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FOREWORD

I'm beginning this Foreword as I will close it: Thank you, Anna Salter, for
casting your authoritative light on sexual abuse while most people find it
easier to look away or even deny that it exists. It is easier for most parents
to wring their hands about the unknown molester who might wander into
the neighborhood than to accept that someone who they invited into the
house is sexually abusing their child—even though the majority of sexual
abuse is committed by someone the family knows.

Hard as it is to accept the idea that a well-liked neighbor or family
friend might be sexually abusing a child, imagine the idea that it's some-
one in your own family. It's easy to replace that unwelcome thought with
a warmer one like, “Not in this family.”

And yet one in three girls and one in six boys will have sexual contact
with an adult, so it must be occurring in someone’s family. Wherever sex-
ual abuse occurs, there are unwitting parents or caregivers witnessing the
performance that precedes the crime, choosing not to see clearly as preda-
tors persuade children to trust them. Naive parents are often unconscious
co-conspirators in cases of sexual abuse, designing theories to explain the
onset of a child’s sleep disturbances or eating problems or sudden fear of
that same adult she liked so much just a week ago.

If a discussion requires exploration of harsh truths some parents will try
to wriggle away: “Talking about those things, you just bring them on,” or
“Yes, I know all about that stuff; can we please change to a happier sub-
ject?” Under pressure, though, they will ultimately acknowledge the risks,
realizing that appearing to know is often the best defense against unwanted
knowledge. These parents are not stupid—to the contrary, there is bril-
liance in the creative ways that they exclude their children from the dis-
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FOREWORD

cussion. “You're so right,” they say: “Sexual abuse is an enormous prob-
lem, particularly for young teens. Thank God mine aren’t there yet.”

No, sorry, says reality, the most common age at which sexual abuse be-
gins is three.

“Well, sure, if you have homosexuals around small children, there’s a
risk.”

No, sorry, says reality, most sexual abuse is committed by heterosexual
males.

“Yeah, but that kind of pervert isn'’t living in our neighborhood.”

Sorry, says reality, but that kind of pervert is living in your neighbor-
hood. The Department of Justice estimates that on average, there is one
child molester per square mile in the United States.

“Well, at least the police know who these people are.”

Not likely, says reality, since the average child molester victimizes be-
tween 50 and 150 children before he is ever arrested (and many more after
he is arrested).

When all defenses against reality are taken away, some parents
switch to resignation, literally resigning from responsibility: “Well,
there’s nothing you can do about it anyway.” This misplaced fatalism
actually becomes fatal for some children.

Another common refrain uttered by deniers of the dangers of sexual
abuse is: “Well, kids are resilient. When bad things happen, they
bounce back.”

Absolutely not, says reality. Children do not bounce back. They adjust,
they conceal, they repress, and sometimes they accept and move on, but
they don't bounce back.

If T seem hard on denial, I have my reasons, reasons that make me
grateful the pages of Predators contain an antidote to denial: well-
researched, clearly presented information. We learn from Anna Salter
that the sexual offender is also in denial, that he is a criminal who
chooses to stay on the road he is on even when it’s clear where it will
carry him. Salter has interviewed enough sexual offenders to learn the
most alarming truth: Many feel entitled to every predatory prize they
can win and simply do not care about the cost to others. They are, in
short, cruel.
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And for virtually every cruelty done to a child, there is an audience
of deniers that sees the signals and quickly closes their eyes.

The solution to sexual violence in America is not more laws, more
guns, more police, or more prisons. The solution to sexual violence is ac-
ceptance of reality.

One of the starkest realities is that sexual predators are stunningly
effective at gaining control over their victims.

There are two basic predatory types, the power-predator and the
persuasion-predator. The power-predator charges like a bear, unmistak-
ably committing to his attack. Because of this, he cannot easily retreat
and say there was merely a misunderstanding. Accordingly, he strikes
only when he feels certain hell prevail.

The far more common offender is a persuasion-predator. This type of
criminal looks for a vulnerable victim, someone who will allow him to be
in control. Like a shark circling potential prey, the persuasion-predator
approaches slowly and watches to see how people react to his advances.
He begins a dialogue and with each favorable response he elicits, he cir-
cles closer. He makes a small initial investment, a low-risk strategy that
allows him to test the waters and move on with nobody the wiser if things
don’t go well. He is a coward, a crafty one, but a coward nonetheless.

A predator’s selection of victims can be as complex and inexplicable
as sexual attraction is for adults, with one important distinction: For
most pedophiles, vulnerability is, all by itself, stimulating. Just as with
animals, human predators must separate their targets from the flock.
Taking children from parents is rarely done with force; kids are not
stolen at gunpoint. They are taken through a form of seduction, one
that aims not at passion, but at trust—yours or your child’s. Misplaced
trust is the predator’s most powerful resource, and we can decide
whether or not to give it to him.

Misplaced trust can have terrible consequences. In addition to what
we usually think of as molestation, children are victims of rape more
often than most of us have ever imagined. The Bureau of Justice Sta-
tistics reports that fully 15% of rape victims are younger than twelve.

A mother named Carla told me of taking her six-year-old daughter to
the small fenced playground at their local park. Most of the children
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there were accompanied by a parent, a few by babysitters or nannies,
one by a grandparent. After a short while, Carla had intuitively con-
nected each child to his or her guardian. In one case, it was because
they resembled each other; in another, she saw a child run up and say
something to an adult. She heard one man call out some encourage-
ment to a boy who was hesitating at the top of a slide. Soon enough,
Carla had accounted for every adult in the playground but one man,
one man she didn’t like.

He was sitting on a bench watching the children play, but he was not
focused on any particular child. He had nothing with him, while most
of the other adults had something they were keeping an eye on: a doll,
a toy, a stroller with a blanket on the seat. When Carla saw the man
leave the playground alone, she thought, I don't trust him. What was he
doing here anyway? Glad he’s gone. I'll watch for him in the future. He
seemed like a child molester.

Seemed like a child molester? On the basis of what? One might call
this an outrageous and unearned condemnation, a discrimination so in-
tolerant that it would be illegal in any other context. When the man
came back to the playground a few minutes later and Carla saw his son
run up and hug him (she’d wrongly connected that boy to another
adult), she quickly forgave her own prejudice. After all, she told me
later, “I was just protecting my child.”

I asked if she felt bad for having falsely accused the man in her
mind. Nope. Did the experience make her reluctant to judge people so
quickly in the future? Nope. Even though he turned out to be just an-
other parent, did she regret her suspiciousness? Nope.

After praising her self-confidence, I pointed out, “To effectively pro-
tect your daughter, you'd need to be just as willing to entertain suspi-
cions about people you know.”

“That’s not quite as easy,” Carla responded, “because then I'd feel
terribly guilty.”

This kind of misplaced guilt is problematic because a child is far
more vulnerable to someone the family knows than to a stranger. And
Carla, like any parent, is far more resistant to suspecting someone she

knows. The people we willingly suspect are inherently less dangerous
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than those we refuse to suspect. We tend to suppress objectionable
thoughts about our friends, but the only way to really banish a thought
is to fully consider it. In fact, we are treating our friends with greater re-
spect and our children with greater love when we are willing to enter-
tain, and hopefully dismiss, the possibility that the people close to us
may be capable of sexual abuse.

My point is not that you ought to distrust a man or teenage boy
merely because he has access to your children, but that you must be
willing to trust your intuition when you do feel suspicion. Above all, I
encourage parents to make careful, slow choices about the people they
include in their children’s lives—and fast choices about the people they
exclude. It is a feature of our species that some of the adult males mo-
lest children. Expecting those particular males to look glaringly differ-
ent from all others has proved to be an ineffective strategy for prevent-
ing sexual abuse. Popular, but ineffective.

When it comes to the safety of children, I've concluded that the pri-
mary difference between parents and experts is that parents say “I
guess” more often—as in “I guess these molesters hang around places
frequented by kids.” And parents end their statements with question
marks: “Kids are less vulnerable in pairs, right?” Since the information
remains roughly the same no matter who offers it, I show whenever
possible that what people think the answer might be is, in fact, exactly
what it usually turns out to be. I recall a mother who asked me how to
identify the signs of child abuse.

I responded with a question: “What do you think the signs are?”

‘I don't know.”

“If you did know the answer, what would it be?” (This almost always
stimulates an answer from the very person who just said I don’t know.)

“Well, I guess sleep problems. Maybe the child’s behavior changes—Dbus
other than that, I don'’t know.”

“You mean that other than knowing, you don’t know?”

‘T don't know.”

“If you did know, what other signs might there be?”

“Acting sort of sexual with other kids? Drawing pictures about sex?

Doing sexual things? I don't know.”

- xiii -
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Right on all points, of course. If you add hyperactivity, fear of being
alone with certain adults, unusual or exaggerated interest in people’s
bodies, wearing excessive amounts of clothing, you'd have several of the
most common behavioral signs.

Sometimes a child’s body will clearly say what's happened, and those
clues are far harder to miss. This list tells the story so starkly that it
hurts your heart to read it:

e Stomach pains and digestive problems
¢ Difficulty walking or sitting

e Torn, stained, or bloody underwear

¢ Blood in urine or stool

® Unexplained genital contusions

® Sexually transmitted diseases

® Pregnancy

Lists like that are part of what makes this a topic nobody really
wants to think about. Accordingly, too few parents do think about it,
while too many predators are perfecting their skills.

In addition to the denial of some parents, predators are served by
several evolving social factors. More mothers are working, so more chil-
dren are spending their days in childcare facilities. Divorce is on the
rise, and the increasing number of remarriages means more sexual
abuse by stepfathers in the home. Research has shown that boyfriends
or stepfathers are much more likely to abuse their partner’s child that
the child’s biological father. Sexual crimes against children also in-
crease as victims of abuse grow up to become abusers themselves. Fi-
nally, since most sexual predators molest many children, the number of
victims is increasing exponentially.

Predators gives parents and educators the best kind of defense
against sexual offenders: wisdom. On behalf of all the children and
adults who will, because of this book, never become victims at all, I

would like to say: Thank you Anna Salter.
—Gavin de Becker
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Introduction

/AS a young therapist in the late 1970s, I took my Ph.D. in psychology
to a small town in New England, expecting to have a general prac-
tice and to live the country life. T envisioned child clients with problems
with attention and behavior, some consulting to local schools, a garden,
perhaps a horse.

But it seemed two out of three children I saw in the small mental health
center where I worked were sexually or physically abused or both. That
struck me as very odd indeed. At the time, official estimates suggested incest
affected one child in a million. My small New England town had 15,000
people in it, yet it had a stunning number of incest cases, not to mention out-
of-home sexual abuse, rape, physical abuse, neglect, and domestic vielence.

One year, driven by a desperate passion for a thoroughbred with legs of
spun glass and a close relationship with the local vet, I worked mental
health emergency, covering an entire county, every third night. It was a
crushing schedule, and I did it to support the horse, but what I learned
was priceless. Working emergency—especially for so many nights—made
the violence stark and present in an immediate, visceral way not found in
more distant, weekly therapy sessions. [ learned to say to callers who com-
plained that their husbands beat them, “Is he beating you now?” Often he
was, and they were calling in the hope that I could somehow magically
stop it over the phone without their having to leave him. At best, the beat-
ing just got postponed.

Over time | developed the fantasy that my small town in New England
was similar to the square mile in Mexico where all the monarch butterflies
go. It must be, I thought, the center of viclence in the known universe. It
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INTRODUCTION

had to be, if the official estimates of violence were right, because there
wasn't supposed to be that much violence anywhere, certainly not in
small towns in the United States. In the two years I spent at Tufts get-
ting a Masters degree in Child Study and the five years I spent at Har-
vard getting a Ph.D. in Psychology and Public Practice, there was vir-
tually nothing on child sexual and physical abuse in any course I took.
I had one lecture on the victims of child abuse, but not a single lecture
anywhere on offenders. Ironically, many of the lectures were on mal-
adies so rare I've yet to see them in twenty years of practice.

In the years since, I've met many clinicians in different towns and
cities all over the United States with the same fantasy that their own
towns or cities were the center of violence in the universe. After a lec-
ture on sexual abuse, a member of the audience will speak with me.
“Do you think there’s more sexual abuse in small towns?” she will say to
me, puzzled. “We're seeing so much of it.”

A few minutes later, someone else will come up, “Do you think
there’s more in cities?” he will ask. “I just wonder because we get so
many cases.” This nation’s dirty little secret—only now getting a mod-
icum of attention because of the crisis of pedophilic priests in the
Catholic church—is the number of domestic violence, rape, and child
molestation cases that are never reported to police.

At the time, back in the late 1970s, some naive part of me thought
something was being done about sexual and violent offenders, at least
once the abuse was reported. I just assumed—when the child reported,
when the reports were specific and graphic, in cases where the mother
believed the child and the authorities were informed—that the perpe-
trator was being apprehended, tried, convicted. I believed the same
about rape. Then the day came when a five-year-old named the same
offender that another five-year-old had several years before. “Wait a
minute,” I thought. “Is he still out there? Didnt somebody do some-
thing about him?»” No one had.

What 1 didn't grasp at the time was that no one knew what to do. In
a child sexual abuse case, courts were not likely to take the word of a
four-year-old over an elder in the church, much less the pastor in the
church. Offenders were rarely stupid. They weren't slow to realize that
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if they restricted themselves to preschoolers, then their chances of a
conviction were virtually zero. The few who were convicted served lit-
tle time, and in any case, they were all released eventually, usually
without the benefit of any kind of specialized treatment. Most rapes 1
heard about were never reported at all.

“Volunteer” clients, offenders who weren't ordered into therapy by a
judge, rarely stuck with therapy. There was almost always someone be-
hind them, I discovered—a spouse, a neighbor, someone who promised
not to report the abuse if he! would just “get help.” He would get
help—for the few weeks it took for the neighbors or spouses to relax
their guard. Then he would disappear from therapy, usually with high
praise for my services. “Doc,” he'd say, “this is the best thing that ever
happened to me. I can’t tell you how much I've learned. Well, I guess I
won't be doing that anymore. 1 don't think I need any more therapy.
Thank you very much. You're the greatest.”

I would realize, with heart-stopping dismay, that I had no release to
tell the neighbors or spouses that he had even dropped out of ther-
apy—not in those early days. The spouses or neighbors would go on
their way, secure in the knowledge that the offender was “getting help.”
Every time I opened the newspaper I feared I would see one of my for-
mer clients in the headlines.

Without doing something about the perpetrator, 1 felt therapy for
victims was only a stopgap measure. Victims were the result, not the
cause, of the problem. Providing services to victims should be a prior-
ity, but it wouldn't do much to reduce the chances that another child or
adult was placed in harm’s way.

But what could be done about offenders? All offenders are likely to
be released some day. Treatment for the offender at the time was mostly
psychoanalytically based despite the fact that such therapy was de-
signed for people with very different problems. I had my doubts about
the efficacy of such general therapy for sex offenders, and later research
would confirm my fears. Insight therapy produces sex offenders with in-
sight, but they're still sex offenders, and they continue offending. At the
time, however, | knew nothing better to do than traditional therapy.

Eventually, I got annoyed. Annoyed at what a lousy job I and every-
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body else seemed to be doing with sexual abuse. I got tired of violence,
tired of entitled and predatory people getting away with everything
short of murder-—and sometimes that as well. And being born a South-
erner, | got stubborn.

I began to look around the country for more effective therapies, for
better ways that treatment providers could work with the criminal jus-
tice system. And I began to study sex offenders, to talk to them and to
listen. It struck me that many of the books I was reading sounded as
though the authors had never spoken to a sex offender. So I began to
interview offenders, and eventually I wrote books and made educa-
tional films of them talking about their crimes and their ways of getting
access to victims.

It's now more than twenty years later, and I know a little more than
1 knew in the beginning. Also, there is now an entire field of study
about sex offenders whereas before there wasn't much of anything.
This book is largely not about that research, although I make reference
to it. It is also not a book about pedophilic priests, although I talk about
that problem as well. This book is a more personal account of what I've
learned from sitting in rooms with predators.

It is, first of all, a book about secrecy and deception because secrecy
is the lifeblood of sexual aggression. It is a book about why and how sex
offenders get away with their crimes for decades, sometimes forever. It
is about how they fool you and me and people like us everywhere. It
will touch on why we are so trusting, which we are as long as the of-
fender isn't poor and toothless and/or of a different ethnic group, as
long as he looks like us and talks like us—most certainly if he’s a priest
or pediatrician or teacher.

This is not a book with complete and comfortable answers. It will
not finish with a checklist for identifying a sex offender: Just add up the
points, and you too can spot your neighborhood pedophile or rapist.
But if I do my job right, reading this book will make it harder for sex of-
fenders to get access to you or your children. It will make it harder be-
cause knowing how they think and act and operate is the best protec-
tion that we have. Indeed, it is the only protection that is possible.

Buy all the guns you want, but guns will not likely help you. Sex of-
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fenders only very rarely sneak into a house in the middle of the night.
More often they come through the front door in the day, as friends and
neighbors, as Boy Scout leaders, priests, principals, teachers, doctors,
and coaches. They are invited into our homes time after time, and we
give them permission to take our children on the overnight camping
trip, the basketball game, or down to the Salvation Army post for youth
activities.

We give permission because we don't recognize these people as
predators, because we think sex offenders are monsters and surely we
would recognize a monster, wouldn't we? That nice young minister who
runs all the youth programs, the one with the crooked smile and the
thatch of brown hair over his brow, the one who visits the elderly and
gives the poor money from his own funds-—surely not him. He could
not be a child molester with ninety victims while he’s still in his twen-
ties. That good-looking, polite young man who just wants to see the
motorcycle for sale in the back yard. Surely he couldn'’t be a rapist with
a knife in his hip pocket waiting for you to turn your back to pull the
cover off.

I sit in rooms with such men, and they tell me their side of the story.
They tell me what you don’t see, about the thoughts and feelings and
hungers that drive them. They tell me how they operate and how they
got away with assaults for so long. They tell me how they make assess-
ments of people like you and me. I get to see, sometimes, the face we
don't see in public.

Why me? Not because I have any magic to get them to talk, only
that I am often talking to them after the conviction and sentencing, and
they know nothing they say will hurt them legally. As a condition of
their talking, I agree to report what they say anonymously. In any case,
they know better than to give me the kinds of details needed to prose-
cute. The truth is that many sex offenders like to talk about their ex-
ploits—if it can be done in some way that doesn’t hurt them in court.
They are proud of what clever fellows they are. Narcissism is their
Achilles’ heel.

And narcissism has caused a number of them to agree to be involved

in educational films I have made on sex offenders.2 Because I taped a
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number of sex offenders for those films, I have transcripts of the tapes,
which formed the basis of many of the quotes you will see throughout
this book.3

I have not found it all that easy to sit in rooms listening to sex of-
fenders talk about child molestation, rape, and even torture—particu-
larly torture. It was certainly never a dream of mine growing up, to be a
specialist in violence and mayhem. I spent most of my adolescence on
a basketball court, practicing fade away jumpers and setting picks. The
only violence I was interested in occurred under the boards. If you had
tapped that skinny fourteen-year-old on the shoulder and told her she
would grow up to work with sex offenders, she would have told you that
you had the wrong girl. There weren't many white girls in the 1950s
growing up in the South who wanted to be Bill Russell when they grew
up, but I surely did. Still do, for that matter.

But the violence I see now is a long way from a basketball court, and
I have discovered there is a price to be paid for seeing it. Once in a
three-day taping that included several sadists, the material was so over-
whelming that both the film crew and I got sick—I with a sinus infec-
tion, and the entire film crew with a flu so severe they had to delay
their departure from the motel. Our immune systems had weakened, I
believe, from the beating our souls had taken.

Malevolence takes a bite out of your spirit. Just sitting with it, just
talking with people who consciously and deliberately exploit others,
feels like being beaten. Over the years, I have seen many therapists
burn out and leave the field entirely. Even though [ have stayed, I have
become less trusting than most, more protective of my children (some
would say more paranoid) in general.

But if what T know hurts me personally and affects my life in ways I
am not happy about, it still feels like work that needs to be done. It is
precisely our lack of knowledge and understanding that gives predators
their edge, and there’s nothing wrong with trying to level the playing
field a little. What follows is an attempt to describe, to make meaning
of what I've seen in the course of two decades, to make sense of harm’s

way.



The Problem

“A. A violent order is disorder; and
B. A great disorder is an order, These
Two things are one.”

he woman across from me has a lyrical voice that is mesmerizing. This

voice should have been singing lullabies to a sleepless preschooler,
not talking about locking her children in the bedroom while her husband
and his father broke down the door to her apartment with machetes.

She is sitting across from me because I am known as an expert on sex
offenders, sadists in particular. Emma?2 is not my client; I am not her ther-
apist. The prosecutor who made sure her husband was civilly committed as
a sexually violent predator has arranged for me to talk to her. We are both
there for the same reason. She wants to learn more about sadists so that
she can make sense of her ex-husband and her life. She wants to talk to an
“expert.” I want to learn more about sadists so that I can become better at
evaluating them and testifying against them. I want to talk to an expert too.

But only one of us is talking to a real expert.

Surely, I could claim to be the expert in the room. I have a Ph.D. in psy-
chology from Harvard and have given lectures on sex offenders in more
than forty states and in ten countries. | have given keynote addresses at
national conferences on the topic in four of those countries. In 1997 1
won the Significant Achievement Award of the Association of the Treat-
ment of Sexual Abusers, given to one person in the world every year. 1
have made educational films on the topic and have written two academic
books, one of which has gone into fifteen printings and has been called

the Bible of sex offender treatment. I even write mysteries about sex of-
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fenders based on my experience in the field. But my credentials pale

next to Emma’s.

You'd be surprised at the times he’s at my bed. I see him standing
in the doorway, the way he was when I tried to get away from him.
He'd always find me. He'd climb through my windows. He beat me
with a clothes hanger, and he cut me with a knife when T moved.

This man has taken thirty-one years of my life away from me.
I'm forty-seven. Thirty-one years he’s taken from me. He's always
going to be tomorrow. He’s always going to be tomorrow. The only
way I'll ever get rid of him and what he’s done to me is die. And
even in death I feel somewhere in those last few minutes, those
last few seconds he’s going to be right there.

I do not argue. I do not tell her tomorrow will be a better day or that
time can heal anything. I do not tell her he will not be there in the last
few seconds before she dies. I am a Southerner, and my grandmother
taught me to know the sound of “gospel truth” when I hear it.

I can answer some of her questions, and I can tell her I believe her.
Odd how important that is to her, given how much corroborating mate-
rial there is in the records. But she still does not expect to be believed,
despite her ex-husband’s murder conviction in a different state, despite
the fact that he killed his victim in front of the victim’s four-year-old
daughter, raped the child, turned on the gas, and left the child to die
(which she refused to do).

Emma leans forward and tilts her head inquisitively, “What makes
people be like that?” she says. That question is why she’s here. It is the
one she wants answered.

It is an important question, and it deserves a decent answer. Theo-
ries and research flit through my head, odd studies that show that psy-
chopaths don't respond the same way to emotional words as other peo-
ple. For most of us, emotional words are recognized faster than neutral
words. For psychopaths, they are recognized more slowly. It is as if they
are more fundamental and more meaningful for most people; for psy-
chopaths it’s as if they are a second language.
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The rest of us blink more when we're startled in the middle of view-
ing something unpleasant. Why is that? Who knows? But maybe the
aversiveness of something unpleasant puts our nervous system on red
alert. Being tense already, it reacts more when startled. Nothing like
that happens to psychopaths. Landscapes. Burn victims. There’s not
much difference from their point of view.

There is a lot of research on psychopaths, and much of it is very wor-
risome: studies, for example, that show that the quality of parenting is
unrelated to the number of conduct problems that callous/unemotional
children have. From the start they seem to be on a set trajectory that
even good parenting won't change. The research flitting through my
head goes on and on as I try to come up with an answer. I think of the
biological theories and the sociological theories and the learning theo-
ries. Finally, I say simply, “The truth is, we don't really know.”

Emma looks disappointed. After all, she thinks she’s talking to an ex-
pert. And now it is my turn to ask the question that matters to me, the
one I know will be hard to answer.

“How did you finally get away?”

She tries to answer. ‘T acted like a crazy person. I went to his mom’s
house and I shot it up,” she says. Then she pauses. “When you ask me
a question like that, there’s no simple answer. There’s no simple an-
swers to anything that has to do with Avery.”

She tries again. “It started with those girls, those last two girls.” She
is referring to two girls Avery kidnapped and held captive at the house,
the two girls he beat and raped along with her, always raping one and
making the others watch. The last two girls.

It is a hard question for her to answer, how she finally got out of it.
But through the stories she tells, I hear this: She got to the point where
she no longer cared if she lived or died, where threats had no power
and where she no longer felt the beatings. She had to get so crazy she
was uncontrollable. It got to the point where he had to kill her or let her
go. It could have gone either way.

Still she got away. Sort of. He is always there, she says again, stand-
ing by her bed.

It was never Emma’s choice to marry this man or even to get in-
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volved with him. At age fifteen she was pregnant by a young man in her
church. When she told her mother, a mother who had never been kind
to her, she responded that Emma was lying; no young man in the
church would do anything like that. Soon after that, Emma was playing
tag football in the street, and she ran out for a pass. A man who hung
around with her brother at car races ran up to her. “Your mama said 1
could have you,” he told her, “so I'm gonna marry you.” Emma just kept
running for the pass.

She should have just kept on going. Just headed down the street and
never looked back. But Emma had no clue what was in store with the
man who had claimed her and besides, there was no place to go. So she
did what her mama told her. She married him. Even before the mar-
riage took place, he started beating her. After the marriage, he beat her
every day, pregnant or not. In her mind, he still does.

Emma’s story ought to be rarer than it is. You and I should be able to
pick up a local newspaper without seeing a new charge of child mo-
lestation against somebody in our area. Catholics should not be afraid
to let their children be altar boys. Parents should not be worried about
overnight camp. I should meet many people who do not know anyone
personally who has been raped or molested as a child. But I can’t re-
member seeing a newspaper without a rape or molestation charge in it
somewhere, and when [ ask groups how many people know someone
personally with a history of molestation, almost always, every hand in
the room goes up.

Research has not been slow to document how frequently sexual as-
saults occur in this country. We have just been slow to pay attention.
Researchers beginning in 1929 documented rates of sexual abuse of
female children that ranged from 24 percent to 37 percent.? Research
on males has been rarer, but what research there has been found alarm-
ing rates, somewhere between 27 percent and 30 percent.*

These older studies lacked the sophisticated methodology of more
modern research, and their definitions of sexual abuse were less precise.
No doubt some of what they defined as sexual abuse would be consid-
ered normal sex play between children today. Still, the examples given in

these studies make it clear that much of it, indeed, was sexual abuse.
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What is most striking is that these studies documented what was surely
thought to be sexual abuse at the time, yet no one paid attention.

Modern research has confirmed what early researchers found. Dr.
Gene Abel and colleagues conducted studies of sex offenders in the
late 1980s that asked voluntary sex offender clients how many total of-
fenses they had committed.> The studies guaranteed confidentiality in
a variety of ways: The interviewers did not have the subjects’ names,
only their research numbers; they had obtained a federal certificate of
confidentiality that blocked the results from being subpoenaed into any
federal court in this country; the master list was kept outside the coun-
try in any case.®

Results stunned the professional community. Two hundred and
thirty-two child molesters admitted attempting more than fifty-five
thousand incidents of molestation. They claimed to have been success-
ful in 38,000 incidents and reported they had more than 17,000 total
victims. All this from only 232 men. Men who molested out-of-home
female children averaged twenty victims. Although there were fewer of
them, men who molested out-of-home male children were even more
active than molesters of female children, averaging 150 victims each.

Dr. Abel also analyzed the data for all kinds of sex offenses, includ-
ing exhibitionism, voyeurism, and adult rape as well as child molesta-
tion. This larger sample of 561 offenders admitted to more than
291,000 sexual offenses of all kinds and more than 195,000 victims.

It is difficult to appreciate just how large a number 195,000 is, but
consider that the Louisiana Superdome, site of five Super Bowls, has a
maximum seating capacity of 72,675. If all the victims of those 561 men
wanted to meet, they would have filled two and one-half Superdomes.

Despite the astounding figures, most of these offenses had never
been detected. In fact, Abel computed the chances of being caught for
a sexual offense at 3 percent. Crime pays, it seems, and sexual crime
pays particularly well.

But how do we know these men aren't lying? Bragging about things
that never happened? Unfortunately, studies of victims confirm what
offenders say. In a classic study of adult women in the general popula-
tion, Dr. Diana Russell found—and later research by Dr. Gail Wyatt
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and others confirmed-—that rates of child sexual abuse are extraordi-
narily high.” Twenty-eight percent of Russell’s sample of women had
been molested as children under the age of fourteen, 38 percent if the
fourteen- through seventeen-year-olds are included. These were physi-
cal contact offenses only—exhibitionism was not counted—and they
excluded nonviolent sexual contact between peers. Nonetheless, only 5
percent of the child sexual abuse revealed to these researchers had ever
been reported to the authorities.

Figures on males show lower but still alarming rates. Although male-
oriented pedophiles are highly active, there are fewer of them than
there are of men who molest female children. Nonetheless, between 9
and 16 percent of boys in the United States are likely to be molested
before they reach adulthood.8

These are figures for child molestation, but Russell found the figures
on adult rape to be no comfort either.? Forty-one percent of women in
the Russell study had either been the victims of rape or of attempted
rape as adults. If spousal rape was included, the number went up to 44
percent. Research by Dr. Mary Koss and others documents that be-
tween 15 and 27 percent of female college students are the victims of
rape or attempted rape by the time they leave college.!?

Methodologically sound studies of completed rather than attempted
rape produce figures in the general population that range from 12.7
percent to 24 percent,!! with two studies finding intermediate rates of
15 percent and 20 percent, respectively.!2 The higher figures are truly
frightening, and unfortunately Russell's work—which found the higher
rates—is still the most rigorous of the group.

But even the lower rates are distressing. Even if the very lowest
study is correct—which is not likely—it means that, minimally, one in
every nine women in this country will be raped at some point in her
life, which in itself is a dreadful figure.

The dry research figures only confirm what I have seen over and over
in this field: There are a lot of sexual offenses out there, and the peo-
ple who commit them don’t get caught very often. When an offender is
caught and has a thorough evaluation with a polygraph backup, he will
reveal dozens, sometimes hundreds, of offenses for which he was never
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apprehended. In an unpublished study by psychologist Dr. Pamela Van
Wyk, twenty-three offenders in her incarcerated treatment program en-
tered the program admitting an average of three victims each. Faced
with a polygraph and the necessity of passing it to stay in the treatment
program, they revealed an average of 175 victims each.

A recent article by therapist Jan Hindman summarized a series of
three studies she conducted in different time periods, each comparing
polygraph to no polygraph in terms of how many victims offenders re-
vealed.!3 Although the absolute numbers were less than those above,
the number of victims revealed with the threat of a polygraph (and con-
ditional immunity from prosecution for the disclosures) was four to six
times as many as were revealed without the polygraph.

And these are only the offenders who were caught. In treating vic-
tims since 1978, I have heard the stories over and over of offenders
who were never caught. A young woman tells me that as a young teen,
she and a friend were raped repeatedly by a friend of their parents. It
went on for years. He would rape the girls in front of each other and
threatened the lives of both of them if they told. They didn’t. They were
both afraid of him and convinced they wouldn’t be believed anyway,
given his high standing in the community and his friendship with their
parents. There is a song she still hates, she tells me, because he used
to sing it as he undressed them.

Her friend committed suicide as a young adult. My client has been
plagued with low self-esteem, ongoing nightmares, and depression. She
has always lived a walled-off existence, keeping others at emotional
arms’ length.

And what happened to him, T ask? “Him?” she says, perplexed at the
question. “Nothing. He’s still moderator of the town meetings.” There,
in a town less than fifty miles from the small New England town I was
living in at the time, was a predator who was bold enough to rape chil-
dren in front of each other. He was implicated in the suicide of one,
had damaged the life of another, and more than a decade later was
standing up in front of his peers cracking jokes. And, no doubt, still
singing his song.

In all the interviews I have done, I cannot remember one offender
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who did not admit privately to more victims than those for whom he
had been caught. On the contrary, most offenders had been charged
with and/or convicted of from one to three victims. In the interviews I
have done, they have admitted to roughly 10 to 1,250 victims. What
was truly frightening was that all the offenders had been reported be-
fore by children, and the reports had been ignored.

Ignoring a valid disclosure can have disastrous results. At the least,
it increases an offender’s confidence in his ability to get away with it.
Often, it is a license to reoffend against that same child. One molester
told me

I believed if they told, that their mother or father wouldn't believe
them. And when I found out that they didn'’t, I would go back and
molest or rape them again.

But not all children tell in the first place. For reasons as varied as
fear of the offender, shame at their helplessness, love and protection of
a parent, or even—if the offender is clever enough to stroke their gen-
itals—shame of their own sexual arousal during the sex acts—they
don't tell.

Also, they often think their silence affects only them. One man re-
ported that as a child, he had thought there was something wrong with
him that made his principal choose him. He must be gay, he thought,
or somehow he had done something that caused the principal to “pun-
ish” him with abuse. The reality never broke over him until twenty
years later when he returned to the town as an adult and saw the prin-
cipal ride by with another twelve-year-old in the car. In all those years
he had never once considered that the principal might be a risk to other
children. This man is hard on himself for not revealing the abuse. He
feels now it would have protected other children, and, of course, he as-
sumes it would have protected him from further abuse. I wish I be-
lieved either of those were true.

14 -



2

Deception

Istare at the child’s statement in front of me. It is a report by a social
worker of a four-year-old’s account of sexual abuse by her father:

During my interview with Julie, she was able to identify all the body
parts of a stuffed teddy bear. She referred to the bear’s rear end as
his “bottom” and referred to its genital area as his “peepee.” At one
point during the interview Julie stated that her dad licked and
sucked her peepee and that she sucked his peepee. She further
stated that when her dad sucked her peepee he made her peepee
sting.

Julie said her dad did this in the bedroom with the blinds shut and
under the covers. She said this happened when she was four-years-
old and her mother was not there. Julie stated that she would tell her
dad to stop sucking her peepee.

Julie stated that her father would take her nightgown off and lick
her peepee. She said it felt good for a little while and then it would
sting.

I consider the report carefully. It is filled with detail. The words are a
child’s words, the description exact. It is clear this child knows what oral
sex is. It shows no signs of coaching. But why was this report sent to me
with all identifying information removed by a polygrapher 1 barely know?
I read on through the foot or so of accompanying information in the file.

This report, I learn, surfaced in the middle of a custody fight. Dad was
a wealthy businessman, successful, well respected, and well liked. Mom

was an inpatient in a drug unit. My heart sinks. It does not matter how re-
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alistic this report is, how many signs of credibility, how few signs of
coaching. In our system of justice, lawyers are for sale. Dad’s money is
going to buy some very good lawyers indeed. It isn’t clear that Mom has
either the money or the will to oppose him. And the child—she'll be
lucky to be represented at all. I've thought many times that if [ were ac-
cused of a crime, I'd rather have the better lawyer than be innocent.

But it is not so simple, it seems. The court responds appropriately
and appoints two independent psychologists to make a recommenda-
tion. Two independent chances to get it right. Two people who are not
beholden to either side and who can ask for any test, even a polygraph,
as part of their decision-making. Two people whose job it is to know
something about deception and to sort out the true from the false.

But both psychologists opt instead for what is termed an “interac-
tional assessment.” They simply watch the father interact with his
daughter, looking for signs of bonding or, conversely, fear. They be-
lieve if he abused her, she will be afraid of him; if she loves him, he
is innocent.

Of course, there is no research and no good theory to support this
approach. I stood up in a conference once when someone was dis-
cussing this type of assessment and noted the lack of research to sup-
port it. [ mentioned that sex offenders are notorious for bonding with
a child and using that relationship to manipulate the child into hav-
ing sex with them. I stated that, in addition, a child might be afraid of
the man for entirely different reasons. Perhaps he beat her mother
but never laid a hand on her. What justification did the presenters
have for believing that one could tell from the interaction between
child and alleged perpetrator whether the abuse had occurred or not?
The speaker turned to a colleague in the audience and said, “Help me
out, will you?”

In this child’s case, the alleged perpetrator is the child’s father.
Surely she loves him, even if he did what she has disclosed. He has not
used violence. She does not necessarily know there is anything wrong
with what he’s doing. She is four years old. One of the evaluators notes,
“Observations of father and daughter indicate a very happy, sponta-
neous and positive relationship.” I sigh. As if that had anything to do
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with anything. The fact that she loves him doesn’t mean that he’s inno-
cent or guilty. Then I find something that makes me sit up straight.

