
 

 

 

Risk in the eye of the beholder

Citation for published version (APA):

Kamorowski, J. (2021). Risk in the eye of the beholder: Cognitive bias and risk assessment instruments.
[Doctoral Thesis, Maastricht University, University of Gothenburg]. Maastricht University.
https://doi.org/10.26481/dis.20210614jk

Document status and date:
Published: 01/01/2021

DOI:
10.26481/dis.20210614jk

Document Version:
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Please check the document version of this publication:

• A submitted manuscript is the version of the article upon submission and before peer-review. There can
be important differences between the submitted version and the official published version of record.
People interested in the research are advised to contact the author for the final version of the publication,
or visit the DOI to the publisher's website.
• The final author version and the galley proof are versions of the publication after peer review.
• The final published version features the final layout of the paper including the volume, issue and page
numbers.
Link to publication

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright
owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these
rights.

• Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
• You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
• You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal.

If the publication is distributed under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license above,
please follow below link for the End User Agreement:
www.umlib.nl/taverne-license

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us at:

repository@maastrichtuniversity.nl

providing details and we will investigate your claim.

Download date: 22 May. 2023

https://doi.org/10.26481/dis.20210614jk
https://doi.org/10.26481/dis.20210614jk
https://cris.maastrichtuniversity.nl/en/publications/d515bbd0-5654-4801-885e-732546f9f739


Impact Statement



226

Impact Statement

The human brain has an incredible capacity to make quick and often accurate judgments in 

judgments based on intuition and automatic processing can be less than optimal, or even 
incorrect. When decisions have far reaching consequences, such as in legal decision making, 
intuitive judgments are often not desirable. It is precisely the circumstances of high stakes 
and complex information in which decisions are made by judges, jurors, and mental health 

recidivism. Furthermore, research about cognitive bias and heuristics has demonstrated that 
adjusting initial intuitive impressions when new information becomes available takes focused 

charged situations. 

implications for forensic mental health evaluators. First, forensic mental health professionals 

their perceptions of recidivism risk, including when they are relying upon a structured risk 

to bias include avoiding exposure to task-irrelevant information and employing a consensus-
based approach to risk evaluations. Second, the use of a structured risk assessment instrument 
may provide a guide for focusing on relevant risk factors but should not be viewed as proof 

and guidelines, the use of a structured instrument to assess recidivism risk is preferred to 
relying upon unstructured clinical judgment. Finally, where a forensic evaluator is called upon 
to provide a report or testimony to legal decision-makers, transparency about the information 
obtained and the process employed to arrive at a risk judgment may help inform decisions in 
a way that making only conclusory statements does not.

to the results from comparable previous studies, suggest that providing lay jurors with factual 

studies that have typically used expert testimony about the results of a risk assessment 

the weight jurors give the testimony, we provided mock jurors with a list of the risk factors 
contained in the Static-99R, the total score, and the observed recidivism rates derived from 
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recidivism, regardless of their initial impressions of his likability. Furthermore, the actuarial 

recommendations, wherein mock jurors who initially read negative risk-irrelevant contextual 

commitment than those who read initial positive risk-irrelevant information about the SVP 

jurors directly with the list of risk factors and associated recidivism rates may decrease the 
likelihood of jurors making civil commitment decisions based on their initial emotionally laden 

in SVP civil commitment cases indicate that jurors are unlikely to base their judgments solely 

jurors ultimately rendered an estimate of sexual recidivism risk that was within the range of 

estimates of sexual recidivism risk in the individual case, both before and after receiving 
information about actual, observed sexual recidivism rates provided in the Static-99R. 
Moreover, mock jurors who endorsed harsh sentencing and restrictive management strategies 

civil commitment, irrespective of the Static-99R information or their own estimates of the 

civil commitment, we found that their own ratings of the importance of the Static-99R to their 

mock jurors assigned to the impact of the crime on the victim in their decision making, the 
more likely they were to vote for civil commitment.

sexual recidivism risk factors and the risk estimate derived from a structured risk assessment 

jurors who are likely to be unwilling or unable to objectively weigh the evidence as it relates 
to the legal criteria required for civil commitment decisions. Finally, whereas the impact of 
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seriously consider emphasizing that SVP civil commitment is not intended as punishment, 

More broadly, there are several implications for legal systems employing structured risk 
assessment instruments to inform legal decision-making. First, the extent to which estimated 

more salient factors, even if the decision-maker is not consciously aware of how such factors 

necessarily result in less biased and more objective decision-making should be tempered by 
the realities of how the human mind processes information. In fact, it is more likely that a risk 
estimate derived from a structured risk assessment instrument, like other pieces of evidence, 
will be weighed according to the judgment of the decision-maker about the weight it deserves. 
Structured risk assessment instruments can inform human judgment; they do not replace it.

Finally, as risk assessment instruments are lauded and implemented in various decision-
making tasks in the forensic mental health and legal arena, researchers should conduct 
research that focuses on how structured measures of risk and resulting risk assessment 

of treatment indicated, the level of supervision to which an individual should be subjected, 
or whether an individual can be released to the community with low risk to the public, the 
likelihood of recidivism indicated by a structured risk assessment instrument will always be 
viewed from the perspective of the decision-maker.

 




