influence over other 
external events.”



ENHANCED VULNERABILITY TO BIAS?
• 31. MERE EXPOSURE EFFECT: “THE TENDENCY TO EXPRESS UNDUE LIKING FOR THINGS MERELY 

BECAUSE OF FAMILIARITY WITH THEM.”

• 32. MIND READING: ASSUMING THAT YOU KNOW WHAT PEOPLE THINK WITHOUT HAVING 
SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE OF THEIR THOUGHTS.

• 33. NEGATIVE FILTERING: FOCUSING ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY ON THE NEGATIVES AND SELDOM 
NOTICING THE POSITIVES.

• 34. NORMALCY BIAS: “THE REFUSAL TO PLAN FOR, OR REACT TO, A DISASTER WHICH HAS NEVER 
HAPPENED BEFORE.”

• 36. OSTRICH EFFECT: “IGNORING AN OBVIOUS (NEGATIVE) SITUATION.”

• 37. OVERCONFIDENCE EFFECT: “EXCESSIVE CONFIDENCE IN ONE'S OWN ANSWERS TO 
QUESTIONS.”

• 38. OVERGENERALIZING. PERCEIVING A GLOBAL PATTERN OF NEGATIVES ON THE BASIS OF A 
SINGLE INCIDENT.

• 40. PROJECTION BIAS: “THE TENDENCY TO UNCONSCIOUSLY ASSUME THAT OTHERS (OR ONE'S 
FUTURE SELVES) SHARE ONE'S CURRENT EMOTIONAL STATES, THOUGHTS AND VALUES.”

38. Overgeneralizing. Perceiving a 
global pattern of negatives on the 
basis of a single incident.



ENHANCED VULNERABILITY TO BIAS?
• 41. REACTIVE DEVALUATION: “DEVALUING PROPOSALS ONLY BECAUSE THEY PURPORTEDLY 

ORIGINATED WITH AN ADVERSARY.”

• 42. SELF-SERVING BIAS: “THE TENDENCY TO CLAIM MORE RESPONSIBILITY FOR SUCCESSES THAN 
FAILURES.”

• 43. SEMMELWEIS REFLEX: “THE TENDENCY TO REJECT NEW EVIDENCE THAT CONTRADICTS A
PARADIGM.”

• 44. SUNKEN-COST FALLACY: “A COST THAT HAS ALREADY BEEN INCURRED AND CANNOT BE 
RECOVERED.”

• 45. STATUS-QUO BIAS: “THE TENDENCY TO LIKE THINGS TO STAY RELATIVELY THE SAME.”

• 46. SUBJECTIVE VALIDATION: “PERCEPTION THAT SOMETHING IS TRUE IF A SUBJECT'S BELIEF 
DEMANDS IT TO BE TRUE. ALSO ASSIGNS PERCEIVED CONNECTIONS BETWEEN COINCIDENCES.”

• 47. WHAT IF?: YOU KEEP ASKING A SERIES OF QUESTIONS ABOUT “WHAT IF” SOMETHING 
HAPPENS, AND YOU FAIL TO BE SATISFIED WITH ANY OF THE ANSWERS.

41. Reactive devaluation: “Devaluing 
proposals only because they 
purportedly originated with an 
adversary.”



IMPACT ON THE NEXT CLIENT…

• BIAS 

• OVERINTERPRETING OR PROJECTING THE SCENARIO OF THE PERSON WHO REOFFENDED ONTO 

OTHERS

• MAY LEAD PEOPLE TO OVERESTIMATE THEIR ABILITY TO HAVE PREDICTED AN OUTCOME

• STEREOTYPE INDUCTION:  DANGER OF HOMOGENEOUS “SEX OFFENDER” CATEGORY / LABEL

• PARANOIA

• PRESSURE FROM SUPERVISORS, OTHERS CRITIQUING YOUR ROLE

• OVERCORRECTING AND IGNORING TOOLS AND RNR…



THEN WHAT CAN GO WRONG?
• IGNORING RISK-NEED-RESPONSIVITY:

HANSON, R. K., BOURGON, G., HELMUS, L., & 

HODGSON, S. (2009). THE PRINCIPLES OF 

EFFECTIVE CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT ALSO 

APPLY TO SEXUAL OFFENDERS: A META-

ANALYSIS. CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR, 

36(9), 865-891.

• IGNORING THE CLIENT-SPECIFIC EVALUATION:

• “LOW-RISK SEX OFFENDERS WHO WERE RELEASED 
TO THE COMMUNITY WITHOUT INTENSIVE 
INTERVENTIONS FAIRED 27% BETTER THAN LOW-
RISK OFFENDERS WHO WERE EXPOSED TO 
HALFWAY HOUSE SEX OFFENDER TREATMENT.”

LOVINS, B., LOWENKAMP, C. T., & LATESSA, E. J. (2009). 
APPLYING THE RISK PRINCIPLE TO SEX OFFENDERS: 
CAN TREATMENT MAKE SOME SEX OFFENDERS 
WORSE?. THE PRISON JOURNAL, 89(3), 344-357, 353.



IMPACT ON THE NEXT CLIENT…
From Schwartz, B. K., & Cellini, H. R. (1988). A practitioner’s guide to treating the incarcerated male sex 
offender: breaking the cycle of sexual abuse. US Department of  Justice, National Institute of  Corrections, US 
Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.



IMPACT ON THE NEXT CLIENT…
From Schwartz, B. K., & Cellini, H. R. (1988). A practitioner’s guide to treating the incarcerated male sex offender: 
breaking the cycle of sexual abuse. US Department of  Justice, National Institute of  Corrections, US Government Printing 
Office, Washington, DC.



IMPACT ON THE NEXT CLIENT…
From Schwartz, B. K., & Cellini, H. R. (1988). A practitioner’s guide to treating the incarcerated male sex offender: 
breaking the cycle of sexual abuse. US Department of  Justice, National Institute of  Corrections, US Government Printing 
Office, Washington, DC.



IMPACT ON THE NEXT CLIENT…
From a private defense attorney’s website:



CAN YOU AND THE CLIENT PUT THE RE-OFFENSE IN 
CONTEXT?

• DOES IT REFLECT PROGRESS NOTWITHSTANDING ANY ILLEGALITY OR RULES VIOLATION?

• DOES THE CLIENT HAVE INSIGHT INTO WHAT WENT WRONG AND HOW TO PREVENT IT FROM 

HAPPENING AGAIN?

• CAN THE “PROBLEM TO BE SOLVED” BE EXPLAINED TO THE DECISIONMAKERS IN A CLEAR AND 

PERSUASIVE WAY?  

• WILL THE FACT IT’S A “RE-OFFENSE” PRECLUDE SOLUTIONS BECAUSE OF MANDATORY 

SENTENCING OR OTHER POLICIES THAT RESTRICT POTENTIAL OUTCOMES?
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