Of concern are the admissions by Mr. Jones that earlier in his life
he had engaged in sexually inappropriate behavior with three chil-
dren. . .. These were the children of the woman he was living
with at the time.

I stare at the note. This psychologist knew he’d done it before—in
identical circumstances. It is a damning admission and surely means
the psychologist should take this latest disclosure seriously. But he does
not. Mr. Jones, it seems, is too charming, too rich, too respected. De-
spite knowing he is an admitted child molester, both psychologists rec-
ommend that full custody go to Dad.

And there the story ends—in most such cases. But the attorney for
the father, convinced his man was innocent, sent him to a polygrapher.
I know he thought he was innocent because he sent him to a very good
polygrapher—not the man to whom one would knowingly send a guilty
client. This polygrapher is an unusually good interrogator and has a 98
percent confession rate for people who test deception on his polygraph.
[ have seen him present at the yearly conference of the American Poly-
graph Association, and I know his techniques. I have heard him de-
scribe what he says to his clients:

Now the problem with the polygraph is that it can't tell the dif-
ference in a big lie and a little lie and I would hate, I would truly
hate for you to mess up your polygraph with something little that
don’t amount to a hill of beans. So if there is anything, anything at
all that you want to tell me before the polygraph, now’s the time
so we can get it out of the way.

Under these instructions, the polygrapher found that Mr. Jones had
quite a few things to say:

She grabs his penis while he washes her in the shower, and he has
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explained to her what a man does with it. When questioned fur-
ther about how often this happens, he said three or four times a
week. When asked to give a high figure regarding the number of
times that Julie has touched his penis, he said about twenty times.

The polygraph report goes on:

He also acknowledges erections and masturbating in the shower
while Julie is in the shower with him and acknowledged that on
about five occasions that he can recall, she has played with his
penis while it is erect, stating this is educational for her.

“Letting” Julie fondle him is a direct admission of child sexual abuse.

But that’s not all. The report goes on:

Her father stated that he sleeps nude and stated that Julie likes to
cuddle. He stated she likes to run her foot up and down his penis

until he gets an erection and sometimes “things happen.”

Once he starts, Mr. Jones seems more than happy to talk. He tells
the polygrapher about his use of vibrators on the child:

He stated that she “loves” to orgasm. “T'll get her a vibrator. She'll
hold the handle against her peepee and giggle until she climaxes.”

All these statements occurred before Mr. Jones even took the poly-
graph. He has openly admitted to child sexual abuse. In addition to all
that he admits beforehand, he fails the polygraph. What he does not
admit—not until after he fails the polygraph—is oral sex. In the dry
language of the report, Mr. Jones finally comes clean:

She has licked and sucked on his penis no more than five times,
has given him two full “blow jobs.” He has “69ed” her. He has
licked her vagina and has performed oral sex on her not more than

ten times.
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In a note, the polygrapher mentions that Mr. Jones complained that
Julie was so small that it hurt his back when he “69ed” her. Perhaps 1
can be forgiven for thinking prison would do wonders for Mr. Jones’s
back.

But it is not to be. And I know that, even as I turn the pages search-
ing for the disposition of the case. I have been in this field too long to
think that just because the man is guilty and just because someone got
the truth out of him automatically means he was held accountable.

I find a handwritten note from the polygrapher in the file. He faxed
the report to the attorney for the father. It was a private polygraph, after
all, requested by the father’s attorney and not one required by either of
the independent evaluators. Within five minutes of faxing the report,
the phone rang, “I've worked with you for twenty years,” the attorney
said to him. “I hope I don't have to remind you what privileged com-
munication means.”

What privileged communication means is that this report fell
under attorney-client privilege and therefore was suppressed. What it
means is that the father’s attorney was under no requirement whatso-
ever to release the report to the court, and, by law, the polygrapher
could not. To do so would have been a violation of the father’s
rights—the polygraph was done for the father’s attorney, after all. The
report, had the polygrapher sent it to the court, would have cost the
polygrapher his license to practice and still never would have been
admitted into evidence.

What it means is that the only reports the court saw in this case
were by the two psychologists who thought they could tell whether the
father was lying by interviewing him and that they could tell if the child
was abused by seeing if she loved her father. What it means was that in
1996, full custody of this child went to her father, where it has re-
mained ever since.

I close the papers. The polygrapher, anguished by the outcome, sent
them to me after removing the real names, with the hope that I can use
them for “educational purposes.” So I do. But first I have to deal with
that knot in my stomach. I have long understood that we cannot save

every child from the subterranean river of misery that flows through so
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many childhoods. I acknowledge it. Most days I accept it as the way
things are. Most days.

The problem is deception. Despite the fact that decades of research
have demonstrated that people cannot reliably tell who's lying and who
isn't,! most people believe they can. There is something so fundamen-
tally threatening about the notion that we cannot really know whether
or not to trust someone that it is very difficult to get anyone—clini-
cians, citizens, even police—to take such results seriously.

Whereas the polygrapher in the Jones case has nightmares about the
child he could not help, the two independent evaluators—either one of
whom could have asked for a polygraph that could #ot have been sup-
pressed—likely feel all too sure of their findings. How could they not?
Mr. Jones was a well-respected member of the community with a crazy
wife. And he was so sincere. Clearly, the child loved him dearly. Be-
sides, look at all the character references he had. Such a man is hardly
likely to be a child molester, now is he?

This is not an isolated case. I remember a case in which the child’s
account was so specific and so credible that the evaluator could not
fault it. She wrote:

Jonathan [4 years old] has exhibited behaviors which are consis-
tent with behaviors experienced by children who have been sexu-
ally abused. . . . Also, according to both parents, he spontaneously
reported the abuse incident without any apparent coaching from
other adults. Each parent stated that Margaret [Jonathan’s
mother and former wife of the alleged perpetrator] did not have a
reason to coach Jonathan. . .. Jonathan was very clear in his de-
scription of what happened and showed consistent affect, includ-
ing anger and sadness. . . . Jonathan’s statements were consistent
regarding “who” he named as the perpetrator and the specific
event.

Nonetheless, the examiner concluded that she could not determine

the identity of the perpetrator—even though she believed Jonathan had
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been sexually abused and despite the fact that his father was the only
offender that Jonathan ever named.

What evidence did she offer that Jonathan may have been abused by
a different perpetrator and not the one he consistently named?

Since his father denied these allegations, it is difficult to deter-
mine the identity of the perpetrator. In support of Mr. Hagen’s
truthfulness . . . he was very forthright during the interview and
testing procedures. For example, he acknowledged having diffi-
culty in his sexual relations at times, and he openly admitted that
he had a possible drinking problem in his past.

Because he admitted some problems, she concluded he would not
lie about other more serious problems. Because he admitted problems
that were legal, she concluded he would not lie about activity that was
illegal. Of course, that is just a made-up reason. The truth is, she sim-
ply believed him.

1t happens all the time—to professionals at least as much as to the
general public. A man was arrested for a series of rapes and sent to a
" therapist for a psycho-sexual evaluation. The therapist’s report de-
scribes the two of them walking to the office. The man “stayed back to
close one of the doors, a very solicitous gesture that, as it turned out, is
consistent with his genéral pattern of behavior.” The report went on to
describe him as “kind, thoughtful, and considerate, a person who
seemed to take pleasure in helping and caring.” Instead of concluding
that: 1) the man knew better than to backhand his wife in the office
during a court-ordered interview; and 2) he was good at putting up a
front, the evaluator concluded that the man must not be a serial
rapist—damn the eyewitness accounts. Serial rapists, after all, are bru-
tal, and this man was not brutal in the office. Therefore, he wasn’t bru-
tal outside of it. Fortunately, there was considerable evidence that he
was guilty, and he was convicted. The court got it right even if the psy-
chologist did not.

Even treatment centers that specialize in treating sex offenders can

be astonishingly naive. One of the priest cases I have testified in was in
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1994 in which the offender, whom I will call Father Drover, was sent to
a center set up by the Catholic church for the treatment of pedophilic
priests. This particular offender arrived with a known history of sexual
offenses against adolescent boys. In his records were: 1) an accusation
of sexual abuse by a fourteen-year-old boy in 1983; 2) a conviction for
trying to solicit sex from a fourteen-year-old boy in 1988; and 3) an-
other accusation of sexual abuse by a young teenager whom Father
Drover saw in his role as counselor. Father Drover also came with two
evaluations, both of which saw him as a serious risk to reoffend, and
one of which called him a “fixated sexual offender, a man who has a pri-
mary sexual interest in children.”

Father Drover, however, was a personable and charming man, and
before long the treatment center had accepted his version of events. In
Father's Drover version, one of the molestations consisted simply of his
kissing a boy who was sitting in his lap, whereas the second was a fab-
rication by a boy who asked him for sex, but Father Drover refused.
The boy then retaliated by falsely accusing him of abuse. As for the
conviction for solicitation, what had really happened was that the boy
offered to “do anything for money,” whereas Father Drover had simply
warned him that he would get in trouble for saying something like that.
Father Drover pled guilty, the treatment center concluded, only to
spare the church.

After a brief course of “treatment,” the center declared the previous
evaluations dead wrong about Father Drover’s interest in young adoles-
cent boys. They noted that “he had a depth of conscientiousness and
sensitivity to others, and a very high degree of ethical concern that did
not fit with what the reports said of him.” In fact, they felt so strongly
that he was not a pedophile that they hired him to be on their staff.

Later, after Father Drover was charged with eighteen additional
counts of sexual abuse and was accused by four more victims, the peo-
ple at the treatment center still refused to believe he was a child mo-
lester. Father Drover had “clearly stated his innocence to us, and we
believed him—and continue to believe him,” they said in court docu-
ments. They maintained he was “totally honest in his therapeutic

process” and believed “his progress was excellent and his recovery work
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was commendable.” He would “not be a risk to society or himself in
terms of sexually acting out.” The staff at the treatment center said all
this even though the reports clearly showed that the abuse he was
being charged with had occurred before he went into their program,
which meant that everything he had told them was a lie.

In fact, interviews with the boys and their court testimony made it
clear Father Drover was an extremely fixated pedophile and an unusu-
ally callous one. He had repeatedly befriended children—often from
poor or troubled families—who were in counseling with him, and he
lavished gifts, presents, and affection on them. Then he would molest
them in callous and sometimes brutal ways.

For example, one boy was crying in a counseling session about his
increasing drug problem and his family difficulties. Father Grover got
up, undid the boy’s pants, and started performing fellatio on him. On
another occasion, he was performing fellatio on a boy when he sud-
denly left the room. Another priest came in and finished the job. On yet
another occasion, he took a boy to a rectory for an overnight visit where
two other men were allowed to anally rape the boy that night. There
were other children he was molesting during their confirmation coun-
seling sessions, when he would also try to persuade them to prostitute
themselves with strangers for money. He molested three brothers in the
same family. Many of the children he molested were in counseling for
emotional or drug and alcohol problems.

Sometimes the naivety of professionals can be fatal. A very well-
known psychologist in a state where | once worked evaluated a three-
month-old infant with bite marks all over him. Only two people had the
opportunity to inflict the bites within the time frame, and they were the
parents. Suspicion centered on the father, and the psychologist was
asked to evaluate him. She reported how tenderly he wiped the infant’s
nose in the evaluation, how carefully he held the baby. Based on the
man'’s behavior in the interview, she exonerated him and recommended
custody remain with the parents. Two years later he killed the child.

This is an issue that will never die. It seems impossible to convince
people that private behavior cannot be predicted from public behavior.

Kind, nonviolent individuals behave well in public, but so do many peo-
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ple who are brutal behind the scenes. Even as I write these words, I am
embroiled in a case in which an adolescent was accused of sexually
abusing a child in his mother’s home day care several years ago. Social
services founded the case, which is to say they considered the case
genuine, but unaccountably did not revoke the mother’s day care li-
cense. Other parents, not knowing that there was an adolescent with a
substantiated case of child sexual abuse against him in the home, con-
tinued to send their children to the day care.

Just recently he abused another child. He anally raped a three-year-
old so violently that he tore a hole in her anus. The quarter-size tear
dumped sufficient bacteria into her abdominal cavity that she died
within twenty-four hours of the assault.

There were two police jurisdictions involved, the one in which the
teen lived and the one in which the victim lived. The police who knew
him and his family decided this teen was far too nice to have done this,
although the police who didn’t know him and only had the evidence
disagreed. The medical examiner unaccountably asked for an interview
with the teen and softened his report afterward to say that perhaps the
tear expanded as the infection progressed. Perhaps it was just a nick at
first, say, from a fingernail. Just the simple insertion of a fingernail,
nothing really violent, the report implied. He also stated in his testi-
mony that this teen did not fit the profile of a child molester, although
one wonders how much experience a pathologist has with child moles-
ter profiles (which don't exist in any case). An independent psycholo-
gist who was appointed by the court to evaluate the teen told the judge
bluntly that “you've got the wrong defendant.”

What makes this most perplexing is that while all these profession-
als agreed the teen was innocent, the teen in fact confessed. He con-
fessed not through a lengthy, exhausting interview or by being threat-
ened, but when he was simply told they were running DNA tests on
him (a bluff—they did not have material to analyze).

The judge in his decision gave something to both sides. He found
the teen guilty of sexual assault but not of homicide. Because it was
absolutely established that the sexual assault led to the child’s death,

it was an astonishing decision. If the teen was guilty of the sexual as-
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sault, then he killed her. If he did not kill her, it can only be because
he was not guilty of the sexual assault. I shake my head in wonder. The
judge could not ignore the valid confession the teen gave. On the
other hand, he must have believed something that the professionals
told him. All I know is this: If social services had pulled the day care
license when the first report was substantiated, the three-year-old
would be alive today.

Recently I interviewed a psychopath. This is always a humbling ex-
perience because it teaches me over and over how much of human mo-
tivation and experience is outside my narrow range. Despite the psy-
chopath’s lack of conscience and lack of empathy for others, he is
inevitably better at fooling people than any other type of offender. 1
suppose a conscience just slows people down. A convicted child mo-
lester, this particular one made friends with a correctional officer who
invited him to live in his home after he was released—invited him de-
spite the fact the officer had a nine-year-old daughter.

The officer and his wife were so taken with the offender that, after
the offender lived with them for a few months, they initiated adoption
proceedings—adoption for a man almost their age. Of course, he was a
child molester living in the same house as a child. Not surprisingly, he
molested the daughter the entire time he lived there. Later, when this
was disclosed and the offender was reincarcerated, the guard and his
wife continued to try to visit him in prison. They wanted to understand
how he could do this. They wanted to see him. They were still attached
to him. Even the offender was astonished by their behavior. He told his
psychologist, “I feel like saying, ‘What the fuck is wrong with you, lady.
I molested your fucking daughter.”

The saddest part of this story is that if this offender weren’t tired of
toying with the guard and his wife, he could easily do it again. All he
would have to do is cry and feign regret, and in all likelihood the guard
and his wife would shortly be advocating for the inmate’s release with
the parole board.

What these experiences have taught me is that even when people
are warned by a previously founded case or even a conviction, they still
routinely underestimate the pathology with which they are dealing.
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Niceness and likability will override a track record of child molestation
any day of the week.

Likability is such a potent weapon that it protects predators for long
periods of time and through almost incomprehensible numbers of vic-
tims. Mr. Saylor, an athletic director in an elementary school, operated
undisturbed for almost twenty years. He tells me there is almost no

limit to the number of molestations that one can get away with.

I created my first victim when I was thirteen, a female victim.
... Sally was six and I was thirteen, and I raped and molested
Sally by forcing my hands and fingers on her vulva and in her
vagina and forcing objects into her vagina. Sally is my only female
victim, my one female victim. I created my first male victim when
I was fifteen, and I have been victimizing male children virtually
nonstop until my incarceration.

Q. How old are you now?

A. I'm thirty-three now, and I have been incarcerated for three
years. . . .

Q. How many total victims did you have?

A. T have eleven male rape victims, one female rape victim, and
I have approximately 1,250 male molest victims, and I say ap-
proximately because I really don't know.

I am stunned by this number and fumble around for a few minutes.
Finally I find my voice.

Q. How many kids were you molesting a week to have a rate
like that?

A. There were times when I went a whole week, two weeks,
three weeks without ever molesting anybody. And there were
other times that I molested daily. Two and three times a day. On
average | would say I molested five children a week over that
twenty year period. . . .

Q. And you mean five different kids?

A. Yes.
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There were several outcries by children over the years, but it was
not easy for parents to accept that a man with Mr. Saylor’s impeccable
credentials and otherwise responsible behavior might be molesting
children.

One child’s family, by no means atypical, simply said to their son,
“John loves you. John wouldn’t do anything to hurt you. There must be
some mistake.” Mr. Saylor told me the child made no mistake at all. It
took almost twenty years and well over a thousand child victims before
a single allegation stuck.

Such a long period of molesting without consequences changed Mr.
Saylor.

After so many years of raping and molesting, I finally reached a
point to where it was like I felt invincible. The children love me.
They care about me. They're not going to tell regardless of what I
do. And my thinking was also, even if they do tell, based on past
conditions which parents did not believe the children, my think-
ing was theyre not going to believe the child anyway, and I got
very bold with my molest. . . .

There is no . .. Let me rephrase that. There were no bound-
aries for me. No place was off limits. No time was off limits. And
no set of circumstances was off limits. At any time that I saw an
opportunity to get what [ wanted, which was to rape or molest, [
took advantage of it.

There were other times that I molested and raped while at
work. Or I simply manipulated the child into coming into my of-
fice, and I just simply locked the door and proceeded to do what
I wanted to do, which was to rape the child.

My nephew, I raped him for a period of nine years. Raped and
molested him for a period of nine years. And very few cases did 1

rape him in which no one was in the house.
[ sit silent for 2 moment, thinking. How many mothers over the
vears have I heard testify that he couldn’t have molested their child?

They were always present.
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Did they ever sleep? I would ask. They would always look at me in-
credulously. How could anyone get up in the night and molest a child
without the other parent knowing? After all, they always assure me,
they are very light sleepers. But I have had victims and offenders both
tell me of offenders who molested children while the wife was sleeping
in the same bed. That Mr. Saylor would molest a child in an office ad-
jacent to a gym full of people does not surprise me. I have seen an in-
terview with an offender who talked about leaving the door open and
molesting a child with his wife in the next room. The possibility of get-
ting caught just added to the thrill.

But still, Mr. Saylor does manage to surprise me, for he has done
something | have never seen before.

There were times that I raped in a car with the parents in the
front seat, me in the backseat with the children. The child would
feel such a bond of trust that the child would decide okay, I'd like
to go to sleep, and I'd manipulate the child and lay him across the
seat and molest the child with my hand on his penis. By forcing
my hands on his penis while the parents were in the front seat.

Why would a child not tell? Because, for reasons we do not clearly
understand, children freeze when confronted with something they
cannot make sense of. A child in the back seat with an adult’s hand
on his penis is not going to know how to understand or explain that.
He will think that an adult whom he loves and respects can't be doing
anything wrong. Besides, this is an adult his parents respect. He will
likely wonder if his parents even know and approve. After all, they're
in the front seat. Or he'll be embarrassed and wonder if he will be
blamed.

Regardless of the reason, the fact seems undeniable. It is only a mi-
nority of children who disclose abuse at the time.2 No study I can find
on this topic has ever found otherwise.

If children can be silenced and the average person is easy to fool,
many offenders report that religious people are even easier to fool than

most people. One molester, who was himself a minister, said:
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I considered church people easy to fool . . . they have a trust that
comes from being Christians. . . . They tend to be better folks all
around. And they seem to want to believe in the good that exists
in all people. . . . I think they want to believe in people. And be-
cause of that, you can easily convince, with or without convincing

words.

In interviewing victims in the growing number of cases involving
priests, I have been surprised—although I should not have been—by
how deeply religious many of the victims’ families were. | had never be-
fore grasped that it was the most religious families who were thrilled to
have a priest take an interest in their children, who wanted their chil-
dren to be altar boys, who could not believe that a priest would do any-
thing so wrong.

The growing crisis in the Catholic Church just underlines the fact
that offenders can recognize ideal settings for child molesters even if
the rest of us can't. In truth, a deeply religious and trusting group of
people, plus the requirement of celibacy (an ideal cover for any man
who has no sexual interest in adults), plus a hierarchy that doesn't re-
port complaints to the police and simply moves the offender on to new
and fresh territory with new potential victims, is the ideal setting for
pedophiles. Even without such extreme conditions, however, inter-
views with offenders have convinced me that people in general are just
plain easy to fool. What makes fooling us so easy is not the worst in us,
it is often the best. As one rapist said,

Because people want to believe in something. They want to hope.
And they want to believe. They want to, there’s something inside
of people that makes them want to believe the best in things and

the best in others. Because the alternative is not very nice.

True enough. The alternative is not very nice.
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Techniques of Deception

The Double Life

here are specific techniques sex offenders and other predators use to

fool people. First and most important is setting up a double life. Many
offenders will deliberately establish themselves as the kind of person who
wouldn'’t do that kind of thing,

I lived a double life. . .. I would do kind and generous things for
people. I would give families money that did not have any money
that was not from the church treasury, it was from my own bank
accounts. I would support them in all the ways that I could. Talk
to them, encourage them. I would go to nursing homes. Talk with
the elderly. Pray with the elderly. I would do community service
projects. Pick up litter off the side of the road. I would mow the
lawns for elderly and handicapped people. Go grocery shopping for
them.

The man talking was the youngest deacon in his church. It is not a sur-
prise, really, that he rose so fast. Not many other young men in their twen-
ties were mowing lawns, giving money to the poor, or getting up in the
middle of the night to help the sick. Most were pursuing their own inter-
ests at that age. It turns out, so was he.

Sitting across from him, I wonder why he leaves me cold. He is boy-
ish and good-looking, his smile ready and even, his eyes lively and in-
telligent. He has good eye contact. But something about his persona
does not work. It is not the constant power-thrusting of the thug for
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whom life is a series of encounters that one side wins and one side
loses. Nor is it the predatory delight of the psychopath who enjoys
fooling people just for the sake of it and brags about it later. No,
there is another note here. I settle in to listen. He is telling me that
he used to choose emotionally disturbed children to victimize, kids
who had histories of lying. That way, if they did disclose, no one
would believe them. And they didn’t. Referring to one victim, he
says:

When he did tell, and when it became a bigger issue, when 1 was
investigated, the head of the department of my county told me,
“You have nothing to worry about.” He said, “We can tell from the
beginning that this is all a big scheme.” And it was dropped al-
most as quickly as it came about.

I was told on twice before being incarcerated. . .. They were
not believed the first two times. I had many people: counselors,
church leaders, leaders of the community, to come up and stand
in my defense, several times on those occasions, and it was sim-
ply just disbelief.

Even the second time it was more stood out against than the
first time because they thought here he goes again, this young
man trying to help unfortunate children, and theyre turning
against him and I, I had a minister come to see and tell me, he
said, “Patrick, what’s going on—you'll run across it many times—
people you try to help will stab you in the back,” he said. “Roll
with the punches, stick with it, you're doing a good job and in the
end, you'll be blessed for it.”

The man who will be “blessed” was eventually incarcerated for mo-
lesting a male child in his youth group. Unbeknownst to the judge or
the community, he had ninety-five other victims to which he later con-
fessed, confirmed by polygraph. All were children from his youth
groups, from among the children he supervised and counseled. And he
is only in his early twenties.

Absentmindedly he rubs the front of the borrowed clothes I brought
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him to wear in the film. The small luxury of wearing street clothes
pleases him. Truly, he looks more himself in this sweater and slacks
than he did in the orange prison jumpsuit. But I can visualize him even
better in a suit, coming out of the service and leaning forward to clasp
the hand of an elderly parishioner who would be telling him what a
nice young man he is.

The charm I find strangely cold worked better in the outside world.
It was not difficult to persuade people he was innocent. They were so
seduced by the double life he was leading that there wasn't much per-
suasion to it.

Sometimes the words were not even necessary. Like I said be-
fore, they immediately rallied to my defense when I was accused
of being a sexual offender. They said, “We know this young man.
He has been in our community all of his life. We know his par-
ents, his grandparents, his aunts, his uncles. This is not some-
thing that he would do. This is not something that goes along
with behavior that we see him in day in and day out,” and that
was true because I was very careful that they did not see that be-
havior day in and day out. Most of my deviant behavior happened
at night time and behind the scenes and away and far from my
important people who could make those kinds of judgments that
yes, indeed, Patrick is the kind of person who would go around
molesting children.

It is here I detect a sole note of passion when he talks about the split
between his real life at night and the important people who made up
his day world.

But why am I uneasy here? I am used to the double life. Used to
child molesters with high numbers of victims. Accustomed, even, to
their choosing children who were in some way impaired.

Casting about, I go further afield. I ask him if pain and suffering is
sexually arousing to him. I don't know why I ask. This man’s behavior,
as far as anyone knows, was manipulative and sneaky. He conned chil-

dren into sexual activity, but he has no known history of torturing them
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or even physically striking them. But still, what does it mean that no
one suspects it? No one suspected him of being a child molester either.

“Yes,” he tells me easily. “In my fantasy life, definitely pain was a
factor.”

“But you never acted on it>” [ say, surprised. It is a stupid question,
and [ regret it instantly. The way I phrased the question invites a “no,”
and I get one, several in fact.

“No, no, no,” he tells me quickly. T wait for the full retraction, the “I-
would-never-do-anything-like-that-it-was-only-a-fantasy,” but it never
comes. “The fear of leaving a mark,” he says quietly, instead, “a fear of
somehow leaving something that could be seen and detected and ques-
tionable kept, prevented me from doing that.”

He is a sadist, although fearful of acting on it. It is at the heart, I
think, of my uneasiness. There is a peculiar coldness to the sadist, even
from behind the persona of the nice young man. And although I toler-
ate well the ingratiating charm of the child molester or the amoral de-
light of the psychopath or even the rage of the vindictive rapist, this pe-
culiar coldness marks my soul.

A budding sadist posing as a minister? Not the first time. In one
study, 30 percent of sadists who had killed three or more people had
reputations as solid citizens,! and in another, sixty-five percent were
middle class.2

But it is not just sadists who practice a double life: A double life is
prevalent among all types of sex offenders. There are exceptions: of-
fenders living in subcultures so violent or disempowered that they do
not have to pretend to be less violent than they are. Like Avery, Emma’s
psychopathic husband (see Chapter 1), they simply intimidate or as-
sault anyone who objects.

More often offenders establish these abusive conditions in their
homes but stop short of portraying themselves to the outside world as
violent. The front that offenders typically offer to the outside world is
usually a “good person,” someone who the community believes has a
good character and who would never do such a thing. Sometimes if

the molestations and rapes are occurring outside the home, they even
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portray the same image to their family. A man I will call Mr. Woodard
tells me:

Actually I was living a triple life. I was living one life when I'd go
out with different friends, happy-go-lucky, plenty of money to
spend. Everything’s fine. Everything on me. Where at home
with my wife I was another person. I was loving, caring, consid-
erate. Easy to get along with. Tried to give her everything she
asked for, and at work I was another totally different person. To-
tally real quiet, reserved. Dedicated to my work. Come in early,
leave late. This type of thing. This went on for probably five or

six years.

Mr. Woodard’s polite, socially responsible front hid a continual string
of rapes and molestations.

Q. How many victims did you have totally?

A. T have ninety victims total. Eighty from the ages of about
four to about forty-five.

Q. How many of these are hands-on offenses? Molestation and
rape’?

A. T have approximately ninety hands-on victims. Both male
and female. More female.

The persona will often shift, as it did in this case, depending on what
the person in front of him wants to see. Mr. Morgan, a knife-wielding
rapist of adults and children, reports:

I lived a life of a chameleon or a salamander, changed colors with
the wind. I didn’t just live a double life. I lived multiple lives.
Whatever life the situation called for, I lived it. If T hung around
Christian people and I knew that they were Christian, then my
actions and my mannerism were similar to theirs. And I adapted
to whatever the situation required. If I hung around people who

cursed and used vulgar language and smoked dope, then I
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adapted to that situation. I could feed back to people what I
thought they wanted to see and what I thought they wanted to
hear.

For others, the double life is a kind of refuge from the reality of the
self. A violent rapist of children tells me:

I led a double life. In the store I was an entirely different person.
Maybe not so much in attitude or the way I acted, but [ could be
me. I could be a productive person, and I could be a decent per-
son in the community. It was a place where I could say I'm a de-
cent person, and when I went home I had to face this again. I'm
not a decent person. I'm an indecent person. | do immoral things.
... I'loved work. I loved to stay at work because I didn’t have to

go back home and face my real self.

“Character” is the term we apply to the continuity we all want to see
between public and private behavior. People act in accordance with
their characters—or so we think. “He would never do such a thing,” we
say, shaking our heads. But “character” ignores the real issue of decep-
tion. Even violent predators know enough to keep their behavior in
check publicly—most of them anyway. The lives they lead in public
may be exemplary, almost surreal in their rectitude. Consider Mr.
Raines, who says to me:

I want to describe a child molester I know very well. This man
was raised by devout Christian parents. As a child he rarely
missed church. Even after he became an adult, he was faithful as
a church member. He was a straight A student in high school and
college. He has been married and has a child of his own. He
coached Little League baseball. He was a choir director at his
church. He never used any illegal drugs. He never had a drink of
alcohol. He was considered a clean-cut, all-American boy. Every-
one seemed to like him. He was a volunteer in numerous civic

community functions. He had a well-paying career job. He was
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considered “well-to-do” in society. But from the age of thirteen
years old he sexually molested little boys. He never victimized a
stranger. All of his victims were friends. . . . I know this child mo-

lester very well because he is me!

I met Mr. Raines in a prison, but he was soon out on parole. Once
outside he almost immediately infiltrated a church and became, once
again, director of the children’s choir. I know of at least two incarcera-
tions for child molestation subsequent to this. Still, despite this track
record, I believe in my heart the next time Mr. Raines gets out of
prison, he will successfully ingratiate himself in youth activities in a
church once more. He will do this even though he now has at least
three criminal convictions for child molestation and likely more, all of
which any church could have discovered. But who will check criminal
records for such an outstanding, polite, well-spoken young man? After
all, volunteers are hard to come by.

Priests, of course, have had a leg up on this business of the double
life because the role itself has traditionally been respected. The term
“priest,” like “doctor,” carries a connotation of someone who is dedi-
cated to helping others, someone who is there to provide solace and
comfort. Although a double life can be practiced in any profession, it
has been easier for priests to convince people they are good than it is
for, say, used car salespeople or lawyers.

There are even some adolescent offenders smart enough and with
enough self-control to set up a double life. Absolutely the most danger-
ous adolescent child molester [ have ever evaluated was a fifteen-year-
old boy who had anally raped every male child for whom he ever
babysat. Unfortunately, he had babysat a large number of children. He
was a straight A student, always neatly and appropriately dressed, al-
ways polite and helpful to the parents. He never had green hair, never
had any part of his body pierced, and never drank alcohol or took drugs.
Parents considered him pretty much the ideal babysitter. They didn't
notice that he never hung around with other adolescents, that he al-
ways seemed anxious to spend time with younger children, and that he
was particularly eager to babysit.
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Sex offenders are well aware of our propensity for making assump-
tions about private behavior from public presentation. They use that in-
formation deliberately and carefully to set up a double life. It serves
them well but doesn’t do much for the rest of us.

Deception One on One

The double life is a powerful tactic: There is the pattern of socially re-
sponsible behavior in public that causes parents and others to drop
their guard, to allow access to their children, and to turn a deaf ear to
disclosures. But a surly and obnoxious person would have little access,
no matter how proper and appropriate his public behavior was. The
second tactic—the ability to charm, to be likeable, to radiate sincerity
and truthfulness—is crucial to gaining access to children.

"Niceness is a decision,” writer Gavin De Becker wrote in The Gift
of Fear. It is “a strategy of social interaction; it is not a character trait.”?
There are days I want to tattoo this on my forehead. De Becker is right,
but who believes him?

The man in front of me is a Southern good-ole-boy, the kind of man
I grew up with and like. If anything, I have a weakness for the kind of
Southern male who can “Sam Ervin” you, the Southern lawyer who
wears red suspenders in court along with twenty-five-year-old cowboy
boots and who turns his accent up a notch when he sees the northern
expert witness coming. A "northern city slicker” on the witness stand
will elicit the same kind of focused interest that a deer will in hunting
season. You can have some very long days in court with men who wear
red suspenders and start by telling you how smart you are and how sim-
ple and dumb they are.

I survey the man in front of me. I am not in court; I am in prison,
and he is not an attorney but a sex offender, and he has bright eyes
along with that slow, sweet drawl. He is a big man, slightly balding, and
he has—I have to admit there is such a thing—an innocent face.

In basketball, it is not the hands you pay attention to, it is the hips.
The hands fake left, right, all around, but where the hips go, the player
goes. I am looking for the hips, something that will tell me what is
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going on here. It is always hard to figure out, especially with those
hands in your face. The distracting hands are not just the Southern ac-
cent and the innocent face. In the world of lying, the “hands” are called
eye contact and fidgeting.

Our culture agrees on the signs of lying. Ask any audience—as I
have—how to tell if someone’s lying, and it will tell you it’s lack of eye
contact, nervous shifting, or picking at one’s clothes. This perception is
so widespread I have had the fantasy that, immediately upon birth,
nurses must take newborns and whisper in their ears, “Eye contact. It's
a sign of truthfulness.”

The problem is that sex offenders had those same nurses. If a sex of-
fender is breathing who doesn’t know to keep good eye contact when
he’s lying, I haven’t met him yet. Eye contact is universally known to be
a sign of truth-telling. People can fake eye contact; therefore, in reality,
it absolutely is not a sign of truth-telling because liars will fake anything
it is possible to fake—a commonsense conclusion that research con-
firms.#

My Southern good-ole-boy certainly knows eye contact is considered
a sign of truthfulness. He describes his manner in getting away with
close to 100 rapes of adults and children:

The manner that I use when I was trying to convince somebody—
even though I knew I was lying—TI'd look them in the eye, but 1
wouldn't stare at them. Staring makes people uncomfortable and
that tends to turn them away, so I wouldn't stare at them. But look
at them in a manner that, you know, “look at this innocent face.
How can you believe that I would do something like that?” It
helps if you have a good command of the vocabulary where you
can explain yourself in a way that is easily understood. Dress nice.
Use fluent hand gestures that are not attacking in any way.

It's a whole combination of things. It's not any one thing that
you can do. It's a whole combination of things that your body ges-
tures and things that, “Look, I'm telling you the truth, and I don't
know what these people are trying to pull. I don’t know what
they're trying to prove, but I haven't done any of this. I don't know
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why they're doing this. You can check my records. I've got a good
record. I've never been in any trouble like this. And I don’t know

what's going on. I'm confused.”

The truth is, the nervousness we all look for as a sign of lying can be
suppressed with practice. And people do practice when their liberty
and private obsessions are at stake. It is a simple point, but one I didn’t
fully appreciate before this round of interviews. As if reading my
thoughts, he breaks off: “You don't get this, Anna, do you?” he says. “You
think that when I'm asked, ‘Did I do it?’ that's when I lie. But I've been
lying every day for the last twenty-five years.”

Of course, he’s right. If someone is committing sexual offenses, he
has been lying since the day it began. With that kind of practice, nor-
mal signs of nervousness wear off. He becomes a “practiced liar,” a cat-
egory of liar that the researchers find consistently difficult to detect.>

But even when dealing with people who don't practice, such as col-
lege students who have volunteered for a research study of lying, most
observers are not as good as they think in detecting deception. The re-
search shows consistently that most people—even most professional
groups such as police and psychologists—have no better than a chance
ability to detect deception. Flipping a coin would serve as well.

If it is hard to tell when ordinary people are lying, how much harder
would it be to detect the man in front of me? He is no ordinary college
student participating in a research study of deception but a practiced
and committed liar who knows his liberty depends on it. He is a pro-
fessional, really. He has thought all of this through:

If you want to deny something, make sure you've got an element
of truth in it. It sounds like it's true, and there are elements of it
that are very true that can be checked out, and try to balance it
where it has a little bit more element of truth than it does lie, so
when it is checked out, even if the lie part of it does come out,
there’s more element of truth there than there is lie.

For instance, the lady that I was accused of raping, the night I

said | had an affair with her. There was enough element of truth
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there in the fact that I did go over to her house quite regular alone
and do odd things around the house because the type work I did.
It was a new home, and there was a lot of kinks that needed to be
worked out of the electrical system and what have you. And me
making so many trips over there, and she admitting this, it was
easy to check out that at least once or twice a week I would go
over to her home and work on something.

And with that element of truth there, to the frequency that 1
went over there, it was pretty easy to convince people that it had
been going on. That I had been having an affair with her for a
while. Because it had been going on, I had been going over there
since they moved into the home, which had been about a period
of about six months.

But he was not having an affair with her. Instead he broke into the
woman’s home at 2:30 in the morning when her husband was not home
and raped her with both her babies in the room, one of them in her
arms.

He was drunk when he raped her—by her account as well as his.
Still drunk when the police picked him up the next morning. Even
though I think I am less naive than most, would I ever have suspected
that he spent months setting this up, that the decision to rape her was
made stone-cold sober six months earlier when he started coming over
to her house more often than was necessary to do the little things that
needed fixing? When he was leaving his car around conspicuously for
the neighbors to see during the day? Or would I have accepted it as a
drunken impulse? “You don't really get this, Anna,” he said to me, and
it was true. But I am not the only one who doesn’t get it.

His act was good enough that once he got away with stomping out of
court in a huff over a previous case. He was accused by his sister of
raping her and molesting her daughter on the same day. He played it as
a preposterous charge. His sister, he told the court, had once accused
his uncle of abuse. She was well known in the family for making up
crazy charges like this. He said he wasn't going to put up with such

nonsense and walked out. No one stopped him, and no one ever called
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him back. The charge just disappeared somehow. He admits now both
accusations were true.

Such careful planning is not unusual with sex offenders. Although
treatment programs routinely target impulsivity, in fact many offend-
ers are not at all impulsive. A young musician describes to me a
process of planning and careful implementation that is anything but
impulsive. Once again, it is likability and charm that he wields as

weapons.

When a person like myself wants to obtain access to a child, you
don't just go up and get the child and sexually molest the child.
There’s a process of obtaining the child’s friendship and, in my
case, also obtaining the family’s friendship and their trust. When
you get their trust, that's when the child becomes vulnerable, and
you can molest the child. . ..

As far as the children goes, they're kind of easy. You befriend
them. You take them places. You buy them gifts. . .. Now in the
process of grooming the child, you win his trust and I mean, the
child has a look in his eyes—it’s hard to explain—you just have to
kind of know the look. You know when you've got that kid. You
know when that kid trusts you.

In the meantime you're grooming the family. You portray your-
self as a church leader or a music teacher or whatever, whatever
it takes to make that family think you're OK. You show the parents
that you're really interested in that kid. You just trick the family
into believing you are the most trustworthy person in the world.
Every one of my victims, their families just totally thought that
there was nobody better to their kids than me, and they trusted
me wholeheartedly with their children. . . .

Q. At church, you did not molest all the children at church.
How would you choose? . . .

A. OK. ... That’s a good question. First of all you start the
grooming process from day one . . . the children that you're inter-
ested in. . . . You find a child you might be attracted to. . . . For me,
it might be nobody fat. It had to be a you know, a nice-looking
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child, wasn't fat. I had a preference maybe for blond hair, but that
really didn't have a lot to do with it.

You maybe look at a kid that doesn’t have a father image at
home. You know, you start deducting. Well, this kid may not have
a father, or a father that cares about him. Some kids have fathers
but they're not there with them. . ..

Say if you've got a group of twenty-five kids, you might find nine
that are appealing. Well, you're not going to get all nine of them.
But just by looking, you've decided, just from the looks what nine
you want. Then you start looking at their family backgrounds. You
find out all you can about them. Then you find out which ones are
the most accessible. Then eventually you get it down to the one
you think is the easiest target, and that’s the one you do.

The glint in his eye when he says this is unmistakable. [ have shown
a film of this man when I give talks, and from the back of a room of 250
people, the glint is still striking. No question this man is sexually at-
tracted to little boys, but it is a hard call to say what matters to him
more: the sexual contact with the children or his cleverness in fooling
their parents. His cleverness does not stop at getting access; he uses it
to protect himself from discovery as well.

Q. How did you keep your victims from telling?

A. Well, first of all I've won all their trust. They think I'm the
greatest thing that ever lived. Their families think I'm the greatest
thing that ever lived. Because I'm so nice to them and I'm so kind
and so—there’s just nobody better to that person than me. If it
came down to, you know, if it came down to, “I have a little se-
cret, this is our little secret,” then it would come down to that,
but it didn’t have to usually come down to that. It's almost an un-
spoken understanding.

Q. Do you think any of the families ever became suspicious of
you?

A. T'm sure they become suspicious, but that’s where [ begin

my grooming on the family again. . .. If a family becomes suspi-
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cious, well, theyre not really going to bring it to me, they're going
to bring it to the kid first. And the kid, I've got the kid so well
groomed that the kid’s going to bring it to me and say, “Well, my
mom asked me, you know, if you've ever tried to do anything to
me or anything like that.”

Well, then I begin working on the family by still being kind of
nice to them but maybe backing off of that child just enough to
where that parents’ suspicion gets back down again. Maybe I'm
not with them as much. I won't maybe have as much physical
contact. I won't put my arm around the child as much. I'll do
everything, whatever it takes to convince that family that there’s
not a problem.

This young musician admits to more than 100 child victims—I sus-
pect he has many more than that—and out of all these, only one child
told and was believed. When the last investigation broke, many of the
other parents of children he molested would not even let social services
or the police talk to their children. Some of the families still write to
him in prison. He could not have been a child molester, and he most
certainly never molested their child. After all, nobody was ever better to
their child than he was.

When he’s done describing all this, he tells me flatly, “child moles-
ters are very professional at what they do, and they do a good job of it.”
I do not argue with him.

Now you see him; now you don't. Even after a felony conviction for
child molestation, this man moves effortlessly, easily into jobs with chil-
dren. He is the offender, alluded to earlier, who was able to infiltrate a
church and become involved with youth activities almost immediately
after being released from prison.

“Father, do you take ex-cons?” he had said meekly to a minister a few
days after being released.

“Well, son, if they're truly repentant, we do.”

“Oh, I am, Father. I was in Stevens Point for passing a cold check.
You can check up on me if you don't believe me. And while I was there,
I found the Lord, and there was this hymn I dearly loved. And I knew
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it would be a sign from God, whatever church was playing that hymn,
that was the church for me. And Father, when 1 walked by your church
this morning, you were playing that hymn.”

Of course, the minister did not check up on him. He believed that Mr.
Raines would not have suggested it had he not been telling the truth. It
is an old tactic. The Boston Strangler reported that he would suggest that
women call the superintendent if they doubted he was really a mainte-
nance worker. The women took that as a sign he must be who he said he
was and routinely let him in their houses without calling.®

Had the minister checked up on Mr. Raines, however, he would
have found that his crime was child molestation, not passing a cold
check. He might have been less eager then for Mr. Raines to take over
the children’s choir.

When the authorities eventually caught up with Mr. Raines, they
found he was operating not in one church but in two. The second min-
ister said, “Well, we thought he was sincere. You see there was this
hymn that he dearly loved when he was in prison. And when he walked
by our church. ...”

I do not feel rage at Mr. Raines as I do at those who use physical vi-
olence against children. Nor do I feel the chill, the sense of a cold fin-
ger on my soul I get when talking to sadists. It is more a sense of won-
der in his presence—that such people could exist.

I woke up last night worrying about an evaluation I hadn’t finished.
I can obsess about a bill I forgot to pay, a present I forgot to send, a
thank-you note I didn’t write. Most people are like me. This man’s cal-
lousness rests hard on the heart. I cannot find a place for it.

But even though I don't “get it,” I know what it means. Mr. Raines
will give no quarter, release no hostages. He will take whatever advan-
tage he can get. He is intent on winning, and childhood trust is his cho-
sen battleground. We are most certainly his targets as much as our chil-
dren. After all, the children, he tells me, “are easy,” and Mr. Raines
likes a challenge. His camouflage is expert, and he knows us far better
than we know him. We have our own reasons for not wanting to see
him for who he is, and he knows that too.
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Child Molesters

M ention “child molesters” to the average audience, or even to most
professional audiences, and they will immediately suggest “Colt .45
therapy” or castration. Once a cab driver in Dallas gave me his opinion:
execution for a first offense.

It is a strangely comfortable answer for those who give it, and it ab-
solves them of the harder work of thinking of something we might actually
do in this country. The strangest part of this answer is that those who see
child molesters as monsters seem the quickest—when their neighbor,
friend, or family member is accused—to say that it is definitely a false re-
port. After all, child molesters are perverts, creeps, and monsters, and
their nice neighbor/minister/father/uncle/friend/priest is not a monster.
Ergo, he is not a child molester.

Once this kind of denial locks in, no amount of evidence will change
their minds. A cab driver said to a colleague of mine, “Child molestation!
I know all about child molestation. My father was accused of child mo-
lestation, and the children lied—all twenty-six of them.”

Even a confession by the offender will be dismissed. A long-term mo-
lester of boys tried to tell his own minister he was offending. “Someone
said I was a child molester,” he began tentatively.

“Well, that’s the stupidest thing I've ever heard of,” the minister said
quickly. “You're the last person I'd believe that of.” End of conversation.

But it is a misconception that child molesters are somehow different
from the rest of us, outside their proclivities to molest. They can be loyal
friends, good employees, and responsible members of the community in
other ways. The psychiatrist Fred Berlin has noted:
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People often confuse issues of traits of character with issues of
sexual orientation or the type of sexual interest an individual has.
People who may be compulsive pedophiles, for instance, may
obey the law in other ways, may be responsible in their work, may
have concern for other persons.!

What is different about child molesters is only this: They have sex
with children. They molest them for a variety of reasons that may leave
no telltale signs in their public behavior. The priest who works tirelessly
for the parish may be a nice man in his everyday dealings with people,
but that has nothing to do with whether he is or isn't privately a child
molester.

Even angry child rapists (a minority of child molesters, to be sure)
may behave normally in public. They may have a girlfriend or wife, may
be well liked. No one may see the grinding anger that drives them ex-
cept their victims. The child rapist below is a six-foot-tall Marlboro
man with a crooked smile and a soft crinkle to his eyes. He is good-
looking, and, more than that, he looks like a kind man. Not surprisingly,
he has a long history of girlfriends. Indeed, with his looks and his soft
and reasonable manner, he has had no difficulty attracting women. He
tells me that:

First victim, I was staying with a guy. . . . His daughter had come
to live with them, and I was living with them at that time. And I
was angry. She had done a lot of things, like I'll just give you an
example. The very first time I had a Zippo lighter, and I'd get it
hot and just play with it. . .. She came in one day, and she was
playing with it and got it hot, and I was laying on the couch and 1
was asleep. She brought it over to me and put it on my forehead
and burned my forehead, which made me very angry. I didn’t say
much to her then. But that afternoon, or that night, when her
mother was at work, I raped her that night. Which it was anally at
the time. And it went on for quite some time before I, I called it
an accident because she wasn't able to endure intercourse.
... And it ripped her.
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In fact, he tore her anus through to her vagina, and the eight-year-old
child was injured so badly she was hospitalized. He was incarcerated for
that offense and later served a second incarceration for a separate of-
fense. In between there were numerous offenses he was reported for
but for which he was never charged. He shrugs and tells me:

People, in general, theyre going to think what they want to think.
And that’s just basically all there is to it. If they want to think bad
of you they're going to think bad of you. If they hear something
bad of you theyre going to believe it, and if they don't, they don't.
In the business I was in, you know, this guy works around chil-
dren all the time. If he was molesting children, there’s no way you
couldn'’t get caught.

It was perhaps an exaggeration for him to say he worked around chil-
dren all the time. He was night manager at a grocery store, and there
were probably fewer children in the store at night than during the day.
Still, despite enough anger and callousness to rip an eight-year-old
from vagina to anus, he appeared perfectly normal to those who worked
with him. I do not believe anyone in the world, including myself, could
have picked him out as a child molester.

But even if you and I couldn't see it in casual conversation, the anger
and the intimidation were there—in his case, only for children. And he
used it right in front of us and got away with it. He tells me how he
handled disclosures by the children:

Basically if you stay calm and look whoever it is in the eye, and es-
pecially if the mother of the victim or the victim is there, if the
victim is anywhere that you can look at her and make her nervous
or him, whichever one it might be, then the more nervous that
you make them, the more it makes them seem like they're lying.
If they're around. Most of the time they're not.

Q. How do you make them nervous?

A. By staring at them. You know, it’s like, I'm going to get you.
I'm just, it’s just basically, you know, just that kind of look. Like
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you've had it. To a child that’s, you traumatize them just by look-
ing at them.

Court is just another opportunity for intimidation in his view.

If we went to the court and we both had been in the courtroom at
the same time, then I could have made her nervous enough to
make her lie or make her stumble to make people think she was
lying. . . . It's really just a simple look to a child is traumatizing. If

you believe it or not, it really is. Especially if the adult is molest-

ing the child.

He does not have to convince me that offenders will try to intimidate
witnesses in court. [ was on the witness stand once against a man who
had raped and murdered a nine-year-old neighbor child who came to his
door on Halloween night. He was scheduled for release, and I was testi-
fying that he was still dangerous and should be civilly committed, a case
that was lost. I'm not sure it would have been lost had the jury been look-
ing at him rather than me. He glared at me throughout my testimony as
though he would take my throat out with a spoon. A part of me wanted
to interrupt my testimony and just point to his sullen, rage-filled face.

I could not do so, of course, and unfortunately almost everybody in
the courtroom was looking at me. The spectators had no choice: They
were sitting, as usual, behind the defendant. There was, however, a sin-
gle correctional administrator who was sitting far enough on the side to
see the defendant, and she was looking at him while I spoke. She was
so taken aback by his obvious hostility and his attempt to intimidate me
that she came to talk to me about it afterward.

If it was sobering for me to testify with a predator glaring at me,
imagine what it is like for a child. It is easier than you think for offend-
ers to intimidate witnesses in open court and get away with it. Now you
see it; now you don’t. Child molesters, angry rapists, predators of all
sorts only show the face they want you to see, when they want you to
see it. And sometimes, they give you the message they want you to
have, even though no one around you sees a thing.
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Making Sense of Child Molestation:
Blind Allies and Hidden Bias

Why do men—and some women-—molest children? It makes no sense
to the rest of us. Our collective difficulty in believing someone we
know would molest a child is partly because of our difficulty in under-
standing why anybody would do such a thing. Most adults are simply
not sexually attracted to children. When an adult is in an amorous
mood, a child is a nuisance at best. “What would a child have to do to
be sexually attractive to you?” an instructor asked a class rhetorically.

“Grow up,” one man replied.

Most of us feel that way. Sex with children strikes us as deeply rep-
rehensible and utterly unappealing. If that's how most people feel, why
do child molesters risk jail for something the rest of us wouldn't do if it
were legal?

In the past one hundred years, psychology has twisted itself into
pretzels developing theories to answer this question. Few of these the-
ories have any research at all behind them, and many of them are little
more than excuses and rationalizations for child molestation. I am not
talking now about Freud’s failure to accept the victim accounts given
by his patients and his turning them into “Oedipal fantasies” to avoid
ostracism by his peers. That has been too well documented to deserve
further comment.2 Nor am I talking about cases where memory of
abuse was lost and then recovered, although there is considerable evi-
dence that this can occur.?

What is actually more perplexing in the history of psychology is the
attitude toward cases in which it was known and acknowledged that the
abuse took place. In the early part of the century, psychoanalytic writers
maintained steadfastly that sexual abuse was the fault of the child, not
the adult, that it occurred because aggressive children “seduced” inno-
cent men. Dr. Karl Abraham, for example, wrote an article entitled “The
Experiencing of Sexual Traumas as a Form of Sexual Activity” in which
he declared that “in a great number of cases the trauma was desired by
the child unconsciously, and we have to recognize it as a form of infan-

tile sexual activity.™ His reasoning was that “in all of them the trauma
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could have been prevented. The children could have called for help, run
away or offered resistance instead of yielding to the seduction.”

It is bewildering, of course, that Abraham would not recognize the
existence of psychological coercion or just plain submission to adult au-
thority, but after all, it was 1907. It is more puzzling that he would not
apply the same logic to the offender who, after all, could have called for
help, run away, or offered resistance. Yet Abraham did not call his arti-
cle “The Inflicting of Sexual Traumas as a Form of Sexual Activity.”

What is truly astonishing, however, is his response to a case of vio-
lent assault in which the child did call for help, run away, and offer re-
sistance. In fact, she resisted so much she escaped. It was the case of
a nine-year-old girl who was enticed into the woods by a neighbor who
Abraham admits “attempted to rape her.”® The child fought off her at-
tacker. Rather than admit that responsibility for this attack rested solely
with the attacker, Abraham states that the child

Had allowed herself to be seduced. She had followed the neigh-
bor into the woods and allowed him to go a long way in carrying
out his purpose before she freed herself from him and ran off. It
is not to be wondered that this child kept the occurrence secret.”

It is most surprising that Abraham could ignore the difference in
strength between a nine-year-old girl and an adult male. In his view, no
matter what the circumstances, all sexual assaults on children occur
because children have “an abnormal desire for obtaining sexual plea-
sure and, in consequence of this, undergo sexual traumas.” Women as-
sault victims fared no better in his hands. They were labeled “hysterics”
and were described as

Those interesting people to whom something is always happen-
ing. Female hysterics in particular are constantly meeting with ad-
ventures. They are molested in the public street, outrageous sex-
ual assaults are made on them, ete. It is part of their nature that
they must expose themselves to external traumatic influences.

There is a need in them to appear to be constantly exposed to vi-
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olence. In this we recognize a general psychological characteristic
of women in an exaggerated form.?

If Abraham’s views were not echoed elsewhere, he would be simply
a historical oddity. On the contrary, his views were widely shared within
the psychoanalytic community. For more than fifty years, from the first
quarter of the twentieth century onward, there was a significant school
in psychology that held that sexual assault victims were responsible for
their own victimization.10

The psychiatrist Lauretta Bender was a strong supporter of this
point of view and wrote in 1937 that such children derive “fundamen-
tal satisfaction from the relationship” and “do not completely deserve
the cloak of innocence with which they have been endowed by moral-
ists, social reformers and legislators.”!! As proof, she offered her obser-
vation that the children were “unusually charming and attractive”!? and
asked the reader to consider that the child was “the actual seducer
rather than the one seduced.”!3

The concept of “participating” or “collaborative” victim was devel-
oped.'* In many of these writings, a participating victim was anyone
who knew the offender prior to the attack and/or was assaulted more
than once. However, this rule wasn't ironclad. The researcher John
Gagnon characterized 12 percent of his sample of children assaulted by
total strangers as “collaborative,” whatever that term means to him.!3

Incest victims seem particularly singled out for this blaming of the
victims. Dr. Irving Weiner wrote that the “absence of any complaints on
the part of the daughters indicates that these girls were not merely
helpless victims of their fathers’ needs but were gratified by the rela-
tionship, if not . . . active initiators of it.”16

Of course, many victims did complain. Nonetheless, Weiner dis-
misses such reports by saying that “it is quite likely that many incestu-
ous daughters avoid guilt feelings by denying their enjoyment of the
sexual experience.”!” It is not at all clear what victims could have done
to convince Weiner of their innocence. In his writings, we find that
whether victims endured silently or complained loudly, they were
nonetheless deemed to have been “gratified” by the incest.
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A basic tenet of science is that if the facts don't support the theory,
the theory should give way. It often simply does not happen. Some-
times the facts are twisted to fit the theory or if that fails, they are sim-
ply ignored. For example, Atolay Yorukoglu and John Kemph described
two children who were victims of incest with a parent.!® Between
them, the two children had the following symptoms: setting fires, van-
dalism, stealing, aggressive behavior, sexual abuse of boys, anxiety, ex-
hibitionism, social withdrawal, and suicidal ideation. They were kept in
residential care because they were too aggressive to be maintained in a
foster home. Nonetheless, the authors titled the article “Children Not
Severely Damaged by Incest with a Parent” and described the children
as “not seriously affected.”?® Dr. Mary de Young wondered if the chil-
dren would have agreed.20

The most extreme view in this area was that of Matilde W. Rascov-
sky and A. Rascovsky, who declared that incest was actually good for
the child. “The actual consummation of the incestuous relation . . . di-
minishes the subject’s chance of psychosis and allows better adjust-
ment to the external world.”2! It is not clear what “facts” that statement
was based on, but this view was shared by at least some writers. In
1979, a West Virginia social work professor announced that “incest may
be a positive experience or at worst, neutral and dull.”22

Putting aside for a moment the absurdity of such claims, what is par-
ticularly puzzling is that the adult offender was effectively erased from
these descriptions as though he had no responsibility—indeed as
though he wasn't even there. When offenders are mentioned, their re-
sponsibility for their own behavior, their harmfulness and aggressive-
ness, are described in terms that are strikingly benign.

“Gentle, fond of children and benevolent” was the way Virkunnen
described the pedophile.2 He was a “timid person, usually without
adult contact, childish and immature.”2* Drs. Eugene Revitch and Ros-
alie Weiss called such offenders “harmless individuals and their victims

. aggressive and seductive children.”? These authors complained
that a group of children “exploited” a pedophile “through accepting his
gifts and money” (italics mine).26

This blaming of children for child sexual abuse began to fade for a
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time in the 1970s and 1980s, although it has never died out entirely
and is currently making a comeback. Witness, for instance, the legal
defense filed by Cardinal Bernard F. Law in Boston in 2002, claiming
that “negligence” by a six-year-old boy and his parents contributed to
the fact that the child was sexually abused by a priest.2” One wonders
what kind of negligence he’s talking about on the child’s part.

Note too that a California judge, also in 2002, sentenced a thirty-three-
year-old teacher to probation instead of prison after she was found guilty
of having sex with a fifteen-year-old boy. The judge stated that “the rela-
tionship may have been a way for the boy to ‘satisfy his sexual needs.”?8

To the extent that making the victim responsible for abuse did wane,
however, its waning brought with it a shift of responsibility, not to the
offender, initially, but to the nonoffending spouse and the family in-
stead. Blaming the mother has actually been embedded in the incest
literature for some time, although it began to achieve much greater
prominence as blaming the child began to fade. The incest offender
was said to be “placed in the position of compensating the oral frustra-
tions inflicted by the mother.”?? Irving Kaufman et al. wrote that incest
was the child’s response to abandonment by the mother,?® whereas Lil-
lian Gordon declared that the child committed incest as revenge
against the mother for pre-Oedipal frustrations.3!

Where was the father? Captain Noel Lustig and his colleagues con-
sidered the father little more than a “vehicle” for “unconscious homo-
sexual strivings in the mother.”32 They wrote of the father’s “psycholog-
ical passivity” while calling the mothers the “cornerstone of the
pathological family system.”?3

Mothers supposedly gave permission for the incest, unconsciously if
not consciously. Some authors felt that the percentage of mothers who
knew about the incest approached 80 to 90 percent.3* Blair and Rita
Justice disagreed, insisting that every mother colluded with the abuse in
some way.3>

In the late 1970s, a child sexual abuse treatment was developed by
Hank Giarretto in San Jose, California, that became nationally famous
and served as a model for the development of many other treatment

programs. The statement of philosophy for the program declared that
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“Incestuous behavior is one of the many symptoms of a dysfunctional
family.”3¢ Giarretto proudly published figures that showed the percent-
age of mothers who felt responsible for the incest rose from 0 percent
at intake to 50 percent at termination. This was considered success.

I attended a training at that treatment program in the 1980s. The
culpability of the family, including the victim, was stressed so much
that I finally raised my hand.

“If I was an offender in this program and I reoffended,” I began, “T'd
just say, ‘Guess the family’s not doing too well.” How are you going to
hold people responsible for this if you tell them it’s not their fault, it's
the family’s fault?” There was a lot of scrambling but no answer given
that made sense to me.

This line of reasoning sometimes went to absurd lengths (if you
don't think it was there already). Yvonne Tormes, for example, de-
scribed a group of incest offenders, some of whom had been extremely
violent.3” They had burned children with hot irons, locked a mother in
a closet while abusing the child, and broken a radio over a mother’s
head. One would think the offenders might have some responsibility
for their behavior in these cases, but Tormes wrote that the cause of
the abuse was “the mother’s failure to protect her child.”3#

Today, the notion that the family is responsible for incest is far more
alive than the notion that children are responsible for seducing grown
men. There are still numerous treatment programs that use family
therapy to treat incest. Whereas some use family therapy responsibly, as
an adjunct to offender treatment, others state openly that they consider
incest to be caused by family dysfunction and that treatment should
address the family problems, not the offender’s proclivity to offend.

Of course, considering the family the source of the abuse inevitably
means reducing the culpability of the offender. In 1989 Clinicians
Terry Trepper and Mary Jo Barrett described their method of doing
family therapy with offenders.3® They recommended telling the family,
“The incestuous abuse may indicate that your family loved each other
too much.”© Child sexual abuse is thus redefined simply as “loving too
much.” Could it be a little confusing for a child to have incest labeled
as “love™?

-56-



Child Molesters

A colleague of mine described an adolescent victim’s reaction to
treatment such as this. He was in individual therapy with my colleague
as well as family therapy with another therapist. One day he said to my
colleague, “Is there some rule in family therapy that you can’t point the
finger at anybody?”

“Sort of,” my friend acknowledged.

“Because sometimes,” he went on, “I think that therapist forgets who
is the fucker and who is the fuckee.” Point well taken.

The history of psychology in the past one hundred years has been
filled with theories that deny sexual abuse occurs, that discount the re-
sponsibility of the offender, that blame the mother and/or child when it
does occur, and that minimize the impact. It constitutes a sorry chap-
ter in the history of psychology, but it is not only shameful, it is also
puzzling. Hostility toward child victims and adult women leaks through
this literature like poison. What accounts for the kind of foam-at-the-
mouth hostility expressed by Professor of Law Ralph Slovenko in 1971,
when he railed against the laws that held offenders responsible for sex
with a child and quoted a 1923 judge’s ruling with which he evidently
agreed?

This wretched girl was young in years but old in sin and shame. A
number of callow youths, of otherwise blameless lives as far as
this record shows, fell under her seductive influence. . . . She was
a mere “cistern for foul toads to know and gender in.” Why should
the boys, misled by her, be sacrificed?!

He added that “the male offender in the case of statutory rape has
no special pathology; the girl is usually more in need of psychiatric care
or other attention.”?

If these views seem dated and extreme to you, you might want to
consider Judith Levine’s new book, Harmful to Minors, or an article by
Bruce Rind et al. on the impact of child sexual abuse, or a recent paper
by Professor Harris Mirkin,*? all three of which have received enor-
mous press—much of it positive—and all of whom minimize child sex-

ual abuse and its impact. Levine, in fact, wants to lower the age of con-
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sent to twelve. Rind and Mirkin both question whether sexual abuse
harms the child, and Rind, in fact, would like us to quit calling it abuse.

These views bear looking at more closely. Levine’s book, particularly,
is troubling: The case she makes is flawed by numerous inaccuracies
and misstatements of fact. Levine claims there is simply no large-scale
problem of child sexual abuse. She argues that most normal men are at-
tracted to adolescents, and therefore the attraction isn't deviant at all.
She minimizes or even ignores the fact that some men are attracted to
children far younger than adolescence. It is not clear, she contends, that
there is any such thing as a pedophile,** and to prove her point, she cites
the true fact that some men who are attracted to children are also at-
tracted to adults. According to her, therefore, they are not pedophiles.

However, whether someone is attracted to adults is irrelevant to
whether or not they are a pedophile. The diagnostic manual of the
American Psychiatric Association states that pedophiles are adults who
are sexually attracted to prepubescent children, and they may or may
not be attracted to other adults as well.#> As someone who has inter-
viewed a number of men who have raped infants as young as five
months of age, men who have sexually abused preschoolers repeatedly,
men who have targeted children under the age of ten, and men who
adwmit to being sexually attracted to them (some of them obsessively so),
I can only wonder why Levine would make this claim.

What would she say, for example, to the three brothers I inter-
viewed last week who were molested by a priest when they were chil-
dren. One of them remembers vividly the last time the priest mo-
lested him. The priest was fondling the boy’s nude genitals when he
noticed the boy had begun to sprout his first pubic hair. The priest
stopped immediately.

“What's this?” he demanded.

“It’s hair,” the child said. “It's been there.”

“I never noticed it,” the priest said, and got up immediately. That
was the last time he molested that child. But he continued to molest
his younger brothers.

But it is not just Levine’s denial that pedophiles exist that makes this
book troubling. She believes that even if pedophiles do exist, they can
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be “cured.”6 That is certainly news to me, and it will be news, I sus-
pect, to all who treat offenders. It will be news as well to the Associa-
tion for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers (ATSA), the largest profes-
sional organization on the treatment of sex offenders in the world.
ATSA states plainly on their website that, “although many, if not most,
sexual abusers are treatable, there is no known ‘cure’. Management of
sexually abusive behavior is a life-long task for some sexual abusers.”7?

The best estimates today, based on a analysis of forty-three studies
of treatment and reoffense rates, is that current methods of cognitive-
behavioral treatment can reduce sexual offending by close to half in the
relatively short run. The impact of treatment can be summed up in an
odds ratio of .60. Not every offender would reoffend without treatment,
of course, but for those who would, treatment can make a difference.
Out of every one hundred offenders who would have reoffended, sixty
would still reoffend with treatment. This reduction in reoffending is ac-
tually heartening. Being able to reduce reoffense rates by nearly 50 per-
cent certainly makes treatment worthwhile in my book. The forty out of
one hundred offenders who would not molest again after treatment
translates into numerous children who will be spared abuse if offend-
ers get proper treatment. Certainly treatment is more efficacious today
than it’s ever been in the past.4

But sixty out of one hundred sex offenders would still reoffend after
the most effective treatment available today, and that means we are a
long way from “curing” pedophilia or rape. Note also these results were
for the short run. No one really knows the impact of treatment in the
long run.

No one in my field today even speaks of a “cure,” any more than al-
cohol and drug counselors speak of a cure for alcoholism or drug ad-
diction. Given all that, I looked with interest for the source of Levine’s
optimism, but she offered no research, no support whatsoever for her
notion that pedophilia is curable, except her own interpretation of re-
search on reoffense rates.

Contrary to politicians’ claims, the recidivism rates of child sex of-

fenders are among the lowest in the criminal population. Analyses
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of thousands of subjects in hundreds of studies in the United
States and Canada found that about 13 percent of sex offenders

are rearrested, compared with 74 percent of all prisoners.>°

But her comments about 13 percent reoffense rates are only accu-
rate to a point, and the point is a big one. The major meta-analysis she
cites only studied reoffense rates for all sex offenders (treated and un-
treated combined) in the first four to five years after release.5! The im-
plication Levine makes that these are lifetime reoffense rates is wrong.

Research on long-term reoffense rates finds considerably higher
rates.>? Dr. Robert Prentky, for example, found that the long-term reof-
fense rate for rapists was 39 percent and for out-of-home child moles-
ters, 52 percent.>® Conservative estimates from across studies show
that it is likely that no fewer than 40 percent of child molesters and
rapists reoffend in the long run. These are average reoffense rates, and
they refer to detected offenses. Obviously, we don't catch people for
everything they do. In fact, the rate of detection of sexual offenses
looks quite low, as noted earlier. But even ignoring the issue of under-
reporting, close to half of child molesters are likely to reoffend in the
long run, most certainly not 13 percent as Levine claims.

Certain subgroups of sex offenders are known to have even higher
rates of reoffending. The Canadian researcher Karl Hanson found that
those offenders who were never married, had boy victims, and had pre-
vious offenses demonstrated a detected reoffense rate of 77 percent in
the long run.>* Any group with a detected rate of reoffense that high
means that virtually all offenders in those groups are likely to reoffend,
given what we know about undetected offenses.

Did Levine not know all this? Did she really misread the research so
completely that she believed that 13 percent was the lifetime reoffense
rate of sex offenders, or did she simply feel it would not help her case
to state accurate figures? Her case states that pedophilia doesn’t really
exist, that even if it does, it can be easily cured, and that—not to
worry—child molesters don’t reoffend very often, anyway.

But what is very troubling about this book is that Levine goes far be-

yond inaccurate figures, naive assessments, and a poor fund of infor-
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mation; she goes on to give advice to parents and legislators, specifi-
cally that we should lower the age of consent to twelve. In Levine’s
world, there is no problem with twelve-year-olds having sex. And it is
not just sex per se that Levine encourages for young teens, it is specif-
ically sex with older men.

Teens often seek out sex with older people, and they do so for un-
derstandable reasons: an older person makes them feel sexy and
grown up, protected and special; often the sex is better than it
would be with a peer who has as little skill as they do. For some
teens, a romance with an older person can feel more like salvation
than victimization.>%

Despite the rosy picture that Levine paints of sex between young ado-
lescents and adult men, read her book carefully, and you will discover she
cites research that found negative consequences to adult/child sex. Girls
in relationships with older men often agree not to use a condom; they
also frequently drop out of school and/or cut off ties with friends and
families. These same girls later on often speak negatively of these early
relationships and “regretfully of their choices.”>¢ Levine hastens to inform
us, however, that the same thing might have happened with younger
lovers. But the same thing wouldn't have happened with no lover.

Other studies have found similar results. A study by the National
Campaign to End Teen Pregnancy found that two-thirds of sexually ac-
tive twelve- to seventeen-year-olds wished they had waited until they
were older: 72 percent of the girls and 55 percent of the boys.>”Although
Levine tells us repeatedly to listen to children when they say they want
to have sex with adults, here she tells us not to listen. The teens don't
know their own minds, she informs us. Their regrets can be traced to so-
cietal attitudes. “Teens get the message that the sex they are having is
wrong, and whenever they have it, at whatever age, it is too early.”>®
Maybe, but maybe they were too young, just like they said.

Apparently, we should not listen to our children, to what happens to
their lives when they get involved in sex too early, to what happens
when they become involved with older men. We should not listen to
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their regrets or their health problems or their young pregnancies. In-
stead, we should only listen to what twelve-year-olds want in the heat
of the moment.

Levine is not alone today in minimizing the effects of child sexual
abuse and in trying to redefine it. In 1998, Rind et al. published a
meta-analysis of studies that looked at the impact of child sexual abuse
on college samples.> Despite the fact that the samples they used were
all from college populations, they use their findings to make statements
on child sexual abuse in the larger population, although later they
claimed they were only saying it was “relevant,” not representative or
generalizable .60

Their conclusions were—although victims were more maladjusted
in seventeen of eighteen categories of maladjustment—that the malad-
justment was slight and due to family dysfunction, not child sexual
abuse. When family dysfunction was controlled statistically, the differ-
ence in maladjustment supposedly disappeared.

Boys in particular, they felt, were not affected by child sexual abuse.
Although Rind et al. admitted that that impact could be separated from
wrongfulness, they nonetheless recommended dropping the word
“abuse” and calling sex between adults and children simply “adult-
child” and “adult-adolescent” sex instead. The term “abuse” would only
be used if “a young person felt that he or she did not willingly partici-
pate in the encounter and if he or she experienced negative reactions to
it” (italics mine).6!

Presumably, then, forcible rape of a child would not be considered
abuse even if the child did not “consent,” provided the child later said
the abuse had made her or him stronger (a positive reaction) or the
child minimized the impact as adults have repeatedly been shown to do
with traumatic events of all sorts.62

Likewise, the seduction or manipulation of a child into sexual activ-
ity would not be considered “abuse” by definition, even if trickery,
bribery, or conning was used and even if the child had a severe reac-
tion. According to Rind et al., unless there is violence, the child “con-
sented.” Rind makes no distinction for children under twelve in these

definitions. Presumably, a four-year-old—or even an infant—is able, in
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their view, to give “consent” because consent is simply defined as the
absence of overt violence.

The study kicked up a storm in two very different quarters. First of
all, experts in the field were surprised, to say the least—I among them.
I had read the literature on the impact of child sexual abuse carefully
for some time, particularly so for a book I did on treatment of victims.®3
I initially planned on reading all the literature on the sequelae of child
sexual abuse, but that grandiose plan faded as I read for months on end
without being able to tap into all the research. At the end of several
months, however, I was convinced of one thing. Child sexual abuse was
like getting bitten by a rattlesnake: Some kids recovered completely,
and some didn’t, but it wasn't good for anybody.

But if scholars familiar with the literature were surprised by the
study, others were outraged. Dr. Laura came across the study, and nine
months after its publication told 18 million listeners on March 22,
1999, that it was “garbage research with a dangerous statement at the
end.”®* She added that she thought the study might be used to normal-
ize pedophilia and to change the legal system, which is certainly exactly
how certain groups have used it.65

The publicity resulting from Dr. Laura’s radio address was so great
that even Congress got involved. In July of 1999, they passed a resolu-
tion condemning the study, a first to be sure. Unfortunately, for many
academics, the issue then became a question of academic freedom. In
defense of the study, academics pointed to the fact that it had survived
peer review, supposedly a rigorous process.

But had it? It was later revealed that it had been rejected by the first
set of peer reviewers, and the authors were told the study was so flawed
it should not be resubmitted. However, after a change of editors, Rind
et al. tried again. This time at least one reviewer also turned the study
down. Because the others have not come forward, it remains unclear as
to who actually recommended the study for publication, if anybody.6®

The study has been repeatedly criticized on methodological grounds.
Apparently some who read it think the original reviewers got it right.
Critics have charged that Rind et al. excluded relevant outcomes, in-

cluded studies with primarily noncontact offenses (such as exhibition-
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ism), used inappropriate statistics, and generalized their results inap-
propriately, among a host of other flaws.67

Rind et al. have put up a vigorous defense.6® As a key element in that
defense, they have attacked everyone in sight for bias. They have called
their critics “religious and moralistic zealots.”s® They have portrayed them-
selves as representing “science” and their critics as representing “moralis-
tic psychiatry,” “politics,” and “orthodoxy.”7® They have even compared
themselves in workshop flyers to Galileo and Darwin.”! They have ac-
cused everyone else of bias, but nowhere have they mentioned their own.

But the fact is that Rind at al. were pro-pedophilia long before their
meta-analysis was published. Take, for example, their articles in Paidika:
The Journal of Pedophilia. Paidika is not your typical objective academic
journal. In fact, Paidika does not pretend to be objective at all. Tt is pub-
lished in the Netherlands, where the age of consent has been lowered to

twelve, and its purpose was summed up in its first issue as follows:

The starting point of Paidika is necessarily our consciousness of
ourselves as paedophilies. . . . We intend to demonstrate that pae-
dophilia has been, and remains, a legitimate and productive part
of the totality of human experience.”2

I came across this journal some time ago, when I discovered that a
psychologist who frequently testified for the defense in child sexual
abuse cases, Ralph Underwager, had given an interview to this journal
in which he said pedophilia was a “responsible” choice, called it, “God’s
will,” and stated it was about “closeness and intimacy.” The cover of
that issue had a drawing of a nude adolescent boy on it.”3

Both Rind and his colleague Bauserman had published articles in
Paidika long before their meta-analysis appeared, Bauserman arguing
that pedophilia has traditionally provided boys with positive role mod-
els, and Rind commenting favorably on a book that attacked the “child
abuse industry.”’* After the meta-analysis appeared, they were keynote
speakers for a conference on pedophilia in the Netherlands, sponsored
by an organization whose head, Reverend H. Visser, is a long-term ad-
vocate for pedophilia.”s
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In addition to his writing for Paidika, Bauserman also wrote a spirited
defense of Theo Sandfort’s work in another article. Sandfort had con-
tacted pedophiles who then selected from their current victims those he
could interview. Sandfort spoke with the children, then reported that
they experienced the relationships and the sexual contacts positively.
Despite the fact that the activity was illegal in the Netherlands at the
time (where the study took place) and despite the fact that many of the
parents did not know their children were being abused, Sandfort did not
inform the authorities or their parents but colluded with the pedophiles’
secrecy and deception.”s Understandably, Sandfort’s work has been at-
tacked on both methodological and ethical grounds.”” Bauserman'’s arti-
cle attacked Sandfort’s critics and justified Sandfort’s methods and his
conclusions. Bauserman was barely out of college at the time and was
about to enter graduate school. His meta-analysis was eight years away.

It does not appear that these are objective, neutral scientists here
doing a let-the-chips-fall-where-they-may study. At least two of the
three original authors were writing positively about sex between men
and boys long before their meta-analysis “discovered” there was “little
harm” attached.

But their own biases aside, the real question is whether the study is
any good. The statistical arguments fly back and forth, and for any
reader who would like to follow them, I refer you to the citations above.
But two things are clear: The first is that their findings are truly an out-
lier. As Stephanie Dallam points out, other meta-analyses have ob-
tained very different results.”® In addition, a series of studies control-
ling for family dysfunction have found that when you remove the
impact of other social variables, including family dysfunction, the neg-
ative impact of sexual abuse remains.”

The second fact that’s clear is that, one more time, the offender has
disappeared. In Rind and his colleagues’ view, kids are either forced
into sexual acts through violence or they “consent.” The underlying as-
sumption is that children and adolescents are equal matches for adults.
Presumably either adult pedophiles are not trying to manipulate and
con children for sex, or it is a “buyer beware” situation in which the
kids can and should fend for themselves.
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But the former is absurd, and the latter is unfair. It is surely not just
my own observations that offenders manipulate children. Lucy Berliner
and Jon Conte interviewed twenty-three child victims of child sexual
abuse, aged ten to eighteen years.80 Half of the children described
being given special favors, money, or clothes. The process of moving
from normal physical affection (for example, hugs) to overt sexual acts
was subtle and accompanied by rationalizations. The children were told
that the behavior was acceptable, for example, that it was a way to
show love or that it was a form of sex education. Most of the children
had developed strong emotional ties to the offender. According to
Berliner and Conte, more than half said they “loved him, liked him,
needed or depended on him.”! Then, too, almost all of the children
were threatened with harm either to obtain their “consent” or to pre-
vent them from telling. The threats were various: cutting fingers off,
cutting the child’s throat, killing the child, or abandoning them.

Sex offenders themselves will tell you that they use techniques de-
liberately to seduce and entice. Jon Conte, Steven Wolf, and Tim
Smith found that offenders believed they were skilled in identifying
vulnerable children.82 They quote from their sample of twenty sex of-
fenders as saying:

I would probably pick the one who appeared more needy, the
child hanging back from others or feeling picked on by brothers
and sisters.83

I would find a child who doesn’t have a happy home life, because
it would be easier for me to gain their friendship.8*

Look for a kid who is easy to manipulate. They will go along with
anything you say.83

Choose children who have been unloved. Try to be nice to them
until they trust you very much and give you the impression that
they will participate with you willingly. Use love as bait. . . . Give
her the illusion that she is free to go with it or not. Tell her she is
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special. Choose a kid who has been abused. Your victim will think
that this time is not as bad.8¢

Other research agrees. British researchers Michele Elliott, Kerin
Browne, and Jennifer Kilcoyne found in a sample of ninety-one offend-
ers that nearly one-half said they chose children who “seemed to lack
confidence or had low self esteem.”8” They manipulated the child’s af-
fection through bribes, gifts, and games.

This process of manipulation is based on important differences in ma-
turity levels, without which the manipulation wouldn’t work. The child is
at a disadvantage here: He or she has no idea of the offender’s intentions,
no way to know that the affection expressed isn't genuine, and no recog-
nition of the techniques used to manipulate him or her. Most writers
who defend pedophilia—Rind, Bauserman, and Levine, for example—
simply pretend this kind of manipulation does not occur and that chil-
dren and adolescents are equal partners with adults in sexual activities.

However, Harris Mirkin takes a different view. An associate profes-
sor at Kansas State University, he wrote an article that compared the
“oppression” of pedophiles to the oppression of women and homosexu-
als. Evidently aware of the extent to which pedophiles manipulate ado-
lescents, he simply justified it.

Pubsecents and adolescents are usually thought of as hard to con-
trol and attempts to mold their behavior and initiate them into
legal and enjoyable adult activities are considered valuable. How-
ever, in the sexual area these assumptions are reversed. It is as-
serted that they are easily controlled, and they are conceptualized
as little children who have no sexual desire of their own and can
only be passive victims. According to the dominant formulas the
youths are always seduced. They are never considered partners or
initiators or willing participants even if they are hustlers.

It is only legitimate to coerce pubescents and teens not to have
sex. It is argued that they cannot give consent, that they cannot
enjoy sex even if they think that they do, and that they suffer phys-

ical and psychological harm, even if they are not aware of it. . .. 88
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In other words, why not manipulate adolescents into having sex,
much as we put pressure on kids to do their homework or brush their
teeth?

The old gang would be proud—Abraham, Virkunnen, Revitch and
Weiss, Bender and Blau, Lukianowicz, Henderson—everyone who
minimized child sexual abuse, denied the role of the offender, and put
all the responsibility on the children for “participating.” Child sexual
abuse is once again “infantile sexual acting out.” Besides, sex between
men and children—these new advocates tell us—doesn'’t do any harm,
anyway, and we're just being moralistic by calling it “abuse.”

Even the old invective is back. This time it is less often attacking the
children or even the mothers, although some have done so. This time
the invective is mostly for those who evaluate or treat abused children
or advocate for them. In Rind’s world we are “religious and moralistic
zealots” attacking the modern equivalents of Galileo and Darwin.

In Levine’s world, Andrew Vachss, the attorney and mystery writer,
becomes a “sex-thriller writer,”8® although if there is anything Vachss
doesn’t do, it’s describe sex with children in any way that makes it
“thrilling.” Joyanna Silberg, a former president of the International So-
ciety for the Study of Dissociation, is described as “discredited,” al-
though she’s never even had a board complaint filed against her, and
her reputation is solid among her peers.?° And when referring to Adam
Walsh, a six-year-old boy whose head was found floating in a canal,
Levine writes that his case “helped spur the creation of the National
Center for Missing and Exploited Children and (some say) the career
of his father,”! a comment that is as callous as it is offensive.

The hostility to children and those who advocate for them contin-
ues. The attempt to minimize and deny the reality and impact of child
sexual abuse is alive and kicking.

Men Who Are Sexually Attracted to Children

Unfortunately, despite Levine’s contention, pedophiles exist, as do men
who molest children for other reasons. The reasons they molest them

are far simpler than complicated (and conveniently unprovable) theo-
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ries of “unconscious homosexual strivings in the mother.”2 Sex offend-
ers do not molest because they are magically bewitched by aggressive
and seductive children, nor do they because they are “compensating
the oral frustrations inflicted by the mother,”? as quoted in Lustig et al.
It is not due to alcohol or stress in their lives. Nor is it because they are
simply “in love” and the age difference irrelevant. The age difference is
always relevant. In fact, it is the point. A sizable proportion molest chil-
dren simply because they are sexually attracted to that age group. They
have what is most often termed a “deviant arousal pattern.”

The labels for this group have differed throughout the history of the
field, but the group’s existence has always been recognized whenever
an actual analysis of the offenders has been done. Any division of child
molesters into subgroups has always found a set that is sexually at-
tracted to children. The researcher Paul Gebhard called them “pat-
terned” as opposed to “incidental” offenders.%* Swanson spoke of “indi-
viduals to whom the child represents the sexual object of choice” as
opposed to “those on the other end of the continuum where the choice
of an immature sexual object is virtually a matter of convenience or co-
incidence.” Kurt Freund described offenders who were primarily at-
tracted to children versus those who used the child as a surrogate for
an adult partner.9 Nicholas Groth divided offenders into “regressed”
and “fixated,”” whereas Richard Lanyon used the terms “preference”
versus “situational.”®® Hilary Eldridge described them as “continuous”
versus “discontinuous” offenders.®

All of these terms describe similar concepts. What has been clear for
thirty-five years or more is that some offenders are fixated in their sex-
ual interests. Their sexual attraction to children is sometimes exclusive
and sometimes in conjunction with an attraction to adults as well.

It is a particularly vexing group because, for one thing, we don't have
a clue how and why a sexual attraction to children develops (although
that doesn’t stop people from proposing theories about it that are pre-
sented as absolute fact). But if we don't understand the origins, we cer-
tainly know something about the patterns it produces. A deviant
arousal pattern appears to begin early and to be as rigid as normal het-

ero- or homosexual preferences, and as resistant to change. In early
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adolescence, when most of us are finding peers attractive, the dreams
of preferential child molesters are filled with much younger children.
They start masturbating to these fantasies of sex with children, and for
some of them it becomes their exclusive form of sexual fantasy. The
child molester below describes how early he began fantasizing about

children and how consuming those fantasies became.

Q. How old were you when you began to have sexual fantasies
about children?

A. About 13 or 14.

Q. When you masturbated in the three months prior to the
commission of your offenses, how often would you say during
masturbation you had sexual fantasies involving children?

A. All the time.

This is not an unusual answer for a child molester. I ask another

about his sexual interest pattern:

Q. Before you got into actual involvement, sexual involvement
with these boys, was there any masturbation that was going on
with fantasy about having sex with them?

A. All the time. That's a constant thing with me. It's something
I'm still working on right now. I have to get, I have to calm that
down. I believe if I can get a hold of that, I'll do a lot better.

Q. How much of the time do you fantasize about boys?

A. I'd say about half the day. It's when I'm not doing anything.

This is, of course, the reason that prison does nothing to change the
sexual interest pattern of such offenders. They spend their lives think-
ing, fantasizing, masturbating, planning, and molesting children. Prison
stops the molesting most of the time (although I know of cases—and
have even testified in one—in which an inmate molested a child in the
visiting room). But surely, prison at least slows the actual molesting
down. By itself, however, prison does nothing about the fantasy and the

planning. The obsession is maintained by constant masturbation to fan-
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tasies of children. The inmate emerges from incarceration at least as
deviant as he went in.

In some ways, the group that molests children because they are sex-
ually attracted to them makes some sense. At least we have a motive.
But whereas some child molesters are sexually attracted to children,
there is no credible evidence that all offenders have a deviant arousal
pattern, and there is considerable evidence that some do not.

But what would account for someone risking jail, their livelihood,
their relationships with family and friends, and most certainly the con-
demnation of the community to have sex with children, if they are not

even sexually attracted to them?

Problems and Their Relationship
to Child Sexual Abuse

People are meaning makers. When we don't know the answer, mostly
we just make it up. Experts seem to choke on the words “I don’t know”
and give answers that defy logic and lack evidence to avoid admitting
ignorance. There is no paucity of “answers” to the question of why sex
offenders without a deviant arousal pattern molest children. Alcohol,
family stress, job stress, marital problems, financial problems, abuse as
a child—all have been suggested repeatedly as “causing” child sexual
abuse. But these are only theories, and there are significant problems
with each of them.

Imagine yourself all alone on a Friday night after a long week. Let’s
say you are out of town at a meeting. You're far from home and feeling
lonely, and you have a relationship or marriage that isn’t going well. Hav-
ing sat in your room for the previous three evenings, you find yourself in
a pleasant bar with a glass of wine and a colleague of the appropriate
gender for you. After two glasses, you notice how attractive your col-
league is. Strange, you hadn’t thought much about it before. After the
third glass, you decide your colleague is really quite witty. Just about
everything he or she says seems to be extremely funny and charming.

What happens next would never happen to you, personally, of
course. But in the course of human history, it has happened that in
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such circumstances, certain individuals’ judgment has gone downhill.
In fact, some people’s judgment has taken an Olympic bobsled run
downhill, shattering all known records. But at that moment of vulnera-
bility in the bar, if a three-year-old boy walked in, would he look any
better to you as a possible sex partner than he does right now?

Alcohol releases inhibitions and decreases judgment concerning
sexual interests the person already has. It will not create a sexual inter-
est the person otherwise lacks. Likewise, all of us face stress without
resorting to child molestation. It is striking that in twenty years of deal-
ing with child molestation, the stresses offenders cite seem so ordinary:
financial problems, marital problems, job problems. Child molestation
seems highly unlikely to relieve that stress in the rest of us.

Although we may not entirely understand why, it is still clear that
some men who molest children do not have a deviant arousal pattern.
Certainly, we can identify other reasons some of them molest. Psy-
chopaths will sometimes use anyone to gratify their sexual needs: chil-
dren, animals, adults. Also, some with the inclination to molest seem
worse under conditions of stress, but many molest when things are
going well. Clearly, loneliness plays a role for some.1% A significant per-
centage of child molesters do not seem to know how to connect with
adults, and they alleviate their loneliness through children whom they
find more trusting and accepting. But why sexualize it?

Finally, the most common answer in the literature has been that mo-
lesters were sexually victimized themselves as children. It has become
a truism in the field. But is it so?

Are Child Molesters Really Just Victims Themselves?

“All victims are offenders,” one professional challenged me at a confer-
ence, “and all offenders are victims. How does your work address that?”

My work doesn’t address that because 1 don't believe there’s any ev-
idence for that assertion. Obviously, not all victims are offenders, but
also it is likely that most offenders weren't victims. The studies that
find a high proportion of child molesters who were victims of child sex-

ual abuse themselves are almost always based on self-report, and even
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there, study results differ dramatically. Studies show the number of
child molesters who were themselves molested as children ranges from
22 percent in some studies to 82 percent in others.10!

But in any case, offender self-reports have dubious validity, especially
when the offender’s self-interest is at stake. The only rule for deception
in sex offenders I have ever found is this: If it is in the offender’s best in-
terests to lie, and if he can do it and not get caught, he will lie.

Being victimized as a child has become a ready excuse for perpetrat-
ing child molestation. The offender who claims he himself was victim-
ized gets seen as less of a “monster” than one who wasn't a victim, and
he gains much more empathy and support. It is hard to trust self-
reports of sex offenders about abuse in their past when such reports are
in their best interest.

Only a few studies on this topic have used objective measures, and
they have found very different results.’%2 Jan Hindman knows all too well
that people who have lied for decades about their offending would lie to
her about being victimized as a child, so she compared the reports of
abuse by child molesters who were not being polygraphed on their an-
swers with a Jater group who was informed that they would have to take
a polygraph after the interview. The group that was being polygraphed
was also given immunity from prosecution for crimes previously unknown
in order to take away one of the many reasons that offenders lie.103

This study is not about how good the polygraph is—although it ap-
pears to be highly accurate!®* and better than people are at detecting
deception in any case. Rather, this study is about how good the offend-
ers thought the polygraph was because the answers of the group who
was going to take the polygraph turned out to be very different from the
group who wasn’t going.

In a series of three studies, the offenders who claimed they were
abused as a child were 67 percent, 65 percent, and 61 percent without
the threat of a polygraph. With polygraph (and conditional immunity),
the offenders who claimed they were abused as children were 29 per-
cent, 32 percent, and 30 percent, respectively. The polygraph groups
reported approximately half the amount of victimization as children as
the nonpolygraph groups did.
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Nonetheless, the notion that most offenders were victims has spread
throughout the field of sexual abuse and is strangely comforting for most
professionals. For one thing, it gives meaning to the behavior of offend-
ers and at the same time allows people to feel badly for them. I remem-
ber a cartoon in which a man is lying in the gutter, badly beaten. Two so-
cial workers stand over him, and one says to the other, “The man who
did this really needs help.” If offenders are just victims, then no one has
to face the reality of malevolence, the fact that there are people out
there who prey on others for reasons we simply don’t understand.

Even people who know better collude with this stance. A profes-
sional I know is fond of telling audiences, “The victim you don't treat
today is an offender tomorrow.” I called her up.

“That isn't true,” I said. “The studies don’t back that up,” and I rat-
tled on about polygraph and the dubiousness of offender self-report.

“It doesn't matter,” she replied. “I can’t get them to care about what
happens to victims if I don't say that.”

1 thought about it when I hung up. Basically she was saying that
scaring half the molested children in the United States into thinking
they will be child molesters when they grow up is justified by political
expediency.

But I am not being honest here. My problem with her approach is
not primarily that it frightens people. Many true things frighten people,
and lying about them doesn't help. If the statement were true, [ would
not suppress the information. My problem is that it isn't true. This
woman is frightening victims about something that isn’t even true. She
doesn’t think it matters whether it’s true or not and considers me a
goody two-shoes, an obsessive academic. She sees herself as someone
who sees the larger picture.

She could be right about a lot of this. Probably I am a goody two-
shoes—certainly, an obsessive academic. Maybe she does see the larger
picture. But a couple of decades of swimming in deception has left me
holding onto the true things, clutching them in my little paws, turning
them over and over. A true thing has a different ring, a different energy
about it. It leaves little wake and does not disturb the complex inter-
weaving all around it the way a lie does.
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These lies: They glitter, spin, and undulate like lures trailing through
clear water, but always, always there is a hook embedded somewhere
under all those feathers. Call me an obsessive academic. I'll check
every figure in this book before I release it. It's not a moral stand. It’s

just a need for one true thing.

So What's the Answer?
Why Do Offenders Molest Children?

We only know this much. There is a subgroup of child molesters who
molest children simply because they are sexually attracted to them.
There are others who molest because they are antisocial or even psy-
chopathic and simply feel entitled. There are still others who use chil-
dren for the intimacy they are too timid or impaired to obtain from
adults. And there are others who molest for reasons we don’t under-
stand at all.

But make no mistake, whether men molest because of sexual pref-
erence or for other reasons, their compulsiveness can be extraordinary.
Take, for example, a minister who had sexually abused his grandchil-
dren. He had no criminal record of any sort outside the sexual charges
and, in fact, had lived a responsible life in every other way. When he
was caught, he admitted the offenses and made no excuses. He pled
guilty and was imprisoned; he told me he was glad to be in jail because
he thought it could make up, in some small way, for what he had done.
I asked him how he had justified the abuse to himself while it was
going on, how he had put aside the conscience that was evident else-
where in his life. He responded:

I didn’t suspend my conscience. I carried it right into the action
with me. I think in my own personal view this is part of a com-
pulsive pattern. You do things, you don't always justify the action,
but you carry the consequences of the action into the action, and
you do it despite or in spite of the known consequences.

I suppose that being a devout religious person, if I had believed
with all of my mind and heart that the earth was going to open up
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and swallow me up in hell, I would have went ahead and done it

anyway.

I remember distinctly my reaction when he said this. The hair stood
up on the back of my neck. I understood for the first time what we
were up against. If a man who truly believes in hell would be willing to
go there in exchange for the chance to molest a child, this problem had
a persistence and a compulsiveness that few outside the drug addiction
world could appreciate.

Whatever the reasons people develop such a fixation, it tends to be
chronic and resistant to change. The people who have such patterns are
not a small number, more like an invisible army that cannot be recog-
nized on the street. Certainly, some of them are unemployed, take drugs,
and fulfill the stereotype of the street criminal. But there are others con-
siderably more successful in life, and they may be equally goal-oriented
and driven in pursuit of children: the college professor who traveled to
the Philippines to buy children from poverty-stricken parents, the
Olympic-level kayaking coach who threatened to ruin the kayaking
career of any student who resisted, the teacher who used questionnaires
to identify the children with low self-esteem and then molested them,
the minister who researched families to find out who didn't have a father,
the priest who held a boy underwater when he tried to resist.

These men—and they are usually men for reasons we also don't un-
derstand—are part of our communities, part of our network of friends,
worse yet, sometimes part of our families. Some of them are doctors
and lawyers, and some are academics who publish studies. No one has
all the answers about how to stop them, nor even why all of them do
what they do. But at least we should have the decency as a people to
stop making excuses for them.

Female Sex Offenders

By all accounts, female child molesters are less common than male
ones, but they do exist. How common they are depends on where you

look. For example, if you look at reports that come into child protection
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agencies, about 3 to 5 percent of them involve female offenders.105 If
you look at who's serving time in prison, the figures go down. A Cana-
dian study found that less than 1 percent of sex offenders serving two
years or more were female.!% That certainly fits with my experience. It
is far rarer for female sex offenders to be prosecuted than male, and far
more difficult to get convictions. The average person does not seem to
want to believe that women, particularly the child’s own mother, could
do such a thing. Once, when [ was presenting on female sex offenders,
the first question from the audience was, “How do you stay sane?” No
one has ever asked me that when I present on male sex offenders.
Female sex offenders appear to be different than male offenders in
some important ways. There are three basic types of female offenders
that keep appearing in the research literature,!?7 and they do not match
exactly the typology of male sex offenders. First, one of the largest
groups is a group that molests children under the age of six, primarily
their own. Many of these mothers seem to be fused with their children
and unable to function as a maternal figure. For example, an adult sur-
vivor cited by Bobbie Rosencrans described her mother as follows:

She wanted me to love her like her own mother did when she was
little and sick. It makes me nauseated to think about it. She used
me to maintain her own sick pleasure. I was mother, father, hus-
band, sister, lover and friend to her when I needed a mother.108

The really bad news is that many of these molesters of young chil-
dren have sadistic tendencies. In Jacque Saradjian’s study, nine of the
fourteen offenders in her sample admitted to enjoying hurting the
child. That some of these women are truly sadistic is evidenced by the
descriptions of some of their adult offspring.

My mother threatened to burn my hair/me if I did not comply. I
was given beer to drink. I was beaten and there were threats I
would be burned if I wasn't quiet. Sometimes [ was slightly
burned on the butt with lit cigarettes. I learned not to cry and to

stop screaming.!0?
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Another survivor stated that “the more I hurt the faster she'd come.”110

Secondly, there is a teacher/lover group that primarily molests
teenagers. This is not a group of teachers or adult women who are eigh-
teen or twenty and are involved with seventeen-year-olds. There was,
on average, a sixteen-year age gap between offender and victim in this
study. Thus, these are a group of adult women, generally in their thir-
ties, who pretty much double the age of their victims.!!! These women
do not, in general, act sadistically. How could they, given that they do
not have the same degree of power and control over their victims that a
mother does over a young child? The victims simply would not comply.
The women, instead, romanticize their involvement with the teens and
tend to deflect the responsibility for it onto their victims.

The last group has no parallel in the world of male sex offenders. It
is a group of women who are initially coerced into having sex with a
child by a male partner. Their initial motivations are generally to please
the male or, at the least, to avoid abandonment by him. However, as
time progresses, some research indicates that many of these women
begin to enjoy the sex with children and eventually molest them on
their own.!12

Regardless of the type of offender, women offenders are capable of
the same severity of sexual abuse as male offenders are. Nor does the
lack of a penis stop them from penetrating a child. A study listed all the
objects that had been inserted into children’s vaginas and rectums by
female offenders. They were as follows:

Enema equipment, sticks, candles, vibrators, pencils, keys, hair-
brushes, hairbrush handles, light bulbs, soapy wash cloths,
wooden spoons, various fruits and vegetables, knives, scissors, lit
cigarettes, sock darning tools, surgical knives, hair rollers, reli-

gious medals, vacuum cleaner parts, goldfish.’!3

There may be fewer female sex offenders than male ones, but it
would be a serious mistake to think they don't exist or to underestimate
the harm they do. Male or female, child molesters are difficult to spot.
Their interest in children may be compulsive, but it is almost always
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well hidden. If they make mistakes, they are usually small ones. Now
you see them; now you don't.

I am standing in the gym at a children’s sock hop. The noise is deafen-
ing. Two hundred children are running, hopping, sliding, dancing, and
whirling, all the while simultaneously shrieking at the top of their
lungs. There is such a thing as a perpetual motion machine, and it is
called childhood. The yelling children and the blaring rock music make
me hunger for the quiet and the solace of my little fireplace and the
book I left behind. Because neither of my children has given a back-
ward glance since they headed into the fray, I begin to wonder why I'm
here. The mother of my daughter’s best friend had invited both of my
children to come with her, but I had been reluctant to give them up. I
work so much that time with my children is precious.

“This is spending time with your kids?” I think. I feel foolish and out
of place. I don’t see anyone I know. I trudge grumpily over to check
every twenty minutes or so just to keep track of my kids. It is a neurotic
impulse, I think. What could happen in such a public place?

I find my daughter. At age six, she is dancing happily with her best
friend and another girl and the other girl’s father, a man I don’t know. [
wave and turn away.

Twenty minutes later I look for her again. She is still dancing with
the same group. It crosses my mind that this is a little unusual. In a set-
ting like this, her attention span is normally measured in nanoseconds,
not in forty-minute blocks. Usually she has to see everybody, explore
every corner of the gym. Why is she still there?

Twenty minutes later the same group is still dancing. I am uneasy
now; this is simply not her pattern. I walk over and touch her arm and
turn her to dance with me. Instantly the man grabs her arm and pulls
her back, right out of my hands. I take her arm again, give him a look
that would freeze blood, and vell, “I am her mother” over the blaring
rock music. He backs off. My daughter and [ and her best friend go off
to dance together.

After that I keep an eye on her—and him. He ignores his own
daughter, but when he thinks I am not looking, he finds mine and her
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best friend in a long line of kids waiting to go under a limbo pole. He
looks around, then picks both of them up and throws them in the air,
all the time smiling and laughing and focusing on them intently. I step
up, and he slips off.

A few days later I call on my daughter’s teacher. I was uncomfort-
able, T tell her. No other father in the room was hanging around other
people’s children in that way. It was inappropriate, and if that man
comes to school, I don’t want him alone with my daughter. “Funny you
should say that,” she says. “He showed up for a field trip the other day.
He spent so much time with another child that I thought he was that
child’s parent and sent a note home to the wrong family.”

I go home and tell my nanny. Someone’s going to call, and it won't be
him. Likely it will be the child, perhaps the mom. Theyre going to in-
vite my daughter over to play. Just be ready because she isn't going,

“What do I say?” my nanny asks, panicked. “I don’t know what to say.”

I stare at her incredulously. “Tell them she’s sick,” I say evenly. “Tell
them she was abducted by aliens. Tell them she’s pulling the wings off
flies or doing quadratic equations. I don’t care what you tell them. But
she is never going.”

Within a week, the call comes.

I tell the parents of my daughter’s best friend because she was tar-
geted too. Their daughter doesn'’t go either—for a while. But time and
social norms wear her parents down. “What could we say?” they ask
me. “It was during the day. He wasn't home. I don’t think he'd do any-
thing during the day with the sitter there, do you?”

Maybe he won't, I think. Maybe he isn’t even a child molester.
Maybe [ am wrong about this. But if he is, he will not hesitate to come
home early from work, dismiss the sitter, and take a little girl's trusting
face in his hands and tell her he will teach her a new game.

I don’t know what to say to these parents. In their heart of hearts
they believe what they want to believe. He is middle-class, wears a suit,
goes to work every day, pays his bills, takes his family on vacation, and
seems like a nice person. He is a “nice” man in their world, and nice-
ness, they believe—they want badly to believe—is a character trait, not
a decision. They are afraid of strangers. I am afraid of him.
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he statistics for rape tell a very odd story. Women are least safe at
home and least safe with friends, acquaintances, and family. Statisti-
cally speaking, women are better off with strangers and being anywhere
but our homes, at least as long as we stay away from streets and parking
garages. The best thing we can do to protect ourselves is to grow older.
As noted in Chapter 1, somewhere between 12.7 percent and 24 percent
of U.S. women have been raped, depending on the study.! According to Bu-
reau of Justice statistics, approximately one-half of the victims of rape or at-
tempted rape are attacked by a friend or acquaintance, and overall 62 per-
cent are assaulted by someone they know, adding together friends,
acquaintances, intimates, and family members.2 Only about one-third are
victimized by a stranger. Youth provides no immunity: The highest risk age
group is sixteen to nineteen.> More than one-half of sexual assaults take
place in someone’s home, either the victim’s or a friend’s, relative’s, or neigh-
bor’s. The most dangerous place to be outside the home is on the street.
Only about approximately 5 percent of all rapists ever spend a day in jail,
and fewer still spend any significant time there. For example, in 1991 there
were approximately 700,000 rapes of adult women in this country as re-
ported in general population studies that ask women about their experi-
ences of sexual assault.* Rapes of adults are actually only about a third of
the rapes that occur in this country each year. In the same year, the Na-
tional Women's Study reported 1.4 million rapes of children (when rape is
defined as penetration).
Even if the rapist is caught, it takes time for these cases to come to

trial—time for the offenses to be investigated, and time for them to reach
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court dockets. Therefore, we can begin to look at what happened to
these cases by looking at the year 1992, rather than 1991 when the of-
fenses were committed. In 1992 a total of 120,000 sex crimes of any
sort was reported to the police. Of those, the number of offenders who
were actually charged, tried, and convicted and who then spent at least
one year in prison was 7,500 or less than one-half of 1 percent of the
actual number of cases that had been reported to researchers. Sexual
crime does indeed pay.

The rapists 1 have spoken with represent only a minority of rapists.
Date rapists are rarely reported and even more rarely prosecuted. The
men [ talk to—the ones sent to prison—have almost always victimized
a stranger or, at most, an acquaintance. They are a subset of rapists, to
be sure, but an important one because stranger rapists are particularly
likely to reoffend.> Also, although most of us at least believe we have
some control over whom we pick as friends, all of us are vulnerable to
a stranger with a knife.

But who are these men? And what kind of thinking makes it possi-
ble for someone to put a knife at a stranger’s throat? What motivates
them? Surely not just sex when it can be obtained by picking up some-
one in a bar or simply by buying it. -

It turns out that there is considerable diversity among rapists, some
of whom are motivated by a taste for violent sex, others by a desire to
vent rage. Still others are just plain criminals who burglarize a home for
the VCR but consider it a bonus if a woman is home alone.® They all
share thinking patterns the rest of us consider distorted; they share too
a willingness to use brutality to meet their goals.

Opportunistic Rapists

Some rapists are simply criminals who take sex because the opportu-

nity arises in the midst of another crime. Consider Mr. Carlyle below:

In my case I think it was more or less the availability. . .. T was
doing a lot of burglary, stealing stereo equipment and all that
stuff. Somewhere back here I was thinking what if someone’s
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home one of these times, what am I going to do? And this time
somebody was home. It happened to be a female. Okay. So the
thought was grab her. So [ grabbed her. We wrestled around and
I'm thinking, “Okay, I'll just tie this woman up and I'll go about
my business and go on.”

So as I drug her back towards the bedroom and removed her
from the room because I had, my face was covered. I wanted to
get this off my head so I can go on and do what I was going to do
and get out of the place.

Somewhere during the over-powering 1 guess the feeling of
“Here I am in total control of this person,” overpowering, I don’t
know. I got sexually turned on and that’s when I raped the woman.
... It came out. It was like regurgitating. It just exploded out of me.

Q. (another offender in group) Was she attractive or was she
ugly or what? If she had been repulsive to you, you wouldn’t have
raped her?

A. I don’t even—truthfully I can’t remember what this woman
looks like. I haven't the slightest idea whether she’s ugly, fat, or
skinny. It just happened.

It always seems to amaze victims that rapists don’t always recognize

them in court. The crime is very personal to the victims; after all, their

bodies were invaded—how could he not even recognize them? It al-

ways seems to amaze rapists that victims expect they will be recognized

and that they take the attacks personally.

The man quoted above is your garden variety antisocial criminal. He

doesn't care who the victim is, not even what she looks like, any more

than he cares whose home he’s burglarizing. He’s in love with his own

sense of power, and he’s in search of a thrill. He’s burglarizing homes be-

cause he likes to, because he finds it exciting. He doesn’t need the money

to survive, although in his case the money will be helpful in supporting

his drug habit. He goes on to describe his motivation in burglarizing;

Q. Why were you burglarizing homes?
A. Money at the time. It’s a source of easy income.
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Q. You didn'’t have a job?

A. Yeah, I had a job. I was greedy. 1 could get away with bur-
glary. You know, I'd done it, and we got away with it, and I kept
doing it. [t was my addiction.

There is a thrill when they enter someone’s home that both rapists
and burglars report. The following exchange is between Mr. Carlyle,
the opportunistic rapist above, and Mr. Hodges, a rapist who does not
commit other crimes but is a compulsive rapist (discussed below)
rather than an opportunistic one. Despite their differences, they find a
common thrill in home invasion.

Hodges: Did you ever get this feeling like, you know, you're going
to break into a house, and it’s dark and everything like that, and
you find one little window or door or whatever where you can
make that lock move and open and smell the air, how the air was
different inside the house than it was outside the house, and just
get a feeling of exhilaration when you first could just by going in
whatever way you went in. . . .

Carlyle: Really, I can'’t say I did that. It was more the adrenaline
got me. You know, the first initial step in the house. I'm in. Yeah,
okay.

Hodges: Excitement, rush.

Carlyle: Yeah. It's dark or not dark. You're creeping around the
corner real slow. It’s eerie. It's almost a scary feeling that’s going
on inside you because you don't know what's around the next cor-
ner. . . . Robbery, that's sexually stimulating to a guy. It’s different.
Running in front of a train is sexually stimulating to a degree. It
gets you high. It’s a high, man, that you just got to experience.

Compulsive Rapists

In addition to opportunistic rapists, there are rapists who assault to
vent anger, and still others who have a primarily erotic motivation.”
Some of the anger rapists have a pervasive, grinding rage that comes
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out not only in sexual attacks on women but also in physical assaults on
men: They may get in barroom fights or punch out a supervisor at work.
Other anger rapists, however, are just plain misogynistic. They don't at-
tack men but reserve their hostility and aggression for women. Women
are all “deceitful bitches” who deserve whatever they get. The erotically
motivated rapists, on the other hand, are attracted by sex, but it is
specifically violent sex that draws them.

Whatever the subdivisions, compulsive rapists do not commit rape
primarily in the course of other crimes and merely because the op-
portunity is there. They create the opportunity because for them rape
is the main event. Below are the words of a compulsive rapist with
both erotic and anger elements combined. He had been peeping at
women through windows for years, standing outside and masturbat-
ing. Below he describes the first time he entered the window and
raped a woman.

I wanted that excitement, you know. There’s this one situation
where this woman had fallen asleep on the couch, and the T.V.
was on but the shows have gone off. There was just fuzz, and she
had on a very little negligee, and there was a very beautiful
woman like Playboy and, you know, I'm looking in there, and lots
of times it’s a hurried, rush situation. I'm just going to catch a
glimpse; let’s get off here. But this is, I've got all night. She’s
fallen asleep, and so my fantasies were allowed to go wild, and I
wanted more.

The rapist, Mr. Hodges, is telling this story in a treatment group that
[ am filming for a training video. The group therapist is sitting with the
group, and there are also two cameramen in the room. [ am off to the
side with the director, watching the group. Mr. Hodges tells the story
softly, hypnotically, and the group grows very still listening to him. I am
the only woman in the room, and as I look around, I realize that all the
men—cameramen and director included—seem to have glazed eyes.
The image of a beautiful woman lying on the couch in a negligee
speaks to all of them. Then Mr. Hodges continues:
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I wanted some excitement, and there was some urgency there,
and there was a lot of feeling, and there was some anger there,
and I wanted to take a cigarette—I smoked cigarettes—and drop
a cigarette in on her. Do something. Get some feeling there. Get

something going.

At this point, both cameramen and the director visibly recoil. Their
fantasies, wherever they were going, did not include lighted cigarettes.
The director is close enough to me that I can see him blink rapidly. He
puts his hands on his earphones and turns to me with an appalled look
on his face. [ just shrug. In the meantime, none of the offenders in the
group so much as raises an eyebrow. Mr. Hodges, certainly, is unaware

there is anything unusual about what he was saying. He goes on:

[ think sexual drive was involved in feeling a lot of this, but there’s
definitely some anger coming out there, you know, and something
that wants to complete this, this fantasy, this act, this whole
thing, to get more to it, to get this excitement thing, you know.

So I'm going to go inside. I'll just go inside. I didn't have a mask.
I didn't have gloves. I didn’t have a weapon. I didn’t have a plan
like I'm going to do sexual intercourse, anal intercourse, oral in-
tercourse. You know, I didn’t have any plan. You know, I had these
fantasies about having sex with her, you know, about sexual inter-
course, but I didn't have it all put together in some plan.

I just had all this energy, and I just went to another window and
opened it and went in and told her, woke her up. . .. I turned off
the T.V., woke her up, and [ said, “I'm just going to have sex with
you.”

She’s going, “What do you want?” and starting to scream, you
know. And I'm being real nice. You know, “I'm just going to have
sex with you,” like. And then she says, “Well, no.” And then I
grabbed her by the throat, and I said, “I'm going to rape you,” and
she realized the anger and violence, that the possibility was there,
and then she said, “All right. Just don’t hurt my child.” See her
child was sleeping in the other room, and that was like, I never in-
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tended to hurt your child, but I know I could manipulate you with
that, and that was like information stored.

The woman began to cry and continued to cry while he raped her.
Hearing this, another offender in the group asked:

Q. Was rage on your mind? When you wanted her to perform
oral sex, I felt just now when you said that, that she started cry-
ing, I felt a whole lot of rage. I did. I think I would have been, if
I wanted it, I wanted it and damn her crying, she was going to
do it.

A. Yeah, I didn’t quit because she was crying. [ quit because it

would be over for me, and I wanted it to last.

In this excerpt, we see the anger, the erotic component, and the cal-

lousness that accompany this type of rapist.

Distorted Thinking

If you hear no regret from the men above, it’s because they have none.
Not because they necessarily are psychopaths, people without a con-
science, although Mr. Hodges may be a psychopath based on his over-
all pattern of behavior. But there are different ways to commit crimes
and not regret them, and being a psychopath is only one of them.

It is also possible to avoid regret by simply rationalizing the crime.
Human beings have an extraordinary ability to rationalize any sort of ex-
treme behavior. Mr. Carlyle believes that everyone is out for number
one, that there is no difference between him and anyone else, except
perhaps in his boldness and his success in burglary and rape. In fact, he
justifies rape by claiming it is not as bad as what some other men do to

women.
With me, I've never struck a woman. I've never hit one, and it’s
kind of weird, I don't even believe in it. It's repulsive to me that

guys can beat up women. It bothers me greatly. I've had friends
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who burglarized homes that had a woman home, and they nearly
beat the woman half to death. T've never done that. And like I
said, at the time when I raped, | was kind of thinking, well, hey,
this isn't as bad as me beating her up.

This is Mr. Carlyle’s claim and his excuse for the rape. But make no
mistake, it does not necessarily mean that he’s never beaten up a
woman. To be sure of that, one would have to talk to former girlfriends,
wives, and so forth. The excuses offenders use to themselves and to
others are not always literally true. If confronted, for example, with a
previous domestic violence report, Mr. Carlyle might easily say, well,
that wasn't really a beating. He just pushed her around a little, and she
deserved it for getting in his face. Nonetheless, true or not, the belief
that he’s never really beaten up a woman will make him feel better
about the rape.

Of course, the psychopathic rapist has little need for such elaborate
justifications. Mr. Hodges, who thinks very much like a psychopath,
has an answer to how he justified the rape. The answer is simply that
he wanted to do it.

Q. (from therapist) What did you say to yourself?

A. T need this. You know, I need to get off. I need some sex. |
need a release. I need some relief. ... I can't control myself.
need this, and once I do this I'll be okay. I mean it’s like, let me
just get this out of the way, and then I can go on with my life or
with whatever I wanted to do, and it was exciting, very, very excit-
ing, secretive. It had an allure to it. It was very powerful.

What you hear in that statement is entitlement, the belief that what-
ever this man wants, he should have, with no thought or concern for
the wishes or welfare of others. It is a personality trait that is found in
pure form in psychopaths, but it is found to some extent in many other
criminals and even in some individuals with personality disorders but
who don't commit criminal acts.

Mr. Morgan, the man below, groomed or seduced children and ado-
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lescents into sex. If they resisted, he simply raped them, usually with a
weapon to subdue them. He feels he is entitled to sex from anyone he
chooses.

My thinking about victims that I was raping was that they were
there for me to do with whatever I wanted to. They were nothing
more than an object for me to have sexual gratification.

I had no empathy. Didn't care. Nothing for them unless they
were satisfying sexual urges that I had, rape urges that I had, and
I didn't have anything for them. I thought that some of the think-
ing errors that I had was that I deserved this. I deserved to be
treated nice. I deserved what I want. They have no right to tell me
“no” when they do it all the time with everybody else. They
haven't, their job is to please me and do what I tell them, and
they're going to do what I tell them. Women are there for plea-
sure, and theyre going to give me mine.

The Fantasy and the Act

The cornerstones of rape are distorted thinking and rape fantasies.
These fantasies play an enormous role in the development of compul-
sive rapists. This does not mean that every man who has a rape fantasy
will someday turn into a rapist. The rape fantasies that rapists have are
distinguished from the occasional rape fantasies of nonoffending men
by their prevalence, their obsessiveness, and their importance to the
rapist. There are many rapists for whom the fantasies are more impor-
tant than the actual rapes. It may literally be true that in some cases
the rapes are committed to provide fuel for the fantasies rather than
the other way around. Consider the relationship between rape and fan-
tasy in Mr. Hodges'’s case.

You know, I would think about, manufacture this beautiful woman
in my mind to have sex with, and I would portray myself as a good
lover, you know, a stud or, you know, have two or three orgasms

and made her have an orgasm even though she was being raped.
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You know, there was this little scene, fantasy that I played out
in my mind, and when I committed rape, the fantasy did not live
up. [ mean the rape did not live up to the fantasy . . . but the rape
was part of the next fantasy.

The fantasy wasn't all the same thing, like the same picture of
a woman and the same sexual acts. It was different acts. It was
different situations. But the rape became part of the next fantasy,
you know, and in my mind—and these pictures are so vivid and so
clear that I had, and these fantasies are so strong, and now I still
have trouble with them. They come to me when I'm asleep, going
to sleep at night. Before I go to sleep, I have them, but I don't
dwell on them. See, there’s the key. You know, theyll come into
my mind, and I have never been able to stop them, but when they
do come, I don't dwell on them.

Anyway, I would think about the rape and how I didn't do this
or that, and part of the new fantasy is, you know, well, I'm going
to do this or that. You know, take the old rape, put in some new
parts, and I've got a new, fresh fantasy that is like the pot of gold
at the end of the rainbow, kind of.

Q. (Different offender in group, very softly) Perfect.

A. Right. The perfect rape. This is what’s going to make it work.
This is what's going to be exciting, or this is what I need to have—
that total fulfillment or that total excitement.

This emphasis on the importance of fantasies runs like a trail
through the tangled forest of rapist cognition. Often these fantasies
start very early and continue for years before the assaults themselves
begin. Mr. Morgan began by molesting other children in his extended
family. When the children wanted to stop, he didn't, and the first rape
fantasies began.

The violent fantasies of rape for me began about twelve. The rea-
son was because the individuals that I was sexually experimenting
with began to realize, that hey, we were related, this is wrong, and

they quit. And the ones that I was manipulating, raping, buying
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them gifts, and grooming, they began to realize, and they started
to want to stop.

Well, T didn't want to stop. So I had to think of another way to
get what [ wanted, and I began to think of scaring victims into al-
lowing me to tape them. And I began to have fantasies of using

knives, and ice picks and things of this nature, to rape.

Mr. Morgan began to act out his fantasies, and eventually he raped
not only relatives but strangers as well. Who the victim was mattered
little to him.

It really doesn’t matter who the victim is. If [ can't get access to
females, fourteen to sixteen, then I will settle for whatever is
available at the opportunity when I'm ready to act out. I would
take whatever is available.

Mr. Morgan was thirty at the time of this interview, with a long track
record of violent behavior behind him, mostly toward teenage girls. His
current conviction was for raping a seventeen-year-old relative, and he
had been incarcerated for the past eleven years. Although he had not
had access to victims for the entire eleven years, the fantasies had not

dimmed. Still, they had changed.

When I was on the street, the age ranges that [ masturbated to
were around thirteen to seventeen. But as I came in prison, the
ages started dropping off from sixteen down to twelve down to
eleven, and then the fantasies increased to where they didn't have
any pubic hair and things of that nature.

So I could see the degree that it's changed in eleven years. They
have also switched from young females to young males. Wanting
to rape young males, ages seven to nine.

The fact that his fantasies changed over time is not unusual. Some-
times the sex or age of the victim will change, and for some rapists, the

degree of violence will escalate. The rapist below, whom I will call Mr.
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Carron, abducted a woman from a convenience store in the middle of
the day. He quietly put a gun to her back, told her to smile, and simply
walked her out of the convenience store. No one knew a crime had
taken place. Certainly, no one even knew this young man was at risk to
commit a crime because no one knew the obsessiveness and the vio-
lence of his fantasy life.

At first my fantasies were of consensual sex when [ was mastur-
bating. When I first started out. And they stopped to where I was
reading pornography. I was thinking while watching this pornog-
raphy, women, the way they posed in this pornography, women
liked it rough. Women wanted it rougher. And I would get rougher
with my victims, and I got more excited by that.

And I continued that. And that grew for me. And to the point
where around the age of fourteen I had fantasies having a large
house and having the basement full of women locked up in
chains. At first it was one woman, then more, then later on as the
years progressed, it was more and more. And it became more and
more deviant. Whenever I, I had redheads, blonds, brunettes, 1
could pick any victim I wanted. I'd have them all stored down
there.

You Can’t Incarcerate Fantasies

Steel bars and guard towers stop people but not fantasies. The men in
the section above were all incarcerated, but their fantasies could not
be. I am not so foolish as to suggest prisons are unnecessary—they
keep offenders off the streets for a period of time. But it is a myth that
prison alone will “teach the offender a lesson” and stop him from reof-
fending. Mr. Morgan, the rapist whose age range for victims was drop-
ping as his fantasies escalated, tells us:

To me, warehousing somebody for twelve or thirteen years in a
penal system does nothing, without treatment, does no more than

add to his deviancy. In my opinion, it just, it's an accomplice.
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You're an accomplice to his crime. He's fantasizing. He gets three
meals a day. He gets to fantasize all he wants to about what he
wants to do, and when he gets out, he’s going to carry that out.
Because as a man thinks, he does.

Likewise, Mr. Carron, the man who abducted the woman from the
convenience store, found prison did not interfere with his ability to de-
velop newer and better fantasies. In fact, he used prison to reflect on
the mistakes he made in the first crime that caused him to get caught.

For the first five years that I was locked up, I masturbated to a lot
of rape fantasies. I knew why I had went wrong, and once they let
me out, I was going to do it right . . . For me not to get caught, I'd
have to plan my crimes out a lot more. In detail. I thought I had
planned this one out. I had got so wrapped up in the adrenaline
rush that I forgot certain aspects. I left my car parked in front of
a warehouse where I had taken my victim. If I had moved my car,
the police would never have come to check. They were doing a
routine check and caught me.

He plans on correcting those mistakes next time.

Rape and child molestation are somewhat different from each other,
not only in their choice of victim and the type of behavior, but also in
the motivations that push them. It seems that a disordered arousal pat-
tern—in other words, a sexual attraction to children—underlies many
compulsive child molesters, although justifying and excuse-making
surely play a role. But for rape, it is “stinking thinking”: Hostile atti-
tudes to women, a sense of entitlement, callous indifference to others,
and self-serving excuses play a leading role. And it is fantasy, mental re-
hearsal with masturbation, that leads the way.

Once [ was interviewing a rapist in prison. He was a young, healthy,
good-looking man, and before he spoke there was no clue in his face or
demeanor that he was someone with an incredibly lengthy record of as-

saults. His latest crime was as simple as it was effective. He ran his car

-93-



PREDATORS

into the back of a woman’s car on an isolated road. She thought it was
an accident—as he intended her to—and she stopped the car to ex-
change insurance information.

When she opened the door of the car, he dragged her from the car
and beat her severely before raping her and leaving. The photos that
were taken of the victim forty-eight hours later were so grisly that the
judge, I'm told, was visibly affected, and so was this man’s sentence.
With a long and violent history behind him, and many previous convic-
tions, he was sentenced as a “habitual offender” and received a term of
150 years. It was, admittedly, a stiff sentence, but one he had worked
hard at earning.

At the end of the interview, he threw his hands up and said to me,
“A hundred and fifty years? For a beating and a blow job?” He looked at
me incredulously as though he had been sentenced for chewing gum.

He was waiting for my reaction, and it was not long in coming—in-
ternally, at least. Several rather unempathetic responses rose to my lips.
“Maybe you could have thought of that before you beat that woman
half to death” was one. “If you don’t wanna do the time, don't do the
crime,” was another.

And then I had a moment of clarity. I remembered | was in a maxi-
mum security prison. In fact, it was the closest thing to a Supermax
prison that particular penal system had at the time. To be specific, I
was in the segregation unit of a maximum security institution because
the man in front of me was too dangerous to be kept in the regular max-
imum security among other inmates. He had a habit of attacking any-
one—staff or inmates—he felt was annoying him, and he seemed to
feel annoyed quite a bit. I remembered too that he once attacked seven
police officers in an elevator, the very definition of a no-win situation.

In my moment of clarity, I realized I was in a glass room because the
staff didn’t trust this man in a room alone with staff, given his habit of
coming over the table at them if they said the wrong thing. He was
shackled, but nonetheless there was a guard outside who stayed within
three feet of the door at all times. The offender had been placed within
three feet of the door on the inside. That meant he was between me

and the door, an arrangement I was not happy about given [ was rea-
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sonably sure I could run faster than Marion Jones, depending of course
on who was chasing me. But the bottom line is that security didn't want
to be more than six feet away from this man when he was with a staff
member, and they wanted to be able to see him at all times.

These were unusual arrangements. They are extremely labor-intensive
for the staff, and prisons don’t make such arrangements lightly. In fact,
I can't ever remember interviewing anyone who had earned this kind of
security.

And I was about to make a smart-ass comment.

The smart-ass gene in my family tree and my feminist soul argued
silently for a moment with this sudden rush of clarity, and I had to
choose: speak up or shut up. I have a lifetime aversion to shutting up,
and normally when I err, it's on the “speak up” side of things. I thought
about it for a moment.

I decided I could write him a letter if I felt strongly about this. As a
character in one of my books said, “I'm either growing up or wearing
down. Sometimes it’s hard to tell the difference.”
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Sadists

: ;adists are the sex offenders we fear most, and rightly so. The acts they
commit are brutal beyond description, inhumane in the true sense of
the word, and senseless to those without their particular type of hunger.

The research literature describes numerous examples:

A man shot off a teenage girl's arm for the sexual thrill it gave him.!

A rapist of thirteen-year-old girls preferred to anally rape them on
cement floors so the rapes would be more painful 2

A serial killer would smother his wife with a plastic bag until she
passed out and then would have sex [with her]. He beat her with
belts and burned her with cigarettes.?

A father used lit candles to cauterize the cuts he would inflict to
his daughter’s vagina and around her nipples.*

A father who knew his nine-year-old daughter was afraid of the
dark tied her to a tree in the woods and allowed different cronies to
come out of the woods and rape her during the night.>

The definition of sexual sadism is sexual attraction to pain, suffering,
terror, or humiliation: simply put, sadists hurt people for the sexual thrill
it gives them. They don’t just rape people: They torture them. Sadists are
not common, fortunately, even among sex offenders. Roughly 2 to 5 per-
cent of sex offenders across studies are sadistic.

There is no way to discuss the dynamics of sadists, certainly no way to
use their own words, without producing material that is deeply offensive.
You alone know whether this material is something you should read or not.
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It has the power to traumatize, and based on history and temperament,
it may or may not be something you can or want to tolerate. Once dur-
ing a lecture to medical students, I showed an educational film I'd
made of interviews with sadists. I thought because they dissected
corpses, they could tolerate the material. The students flooded the
dean’s office afterward in tears, and I was asked to come back and de-
brief them.

If this is not something you want to read, you can skip this chapter,
and the rest of the book will still make sense. To be honest, you'll like
the world more if you don't read it.

Sounds Outside the Normal Range

Even if we don't understand how anyone could commit a sexual as-
sault, surely we understand at least some of the underlying drives—
loneliness, sexual interest, anger—before they take a deviant bent.
Having experienced sexual arousal ourselves, we can at least know
what feelings child molesters are talking about, even if our sexual at-
traction is to adults and theirs to children. And everyone knows loneli-
ness and perhaps can imagine what life would be like if we had some-
how fastened on sex with children as an antidote.

But there are others whose motivations elude us entirely. If most of
us saw a child being tortured, we would likely vomit. Compare that
with this description by a sadist I will call Mr. Johnson, who repeatedly
suffocated his nine-year-old stepson:

After about two years of molesting my son, and all the pornogra-
phy that I had been buying, renting, swapping, I had got my
hands on some bondage discipline pornography with children in-
volved. Some of the reading that I had done and the pictures that
I had seen showed total submission. Forcing the children to do
what I wanted.

And 1 had eventually started using some of this bondage and
discipline with my own son, and it had escalated to the point
where I was putting a large Ziploc bag over his head and taping it
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around his neck with black duct tape or black electrical tape and
raping and molesting him at that point to the point that he would
turn blue, pass out. At that point I would rip the bag off his head,
not for fear of hurting him, but because of the excitement.

I was extremely aroused by inflicting pain. And when I see him
pass out and change colors, that was very arousing and heighten-
ing to me, and [ would rip the bag off his head and then I'd jump
up on his chest and masturbate in his face and make him suck my
penis while he was, as he started to come back awake. While he
was coughing and choking, I would rape him in the mouth.

[ used this same sadistic style of the plastic bag and the tape two
or three times a week, and it went on for I'd say a little over a year.

Just as there are sounds many humans cannot hear but some other
species can, this man has motivations, feelings, and hungers outside
the normal range. If we can at least empathize with a child molester’s
loneliness, we cannot empathize with much of anything about a sadist:
We will never know, fortunately, what it feels like to find torturing a
child exciting.

Sadists may feel aroused by sexual violence, but more surprisingly,
they may be sexually excited by violence alone. For example, consider a
sadist who listened to a graphic story of consenting sex but had only 17
percent of an erection, compared to 61 percent of an erection to a story
of rape.” However, when sex was removed entirely from the scenario
and the description was simply of a man beating up a woman, the of-
fender’s sexual arousal went up to 79 percent. In that particular sadist’s
case, sex in any form actually decreased his arousal. He was most ex-
cited by pure violence.

This is not true of every sadist—some are aroused specifically by sex-
ual violence. But for other sadists, it is violence toward a particular gen-
der that is sexually stimulating, not an attack on the sex organs per se.
Some of what is labeled domestic violence is sadistic abuse in disguise.
Some of what is thought to be child physical abuse is sadistic abuse in
disguise. Sadistic abuse is often missed because the focus is on what part

of the victim’s body is hurt rather than on the motivation for the assault.
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Given that we don't have the same feelings as sadists, we must talk
to those who do if we want to understand enough to know how to find
sadists and how to stop them. Very few sadists will agree to talk. They
know full well how the rest of us feel about what they do. Whereas
child molesters often delude themselves into thinking that everyone,
deep down, has the same interests they do, and whereas rapists feel
justified in their behavior, sadists don’t seem to fool themselves in the
same ways. The man below, for example, fully understood how deviant

his impulses were.

Finally, one day I decided I was this way. I was going to continue
to be this way, and if I was going to hurt people, I was going to
hurt them. I'd already made up my mind that [ was going to vic-
timize until someone killed me. Or I got locked up.

Q. You said “this way”? You mean violent? Wanting to do some-
thing violent?

A. Evil. I believed myself evil. Possessed by a demon some-
times. Anything to justify my actions.

But occasionally, sadists still agree to interviews. I'm not always sure
why they do so except that some of them see interviews as an opportu-
nity to traumatize the interviewer vicariously. It may not be as satisfying
as actually torturing someone, but seeing the shock and distress others
feel at their stories still feeds their hunger.

The Sadistic High

There are surprises in the interviews I have done. Although the official
definition of sadism by DSM-IV—TR, the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of the American Psychiatric Association, stresses sexual attrac-
tion to pain and suffering,® in fact, I have been impressed by how
often sadists themselves talk about a generalized high that seems less
focused on the genitals and is more like the kind of high that drugs
produce.

For example, consider the following description by Mr. Carron, the
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offender described in Chapter 5, who abducted a woman from a con-
venience store. He is described in this section on sadists because he
not only planned on raping his victim but also was actively considering
killing her for the high he thought it would bring.

When [ stuck the pistol in my victim’s back, the adrenaline rush
that I got out of that—I had done drugs before, and I had drank
alcohol. Nothing can compare with that rush that I got when I
stuck that pistol in her back. It was like my whole world turned
upside down. Everything went in slow motion for a few minutes.
Alot of times I thought that I was a junkie on my own adrenaline.
May not have been. It may have been other chemicals in my
body. But I learned how to tap into those things by using my own
fear, other people’s fears, and a lot of it came with the deviant be-
havior. That's the only way I could tap into it. I wanted that high.

I asked if he expected it.

The high that I got during that crime surprised me. When I stuck
that pistol in her back, I almost passed out, the rush was so in-
tense. And it scared me. Because I had already pulled a gun on
this woman and stuck it in her back and for me to pass out, it
scared me. I hadn't anticipated that. Not at all. I thought I would
get a high but not like that.

M. Carron took his victim to a storage area he had prepared and
tied her up with duct tape. But before he could carry through on the
rest of his plan, he was tripped up by two police officers who saw a car
where they didn’t expect one and went to investigate. It was just a rou-
tine check and pure luck that he was apprehended. I asked Mr. Carron
what would have happened had he not been caught.

Killing my victim would have been the next high for me. The
progress of my deviant behavior was highs. I went from one to an-

other. It was an adrenaline rush for me. I wanted that rush. I had
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to have it. That's what my thinking was. And the night I commit-
ted my crime, when I stuck that pistol in my victim’s back, T got a
rush like I had never gotten before. After that, everything had
went downhill for me. I was feeling worse about it. Sometimes I
questioned if I would have continued. After that, I thought the
rape may not be anything. You know. But I thought, if T kill my
victim, now that would be a real high.

Other sadists have also described this high. Mr. Johnson, the sadist
who suffocated his son, tells me,

I'd have to say I did get a high out of violent behavior. I got—1I got
a high out of any controlling and dominating situation. Any, any
situation that I was able to control—right?>—I got a high out of. I
had like an adrenaline rush. I felt powerful, in charge, where in a
consensual sexual relationship, sure, orgasm was achieved, ejacu-
lation was achieved, and then it'’s over. But the feeling of power
and control lasts, it would last a lot longer. And it's something I
knew that I could achieve at any given point in time. All I, T knew
what I had to do. All T had to do was control somebody or domi-
nate, and that high was there.

Q. Is the high from sadistic acts the same or different?

A. The high from sadistic acts is different. It'’s more extreme. It
was more extreme. It seemed to me that committing a sadistic act
and having sex involved in that sadistic act just heightened every-
thing more: the feelings, the orgasm, the ejaculation. It seemed to
heighten it even more.

This high is most commonly triggered by physical torture but not al-
ways. An offender was described in Chapter 2, one who persuaded a
correctional officer to let him live with him and his family after his re-
lease from prison. This man molested the officer’s nine-year-old daugh-
ter, but his motivation was not simply to molest the child. He was far
more interested in setting up the family and betraying them. It was
emotional torture that thrilled him. He had a long history of betraying
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people for the thrill it brought him, and he had no history of being
physically violent.

Getting the person to trust me first. Then I knew I could do what-
ever I wanted. T wanted to see the pain I could cause them, the
bringing them down. It was the ultimate rush. . . .

It’s like a rush. I really don’t know how to explain it. I've never
been into drugs real strong, From just what I have seen, it’s like
someone addicted to heroin or cocaine. An incredible feeling.
Strongest at the end when I know I'm going to let them down in
some way. . . .

What 1 felt is when you hurt somebody physically, that goes
away. When you hurt somebody emotionally, that’s never going to
go away. That was the thrill.

The high sadists talk about is likely to explain sadistic behavior far
more than any psychoanalytic theories about the abuse they may have
suffered. Sadism looks and sounds like a drug addiction, albeit an in-
ternal one and one whose origins we don't understand at all. Although
such a possibility has been little researched beyond interviews with
sadists and thus is not proven, these men may have learned to trigger
internal chemicals through violent fantasy and eventually through vio-
lent behavior.

If so, it appears the chemicals work the way many drugs do: They
require stronger and stronger doses to produce the same high. The es-
calation seems built in. One child molester—who admitted to being
aroused by pain but claimed never to have acted on it—put it this way.

I do believe, though, if I had allowed my fantasies to become a re-
ality as far as being violent with the children, I do sincerely be-
lieve that over time it would have become increasingly more vio-
lent and more violent and even possibly to the point of death.
... One thing reinforces the other and brings about the next. It
has to, something has to get more exciting than that, or it’s just to-
tally worthless.
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This offender’s entire history is of nonviolent, manipulated sex with
boys. Yet I do not doubt that he was in danger of metamorphosing into
a sadist. The fantasies always lead, and his fantasies had already turned
sadistic.

Not every rapist or child molester turns into a sadist—most don't—but
for those who do, the process often seems to be gradual, to unfold slowly
over a period of years. Fantasies play a crucial role. Mr. Morgan, described
in Chapter 5, talks below about how attracted he was to sexual violence.

He describes too how his violent fantasies escalated over the years:

The violence in the rape itself excites me. In my mind my fantasy
is that I'm a big stud, and she’s not going to be able to hold my
erect penis. Therefore, she would be in a lot of pain, and the vio-
lence excites me in that aspect very much. I get a big rush off that
more than I possibly, more than I do the actual assault. ... To

hear her cry or to holler that it was hurting excited me.

In prison, his fantasies have increasingly turned to children, but the
emphasis on hurting has not changed.

When I come to prison . .. [ started viewing pornography more
and more and more . . . fantasizing about when to hurt the indi-
vidual . . . masturbating constantly to images of children—fully
penetrating young children for the sole purpose of them hollering
and responding that they were hurting.

Mr. Morgan used weapons as part of his offenses, and they have also
been a part of his fantasies. But for him they were never the most im-
portant part. Neither was power and control. His leanings have steadily
taken an increasingly sadistic path.

The excitement of holding a weapon or a knife or forcing someone
into a sexual act is exciting to me, but for me it's not the most ex-
citing. I used the weapons primarily to force the individuals into

committing the acts I wanted. I got my excitement from their
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struggle, from my penetration of them more than I got from
pulling the weapon on them. The weapon for me was just a mech-

anism to get to what excited me. Which was hurting them sexually.

But hurting them was really just the beginning of his fantasies, not the

end. Over time the violence in his fantasies has continued to escalate.

It's like a step ladder. It just gets worse and worse and worse be-
cause you have to have more fuel to get the high. It’s like a heroin
addict. After a certain period, the dosage that he’s taking has to be
increased in order for him to get the same high. So it’s hard for me
to predict where it would go. I know they would go into the area
of the victim experiencing pain from my penetration of their
vagina or anus. It would probably, it would be safe to say that it
would go into the sadistic, torture or sadistic swing of beating,
things of this, that nature. Probably resulting in death.

The irony of this, of course, is that because so much of what hap-
pens is inside an offender’s head, it makes it very difficult to profile
them from their records alone. When this man is released from prison,
he will be viewed by authorities as a man with a history of raping ado-
lescent females, a man with no history of molesting young boys, cer-
tainly no history of torture. But over the years, his fantasies have
changed from teenage girls to preteen boys and from rape to murder. If
a seven- to nine-year-old boy is found tortured to death, this man will
not even be on their list of suspects.

It is hard to describe the intensity of the fantasies that offenders de-
velop, to appreciate how much the fantasies dominate their lives or how
much they will give up to keep them. But these fantasies take on a life
of their own. What starts as daydreaming eventually becomes something
the offenders can't control, even when they try. Mr. Carron tells us:

My fantasies became a lot more intense as [ grew older. The more
I'd masturbate, the more deviant the behavior. . . . A lot of times I

thought I could use self-will to stop myself. For a period of time it
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worked. But what it did was build up more turmoil in me. I strug-
gled with it. And my fantasies got worse and worse. I got worse
and worse. I didn't reach out for help. I didn't ask anybody for
help. I didn’t want it. I wanted to be doing this.

What would stop a man like this? Not much. As you can see below
from Mr. Carron, neither the threat of jail nor the possibility of dying
had any power to deter him. The threat of jail only made him consider
killing his victim.

I see no future for myself. I had already tried to commit suicide
once. [ didn't want to live. But  wanted to continue to be deviant
because that’s the only excitement I got out of life. I seen myself,
if I hadn't got caught I would have killed my victim. For me, that
was my final choice. I had to kill the victim. No victim, no crime.
I was uncomfortable with that while I was committing my crime.
I didn't want to do that. But I kept telling myself 1 had to. Some-
one would find me out, and I wouldn't be able to continue. The
night that I committed my crime, I went out of the house think-
ing that I'm going to do this. I'm going to do this the best I can,
and I'm not going to stop until someone puts a bullet in my head.

Was the only reason he was planning on killing his victim the fear of
detection? I think not. He has already admitted that he thought it
would be the ultimate high. But I take him seriously that his desire to
continue was intense enough that he would have killed for that reason
alone. And I take seriously as well his statement that he was willing to

die for the high.

Does Everybody Know What Empathy Is?

It is not just the presence of a high in these cases that is surprising. It
is also the absence of empathy, of any concern for these victims. How
could you or [ treat another human being like this? Mr. Johnson, the
man who suffocated his son, responds:
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At the time I didn’t have any feelings for anybody other than my-
self. T wanted me to feel good. And it didn't make a difference
who hurt in the process as long as I felt good. . . .

At that point in my life, I don’t think I had empathy for any-
body. . .. I'm not even sure I knew what empathy was at that
point. I didn't care about other people’s feelings. 1 didn't care for
other people. Period. [ really don't believe that I, that I really un-
derstood what empathy was at that time.

Callousness is routine in sadists. Note, for example, that the sadist
below had no real sexual interest in children, but he also had no com-

punction about the idea of attacking one for practice.

The picture in my mind was one of torturing a victim with every-
thing from matches to cigarette butts to a propane torch, electri-
cal stimulation, needles, and so forth. ... The first few victims
were female because I had an impulse to rape and hurt. The last
three were female for rape reasons, but with more emphasis on
hurting and humiliation. . . . And, on a few occasions, there have
been concepts of taking a “dry run” or a practice run using a small
child as victim, male or female.?

When you ask sadists about callousness toward people, they often
shrug and tell you that they treated people as objects. Witness Mr. Car-
ron’s response below:

I told myself that she was an object a lot. I told myself everybody
was an object. I had stayed so out of touch with reality and stayed
away from so many others for so long, masturbating and fantasiz-
ing, I had built up a world within my mind that no one was real
but me. And I could do whatever 1 wanted to. And the only en-
joyment that I had out of life was the adrenaline rush I got when

I done or participated in deviant behavior.
But there is more to this than these men say. If they had truly felt
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these people were objects, they would not have attacked them. Sadists
don't attack trees or cars. The point is that they are acutely aware of
how people feel. Unlike the rageful rapist who vents anger with no real
knowledge or caring about how the victim feels, sadists do not explode
in a frenzied, violent attack; instead, they slowly torture. They torture,
listening carefully to how the person feels and adjusting the torture to
increase the suffering.

The point of sadism is not indifference to pain. It is the deliberate in-
fliction of pain and terror. Sadists will often blindfold their victims, even
when they are planning to kill them, in order to induce terror.!® Often
sadists will tell their victims in advance what will happen to them in

order to increase the terror. One serial killer would say to his victims:

First, 'm going to torture you in the most horrible and painful
manner [ can think of. Then I'm going to abuse you sexually in
the most degrading way [ possibly can think of. Then I'll kill you
in the slowest and most painful way I can conceive. ... Do you
have any questions?!!

What fuels sadists then is not a belief that people are objects but
rather a kind of reverse empathy. Rather than being indifferent to how
others feel, they are exquisitely attuned to it. But suffering in others
does not produce the same feeling state in them. Instead, it produces
its opposite. Other people’s helplessness makes them feel powerful.
Other people’s vulnerability makes them feel invincible. Other people’s
dying makes them feel alive. Other people’s submission makes them
feel dominant. When you or I see someone in pain, we empathize,
which is to say, we feel some of that pain ourselves. Sadists feel satis-
fied, high, happy instead.

Consider, for example, the offender who attacked an eleven-year-old
girl, raped her, bound her hands and feet, tied a rope around her neck,
and dragged her across an open field until she passed out. Thinking she
was dead, he left her. Later, he was caught and admitted to the offense.
When asked how he felt at the time, he said, “Like Superman: strong,
invincible and horny, too!”12
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A lack of empathy is not peculiar to sadists: Violent rapists, many
child molesters, and all psychopaths share it. But what is peculiar to
sadists is this feeding off of the pain. Psychopaths, violent rapists, and
many child molesters just ignore the pain of others. It is irrelevant, and
they do not mind causing it in the service of their own enjoyment.
Rapists certainly intend to inflict pain. But even rapists do not inflict
pain slowly, deliberately, devouring the victim’s response like someone
having a gourmet meal.

Perhaps vampires exist after all, except that they do not literally
drink the victim’s blood. Indeed, Bram Stoker, the author of the origi-
nal story, took the name Dracula from accounts of a fifteenth-century
sadist named Vlad the Impaler, also known as Dracula. There is no ev-
idence that Vlad the Impaler actually drank the blood of his victims, al-
though he shed plenty of it, impaling as many as 20,000 people at a
time. But Stoker was figuratively correct, if not literally. Vampires seem
merely a metaphor for this most dangerous and harmful of human be-
ings, the kind who emotionally drinks in the suffering of others.

Rationales, Excuses, and Further
Proof of Human Ingenuity

Like most sex offenders, sadists often justify their behavior. But what
possible excuses could anybody use to justify torture? When I ask au-
diences this, they grow thoughtful. It is a daunting task for normal peo-
ple to find excuses for the inexcusable.

The sadists I have talked with, however, have no such difficulty.
Some convince themselves that their victims aren’t really suffering that
much, and in any case, their victims actually want this to happen.

If a child was screaming, I would tell myself—you know—the
child’s not really hurting because I know that in reality [ was hurt-
ing the child. But the only way I could continue the act was to tell
myself I wasn't hurting the child. 1 really wasn’t hurting him. I
found the more I told myself that, the more I believed it. And
then I found that if the child tried to pull away, or screamed,
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hollered, cried, then all my lying to myself would enhance it, and
made it more arousing to me. And the pain, the aspect of inflict-
ing pain, was extremely arousing.

It was something that had taken time to build up. It didn't just
happen. It took time to build that up. And after a while, I could ac-
tually take it and turn it around. Because the child was screaming
that he wanted more—actually because they liked it. The child was
screaming because he wanted me to continue. And it’s all turning it
around and saying that the tears, really they aren't real for hurt. The
screaming, it isn't really because of the pain. It’s that the person ac-
tually wants this to happen. And that’s how [ was turning it around.
And I told myself this so many times that I believed it.

Sitting in this interview, I found myself hard pressed to understand
what this man was talking about and, frankly, hard pressed to listen.
How could he tell himself it was and wasn’t hurting the child at the
same time? But the mind is ingenious, and its ingenuity can be used to
support evil as easily as good. Initially, he separated the two percep-
tions. Only later was he able to do the more complicated juggling act of
keeping both in mind at the same time.

When 1 first found that [ was really aroused by inflicting pain, [
didn't have that line of thinking right then, OK? I knew that [ was
hurting them. It took me some time, and [ worked it through at a
later time. I'd work it over a half hour, forty-five minutes, an hour
and a half, that this child was asking for it, that he wanted more.
And the more I looked at it this way, there came a point in my life,
after six or seven months of doing it, that I didn’t even have to
change the thought process any more. The immediate thought
process was scream, pain, excitement: They wanted it. There was
no change after that.

Other sadists do not bother with such elaborate excuses. A more
common justification is simply to say the child is disgusting, evil, sick,

perverted; he deserves the treatment he receives.
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I devalued all of them. All children—mostly others and my
stepchild. I said, 1 told myself that my stepchild, because he
wasn’t mine, being as he wasn't my biological son, that he was less
than human anyway. Other people’s children that I had raped and
molested, they weren't mine. They weren't my biological children,
so it didn’t make any difference to me. I viewed children as a
piece of meat. To me children were a toy. Do what I wanted with
and then throw it away.

Even today, after working with the tape of that interview for several
years, I cannot hear him call children “a piece of meat” without anger.
But at least the wave of homicidal rage that used to sweep over me
each and every time has finally lessened. The certainty in my soul that
this man has forfeited his right to walk on this planet has not.

Despite his statement, do not be tempted to think he is telling the
truth when he implies he treated his biological children any better.
They were younger and were just moving into the age range he pre-
ferred as victims. He admitted to me that he was getting ready to mo-
lest them and that he had gotten them to the point where it would be
easy. His preparation, he stated matter-of-factly, consisted of beating
and threatening to kill them to the point that they were too afraid to re-
sist anything he told them to do. No doubt he would simply have a dif-
ferent excuse for molesting them.

This type of excuse, that the victim is somehow evil or defective or
“less than human,” is simply projection. The father of one of my clients
told her she was too egocentric to ever have children. Another sadistic
father told his daughter/victim that she didn't feel things but only pre-
tended to. Someone was, indeed, too egocentric to have children in
that house, and someone didn't feel things. Someone was also less than
human, but in no case was it the child.

This process of projection is the same one that nonsadistic child mo-
lesters use, projection of the offender’s inner world onto the victim.
The difference is in what lies within. For the nonsadistic child moles-
ter, it is sexual arousal to children that comprises his inner world, and
that is what he projects outward onto the child. He believes the child
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desires sex with him. The sadist projects a sense of evil, of extreme per-
version. The evil that lies within he throws away from him, onto the
child. These are truly “people of the lie.”

But of course, all of these projections rely on the perpetrator having
some prior contact with the victim. But what do those who prey on
strangers tell themselves?

Some denigrate whole classes of people, such as women or children.
Many rapists believe that women are “bitches” who deserve anything
bad that happens to them. Those who attack children employ similarly
distorted cognitions in regard to children. “I think young girls and boys
are meant to be sex slaves or sex playthings for adults” was the state-
ment of one sadistic offender, writing to someone he thought was an-
other pedophile—in reality, a federal marshal running a sting operation.

Ted Bundy only admitted he was a murderer shortly before he was
executed, but even before then, he spoke about the murders in the
third person to two journalists who interviewed him.!3 While maintain-
ing his innocence, he allowed that, nevertheless, he could put himself
in the mind of the killer and tell them what such a man might think and
feel. Under this rather thin cover, he talked about his way of operating
and his justifications. He described “the killer” as being “amazed and
chagrined” at the public outcry that followed the disappearance of a
victim. Why would anyone pay so much attention? He said the killer
told himself, “What’s one less? . . . What's one less person on the face
of the planet? What difference will it make a hundred years from
now?"1* After all, “people disappear every day! It happens all the time.
... I mean, there are so many people. This person will never be missed.
It shouldn'’t be a problem.”!5

In that statement Bundy revealed that he never grasped the concept
of attachment, that one person could care about another, could miss
them, might even grieve. But if he valued no one else’s life, he seems to
have been attached to his own. Before he died, he decided capital pun-
ishment was unfair. It was wrong, he said, for the state to kill people.
Clearly, his sense of irony was as deficient as his conscience.

Some part of my vindictive little soul wanted to be there. Not for the

execution—I have no taste for killing. Only to say to him beforehand,
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“But Ted, people disappear every day! It happens all the time. After all,
there are so many people. I don’t think you will ever be missed. It
shouldn't be a problem.”

Would T have said it? I don't know. It is at odds with the notion I
cling to that how you treat people should come from who you are, not
who they are. But [ would have been sorely tempted.

Who Are They?

If you think that the sadists and the Ted Bundys of the world must
somehow look different and can be spotted on the street, think again.
Despite an extraordinary level of deviancy and callousness, they are
often well ensconced in communities. Many sadists are what former
FBI agent Roy Hazelwood has termed “three piece suit offenders.
... One was a churchman, another worked as a high-level executive for
a Midwest chain. One guy was an ex-cop.” Some of the worst were “pil-
lars of the community.”1é

If you were attacked by a sadist, you'd not likely identify him by
going through mug shots. In one study, 65 percent had no prior
record.!” Those sadists who were termed “more severe” (defined as
killing three or more people) were considerably better adjusted and
more successful than those termed “less severe” (defined as killing only
one person), according to one study.!8 For example, 43 percent of the
more severe sadists were married at the time of the offense, as opposed
to 7 percent of the less severe ones; 33 percent had military experience
as opposed to none of the less severe; 43 percent had education beyond
high school as compared to none; and a full one-third had a reputation
as a solid citizen, as opposed to none of the less severe.

It is not likely that these results are because of the fact that being
middle class makes someone a more severe sadist. It is more likely that
being a pillar of the community means they didn’t get caught right
away. After all, when there is a particularly gruesome murder in a small
town, who looks at a local school teacher, a well-known psychologist, or
a doctor with no criminal record as a possible suspect?

However, even middle class sadists with no criminal records often
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leave a trail of sorts. First of all, as many as 65 percent of sadists keep
trophies, such mementos of their victims as a lock of hair or a driver's
license, and 45 percent video- or audiorecord their offenses.!® It is al-

ways useful to get a search warrant when investigating a sadist.

Wives and Girlfriends

If the outside world doesnt know who sadists are, their partners often
do. Sadists will try out the behaviors they use on victims outside the
home initially on wives and girlfriends in the home. However, even
those who kill people outside the home usually do not kill their part-
ners. There is simply too much risk of detection, and sadists tend to be
excellent planners.

I mentioned previously a man who had raped and killed a neighbor
child who came to his door on Halloween. In going through the
records, I found that years before he had picked up a former girlfriend
in a bar one night. He saw her sitting alone and crying because she had
broken up with her current beau (a different man). He offered her a
ride home, but instead of taking her home, he drove her to an isolated
area and raped her anally with such violence that she vomited through-
out the attack. He continued nonetheless, his sexual interest unde-
terred—and perhaps enhanced—by her distress.

This is consistent with his behavior the night the child was killed.
He had sent his wife to a Halloween party alone, claiming he didn’t
feel well. While she was gone, the child came trick-or-treating. He
killed the little girl, put her body in a garbage bag, and hid it tem-
porarily in the basement. When his wife returned, he was so sexually
aroused that he demanded sex, a fact that stood in stark contrast to his
later claim that he killed the child accidentally. In reality, it is highly
unlikely that anyone who accidentally killed a child would find the
event sexually exciting.

If you're wondering why anyone would marry a sadist, it's because
sadists do not announce themselves when courting. In fact, according
to research by Hazelwood, it appears that sadists present initially as ex-

actly the opposite of what they are.2? In a study of partners of serial
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killers, Hazelwood found that they frequently begin relationships by
showering prospective partners with attention and affection. It seems a
caricature of normal courting, as though the offender were trying to
present as some kind of idealized figure picked up from a romance
novel.

He will give small gifts, be unusually sensitive and attentive, profess
his undying love early on—heady stuff for the woman who believes she
has found the romance she has been waiting for, the one the books say
is just around the corner, the one in the fairy tales.

At some point, the couple becomes sexually intimate, and things go
well for a time. But eventually the offender will discover some sort of
sex his partner does not enjoy. Rather than drop it, he will insist on it.
It doesn't matter what form of sex it is. If the woman enjoys anal sex
but does not like oral sex, it will be oral sex. If she enjoys oral sex but
not anal, it will be anal. The point is simply to find something that the
wife or girlfriend does not like.

As the relationship develops, the demands for the unwanted sex acts
escalate while the types of sex the woman enjoys drop out. At this point
the offender will begin isolating his partner, cutting her off from friends
and family and demanding she spend all of her time with him. Sooner
or later, after social isolation comes torture and virtual captivity. By the
time the torture begins, the woman is demoralized, isolated, and worn
down. She also may have been beaten repeatedly, often to the point of
unconsciousness.

The sexual torture is elaborate and usually ritualistic, by which I
mean that the same things are done in a precise sequence every time.
The ritual is “scripted,” planned out in detail, and the husband may
spend hours explaining the exact sequence to his wife and what she
will be required to do. For instance, one woman was forced to come in
the house barefoot and brush her hair in front of a mirror while the
husband crept up behind her and grabbed her around the neck. She
was told her eyes had to widen just so in surprise. He would then drag
her off to the bedroom where he had rings fastened in the wall to im-
mobilize her. He would torture her in a particular sequence and then

strangle her into unconsciousness. This was her sex life for eight years.
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Each particular sadist will have a different script, with elements of
force, torture, and control as the only constants. There is no spontane-
ity in this sequence. All aspects of sadistic offenses tend to be planned,
both inside and outside the home.

Michael DeBardeleben, a counterfeiter and sadist, was one of those
who kept voluminous notes on his exploits. Among the notes was found

his recipe for a relationship:

A [man] must be aware of all this:

—Get his satisfaction early

—Isolate her contacts with others

—Don't let her make any decisions

—Don't let her acquire any skills (working, driving, social skills,
etc.)

—Don't let her have any power (bank accounts, ownership, in-
side information—material for blackmail)

—Never trust her completely

—Don’t “enlighten” her with knowledge (especially of psy-
chology)

—Always remember that the relationship is temporary + like-
wise prepare to “cut her loose” before she does it to you

—Set the “price” higher than needed at first; whip, infidelity,
extreme humiliation—then gradually reduce to keep at an ade-
quate level

—Actively seek a “new” partner when she begins to show signs
of rebellion

—Make her more dependent: drugs? Live in country. No phone
(or hidden—for my use only) no drivers license, no books (except
fantasy) no fancy clothes, no doctors

—Never show weakness, guilt or insecurity.?!

Once [ was lecturing on sadism, and a woman lingered after the lec-
ture to speak with me. After all the other questions had been answered
and the other participants gone, she told me this tale from many years
ago. She was eighteen years old at the time, living in Rochester, New
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York. One day she was shopping with a friend when a security guard ap-
proached her in the store. He was polite, well mannered, and some-
what diffident, and he struck up a conversation with her and her friend.
She liked him, and at the end of the conversation he asked her for her
phone number; she gave it.

He called soon thereafter and asked her out. He was courteous in
the extreme, and they began dating. Very quickly, he appeared to fall
head-over-heels for her. She worked as a teller in the bank, and he
began showing up at the bank to put a fresh loaf of bread or flowers
through the drive-up window. All the other tellers thought he was
someone out of An Officer and a Gentleman. They told her she should
marry him.

She was not so sure. He seemed to be moving much too fast, more
smothering her than going out with her. Within a few weeks, he wanted
to move in, but she refused. She needed more time.

Still, she liked him, enjoyed going out with him, and had no suspi-
cions that he had any sort of dark side. He did talk about his “evil twin,”
a twin brother who supposedly was always in trouble, but she believed
the “twin” was real.

Then one day the buzzer to her apartment rang. She opened the
door to find a large sculpture sitting there. The sculpture was made of
wire and featured twisted, clawing hands and a face screaming horribly.
It shocked her, as no doubt it was meant to, and she grabbed it and
dragged it inside, embarrassed that the neighbors might see it. Inter-
estingly, she knew immediately who left it there.

She called her “admirer,” and when she got through, he admitted it
was he who had left the sculpture but gave a lame excuse. He needed
a place to store the sculpture and thought she might be willing. He had
no explanation for why he hadn’t talked to her about it first.

This was too much for her. Already feeling that he was pushing her
for too much, too soon, she broke up with him. A year went by in which
there was no contact. She renewed her relationship with another man,
but they, too, broke up. On the night of the break-up, she drove home,
upset and crying, and she didn't notice a car that pulled up next to her
at the stoplight. The driver of that car rolled down his window and
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spoke to her. It was her former friend. He seemed concerned and asked
her what was wrong.

She was part way through telling him when the light changed. She
remembered him as someone who had never hurt her, and indeed, he
never had. She had no hesitation in inviting him back to her apartment
for coffee.

When they got there, he brutally raped her. Afterward, she lay sob-
bing on the couch while he sat on the sofa next to her staring at the
floor. She reported his expression was completely blank, a look she had
never seen before. Without a word, he got up and walked out.

She never saw him again. At least not in person. But ten years later,
she turned on the news and discovered that he had become the Hill-
side Strangler.

[ have no way of knowing if this story is true. I do not know her
name, and | never saw her again. But the story does have the ring of
truth. The courting process she described is one in which sadists en-
gage. Also, Kenneth Bianco, the Hillside Strangler, tried, when he was
caught, to throw the blame onto an “evil twin” or alter ego named
Steven Walker, claiming he had multiple personality disorder. It is also
true that he lived in Rochester, New York, until he was twenty-six years
old, and true too that while there, he worked as a security guard.

You would think that knowing all this, I would not underestimate
offenders, but at times [ have. Once [ was shooting an educational
film in a prison when there was a “miscount.” Prisons count all their
inmates several times a day, and if the right number doesn’t come up,
all programming shuts down while they count again. Almost always
the problem is literally a miscount, but every miscount has to be
treated as a possible escape until proven otherwise. This miscount
came when [ was in the middle of a confrontation with an inmate
about his denial. I was left unsettled by the unfinished interview, and
I came back that night, with permission from prison authorities, to
complete the interview.

I did not have the film crew with me this time. They were setting up
at another site for the next day's filming, and I was alone. I expected the

staff member who met me at the gate to accompany me, but she went
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home. I was not on monitor. Instead, I was alone with this inmate, sev-
eral locked steel doors from the nearest guard. This was not one of my
smarter moments.

In my defense, I was aware the man I was there to see was coming
up for parole. I had read his records and did not think for a second that
he was an impulsive offender. I thought he planned everything he ever
did, and I did not think he would want to do anything that would hurt
his chance of parole. It turns out [ was underestimating how much I
can annoy people.

The man was good-looking, well educated, and well spoken. He had
been a respected veterinarian in his community. He did not look like
most people’s idea of a criminal, and you would most certainly not be
afraid of him on sight.

He had three known offenses to date. The first occurred when he
picked up his thirteen-year-old daughter, ostensibly to take her to the
hospital to visit her mother, who was having a hysterectomy that day.
Instead, he suddenly grabbed a syringe lying on the dashboard and in-
jected her in the thigh with Demerol, then disappeared with her until
the next day. No one knows what happened.

He admits he did this but claims it wasn't an offense and that noth-
ing happened in the missing twenty-four hours. He only wanted to stop
the surgery, he said, which he had opposed. He claimed not to under-
stand why he was charged and convicted of assault for such a little
thing. His explanation doesn't make any sense, particularly in the light
of his other offenses, but we move on.

His second offense was to run into a YMCA women'’s dressing room,
where he found a thirteen-year-old girl alone. He denies following her
or stalking her, but it strains coincidence to think he could simply walk
into a YMCA dressing room randomly and find a victim of his preferred
age and sex alone.

He grabbed this girl and injected her with an animal sedative, but
she broke free of him and ran to the lobby before she collapsed. He was
convicted, but the case was overturned on a technicality: The line-up
of photos wasn't properly presented. He would not discuss this offense

because he denies he did it. But to believe him, we have to believe
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there was more than one man running around injecting thirteen-year-
old girls with sedatives in his rural community.

His third offense involved breaking into an apartment where a
thirteen-year-old girl was alone. He admitted going into the apartment,
but again, he denied planning this offense or stalking the girl and
claimed that the fact that a thirteen-year-old girl was home alone when
he went into the apartment was merely an accident. In fact, he denied
that he even broke in. The door was open, he says, and he only walked
in to ask for directions—something anyone would do.

The stabbing, he claimed, was another accident. He admitted he
forced the girl to strip at the point of a knife. Afterward, he said, she
made a dash for the door and impaled herself on his knife. I looked
down at the police report in my hands. The girl was stabbed in the
back. To believe him I must believe she tried to escape by running
backward, nude, toward her attacker.

He was still angry that he was incarcerated for that offense. “An ir-
rational two minutes of my life,” he says. “Why should I spend all these
years in prison for simply an irrational two minutes of my life?” He had
refused treatment in prison. He didn't need treatment. It was simply an
irrational two minutes, nothing to do with him.

Calmly I pointed out that if he didn’t know why he did this the last
time, he has no way to prevent it from happening the next time. In
that case, | said, he should stay in prison forever, or if that wasn't pos-
sible, then as long as the law will allow, a statement that seemed to
annoy him immensely. But he only became truly angry when in the
course of this comment I used the word “sex offender.” He stopped me
immediately.

“Sex offender?” he said. “What makes you think I'm a sex offender?”

I was puzzled that he could even question this. “When you force
someone to strip at the point of a knife,” [ said slowly, “that makes you
a sex offender.”

“But how do you know I was thinking about raping her?” he asked.
“How do you know I wasn't thinking about cutting her head off.”

That silenced me. “Were you?” 1 said quietly.

“More that,” he replied, “than the other.”
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I paused, thinking about the fact that two twelve-year-old girls were
missing in his area, and the man in front of me was a suspect. I had a
sick feeling suddenly that when these two children are eventually
found, they may be decapitated.

Suddenly I was overwhelmed by the futility of trying to learn any-
thing about this man from words. The words fluttered about the room
like butterflies he put out only to distract me. For just a moment in my
mind’s eye, I saw a bubble over his head, like a cartoon, but instead of
words there was gibberish in the bubble, a fair summation of this in-
terview thus far.

Then I had a bizarre fantasy impulse. I wanted the room to fill up
with gas, as it did sometimes in old Star Trek episodes, gas that would
freeze him in mid-sentence but not me. I wanted this to happen so that
I could reach over and touch the skin on his forehead. It was some kind
of primal instinct, as though I could learn through touch what I could
not learn through words. How could anyone even contemplate cutting
off a child’s head? Was this man real? Was that skin real? Perhaps it
was plastic. So alien was this man from me, I went back to some prim-
itive need to touch.

The moment passed. I shook it off and persisted in confronting him.
I told him one more time that he should be locked up forever if he
couldn't take responsibility for his behavior and go into treatment to
control it. Suddenly, anger seemed to seize him. He stood up abruptly
and rocked back and forth on his feet. I looked up into his rage-filled
face and realized he was making a decision, whether to go forward to-
ward me or away. He could not stay where he was.

There was a second when my heart stopped, and I waited, knowing
that I had lost control of this situation. Then he headed toward the
door. He hit the button next to it, barked something to the guard, and
I heard footsteps coming to take him back to his cell. Soon I was alone
with my own stupidity.

Over and over again we underestimate these people. Over and over
we expect rationality, expect motives we can understand, expect that
there is some kind of agreement between us on the rules of conduct.

Over and over we expect that we can ride down a country road in mid-
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day without being run off the road and raped by a sex offender, expect
that we can speak sharply to a man harassing us in a McDonald’s park-
ing lot without getting attacked and raped, expect that we can be the
last to close up a nature center without getting abducted and tor-
tured—vet I have had clients who were victimized in each of those sit-
uations. Over and over we expect that we can interview a man in prison
without getting hurt, a man who has everything to lose and nothing to

gain by attacking anyone. Over and over, we are wrong.
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Psychopaths: Fooling People
for the Thrill of It

hile sex offenders—even violent predators—have a fear of getting

caught and use deception pragmatically as a way of maintaining
their freedom, psychopaths—offenders without a conscience—fool peo-
ple for the thrill of it. Deception is not just a byproduct of deviant activi-
ties for the psychopath; often it is the main event.

Psychopaths are predators but not necessarily sexual predators. They
do whatever interests them, whether it is sexual molestation, mugging, or
robbing banks. Research by Dr. Robert Hare indicates that between 15
and 25 percent of the inmates in U.S. prisons are psychopaths.! Obvi-
ously, what interests the ones who end up in prison is illegal, but it is not
clear that all psychopaths have such a proclivity for illegal activity. There
are those who are considerably more successful and who manage to stay
on the right side of the law (or to avoid detection).

A study, for instance, looked at psychopaths in business.? In the course
of working with six different companies, a business consultant named
Paul Babiak discovered each had a problematic employee at the heart of
their difficulties. In each case, the person scored high on psychopathy.
The damage these individuals did to the company and to other employees
was considerable. Their modus operandi was to gather information, to ma-
nipulate, to spread vicious rumors about other employees, and to sow dis-
sension. The one thing they did not do was any sort of productive work.

Astonishingly, none were fired, despite the fact that in some cases they
were losing massive amounts of money for the corporation, and in all
cases, they were trailing a wake of complaints from other employees.
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Quite the contrary, all of the psychopaths thrived. They excelled at
fooling upper-level management into believing that none of the failures
or complaints was due to their behavior; someone else always took the
blame.

They were particularly good at not just cultivating upper-level man-
agement but also at cultivating some mid- and lower-level people who
were in positions to give them access to information. Eventually, how-
ever, they betrayed many of these lower-level employees, then aban-
doned them abruptly, leaving their former “friends” feeling devalued
and depressed. They continued to cultivate their bosses, however, until
they took over their jobs and replaced them. In all of their dealings,
they manifested the same lack of a conscience and lack of concern for
others as did their counterparts serving hard time.

However, this kind of psychopath is not typically violent. Given that
this book is concerned with violence and sexual assault, I will confine
my comments to the type of psychopath who often does end up in jail.
Still, it is important to remember that not having a criminal record does
not guarantee that someone is not a psychopath. Many are not caught,
and some lie, cheat, and deceive without getting on the wrong side of
the law.

The type who does commit crimes, however, is the type of psy-
chopath who has been most researched. Such psychopaths tend to be
equal opportunity offenders, meaning that they often commit a variety
of crimes. Even those who are sex offenders rarely limit themselves to
sexual crimes. For example, an offender I evaluated had eleven sexual
convictions, an astonishing number. However, he also had a total of
twenty-five overall convictions, the remainder being for credit card
fraud, car theft, and a variety of other crimes.

Psychopaths routinely start their criminal careers at a younger age
than other offenders, on average beginning before the age of twelve.
They commit more crimes at every age than other inmates, and if they
specialize in anything, it is in violent crime per se.* As they age, they re-
duce the number of nonviolent crimes they commit, but they do not
decrease the number of violent crimes, the opposite pattern from other
violent offenders.5

-124-



Psychopaths

What is particularly sobering, however, is just how many crimes psy-
chopaths commit and how little incarceration affects them. They are
three times more likely to commit a general offense within the first year
of release than other offenders and four times more likely to commit a
violent offense.6 They are truly a formidable group of criminals. They
start young, commit high numbers of violent crimes with little remorse,

and don’t seem bothered by being caught and imprisoned.

Thugs and Charmers: The Guilty and the Guiltless

If violence were all, psychopaths would simply be thugs. But what dis-
tinguishes psychopaths from other offenders is not just their level of vi-
olence and their propensity for crime; it is that they have personality
traits that allow them to manipulate people pretty much with impunity.
Key characteristics of psychopathy are glibness, superficial charm, and
an extraordinary ability to con and to manipulate.

But it is somehow more than that. Really good psychopaths are gen-
uinely likable. A friend of mine recently was describing a psychopath
she had known in childhood. He was the father of her best friend, and
as an insurance salesman he embezzled quite a lot of money out of the
people in their small town. Eventually he absconded with the money,
abandoning her friend and her friend’s mother. The friend’s house—
which he had borrowed against extensively—was repossessed by the
bank. The mother became severely depressed, and the townspeople
stepped in to help move the family because the mother simply wasn't
coping. Her friend and her friend’s mother became destitute. Eventu-
ally friends bought tickets for the family and put them on a train to
meet relatives. The entire frightening, embarrassing ordeal devastated
her friend’s childhood and destroyed the mental health of the mother.

But after telling this dreadful tale, my friend got a dreamy look in her
eyes and said, “But you know, if Jack walked through the door today, I'd
be glad to see him. He was just that kind of person.” She went on to
talk about funny comments he had made when she was at his house as
a child. She still remembered them verbatim.

Likewise, Babiak confirmed that the coworkers of the psychopaths
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in business who were dumped and abandoned by the psychopaths were
not only angry and betrayed, they were depressed partly because they
missed the psychopath and the excitement he or she had brought into
their lives.”

Even Professor Daniel Lykken, an expert on antisocial personalities,
speaks amiably of a psychopath named Duane who cheated him out of
$1000, despite the fact that Lykken knew he was a psychopath from
the start with a track record of criminal behavior and of lying and ma-
nipulating. Lykken’s only comment was, “You would not think me quite
such a fool if you had been there yourself and heard Duane’s casual,
low-keyed pitch, full of circumstantial detail.”® Lykken even allowed
Duane to pilot him in a small plane, despite remembering on the way
to the airport that Duane was reckless, had no fear, and liked close
calls.

One likely reason psychopaths can thrive in business and elsewhere
is that their lying and manipulation is just so difficult to detect. Normal
people feel some degree of guilt and nervousness when lying, and if
they're not careful, they will show signs of that guilt in their facial ex-
pressions or body language. We assume the presence of guilt in others
and routinely expect that those lying to us will be made uncomfortable
by the lying. In fact, what most people look for as a sign of lying is sim-
ply nervousness, anxiety, or discomfort.

But the psychopathic mindset is different. Imagine what life would
be like if every human interaction were a football play. There is no “we”
between adversaries on the football field. They are competing, and the
outcome is win, lose, or draw. If one wins five yards, he doesn't have to
feel guilty: After all, the other guy is trying to do the same thing. Did
Joe Montana or Kurt Warner ever feel bad about winning a Super
Bowl? Isn't pride a more understandable feeling? And that's what psy-
chopaths feel when they dupe you and me.

Psychopaths are misread over and over because the average person
expects those who betray us to have the decency to feel bad about it. It
is a sad and dangerous expectation. Instead of feeling remorse over de-
ceiving others, psychopaths feel what is termed “duping delight,” a kind
of joy and almost childlike delight in duping other people. The average
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person misreads the joy of predation as the guilelessness of innocence.
After all, there is no gaze aversion, no nervous mannerisms. Seems as
though the guy is pretty straight. Why, he looked me right in the eye.
Sure he did. And the clear conscience and the lack of personal distress
were genuine. In fact, look closely and you will see the same joy the pro-
fessional football player has when he spikes the ball in the end zone or
the exuberance a boxer has when he raises both hands over a senseless
opponent. It is the joy of winning, nothing more, nothing less. The dif-
ference is that anyone entering the ring or walking onto the field knows
a game is going on and what the rules are. In life, psychopaths are play-

-ing a different game with a different rule book from the rest of us.

It is important to understand fully that such offenders do not have a
conscience as you and I know it. Acts that would bother others—and
even haunt nonpsychopathic child molesters or rapists—give no pause,
cause no regret. For instance, consider the words of the psychopath
below:

Yea, it was power and control. I was grooming her from the age of
... it started about the age of one. When . . . I was the punisher.
I was the one who decided punishment over the children. I was
the one who spanked the children. I was the one who punished
the children. And if I seen the children doing anything wrong,
even bickering, arguing among themselves, I would whip them
and tell them—you know, just kids playing, I would tell myself
well, she’s not going to be like that. She’s going to be the perfect
mate. And I told myself that. And I didn’t molest her then.

Q. The perfect mate.

A. The perfect mate. I was grooming her to fit me. To fit me.

Q. At what age?

A. 1 started at about a year. [ started grooming her, whipping
her, and telling her this. To do this, not to do that. Then I mo-
lested her at eighteen months old. And I thought to myself. This
is going to be easy. This is going to be easy. I'm going to have my
own child, my own stepdaughter, which is really not blood related
to me, and I'm telling myself these things. It’s not blood related to
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me. When she grows up to be fourteen, fifteen years old, I will
have the perfect sexual mate. For sexual purposes. Anything else
didn't matter. It was sex. That was it. I didn’t care about, really
honestly, I didn't love the child. I wanted the child for my own
purposes.

Q. How would you justify it in your head?

A. How did I justify it in my head? She’s going to do what I
want her to do, and that’s it. . . . I told her that Daddy loves her.
Daddy’s going to take care of her, and Daddy’s going to give her
anything she wants as long as she does what Daddy tells her.

The film I made of this man upsets even professional audiences.
There is something about his degree of callousness toward a toddler
that will suck the air out of a room. It is especially hard to watch his
face: the sly smile, the sparkle in the eyes. “See how clever I am,” he
seems to be saying. “Ain’t I something!” He is indeed, but he and I
would probably disagree on what.

An Old Problem

We do not want to believe such callousness exists, but it does and al-
ways has. A sign of a robust syndrome is when it is found in vastly dif-
ferent time periods and cultures. Schizophrenia, major depression, and
psychopathy—all can be recognized across hundreds, even thousands
of years.

In fact, in looking for a case study that would illustrate all the clas-
sic features of psychopathy, I found I could do no better than a man
who lived 2,400 years ago, 400 years B.C.E. He might well be the
poster child for psychopathy, given how well he fits the syndrome. His
name was Alcibiades, and he was a legendary general in the Golden
Age of Athens. His life was described in detail by Plutarch in the first
century C.E., and he was mentioned by Dr. Hervey Cleckley in his
early writings on psychopaths.®

He was a man born to every advantage. He came from one of Athen’s
noblest families, and when his wealthy and honored father died, the
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legendary statesman Pericles became his guardian. But from the start
there were signs of recklessness, of a stubborn egocentricity not found
among his peers, as evidenced below:

As he played at dice in the street, being then but a child, a loaded
cart came that way, when it was his turn to throw; at first he called
to the driver to stop, because he was to throw in the way over
which the cart was to pass; but the man giving him no attention
and driving on, when the rest of the boys divided and gave way, Al-
cibiades threw himself on his face before the cart and, stretching
himself out, bade the carter pass on now if he would; which so
startled the man, that he put back his horses, while all that saw it

were terrified, and, crying out, ran out to assist Alcibiades.!?

Carts did not stop for small boys in Athens during this time period.
The boy bold enough to throw himself before the cart grew up to be a
man who would betray three countries, and in so doing, all his friends,
relatives, and fellow Athenians—despite the fact he was loved by his
family and friends and honored in every place he went.

What seems odd, in retrospect, is how long Alcibiades got away with
bad behavior and how loved he was in spite of it——odd except that this
contradiction is pervasive throughout psychopathic sagas. Long before
he betrayed Athens, he had a track record of abusive and violent be-
havior, which everyone around him ignored. His record for assault was
so bad that his brother-in-law, fearful that Alcibiades would murder
him for his money, announced in the Athenian Senate that if he should
die without children, all his lands and money would go to the state.

He was surely right about Alcibiades’s callousness. It was Alcibiades
who persuaded the Athenians to attack the isle of Melos and—upon
the surrender of its inhabitants—to kill all the men of an age to bear
arms, an outrage even in those brutal times that the Athenians came to
regret sorely.

His arrogance was as well known as his propensity for violence. He
wore a long purple cloak that trailed in the dust, and he sent seven

chariots to the Olympic games, more than any king or country had ever
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sent. Instead of the usual Athenian insignia on his shield, he drew a
cupid holding a thunderbolt. To older Athenians, this was comparable
to a contemporary soldier removing the U.S. insignia from his or her
uniform and painting on a Day-Glo nude instead.

Once he refused a dinner invitation at the house of Anytus but
showed up drunk anyway. Seeing the guests dining with gold and silver
cups, he commanded his servants to grab half the cups—literally tak-
ing them out of the hands of the guests. His servants took the booty
home while Alcibiades disdained to even enter the room. When the as-
tonished guests—strangers to the area—protested, Anytus replied that
Alcibiades “had shown great consideration and tenderness in taking
only a part when he might have taken all.”!!

It was astonishing how much he got away with. The historian Durant
wrote that he “violated a hundred laws and injured a hundred men, but
no one dared bring him before a court.”'? The reason seems to be more
his capacity to charm than fear of his violence. Plutarch notes that the
Athenians tended to “patiently endure his excesses . . . to give the soft-
est names to his faults, attributing them to youth and good nature.”!3

Part of this inexplicable blindness had to do with Alcibiades’s looks,
what Plutarch termed his “brilliant and extraordinary beauty,”1* which
apparently only improved as he got older. Part of it was his gift of per-
suasion. It seems Alcibiades had the “highest capacity for inventing, for
discerning what was the right thing to be said for any purpose.”5 But
mostly it was simply his charm. Plutarch tells us that, “even those who
feared and envied him could not but take delight, and have a sort of
kindness for him, when they saw him and were in his company.”16

There was one, however, who had a better eye. Timon, a respected
Athenian statesman, is alleged to have said to Alcibiades, “Go on
boldly, my son, and increase in credit with the people, for thou wilt one
day bring them calamities enough.”?

Timon was right, of course. Although Alcibiades became a brilliant
and successful general, he never stopped being Alcibiades, and eventu-
ally his behavior caught up with him. The trouble began when he was
accused of defacing all the statues of Mercury while on a drunken spree
with friends. This, at last, was something totally unacceptable to the
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Athenians. They were launching a military expedition to Syracuse the
next day, and they feared the gods even more than they loved Alcibiades.

Faced with a trial, Alcibiades defected to Sparta, then the archen-
emy of Athens. There he used his knowledge of the Athenian military
to advise their bitterest enemies, thus betraying friends and kin as well
as country. But whereas a psychopath may have no concern for the feel-
ings of others, he is still acutely aware of their perceptions. Alcibiades
knew that a purple robe trailing in the dust would not have gone over
well with the Spartans, nor would the gold and silver dishes that Alcib-
iades habitually ate off of in Athens. So he changed:

People who saw him wearing his hair cut close, bathing in cold
water, eating coarse meal, and dining on black broth, doubted, or
rather could not believe, that he had ever had a cook in his house,
or had ever seen a perfumer, or had worn a mantle of Milesian
purple.!8

He could change his public persona, but he was still Alcibiades, and
he was soon up to his old tricks. He had an affair with the king of
Sparta’s wife, and when she became pregnant with his child, he
bragged to all of Sparta that he had impregnated her so that his off-
spring would one day rule Sparta. Despite his callousness, the queen
was so taken with Alcibiades that she privately called the child “Alcib-
iades.” The king put Alcibiades on his to-be-assassinated list. It was
time to move on.

The next stop was Persia, where Alcibiades betrayed the Spartans, of
course, by urging the Persian king not to aid them in their war against
Athens. The Persians had a different lifestyle from the Spartans, and
once again Alcibiades reinvented himself. Plutarch notes that:

At Sparta, he was devoted to athletic exercises, was frugal and re-
served; in Ionia, luxurious, gay and indolent; in Thrace, always
drinking; in Thessaly, ever on horseback; and when he lived with
Tisephernes the Persian satrap, he exceeded the Persians them-

selves in magnificence and pomp.
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He had, as it was observed, this peculiar talent and artifice for
gaining men’s affections, that he could at once comply with and
really embrace and enter into their habits and ways of life, and
change faster than the chameleon. One colour, indeed, they say
the chameleon cannot assume: it cannot itself appear white; but
Alcibiades, whether with good men or bad, could adapt himself to

his company, and equally wear the appearance of virtue or vice.!®

It is this gift for camouflage, this chameleon-like ability to take on
whatever form would best suit his purposes, that defines the classic
psychopath. Without that, he would be merely a scoundrel.

Eventually, Alcibiades made his way back to Athens where, incredi-
bly, the people forgave his betrayals, welcomed him with open arms,
and made him general once again. If all this is not enough to make Al-
cibiades the poster child for deception and psychopathy, consider this:
This violent, brutal man who betrayed every country and nearly every
person who ever befriended him, was Socrates’s lover and arguably his
favorite pupil. When Socrates eventually went on trial for his life, one
of the accusations against him was that he had corrupted the youth of
the city—and the example was Alcibiades.

I close Plutarch, and sit thinking about the implications of all this. I
know all too well the research that finds that no treatment program has
ever been successful with psychopaths. T just didn't know how early or
how long people had been trying. But far from this being a question of
Socrates corrupting Alcibiades, it was really a matter of Alcibiades
being totally unchanged and unaffected by his long-term association
with Socrates. This was, in fact, the first recorded example of treatment
failure of a psychopath. If a giant like Socrates could not have an im-
pact on Alcibiades, is it any wonder our cognitive behavioral treatment
programs are floundering?

But still, Alcibiades will not leave me. I see him sometimes in my
dreams, never on the dusty road to Sparta where he would transform
himself by degrees—first the purple robe would go and then the hair
cut close, until he arrived at Sparta so transformed the citizens com-
pared him to Achilles. Nor do I see him returning to Athens triumphant
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from recent victories, the prodigal son trailing galleys and ornaments of
the 200 ships he had sunk, returning to a hero’s welcome, all past
deaths and betrayals blinded by the sun shining on the enemy shields
lying on his ships.

No, I see him before all that, before he left Athens in the first place.
I see him at the defeat at Delium, riding behind Socrates. All around
them the enemy was overtaking frightened Athenians who had dropped
everything to run for their lives. All except Socrates. It was not
Socrates’s way to run from much of anything. Plato describes him at
Delium as:

Stalking like a pelican, and rolling his eyes, calmly contemplating
enemies as well as friends, and making very intelligible to any-
body, even from a distance, that whoever attacked him would be
likely to meet with a stout resistance.?0

Perhaps Socrates would have survived just on his fierce demeanor
and on his fighting skills. Perhaps. But it did not hurt that he had the
great Athenian general Alcibiades on horseback at his side. Although
his horse would have carried him easily to safety, Alcibiades never left
Socrates but instead stayed with him through the long retreat.

“Why?” I ask Alcibiades. “You were never loyal to anybody or any-
thing. Why at Delium did you stand for Socrates?”

He tries to tell me he did it for love of his friend, but I don'’t believe
him. Everything I know about psychopaths tells me it is not so, and
yet. . ..

He wants his story to be told, I think, and someday I will write it. It
is not just the story of Alcibiades, but a story of Socrates too, an odd
man by standards then or now: the kind of man who might be walking
at dawn and, seized by a line of thought, might stop on a street corner
and stand there thinking for the next twenty-four hours while curious
Athenians slept in the street through the night just to see how long he'd
stay. Socrates never seemed to notice fatigue or cold and marched on

ice with bare feet while others scrambled to make sure their own were

well shod.

- 133 -



PREDATORS

But Socrates was surely no saint in the way the world defines saints.
When not fighting in one of Athen’s frequent military excursions, he
used his tongue as a sword, always to destroy—never to restore. It is no
accident that Socrates is taught in law schools today and is credited
with the invention of the cross-examination.

But whatever else he was—and I think of Socrates as neither a kind
nor a compassionate man—he was no chameleon. He defied the Coun-
cil of Thirty after they seized Athens, a very dangerous thing to do: The
Council of Thirty was killing Athenians left and right for lesser insults.
Socrates did it casually, without fanfare and with little regard for
whether he lived or died. Whereas Alcibiades was whoever you wanted
him to be, Socrates never bent with the wind nor tailored his presenta-
tion to any audience. If Alcibiades was a chameleon, a magician, a
hologram of the viewer’s projection, Socrates was the ultimate rock: un-
movable and unchangeable. Blunt, proud, fearless, impossible to bribe
or bully, he was, well, Socrates.

But who was this young man at his elbow? What did Socrates make
of the golden boy with the impish smile, the winsome lisp, the retinue
of admirers, the penchant for excess, the military brilliance, and the
callous indifference to others? Was Socrates simply fooled by him? Not
in the beginning. In the beginning Alcibiades tried to seduce Socrates
by saying that he wished Socrates to “assist me in the way of virtue”!
and offered to be his lover in exchange. Socrates replied:

Alcibiades, my friend, you have indeed an elevated aim if what you
say is true, and if there really is in me any power by which you may
become better; truly you must see in me some rare beauty of a kind
infinitely higher than any I see in you. And therefore, if you mean
to share with me and to exchange beauty for beauty, you will have
greatly the advantage of me; you will gain true beauty in exchange

for appearance—Ilike Diomede, gold in exchange for brass.22
But his mocking sarcasm did not last. Eventually Socrates suc-
cumbed to Alcibiades’ charms. The chameleon found something that

Socrates wanted to see.
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It would be then a story of Socrates and Alcibiades. It is just like Al-
cibiades to be still clamoring for acclaim after 2,400 years. I will give
him his due: He was a talented and courageous general who had a
good military eye and who won a host of unlikely victories. Still, T don’t
think he will be entirely happy with the picture I paint. “Youre making
a mistake,” I tell him. “I'm the wrong one for what you want. And be-
sides, I know. I know why you stood for Socrates at Delium. It wasn't
love at all. You always had an eye for quality. You could tell gold from
brass, a good frieze from a bad one. You knew who he was, didn’t you?
You collected him like you would have a gold urn and protected him as
carefully.”

He never answers that.

I am sitting in a concrete box roughly six feet long and three feet wide.
My claustrophobia is breaking in waves, and I wonder how anyone with
even a touch of it survives a Supermax prison such as this one. I am
waiting for a chameleon to open the door and walk into the room across
from me. There is a glass wall between my room and his.

Somehow the Department of Corrections kept it out of the paper, a
feat in this large northeastern state with its aggressive press, but the
man in front of me compromised four correctional officers and a librar-
ian in the medium security prison where he was housed, all at the same
time. When he was finally caught, he had a bar in his cell and his own
personal cell phone. He had drunk three-quarters of a bottle of vodka
the night before and was having sex with the librarian on a regular
basis.

The conning didn’t stop when he was caught, of course. When he
was transferred to Supermax, he had the local newspaper editor’s home
address within twenty-four hours of his arrival. There are no phone
books in Supermax, so he must have persuaded a staff member to get
the information for him, despite the fact that there was a sign on his
cell saying that no staff member could talk to him alone. He wrote the
newspaper editor who has been publishing editorials ever since on the
unfairness of locking up this “innocent” man.

The records go on and on. He paid off a $9000 fine the court as-
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sessed with money he conned from strangers through the mail. While
in Supermax, he persuaded a college student to cash her student loan
check and send him all the money. As a result, she can't go to school
this year and still has to pay off the loan. In fact, it turns out there are
a number of women he’s conned through the mail and even more he’s
seduced in person. His track record includes the seduction of a proba-
tion officer, a jailer, and a correctional officer’s wife. He is very good at
what he does.

[ am thinking some combination of George Clooney and Brad Pitt is
about to walk through the door. But I am wrong. A ordinary looking,
tall, skinny kid with freckles walks in. “It is all technique,” I realize. He
seems almost nondescript; certainly he is not particularly good-looking.

He takes the few steps across the small room, puts both hands on
the table and, unexpectedly, leans forward until his face is only a cou-
ple of inches from the glass. He stares at me without speaking. There
is no expression at all on his face that I can read, and his pupils are di-
lated, so big in fact they dominate his face.

I am as taken aback as he intends me to be. I control my temptation
to pull away and sit very still, saying nothing. He drinks me in, what I
am wearing, the purse and the briefcase on the floor. I feel like I am
being photographed, x-rayed really. What can he see? Long minutes
pass, and then he sits down. The interview begins.

What was that all about? No doubt I was being photographed. He
needs to know who I am to decide who he should be. It is a process he
is always engaged in. Later I ask him, “If you were going to con and ma- .
nipulate here in Supermax, how would you do it? How would you pre-
sent yourself?”

He leans back and tilts his head thoughtfully. “Well,” he says. “This
prison is in a rural area. You have a lot of new staff here. A lot of staff
who have never worked in corrections before. A lot of them haven’t
been too successful in sports or with women. I'd be the kind of guy
they always wanted to be friends with in high school.” T doubt Alcibi-
ades himself could have done better.

As for what he got out of X-raying me? Nothing he liked, apparently.

He sits through one interview but refuses to participate in the educa-
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tional film I am making and does not want to talk with me again. I am
apparently not looking enough like a potential victim these days. I just
don’t look quite lonely enough or depressed enough, or alternatively,
hopeful and romantic enough. I don't look like I trust the world.

That still, small part of me that has been there for the last decade,
that steady part is, [ think, what he does not like. Not that he thinks he
couldn’t con me, only that he thinks it would take too much time. Not
worth the investment.

It is very depressing to be unmasked so easily. I need a little dose of
that chameleon thing, a lesson or two in camouflage. I stand in front of
the mirror and try to look depressed or trusting or hopeful. I just look
wary. Even a game fish will turn from a wary minnow when there are so
many sweet, trusting minnows about.

When I come back another time, a correctional officer stops by to
see me. A friend of his was one of those compromised at the previous
prison. He has been bitter at Mr. Smith, the inmate; he was in charge
of investigating his recent conning of women by mail. This time, how-
ever, it is a different story. He tells me Mr. Smith was so distressed after
talking with me he almost threw up.

“Almost threw up?” [ say, indignantly. “From what?”

“From remorse,” he says, solemnly.

I look at him carefully, trying to figure out if he is serious. Finally, I
say, “And what do you think of that?”

“Well,” he tells me, “his behavior has changed. I monitor his mail,
and his letters are different than when he first came.”

[ want to say something to him, although I don't. I want to say, “Tell
me something. Does he remind you of somebody you wanted to be
friends with in high school?”

Lord, protect us from the deceivers, for we cannot seem to protect
ourselves.
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Staff Seductions

t is perhaps not surprising that sexual predators who have never been ar-

rested are so successful in fooling people. They simply take on the
lifestyle and manner of genuinely nice people, and it is understandable, if
tragic, that we can't tell the difference. It is more surprising that some
predators with felony records find it so easy to get access to children. The
information is there in the records, but even those who are supervising
volunteer activities with children rarely check.

However, it is instructive to examine just how easy it is for offenders
currently in prison to manipulate and seduce those with whom they come
in contact. Every single staff member or volunteer who interacts with
them knows they have done something possibly violent and always suffi-
ciently illegal to warrant incarceration.

And yet, staff and volunteers are compromised every day in prisons. It
would be difficult—T'd bet impossible—to find a prison anywhere in the
world that has been operating more than two years that has not had to
“walk staff out”; in other words, fire them for fraternizing, having sex with,
or bringing in contraband for inmates. Inmates even seduce the general
public through letters and phone calls to those outside the prison, as we
saw in the offender’s case in Chapter 7.

Staff seductions do not occur because guards and inmates are cut from
the same cloth, as some like to claim. The ability of some inmates to com-
promise staff and others with whom they come into contact is, instead, an
indicator of the power of the techniques they use.

Not every staff member or volunteer can be seduced, but given enough

time and opportunity, the techniques offenders use will work on somebody.
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Inmates get proficient, after a while, at predicting who will make a good
target and who won't. They particularly like to target religious staff be-
cause they feel religious people are more trusting than others.

The problem is particularly acute in prisons, long-term mental hos-
pitals, residential homes, and half-way houses where offenders and
staff/volunteers spend long periods of time together. Such settings af-
ford the offender time to target people, time to learn their vulnerabili-
ties, time to build the right kind of relationship. The techniques they
use can be clearly seen in such settings, but variations of them are run
by psychopaths and sex offenders in any setting in which they operate.

For years I puzzled over how frequently staff and volunteer seduc-
tions took place, and I eventually obtained permission from a prison
system to interview a series of men who had been successful in seduc-
ing more than one staff member each. One had seduced four female
staff members, according to official records, but told me he'd “done
seven.” The warden blanched slightly when 1 reported this and
protested the inmate was blowing smoke. But I am not so sure. We
don’t catch everybody for everything they do, and who would bet
against a man who was caught for four?

What makes this man’s case all the more remarkable is that he was
not incarcerated for forging checks or tax evasion—an offense that
could make a staff member tell him/herself that he is not physically
dangerous. He is a triple murderer, a man who killed his own grand-
mother plus two boarders. It is not easy to see how he could announce
to the world any more clearly that he is violent and not to be trusted.
Nonetheless, his track record of seduction continues unabated: He is
working on someone now, he tells me with a sly smile.

In trying to understand this phenomenon, I started by reading the
records of these men. Of course, 1 couldn't rely on their word alone. As
[ expected, records indicated that the same techniques they used on
staff, they also used outside the prison. Each of the men had long his-
tories of conning family members out of money and support, convinc-
ing community members they were innocent, manipulating adults and
children for sex, and in general conning anyone around them for what-

ever they wanted. No offender leaves his weapons of manipulation be-
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hind when he goes to prison: What they do outside, they do inside. And
that is why I present them in this book, even though I will be talking
here about the techniques they used in prison, and the offenders most
people run into will be in the outside world.

For brevity, I will call all those seduced “staff members,” although
they were not always. They were sometimes staff, sometimes volun-
teers, sometimes community professionals who came into the prison
once a week to lead a group or take a course, and sometimes members
of religious groups who came in to counsel or convert.

In going through the records, it was striking how different these
cases look from the offender’s point of view as opposed to the staff
member’s. Take, for example, the young correctional officer who was
caught having sex with an imprisoned gang member. She was fired and
prosecuted but is still in love with the inmate, and she still writes him.

He tells me the story from his point of view:

As soon as she came, I know I had her. I was working out in the
gym, and [ winked at her. She smiled, and I thought, “I've got
her.”

Of course, the young officer did not know anything had begun, but
the inmate knew what he was talking about. He played out his hand,
flirting with her slowly and carefully, taking progressively more liberties.
Finally one day he told her he wanted to write her a letter. She said, “T'll
get in trouble for it.” Wrong answer.

That’s the problem in life. No warning music like in the movies. In
real life, half the time you don’t know you've given a stupid answer until
it'’s too late. And it was a stupid answer because she said the letter
would get her in trouble. As if he cared. The only response that would
have stopped him cold was, “Youll get in trouble for it.”

He replied simply, “Nobody would know.” He continues his story:

So I wrote her a letter. I told her I liked her a lot, and Iithought
she looked good. Nothing really sexual. “Don’t let these people

around you spoil you.” I tried to make her think all these people
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were racist. “Don’t let them make you into a robot guard. Don't let
them turn you.”

It is a clever letter, and he had given considerable thought to it. He
praised her appearance without saying anything overtly sexual. He also
flattered her by implying she was different from others, better than the
other guards who might “spoil” her. Finally, he played the race card.

Even so, he was gambling. Passing an officer a personal note is
against prison rules. It was the one and only time in the process when
he was vulnerable. He explains:

I have to give her something that she could lock you up for, and
she doesn't do it. You got to take a risk. You got to gamble. If you
don't gamble, you can’t win.

Everything that happened from this point on would depend on her
response to his letter. Ideally, from his point of view, she would write
back. But that wasn’t necessary. All he needed was for her not to turn
the letter in. Not turning the letter in to prison officials would make her
a co-conspirator and would also give him material for blackmail, should
he need it later.

She kept the letter.

Who knows what this young and inexperienced officer thought?
That it would all go away if she ignored it? That he sincerely liked her,
and it would be a shame to get him in trouble for such a small thing?
She didn’t write him back. Did she think he would take a hint?

If we don’t know her reasoning, we do know his reaction:

When she took the note, I had her. It's over. Really, she’s in my con-

trol. I can basically do whatever I want. There’s nothing you can do.

He continued the flirtation and eventually seduced her. “What
would you have done,” I ask, “if she had refused?” He answers:

I would have said “don’t start anything with me you can't finish.
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You're in a position to lose your livelihood, and I'm not. You've
crossed the line. You're going to lose your livelihood.”

The sexual contact that followed was eventually discovered, which
was a disaster for the officer but not for the inmate. After all, he could
now reap the status this liaison would bring him within the prison, and
he couldn’t do that until he was caught. Sure, he'd serve some time in

segregation—a small price to pay. Another staff predator tells me:

Guys who get together with female staff are considered heroes in
institutions. Not only are they getting what they want. They are
getting the enemy to switch sides.

This inmate’s status might have risen, but the officer’s career, her re-
lationships with other officers, her livelihood, and even her freedom
were gone. She was fired and prosecuted for having sex with an inmate,
all the while continuing to write to him. I ask him if he thought she
cared for him. His reply:

She does. She does. She does. She thought she could control me
bringing me things. But I own her. ‘I have information about you.
I'm going to use it if you ever try to have control over me.” She
used to have control over me. Now I have control over her.

It is a fascinating response, most of all because I never asked him
about control, only about caring. But he cannot answer a question
about caring because he is psychopathic and does not know what it is.
It is control he understands, and to him, that's what relationships are
all about—who controls whom. He slips into a discussion of control
within a single sentence of his response to a question about caring.

I do not mention any of this to him. I only ask him how he feels
about her. He says:

She’s a slut. She’s a tramp. . . . They're all enemies to me. I don’t
care for her. . . . In the back of my mind she’s a guard. She means
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nothing to me. I need to get everything I can from them as soon
as I can before we get caught.

The harshness, the predatory tone of this statement gives me pause. 1
do not feel this way about animals. I do not even feel this way about any-
thing. There are trees I care about more than that. She is not just less than
human to him; she is less than a thing. It is particularly hard for me to
imagine feeling such contempt for someone and then going to bed with
him. And if I did, could I ever fool that person into thinking I loved him?

I sigh inwardly but keep my face carefully neutral. T know he will
feed off almost any reaction I have. Alarm, disgust, anything of the sort
will make him feel powerful and likely give him a high. After all, did he
not agree to this interview just to brag about his cleverness?

This predatory view is pervasive among inmates who seduce staff
and volunteers. One states:

Sometimes [ see easy prey. Fuck her. She don’t know me. I'm not
looking for no love. I want some money. If she'll bring in some
drugs, cool. If she'll have sex, better.

Yet another says:

If it doesn'’t result in a physical relationship, it may result in a TV,
a pair of shoes, tapes, get something from them. It's a con.

I hear no remorse or guilt from these men. Staff seduction is a game.
There is more joy in the winning than in the sex. Getting a staff mem-
ber to bring in drugs is a better high than the drugs themselves. In any
case, they justify it by telling me the staff bring it on themselves. As one
explains:

I like living by my wits. The people who work here are slow.
They're backwards. They're naive. I just don'’t think they are
smarter than me. We take advantage of them as much as we pos-
sibly can. They open themselves up to it.
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Such inmates are confident, even grandiose about their chances of
seducing staff. It is this confidence, I know, that has them talking to
me. They feel they can outwit anyone:

They're going to hang themselves. They think they know what
they're doing. We've been playing this game a lot longer than
they have. We have years and years of experience, and they
don’t. ... You get good at it after a while if you do it all the

time.

I sit and listen to these rambling tales of conquest, inmate after in-
mate, prison after prison. It is like listening to stories of a strange
game and trying to deduce the rules and the strategies employed. The
only guide I have is a book that twenty years ago described the se-
quence inmates go through when seducing staff.! As I put the pieces
together, I decide nothing has changed. There is, indeed, a process
that inmates go through when they seduce staff, one that eventually
becomes automatic. The process is strikingly similar whether the in-
mate is in prison in Vermont or in California. It begins with obtaining
information.

Obtaining Information

Talking with Staff

The process of gathering information starts the first day that new staff
arrive. One offender describes it:

You're new here. Someone would see you, how you carry yourself.
How are you, Officer Salter? Seeing if you keep eye contact.
What were you doing before you were here?

The last question is crucial. “If they'll talk about things outside the
prison,” inmates say about staff or volunteers, “they’ll get personal.” But

getting personal is a long way off. The first step for inmates is watching,
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listening when staff talk to each other, simply showing an interest. The
point is to find out problems, interests, vulnerabilities, hopes, anything
that will provide material for future contacts.

Getting information, at least about some staff, does not seem to be
that hard. Many offenders simply ask outright:

Find out something you're not supposed to know. What's her
birthday? What kind of car? I'm having a conversation with her,
but I'm collecting information from her that may be useful to me
at a later time.

Behind the questions, the predatory intent lurks from the start:

She probably just thinks I'm being friendly, but I'm sizing her up.
We're fattening them up for the kill.

It is not just female staff who are groomed or who reveal too much
information. Men are compromised too, although more often to bring
in contraband than to engage in sex. Still, the process of seduction and
information gathering is the same. One inmate relates:

With men it’s usually our age or younger. They talk too much.
They tell us entirely too much information. They tell us what kind
of bars they drink in.

Another offender tells me:

I can pretty much tell you which of the guards are drinking every
night. Which ones are smoking dope. . . . People are who they are.
They may put on some armor when they come through the door,
but they can't not be who they are.

Something in me gets very still when he says this. It is that sound of
“gospel truth” again. It is a worrisome statement. How can you keep

people from being who they are?
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Overhearing Staff Conversations

As fruitful as it is to talk directly with staff, inmates actually derive
more information from overhearing staff talk to each other.

It is lunch time, and staff members are waiting in line in the inmate-
run cafeteria. There are no inmates working there whom you know. While
you wait, you talk to your friend about your child’s problems in the fourth
grade. The school has diagnosed him as having a learning disability and
has been providing special tutoring. It's made all the difference. The in-
mate behind the counter appears to be paying no attention whatsoever.

Two months later, a different inmate comes to see you about his
daughter, who is in the second grade, and the problems she’s having in
school. The school wants to test her, but he has refused. He doesn’t think
it will do any good, and he doesn’t want her stigmatized. How tempting
is it for you to mention that your son was also having problems and what
a difference being tested and having special tutoring made? Will you
even remember the conversation in the cafeteria line two months ago?
Most likely not, and even if you did, would you be likely to associate that
conversation with this one? Perhaps you are cautious and do not tell him
of your own child, but does it make you feel more sympathetic toward
this man because he has a problem similar to yours? Before you get too
sympathetic, you'd better check and see if he even has a child.

This latter question is not academic. A prison psychologist reported
providing grief counseling for weeks to an inmate who had lost a child.
It ended when the counselor discovered the inmate had never had a
child. This was years ago. He is now in a different prison, but recently,
he heard another staff member talking about the grief counseling he
was providing for an inmate who recently lost a child. The story
sounded similar, and my colleague checked. Same inmate. And he still
doesn’t have a child.

Behavioral Observations

As easy as it appears to obtain information from talking to staff or from
overhearing their conversations, words are not the only source of data.
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Many inmates are better than most psychologists at behavioral obser-
vations. Consider this one:

You can basically tell who's weak, who's going to make it in a pen-
itentiary the first few weeks theyre here. If they're not afraid of
being off by themselves, theyre going to be OK. If they're always
hanging around someone, can't be by themselves, they're weak.

Signs of weakness will short-circuit the usual long-term “grooming”

and cause inmates to move faster. For example:

If guys see that, theyll go . . . I'm going to say something. She bet-
ter not say something. She’s scared.

The likelihood that staff members will be frightened varies from in-
dividual to individual and from prison system to prison system. In the
rural state where these interviews took place, inmates reported less fear
among the staff than in the larger penitentiaries in which some had also
served time. Observes one:

In this system they're not really afraid. They don’t understand that
they only go home because we let them. Because we choose to let
them go home. That any time we wanted to, we could hurt one of
them real bad.

The man who makes this statement looks directly at me when he
says it. I keep my gaze flat and fight against recognition in my eyes. 1
know that he is talking about me right here in this room right now. He
knows it too, but I don't think he knows I do. Inmates are often narcis-
sistic and misogynistic. It is easy for him to believe I'm too stupid to
know he’s talking about me. And it is hard to intimidate people who
don't recognize you're trying to intimidate them. Playing dumb is fre-
quently the smartest thing to do. I keep my face steady and clueless.
The moment passes; we move on.
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What he says is true, of course. There are no guns allowed inside a
prison. Officers, staff, even the warden walk daily among inmates with-
out protection. The bars keep inmates from the outside world, but in-
mates lounge around day rooms, move between buildings, gather in the
yards. Tt is the fear of consequences, not the lack of opportunity, that
keeps them from attacking staff. Many things can override that fear:
hate, psychopathy, a desire for revenge—even the thrill that a moment
of power contains can do it.

Fear is a factor in a prison, but it is not the only factor inmates
use to determine whom to target. There are other factors, even some
that appear to be in the opposite direction. “She’s action. She’s ac-
tion. She’s action,” one inmate says in describing a new female staff
member.

“What does that mean?” I ask.

“You know. She acts loose, comfortable. Like she doesn’t know it’s a
prison.”

“What happens next?” I ask, “When someone is like that?”

“Then we say, ‘She can be worked with. She can be worked with,’
and the word will go down the line.”

Damned if you're afraid. Damned if you're too comfortable. It's ex-
tremes, really, that inmates are looking for, anything that stands out
from the norm. You're even damned if you're too strict. “Sometimes
she’s stern and shitty, and you just know,” one predator says, a senti-
ment echoed by another:

I've seen female officers with reputations for being a hard ass.
Turned out she was one of the easiest to get to once you know.

From the moment any staff member walks into a prison, she or he is
under scrutiny. The scrutiny is intense, professional, and organized. In-
mates who decide a staff member is a possibility for seduction or com-
promise will pay other inmates to gather information for them. That in-
formation is rarely hard to come by. “You'd be amazed,” one inmate tells

me. “The inmate grapevine is huge.”
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Selecting a Target

The purpose of all of this information-gathering and behavioral analysis
is just to select staff for further “grooming”—conning and manipula-
tion. Few inmates are so narcissistic as to think they can manipulate
everyone. More often the attitude is realistic. One states:

The vulnerability—you can't just approach anyone. Because not
everyone is going to fall for it. Not everyone is going to buy into
what you have to say.

Vulnerability, however, is a broad concept, and once again, it is ex-
tremes that inmates are looking for. Divorce, financial problems, even
the depressing impact of aging on women are all considered fair game.
Almost any vulnerability will do. Consider this statement:

With females, they normally prey on women who don't normally
get the kind of attention that theyre not exposed to outside the
institution. When she comes in, they treat her like a queen. They
don't joke about her weight. They don’t make her feel stupid.

Because the information-gathering is so thorough, inmates know
about problems that other staff members never consider they might
know about. For example:

There’s a perfect one right here. Boyfriend/girlfriend where she
has come in with black eyes, and he has been known to hit her on
state property. . . . If going to him every night is a frightening ex-
perience and coming to work and talking to me every day is a
pleasant experience, that's my in.

Of course, any kind of problem or vulnerability is considered fair
game. If the staff member does drugs, it will not be a secret in a prison
long. There are more experts on drugs inside prisons than in any other
setting in the world. One offender says:
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Eventually, something will let you know that he or she smokes
weed. You start noticing them more. You start observing their ac-
tions. If you're a drug user, you tend to know the demeanor of a

drug user, how they carry themselves.

But it is more than weaknesses or problems that define vulnerability
for inmates. Staff who reach out and try to help inmates are considered
possible targets. Religious staff are considered easiest to manipulate
because, as one inmate says, “they look for the good in people,” but any
sort of caring is fair game.

“The reason I can be so successful,” an inmate tells me, “is I find
people who really care about other people.” By his standards, he has,
indeed, been successful. Because he has been frequently committed to
mental health institutions, he has had access to female patients as well
as staff. According to official records, he has at least twelve seductions
of patients and staff to his credit, a tribute to his radar for finding both
lonely and caring people.

The fact is, inside or outside, when vulnerability is found—be it
loneliness or caring or religion—predators will certainly try to exploit it.
As another offender says:

If T see someone who [ feel is vulnerable, I'm going to throw
something out there. If I catch them, I'm going to run with it. If
she’s lonely or whatever, I'm going to try to capitalize on that. I'm
going to use it to my advantage.

Tactics of Seduction: The Role of Reciprocity

After all the information-gathering and the selection of the most ap-
propriate target, staff seductions begin, not by asking something from a
staff member, but by giving something to them. Inmates intuitively rec-
ognize a social law called “reciprocity.” It is a powerful principle of the
social sciences and has been found in all cultures studied.? It is at work

when the Hari Krishnas used to practically force a rose into your hands
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at an airport. Scientists who studied the Hari Krishnas—standing be-
hind pillars in those same airports—say the average person frowned,
walked a few steps, then dug in his or her pocket for change. Until they
gave something back, they felt indebted. It is a powerful law, almost
impossible for people to ignore or override.

Companies who send small amounts of money in exchange for fill-
ing in a questionnaire are using reciprocity. They know that those who
cash the checks have a high rate of compliance. Those who don't fill in
the questionnaire typically don't cash the checks. Nonprofits that send
return address stickers in exchange for charitable contributions are
using the same law. The American Disabled Veteran's Association, for
instance, has discovered that they can increase their response rate to
unsolicited mailings from 18 percent to 35 percent by including indi-
vidualized address labels. Once the average person accepts something,
he or she feels obligated to respond.?

The power of this law is hard to overestimate. In one study, just hav-
ing a graduate student offer a soda to the participant of a research study
doubled the number of raffle tickets the subject would buy after the
study was supposedly over. And the irony, of course, was that each raf-
fle ticket cost much more than the soda.4

What surprises me is that I did not know about this law and its
power to affect behavior until I read the research on it, yet any staff
predator in any prison knows it. Why does it take thirty years of re-
search for the rest of us to understand phenomena that inmates grasp
intuitively? It seems clear who the real experts are.

So what is it that offenders have to offer staff? For reciprocity to
work, inmates must give first, ask later. But no staff member would
simply take a gift from an inmate. That is against prison rules, and a gift
too early in the process would almost surely be rejected. So what is it
that gets in under the staff member’s radar but nonetheless still triggers
reciprocity?

The answer is, any number of things. It could be protection—or the
myth of protection. Inmates will “offer to put you up on how things are
run around the penitentiary, what inmates you should stay away from.”
Another describes the process:
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You're new. You're in segregation. You don't know these guys from
a can of paint. These guys are yelling all kinds of things. “Don't
mind these guys. They're just restless.”

To a new or insecure staff member, knowing when the situation is
dangerous and when it isn't, who is dangerous and who is just noisy, is
a valuable gift. Of course, the “protection” may be much more sub-
stantial than simply information or advice. The oldest con trick in the
book is when one inmate threatens a staff member, and the “good” in-
mate rushes in to defend him or her. “Don't be bothering her,” he will
say. “Dr. X is the best psychologist here. She is the most professional
member of the staff. She treats us right. Don’t mess with her.” The cig-
arettes he asks for later will often be the same ones used to pay off the
“unruly” inmate.

Small favors are fair game too. They're not treating you right, an in-
mate may tell you, or “Your office is a mess. I got to clean the hall any-
way. Why don't I do your office too? I got nothing but time.”

But more than favors, more than protection, it is simply flattery that
the inmate hands out lavishly. “You're not like the rest,” they say. “You're
the only one who can help.” Like other parts of the process, this too is
a conscious strategy on the inmate’s part. One says:

The main thing is to stroke their ego. . . . If you can make a per-
son feel good about themselves, most people will respond in kind.
They will do things for you that are a little over the line, some-
times way over the line.

It isn't just praise that works. It is making the staff member feel ef-
ficacious. For example:

You can get almost anything you want if you let him think he’s in
control. “You're a white shirt. You can do whatever you want.” Just
make them feel powerful. First, get them to break little rules.

Consider the following exchange:
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“Can I take a shower?” the inmate asks.

“It’s after hours,” the officer says. “You know that.”

“You're the man,” the inmate replies. “You say I can take a
shower, I can take a shower.”

Just make them feel powerful.

The Demand and the Lever

When the demand finally comes, it is after the information-gathering;
after the selection of a specific target; after a campaign of giving
praise, favors, even protection (or the illusion of it) to the staff mem-
ber. It is after a campaign of bonding that starts by zeroing in on the
staff member’s interests, hobbies, even family problems. A personal
relationship has been built, and the staff member has come to be in
the offender’s debt. The request for something back, when it first
comes, will be for something so small as to seem insignificant, so tiny
that refusing it would make the staff member feel petty. A surprising
number of staff seductions start over a cigarette, extra pencils, even
a French fry from a McDonald’s bag. If you want someone to cross a
line, it is important to make the line small—not a three-foot hurdle
a staff member would have to leap, but just a pencil mark on the
floor.

But if the request is small enough that the staff member doesn’t
sense the significance of this moment, the inmate does:

Got a bag from MacDonald’s. “Hey man, give me some food.”
He’s crossed the boundary right now.

What starts as a French fry or a cigarette quickly escalates, although
the initial request for illegal activity may still be polite. “Bring me some
weed,” the inmate may say smiling. “You told me you get high. Let me
see what you've got going out there.”

Sooner or later it becomes considerably less polite. “Bring me some
weed or don't bring your ass back to work.” It's the same request, just
at a different point in the process.
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As the demands escalate, the staff member may balk, and if so, the
lever will be brought out. That too may be something small initially,
perhaps fruit from the “innocent” conversations the staff member has
had with the inmate.

I know this and this and this. .. .1 know all kinds of personal
business about her. I know her father sexually abused her and all
that.

Personal information may seem like a small thing to use for black-
mail, but it is often enough. The information is proof of a personal re-
lationship between inmate and staff. It is proof, at the least, that the
staff member has been foolish and stands to lose face with the other of-
ficers if it is discovered. The content may be tender as well. Has the
staff member told her family that her father sexually abused her as a
child? Does her mother even know? Does she want the whole staff and
all the inmates at the prison to know?

If the staff member doesn’t balk, the hooks will soon be in too deep
to get free. From then on, life only gets grimmer. One offender reports:

They've got their hooks in you, and as long as you don't want to
lose your job, you don't want to go to jail for supplying drugs, as
long as you don’t want the shame, you're going to do what you're
asked—actually, told. You're not actually asked anything.

The demands will continue and may even escalate. An inmate who
was running several staff members at the same time tells me the whole
thing got out of hand:

I enjoyed it so much I abused it. It got to the point every day I
wanted something. I felt free in a way.

Eventually, at least in some cases, the relationship is discovered and
the staff member fired and often prosecuted. She/he has lost her or his

job, colleagues, livelihood, and any hope of continuing with a career in
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corrections. None of that was of any concern to the inmates who sat
across from me. Instead, they had an unmistakable air of glee in de-
scribing their cleverness.

But there was one surprise left. I have been routinely surprised in
the course of these interviews: surprised about how predatory the
process is, surprised at the role of reciprocity. Yet I can hardly believe
my ears when an inmate says he asked a psychologist in the prison
about me: “She said you were a really nice person, and you were very
professional.” I look down at my notes on how inmates use praise to se-
duce staff.

Another inmate in a different interview leans back, puts his hands
behind his head, and says casually, “So, why do you make educational
films?”

“I like to make educational films,” I say carefully.

“Yea, but why about this?” he asks. “Why not something else?”

He says this after he has just told me the importance of getting per-
sonal information from staff. “If they'll talk about something outside
the prison,” he has said, “they’ll get personal.” Revealing his method
doesn’t even slow him down from trying to pull the same thing on me.

Thoughts go through my head. What I really want to do is yell, “Give
me a break. You spend three hours telling me how you get staff to talk
about things outside the prison and then you try to pull the same thing
on me in the same session? Hello. What do you think? I'm a potted
plant? Hubris, hubris, hubris. Wait a week.”

I do not say it. I smile politely and say softly, “I appreciate your offer
of a demonstration, Mr. Smith. Can't take you up on it, but I do appre-
ciate it.”

Then I go home and write mysteries where an impulsive protagonist
yells, “Hubris, hubris, hubris. Wait a week.”
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Rose-Colored
Glasses and Trauma

Aneighbor sits in my kitchen. “I choose to believe there is good in
everyone,” she tells me, “because of the unintended consequences to
my life if I do not. I feel an openness to others that wouldn't be there if 1
didn't believe that there’s good in everybody.”

I like this woman a great deal, and I worry for her. What she is saying
sounds naive to me, and worse, dangerous. But this woman is neither
naive nor foolish. She is, in fact, one of those people of whom the world
needs more. She goes to medical school half-time so that she can be more
present for her family. She is an outstanding parent, a gentle and respon-
sible person, an altogether constructive force in the world. She does not
think salvation lies in a bigger VCR or a new DVD. As a result, her chil-
dren have grown up without the mall-hunger that eats into the souls of so
many. Instead, they are responsible and self-assured. Each spring, her
family goes to Haiti so she and her husband can volunteer in the health
clinics. She wants her children to see the larger world and all that must be
done before everyone has a roof over his or her head.

What do I say to this woman? Nothing I can say will change her out-
look and, actually, it's working pretty well. If her beliefs allow her to func-
tion this well, shouldn'’t T be saying, as the woman did in the When Harry
Met Sally restaurant scene, “I'll have what she’s having?” I'm silent for a
moment, thinking that anything I say will make me sound like the Grinch
Who Stole Christmas.

Finally, I decide I respect this woman too much to be evasive. Shutting
up means closing up, and [ would like to expand my dialogue with her, not

strangle it by not being present. And then again, it is also true she peels
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back the skin on cadavers and dissects the muscles. As if anything T .

could say would shake her.

So I answer honestly, the backlog of interviews with rapists, child
molesters, sadists, and psychopaths jangling like discordant bells in my
head. “You'd be lunch,” 1 say, “in a prison environment. The psy-
chopaths would see you coming. And they would very quickly figure out
what you want to see and give it to you. Before you know it, they'd be
talking about spiritual values and poverty around the world.” The prob-
lem is, of course—and we both know it—the types of people who exist
in prison also exist outside of prison. People run into psychopaths every
day, and I am thinking that sooner or later, she may also.

“To me,” | say, “you sound like a minnow arguing there aren’t any
bass in the world. You believe what you want to be true. What you're re-
ally doing is projecting who you are out there. But there are people out
there who are very different from you.

“Not to mention it's a moot point,” I go on, “as to whether there is
good deep down in everybody because there are some folks where you
and I are never going to find it.”

She laughs. The fading sun lays ribbons of light across the blue
table top in my kitchen. Vapor rises from her tea. What I'm saying
sounds surreal here, belied by the murmur of children’s voices in the
play room, the sound of jazz, the smell of wood burning in the fire
place. In this easy moment, the joy that is never far from the surface
of her face lies open and exposed. The wariness that is never far from
the surface of mine is banked. I think the world I've built in this
small, comfortable home is a bubble that I will protect with tooth and
claw. She feels the world she has created in her own loving home is a
mirror of the larger world. She would reason with an intruder. I would
shoot him.

Do we live in the same world? Yes and no. What world each of us
lives in has as much to do with our beliefs as it does with the facts in
front of us. The facts are always swept up in theory, in our beliefs about
the meaning of what we see. My neighbor and I both see assault and
suffering in the world. We just don’t draw the same conclusions from it.

I will argue here that one’s worldview is a complex and paradoxical

- 158 -



Rose-Colored Glasses and Trauma

issue. The most optimistic viewpoints on the world can be shown to
make us healthier and happier, but also can—unchecked—make us
vulnerable to predators as well. But how and where and when to scan
those around us for predators as opposed to looking for the good in
everyone are not easy questions to answer.

People want to make the world have meaning, but the randomness
of trauma defies meaning. Malevolence defeats it. When Bad Things
Happen to Good People is a book that tries to make sense of the fact
that dreadful things happen for no good reason. It was a best-seller
when it was published twenty years ago, and it is still in print today.
Why is this book so successful? Because it tries to make sense of some-
thing that most people find senseless and unnerving, the randomness
of trauma.

It is a curious phenomenon, this need to find meaning, even justice
and purpose, in the random events that afflict humankind. After all,
logic would question the notion that there is any meaning to be found.
Why shouldn't bad things happen to good people? What reason is there
to think that smallpox or brain tumors select on the basis of virtue or
vice?

What the success of When Bad Things Happen and countless other
books on the same topic demonstrates is that the meaning that seems
most comforting to people has a distinct rose-colored look to it. I would
argue—and the research would concur—that almost everyone lives
with illusions that make the world less frightening. Most often, these il-
lusions imply that diseases, hurricanes, faulty brakes, and nuclear
bombs are moral entities that are sensitive to issues of justice. Alterna-
tively, some believe that such disasters are tools in the hands of a
higher power, which uses them selectively and with discretion. But
what kind of a higher power would use smallpox? Nobody you'd want
to meet, that’s for sure.

These illusions have their pros and cons. Once [ was hiking in the
Sierras and came across a giant sign at the entrance to a trail. The sign
said, “The Mountains Don’t Care.” The rangers, it seemed, had had
enough of hikers who ventured up to commune with Mother Nature

without ice axes, warm coats, or water. Lost in the glory of the moun-
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tains, they would trust the Great Spirit to take care of them. But the
Sierras obey their own gods, ones that have to do with wind and tem-
perature and altitude. The temperature can slide like a bobsledder on a
record run, and spring days that begin with sweat and suntan lotion can
end with whiteouts and frostbite. Too many people have died in T-
shirts, curled up in snow banks, with no idea even which way leads
home. What concern is it to the mountains whether these two-legged
ants live or die?

Why do bad things happen to good people? Because the mountains
don'’t care. But we so badly want them to.

The great gift of consciousness, of course, is that you don't have to
live with what's “out there” in the “real world.” The mountains may not
care, but we are free to believe they do. In the “real world” we live in—
the one inside our heads—the dialogue goes on endlessly between
what’s out there and what we want to be out there. All truces in this
endless war are transient, all settlements subject to later interpretation.
“Things as they are/Are changed upon the blue guitar,” Wallace Stevens
wrote. And then he warned us, "I cannot bring a world quite round,/Al-
though I patch it as I can.”

Of course, he lies. Stevens brings the world round quite nicely, as all
the great poets do, but then again, if it's a question of just taking the
rough edges off reality, you and [ are as gifted as he. A vast body of re-
search confirms my suspicion that my friend’s rose-colored point of
view is more common than my more cynical one.? In fact, as early as
1978, there were more than one thousand articles on what are termed
“positive illusions,” the tendency of people to soften the world, ignoring
and minimizing its bad aspects and overgeneralizing its good ones—
and the research has only picked up speed since then. In general, peo-
ple hold positive illusions about themselves, about the amount of con-
trol they have over their fates, and about the benevolence of the world.
I will look at each of these in turn. As will be seen, these positive illu-
sions have an impact on our functioning (mostly pro) and on our sus-
ceptibility to predators (mostly con). Finally, these illusions are them-
selves susceptible to the impact of trauma, which sometimes shatters
them, leaving a bleak world in its wake.
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Self-Regard: The Average Person s Better
Than the Average Person

Most people evaluate themselves positively. In fact, just about every-
body seems to feel that he or she is above average on a wide variety of
traits and attributes, for instance, happiness, say, or driving ability.® In
one study, 87 percent of the participants rated themselves more posi-
tively than the average peer of the same age and gender.

In addition, when asked to rate their current mood over the period of
a month compared to their own typical mood state, almost all the people
in one study rated themselves as happier at that moment than they them-
selves typically were. In short, everybody is not only happier than the av-
erage person; people are happier than they, themselves, typically are.

Of course, the above-average ratings only extend to positive person-
ality traits. Most people think they are below average on negative
traits.6 In any case, any trait they don't score well on, people decide is
not that important.” One’s strengths are viewed as important and rare;
one’s failings, unimportant and common.8

Unfortunately, this undue sense of competence and confidence also
translates into a belief that we can detect deception better than we actu-
ally can. In reality, people are pretty lousy at telling who's lying, a finding
supported through twenty years of research.? In the typical experiment,
subjects are given audio- or videotaped interviews and asked to say
whether each person is lying or telling the truth. Accuracy is almost never
above 60 percent, not much better than flipping a coin. Some groups do
worse than chance (i.e., they would be better off flipping a coin).

Although much of this research has been conducted on college stu-
dents, it has also been replicated on professional groups that have con-
siderable experience with deception.!® For example, some researchers
have found that customs inspectors were no more accurate than col-
lege students in spotting lies.!! Others found no difference between
federal law enforcement officers and college students in detecting lies,
regardless of their level of experience,!2 whereas still others found that
police officers performed no better than chance.!® Paul Ekman, likely
the world’s foremost expert on deception, studied U.S. Secret Service,
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federal polygraphers, judges, police, psychiatrists, and students on their
ability to spot lies.’* None of the groups did well. The Secret Service
did better than other groups, but only 29 percent were able to detect
deception at above-chance levels.!3 Only 12 percent of psychiatrists
were accurate. In general, the groups performed at chance levels; once
again, they might just as well have flipped a coin.

“A man’s gotta know his limitations,” Dirty Harry said, but it seems
we don't. In one study, federal law enforcement officers were more con-
fident than college students about their ability to detect deception, but,
nonetheless, they were no more accurate, which is to say, not accurate
at all.1é Others have also failed to find a relationship between confi-
dence and accuracy.!” For example, Ekman found that confidence was
unrelated to accuracy for most of his groups with two exceptions: fed-
eral officers and Secret Service agents.!8 But the findings weren’t
straightforward; in fact, they were odd and disturbing. It turned out that
federal officers weren't bad at knowing how accurate they were likely to
be before they did the experiment. Their confidence in how well they
did afterward, however, had nothing to do with how well they really did.

The findings in regard to Secret Service agents were even more puz-
zling. There was no correlation between their confidence and how well
they did before they took the test. After they took the test, they were
dead wrong about how accurate they had been. The ones who were the
least accurate thought they were the most.

And these are the pros.

When all the group findings from Ekman’s study were put together,
nothing, not sex, age, or years of job experience, made any difference in
accuracy. However, there were two particularly unusual findings when
the data were analyzed by occupational group: Both Secret Service
agents and polygraphers got less accurate as they got older. All of the
Secret Service officers and the polygraphers who scored at better-than-
chance levels were under the age of forty. Also, for the Secret Service
group, the more years of job experience, the less accurate they were.

I cannot explain these findings. It doesn't surprise me that people are
less accurate than they think they are or that confidence has nothing to
do with accuracy. But I am truly mystified as to why more age and more
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experience would translate into less accuracy. It is possible that the age
findings are related to the fact that successful lie detectors pay more at-
tention to body language than to words, and the ability to read nonver-

bal signals could diminish with age. But that is only speculation.

Having Too Few Doubts

Among the positive illusions we must monitor is our bias toward be-
lieving what people tell us.!? Over and over, research shows that the de-
fault option is to believe what we hear and what we read. And it doesn’t
take much to even increase that bias further. Simple things such as re-
peating a false assertion will increase the chances that people will be-
lieve it.20 There are even studies that show people will believe state-
ments that are openly labeled false under certain circumstances.?!

This propensity to believe almost anything is so striking in the re-
search that it has revived the old Spinoza/Descartes disagreement.
Benedict de Spinoza held that comprehending and believing were the
same thing, that one cannot comprehend a proposition without believ-
ing it. René Descartes wrote that people understand a proposition and
then make a decision about whether to believe it or not—a position
that seems intuitively true. However, if Spinoza’s view sounds incredi-
ble, consider an analogy with perception. If you see a tree, you accept
it as real. Under certain circumstances you may later decide it is a mi-
rage, but that is after the fact; in general, seeing is believing,

There is no obvious reason to assume that verbal propositions work
the same way, but assumptions aside, they may. There is an increasing
amount of research to show that people immediately, automatically,
and unconsciously assume statements are true, and only afterward do
they evaluate them for possible falsehood. If they then decide the state-
ments are false, they have to unlearn them, a process that does not
occur if they are distracted in the evaluation process.

For example, Dr. Daniel Gilbert and colleagues have shown that just
having subjects count numbers imbedded in the text of statements la-
beled “true” or “false” increases the chance that statements labeled

“false” will be remembered as “true” while not changing memory of the
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“true” statements at all.22 They argue that this would only happen if the
default option in our brains was set to “true” and the subsequent
reevaluation to “false” required time for us to reconsider, time that
wasn't there if the subject was too busy counting numbers.

If it seems hard to see the relevance of this process to sexual preda-
tors and deception, consider Gavin De Becker's work on predators.?3
One of the main mechanisms predators use when approaching
strangers is to talk a lot and to give unnecessary detail, often about top-
ics unrelated to the exchange. For instance, De Becker describes a
young woman carrying heavy groceries up the stairs to her apartment.
Several cans of cat food fell out of a bag and rolled down the stairs. Im-
mediately, a man she had not seen when she came in picked them up
and brought them to her. He offered to carry her bags for her and
lightly ridiculed her caution when she was reluctant. Once he had the
bags, he proceeded to chat all the way up the stairs about a cat he once
forgot to feed for a friend. Too much detail, De Becker says. Too much
distraction, the research would add.

Finally, at the top of the stairs, she was hesitant to let this stranger
carry the groceries into her apartment. “Hey, we can leave the door
open like ladies do in old movies. I'll just put this stuff down and go. 1
promise,” the affable stranger said.2* If someone promises you some-
thing you didn't ask them to promise, De Becker notes, assume they
will do the opposite. Very true. But in addition, I would add, if some-
one distracts you immediately after meeting them, assume there is a
reason—oparticularly if the setting is isolated. Distraction keeps people
from evaluating the encounter and from considering whether the state-
ments and the presentation may be false.

The purpose of all that gabbing on the stairs was to distract the young
woman from the realization that she had seen no one at the bottom of
the stairs when she came in, that the door to the building had not opened
since she entered, and that none of the apartment doors had opened ei-
ther. So where had he come from? He had to have been hiding in the
stairwell when she went by. Had she known that, she might not have
been so willing to give him her groceries or to let him into her apartment.

She might have made an excuse to go back downstairs and “retrieve”
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something she left. Had she not been distracted, she might not have
spent the next three hours being raped, assaulted, and nearly killed.

Women, it seems, are more vulnerable either to believing or to pre-
tending to believe than men. This is unfortunate because the majority
of sexual assaults are against women and girls, and they are precisely
the population for whom gullibility is most dangerous. But research on
men and women and the detection of nonverbal clues has shown a
strange pattern. Women are normally much better than men at reading
facial clues and identifying emotion—unless you're talking about hid-
den emotion.

When it comes to hidden emotion, men get better the more the real
emotion “leaks” through tone of voice or gesture—hardly a surprising
finding. The more obvious the discrepancy between what the person
says and their body language, the more the men pick up on it.2> But
how to explain that the more discrepant the nonverbal and verbal mes-
sages become, the less women read hidden emotion. And this from a
population that is better than men in reading emotion in general.

Scholars debate why women do not apply their skills to masked emo-
tion, especially when the hidden emotion becomes more and more ob-
vious. The consensus seems to be that it is not because of an inability to
read the clues—women have demonstrated their skills to do so—but
rather that it is due to an unwillingness to do so. Calling attention to dis-
crepancies would break the social contract. It might be considered rude.
Indeed, it could be considered eavesdropping.26 Instead, women are
motivated to smooth over conflicts, a tendency some consider a
strength. The researcher Judith Hall has been quoted as saying:

Women are just doing something that represents an intelligent so-
cial strategy. Smooth interaction requires that people not notice
or comment on every little lapse in decorum, or every little bit of
insincerity. Social life works by ignoring little social lies. Women
seem wiser to this than men.2”

Maybe so. But what is a strength in one setting may be a vulnerabil-

ity in another. If ignoring emotional leakage that suggests deception is a
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kindness in dealing with social lies, it is a different matter altogether in
dealing with a stranger who smiles with his mouth and not with his eyes.

My point is simply that one reason people are vulnerable to preda-
tors is because we think we can detect liars better than we actually can.
In actuality, we generally believe what we're told or what we read.
Women, particularly, seem to ignore signs of insincerity in others in
favor of maintaining smooth social functioning.

But our confidence in our ability to detect lying is going to be hard
to change, partially because it is part of a larger issue. It is part of an in-
flated self-image that traditional psychology might call narcissism but
that turns out to be entirely normal. We think we are better at many
things than we are, and most of the time, those beliefs serve us well.
Our belief in ourselves, our hopefulness, and our confidence in our
abilities are normally strengths, and as will be shown, they make us
healthier physically and mentally. But it is not just our views of our own
efficacy that are slanted in a positive way. Our beliefs regarding how
much control we have over our own fates and how benign the world is
are biased as well. Both of those beliefs affect our ability to protect our-

selves and affect our treatment of victims of trauma.

Personal Control over Events

We would all like to be masters of our fate, and often we pretend we
are, even when we aren’t. People, at least in the Western hemisphere,
tend to think they can control even chance events. Gamblers have been
known to throw the dice softly for low numbers and hard for high num-
bers. Some require silence to throw so they can concentrate more.28
Likewise, legions of players, coaches, and fans continue wearing
whatever article of clothing they had on when their team won a big
game. True, sports have more to do with skill than craps, and one can
argue that whatever makes a player or coach feel confident may affect
the result. Still, it isn't clear that a fan sitting in front of a TV wearing
his Green Bay Packers cap is likely to actually have much of an impact.
We treasure the illusion of control even when there is no logic at all

to our beliefs. People will bet less in a game of chance against a confi-

- 166 -




Rose-Colored Glasses and Trauma

dent opponent than one who appears meek and ineffective. They have
more confidence in a lottery card they have chosen for themselves than
one that is chosen for them, and they are resistant to trading one they
have chosen for themselves for one that has better odds of winning.2

The truth is that people’s minds turn from the notion of random. We
don’t seem to like it any more than Albert Einstein did when he re-
jected the notion of randomness in physics by saying, “God does not
play dice with the universe.”

Unfortunately, this same belief in personal control means that peo-
ple are often less than kind to victims of assault. At 10:30 in the morn-
ing one summer day in 1990, an American woman named Susan Brison
went for a walk down a sunny, country road in a village outside Greno-
ble, France.3° She was quite suddenly attacked from behind, sexually
assaulted, and strangled unconscious, eventually several times. She
awoke from the last strangulation attempt in time to see her attacker
swinging a large rock toward her head. Later she regained conscious-
ness and crawled out of the ravine where he had left what he thought
was her corpse. She spent eleven days in the hospital, the first of them
trying to survive.

It is hard to imagine how anyone could have blamed this woman for
this assault. In fact, given the circumstances and her condition, neither
the police nor the hospital personnel ever even entertained the possi-
bility. She was, after all, in what was thought to be a safe area, in the
middle of the day, wearing baggy pants and a sweat shirt.3! She did not
trust a stranger; she was not even fooled, she was attacked from be-
hind. What could this woman have even done differently, except per-
haps cower fearfully in her room on a bright summer day?

Nonetheless, when she later spoke with a victim'’s assistance coordi-
nator regarding legal advice, she was told that the counselor herself had
never been a victim, and that Dr. Brison might benefit from the experi-
ence by learning not to be so trusting of people and not to go out late
at night. She gave Dr. Brison no chance to remind her that she had
been attacked suddenly, from behind, in the middle of the morning.

The counselor’s response was not an isolated phenomenon. Once, I

was training in a civil commitment center for sex offenders. In fifteen
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states, at the time of this writing, sex offenders who have served their
prison sentences can, under certain conditions, be civilly committed to
a secure setting for an indefinite period of time after their incarceration
expires, until they are supposedly successfully treated. Typically, the
top 10 percent of high-risk sex offenders (or less) are retained.

At that training, I was showing a video of a man who answered an ad
for a motorcycle for sale. Finding a woman home alone with only her
baby, he waited until she turned around to pull the cover off the mo-
torcycle, then jumped her. He wrestled her to the ground and then put
a knife to her throat and forced her inside the house. In the lengthy as-
sault that followed, he told her at one point to put her baby to bed in
the next room.

Three different women that day, women who worked in this center
for sexual offenders, got angry at the woman for not taking her baby
and escaping through the window when he told her to put him to bed.
Of course, the victim had to contend with a knife-wielding rapist in the
next room, which was less than fifteen feet away, who would clearly
have heard the noise. None of us knew how securely the window was
fastened or what it would have taken to get through it. None even knew
whether it was the type that could be opened. None of us knew if it
was even on the first floor of the house. None of us should have been
judging her, given we were not the ones with a baby in our arms and a
rapist with a knife in the next room.

I was taken aback by their hostility to this woman, whom they
blamed for not escaping from the assault, until I began to think how
the world might look from the standpoint of women who work with
high-risk, very assaultive sex offenders. Maybe, just maybe, it becomes
very important for a woman in that situation to believe that she can
control her fate, that nothing like that could happen to her. But buying
a sense of safety in that way is a two-edged sword: It may make us feel
safer and more secure, but it adds to the distress of those already vic-
timized. We retain our peace of mind by making victims pay for it.

But it is not just onlookers who blame victims for assault, it is often
the victims themselves. It is disconcerting for clinicians to hear a

woman say she should have known better than to cut across the ar-
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boretum at noon or to walk around a local pond at 3:00 in the after-
noon. Women decide the skirt they were wearing was too short or their
hair too long. They believe they should have taken the elevator rather
than the stairs or the stairs rather than the elevator. It doesn't always
make sense, and it pains others listening to it. Maybe, just maybe, oth-
ers think, the rapist had some responsibility here, not this poor woman
walking across campus in the middle of the day.

On the other hand, what would you rather believe? That you could
change the length of your skirt or your hair and never be raped again?
Or that it was a random assault, which nothing you did or could do
would have prevented, and therefore, could happen again at any time,
any place, for the rest of your life? Not surprisingly, a study found that
the victims who were most psychologically distressed following rape
were those who had been following their personal rules of safety at the
time.32 [ would suspect there was nothing else they knew to do, and the
realization of their ongoing vulnerability could not be avoided.

Even Brison, the American woman attacked in the French village, has
cut her hair short in hopes she could be mistaken for a man from behind.
She did this knowing full well it would not have prevented the assault
she endured. A man she saw casually standing in his front yard that sum-
mer day—a man who saw her from the front—was the one who waited
until she passed, followed her, and then attacked her from behind.

“From the car to the house. From the house to the car,” an offender
once said to me in an interview. “You have no idea how vulnerable you
are.” And I thought of all those times to come, walking from the house
to the car, from the car to the house, and wanted to find some way to
deny what he said. Perhaps if | changed the length of my skirt. Or wore
my hair shorter.

The World Is a Pretty Nifty Place

Listen to New Age philosophy, and you will discover a remarkable
thing: It consists almost entirely of beliefs that the world is controllable
and benign. We all have a guardian angel who looks after us. Everything
happens for a reason. The bad things that happen in our lives are all

- 169 -



PREDATORS

simply there to teach us karmic lessons. This is surely the best of all
possible worlds. In fact, we really don't have any problems at all that
can’t be cured by tuning into a higher energy level.

If you think this latter must be an exaggeration, read There’s a Spiri-
tual Solution to Every Problem by the best-selling author Wayne Dyer.33
The book begins with two quotes, “You have no problems, though you
think you have” (from “A Course in Miracles”) and “There is nothing
wrong with God'’s creation. Mystery and suffering only exist in the
mind” (from “Ramana Maharshi”). “If God is good and God made
everything, then everything is good,” Dyer tells us.34

But how do I tell that to my clients who were raped and molested as
children, those who have been the victims of domestic violence, and
most of all, those who have had children abducted or murdered? Do I
really tell them that they are simply vibrating at the wrong frequency, as
Dyer contends, that illness, fear, and anxiety occur when people are vi-
brating at 10,000 cycles per second? If they could just get up to the
100,000 cycles per second, they'd be in the region of sound, light, and
spirit, in Dyer’s opinion, and pretty much in orbit, in mine.

What is billed as “New Age” is really older than time. People have al-
ways wanted to feel safe in the world and to fend off the frightening re-
ality that the death rate is one per person and that the timing of it ap-
pears to have nothing to do with goodness. The writer Ann Lamott
warned against “spiritualizing your hysteria,”3> but she was up against a
tidal wave. We all spiritualize our hysteria. The truth is hard to live
with: The world is actually a pretty dicey place. A lot of bad things can
happen out there, and often do.

Answer these questions before you read further. What is the proba-
bility that you will be in a fire serious enough to cause injury or prop-
erty damage in your lifetime? What are the chances you'll be robbed or
be in a car wreck serious enough to cause injury? What are the chances
that a loved one of yours will die from suicide, homicide, or accident?
If you live in the United States, and you came up with single digit an-
swers, you are kidding yourself.

In 1992, for example, Dr. Fran Norris published a study of the fre-
quency of trauma in a U.S. sample.36 Table 9.1 shows the results.3”
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TABLE 9.1 Lifetime Exposure to Trauma in Four U.S. Cities

Percentage Exposed

Type of Trauma Lifetime
Fire! 11
Physical Assault 15
Robbery 25
Motor Vehicle Crash? 23
Loved One Lost from Homicide,

Suicide or Accident 30
Some Kind of Trauma 69

ISerious enough that injury or property damage occurred.
ugl Iy or prop g
2Serious enough that someone was injured.

Sixty-nine percent of us will suffer some significant trauma in our
lifetime—and those are external accidents and hazards alone, not in-
cluding heart disease, cancer, and every other catastrophic illness.
Thirty percent of us will lose a loved one to homicide, suicide, or acci-
dent. That’s one in three.

“That it's rough out there and chancy is no surprise. Every live thing
is a survivor on a kind of extended emergency bivouac,” Annie Dillard
wrote38 in a sentence that startled me. Although we'd probably agree
that ladybugs and night crawlers live in such uncertainty, or even peo-
ple in the Middle Ages, it’s a surprise to most of us that we do too. We
stay deliberately unaware of the odds on this slot machine we play.

The need to view the world positively runs deep. It is found in our
language and even in what material we find easy to learn and what we
have trouble remembering. Consider these findings from one of the
original summaries of the literature, The Pollyanna Principle: Selectivity
in Language, Memory, and Thought:

1. When exposed to pleasant and unpleasant experiences for equal
periods of time, people report the pleasant were more frequent.

2. People remember pleasant information better and more accu-
rately than unpleasant.

3. Pleasant information is easier to learn than unpleasant.

4. People recognize pleasant words quicker than unpleasant.
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This deep bias toward the positive in memory, thought, and speech
acts as a filter. No wonder we think the world is benign and most of
what happens is good—if that is what we selectively remember. The ex-

ception is that people who are depressed do not, of course, see the
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. People exaggerate the likelihood of pleasant events. For exam-

ple, in one experiment, positive outcomes whose true probabil-
ity was 10% were judged as only slightly less likely to occur
than negative outcomes whose probability was 90%.

. The pleasant member of antonym pairs is said before the un-

pleasant, for instance, good-bad, sweet-sour, right-wrong,

. Pleasant words tended to enter the English language first and

have higher frequencies than do unpleasant.

. People use positive terms far more often than negative whether

in writing or speaking.

. People slant their memories in a positive direction over time.

For example, years later mothers reported that their children
walked earlier, slept better, ate better and were toilet trained
more readily than records indicated they had reported at the
time. Indeed, the children also were happier, easier and sucked
their thumbs less in memory than they had in reality.

People think the present is better for them personally than the
past and the future will be better still regardless of the actual
probabilities. For example, in a study of 145 high school girls,
1/2 thought they would marry wealthy men soon after gradua-
tion and live happily ever after. The other half thought they
would have high paying glamorous jobs by the time they were
twenty-five. In reality, in their area only 4 out of 10 could be
expected to earn salaries above the poverty level, only 3 out of
10 would finish college, and 4 out of 10 would be divorced or
widowed.3

world nearly as positively, but then again, they are depressed.

But you might well ask, what of the news? On any given day the
news is uniformly negative. If there is anything good happening in the

world, the major newspapers and TV stations manage not to report it.
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Authors Margaret Matlin and Daniel Stang had an answer for the pop-
ularity of the news. They found there was a competing tendency to
focus on the novel, and because good news is considered routine, bad
news is the exception. But, unfortunately, bad news is not as much of
an exception as we would like to believe.

A Just World

When we are confronted with bad news, it seems we try desperately to
make sense of it, to put it in some framework that allows us to explain,
even to rationalize it, while maintaining our overall positive worldview.
Most of all, it seems, we want to believe the outcome is just.

A researcher and teacher named Melvin Lerner first framed the no-
tion of “a just world.”° He had once taught medical students in a state
with large mining regions. As part of their training, he had the task of
introducing them to the impact of poverty on health care: for example,
poor housing, hygiene, nutrition, and the like. Even though the exten-
sive poverty in that state was undeniably due to circumstances beyond
the workers’ control-—demand for coal had gone down, mines had been
automated, and unemployment had soared—nonetheless the students
blamed the victims.

Typically, very early in that kind of presentation, one of the stu-
dents would let me know that he grew up with “those people,”
and I didn’t know what the hell I was talking about. Those people
were happy living like that. They were just the kind of folks who
would cheat and connive and let their kids go hungry rather than
go out and get a decent job. There was plenty of work for every-
one if they just wanted it—if they'd just go out and look for it. No
one had to go hungry. They were lazy, irresponsible.#!

To his credit, Lerner did not simply stereotype the staff or medical
students that he worked with by labeling them “insensitive” or “cal-
lous.” He asked himself the question instead of why staff and students
were reacting that way.

-173 -



PREDATORS

And thus began a program of research that culminated in a book
called The Belief in a Just World, which he subtitled A Fundamental
Delusion. The research showed time and again that people blamed oth-
ers for whatever outcome occurred, regardless of whether there was
any logical relationship between the behavior and the outcome. Even
when the students were told the outcome was randomly assigned, they
still rated victims lower on a variety of traits and characteristics than
they did others in the same experiments who they were told were ran-
domly selected to have a better outcome.

How does this apply to predators? It applies because over and over
victims are blamed for their assaults. And when we imply that victims
bring on their own fates—whether to make ourselves feel more effica-
cious or to make the world seem just—we keep ourselves from taking
the precautions we need to take in order to protect ourselves. Why take
precautions? We deny the trauma could have easily happened to us.
And we also hurt people already traumatized. Victims are often already
full of self-doubt, and we make recovery harder by laying inappropriate
blame on them.

In the Chowchilla kidnapping case (discussed below), for example,
a case in which an entire school bus of children was kidnapped and
(temporarily) buried alive, one mother who attended church regularly
and whose child was dropped off the bus before the kidnapping oc-
curred, explained her daughter’s near miss by saying, “The Lord is
faithful to those who are faithful to the Lord.”*2 One can only wonder
how that statement affected the panicky families of the twenty-six
children who were not dropped off early and who were still missing at
that time.

And there is a second cost to some kinds of meaning-making. If a
yellow billiard ball rolls into a blue ball, which then knocks a red one
into a pocket, you cannot really hold the blue one responsible. After all,
it could not control the fact that it was struck by the yellow ball and
that that is why it hit the red ball. It was not a “perpetrator” really, more
a “victim.” Earlier, in Chapter 4, I discussed the long history in psy-
chology of not holding sex offenders responsible for their behavior. The
behavior was, it seems, the fault of their “frigid” wives or “seductive”
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child victims. It was a symptom of family dysfunction. We mute the re-
alization of malevolence—which is too threatening to bear—by turning
offenders into victims themselves and by describing their behavior as
the result of forces beyond their control.

Dr. Lerner described this process of shifting and denying responsi-
bility well:

Consider the following set of circumstances. I am assigned re-
sponsibility at the clinic for a patient who is a “sex offender.” Dur-
ing the initial sessions I spend hours listening to the details of the
patient’s perverted assaults on young girls and boys, while probing
for some understanding of the meaning of these acts in terms of
their patient’s past history—what had been done to him. ... And
although I may not find this sex offender particularly admirable, it
is virtually inevitable that I will view him as the “innocent victim”
of circumstances that were inflicted upon him by his genes and
the events that happened to him, especially as a youngster. There
will be little if any tendency to condemn him for the evil acts he
committed: after all, given the chain of events involved, I realize
that he was not the “real cause”; he was just the transmitter of a
series of antecedent conditions.*

There are no perpetrators in this nifty——and just—world we con-
struct, and no innocent victims either, not really. What seems like a
perpetrator is actually just another victim, and what seems like the vic-
tim of his brutality is really someone who shouldn’t have gone out at
night in the first place and thus is responsible for not avoiding the as-
sault. Easy to bring the world quite round if you work at it.

Oddly then, in our search to find meaning, we often assign victims
too much blame for their assaults and offenders too little. Our incon-
sistencies do not seem to trouble us, but they are truly puzzling. After
all, if the offender is not to blame for his behavior, why would the vic-
tim be, no matter what she did or didn’t do? Our views make sense,
however, if you think that we are trying to reassure ourselves that we

are not helpless and, that, in any case, no one is out to get us.
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Impact of Positive Illusions on
Mental and Physical Health

Positive illusions may cost us in some ways-—in our treatment of vic-
tims, in our contact with predators—but there is also little doubt that
these same illusions cause people to be happier and healthier and to
function better. This is important because it suggests the answer is not
going to be simply to give them up (even if we could).

Studies on health, for example, suggest that those with positive illu-
sions stay healthier and tolerate serious illnesses better than their
more realistic counterparts. Research on AIDS, for instance, suggests
those who hold unrealistically positive views about the course of their
illness are more likely to live longer and to have a slower onset of the
illness than those who don't.** In addition, results of a study by Dr.
Shelly Taylor indicated that self-enhancement-—having an inflated
opinion of oneself—was positively correlated with good relations with
others, personal growth, purpose in life, self-esteem, mastery, and self-
acceptance.*> It was negatively correlated with state anxiety, depres-
sion, self-blame, and neuroticism. In short, those who held positive
illusions about themselves scored better on standardized tests of men-
tal health than their more negative peers.

There are critics on the subject of positive illusions, of course, but
even they have mostly admitted that such illusions exist and appear to be
widespread.* The argument seems to focus more on the mental health
of those who hold them. Such critics charge that self-enhancers are nar-
cissistic*” and poorly adjusted.*8 In short, critics claim, self-enhancers
may exaggerate their degree of healthy functioning just as they exagger-
ate everything else.*® The idea that they are healthier than others is just
another positive illusion.

But that dog won't hunt. Dr. Taylor and colleagues, for example,
found that there was no correlation between indicators of illusory men-
tal health and self-enhancement. In addition, the findings in this study
didn’t change when mental health was assessed by self-report, trained
peer judges, or friends. In short, there was no evidence at all that “self-
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enhancers” were less well-adjusted than other people and a good deal
of evidence to the contrary.

The most intriguing part of the study, however, was the finding that
on physiological measures of stress, self-enhancers showed more resis-
tance to stress than did low self-enhancers, not less, as they should if
they were really hiding their distress. They not only had a healthier
physiological response to stress deliberately induced during the experi-
ment but also lower baseline cortisol levels, which suggests that self-
enhancement may have protected them from stressors in the past.

In short, it really does look like people who are optimistic, hold pos-
itive illusions about themselves, and “self-enhance,” are healthier phys-
ically and emotionally than those who don't. No wonder Lionel Tiger
wrote that, “Private optimism is a public resource. Public optimism is a
private facility.”s® If the world held no predators—or if they were far
rarer than they are—this would be a done deal: Take any positive illu-
sion you can find and run with it.

My argument is simply this: Most people think offenders take ad-
vantage of our vulnerabilities, and they do. If a child molester can find
a lonely child or an overwhelmed single mom worried about her son
having a male role model, he will sidle in like a viper slipping into a nest
with baby birds. But the genius of predatory behavior is not just that it
feeds parasitically on our vulnerabilities, but that it turns our strengths
against us as well.

Normal, healthy people distort reality to create a kinder, gentler
world than actually exists. Such distortions work in our favor most of
the time and make people happier, healthier, and more effective. Hope
is a gift, and if it has a dark side—the lottery has been called a tax on
the poor—on sum it likely gives more than it takes. Life would surely
provide a hard row to hoe without it.

But violent and sexual predation are not small problems, and they
extract a fearful toll. Our assumptions that we can recognize a predator,
that people are basically good, that anyone who is likeable is trustwor-
thy, are exactly the illusions that made it little challenge for Ted Bundy
to fake a health emergency and to get a young woman to help him to
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his motel room. Why, that nice young man was obviously in distress.
What could happen? It was the middle of the day in a motel corridor
with her family right down the hall, no more than a shout away. And
that assumes she was even suspicious enough to think about the possi-
bility that something could happen.

Afterward, of course—if the victim survives—Ilife looks different.
The positive illusions that sustain us can shatter in the face of trauma.
And what is left is a very different view of the world.

The Impact of Trauma

It is easier to hold positive illusions if our lives are going reasonably
well—by which I mean nothing dreadful is happening. Even serious
stressors do not ordinarily shake our worldview, our sense of safety or
our positive illusions. We find meaning one way or another. We decide
that we could have done something differently. It didn’t have to hap-
pen. It won't again.

Certainly other people’s traumas rarely devastate us, despite the fact
we are now instantaneously exposed to every war, famine, earthquake,
shark attack, and serial killer around the world. Nonetheless, despite
the daily influx of bad news, we maintain our personal sense of invul-
nerability and safety. Something in us believes that all those terrible
things will happen over there, to someone else, but not to us. A logical
appraisal of our chances of being victimized may occur in our head but
will not reach the heart.

In short, a child who is safe enough, loved enough, and protected
enough grows up to be an adult with positive illusions, one who expects
to be safe, despite what he or she sees all around. A perfect childhood
isn’t needed, just an absence of overwhelming trauma.

But what happens when the adult is then exposed to a very serious
traumatic event, when he or she is abducted and tortured, when there
is a horrific accident, or when a child dies? What happens if he or she
winds up in a concentration camp, becomes a paraplegic, or is violently
assaulted? People are not always able to come up with a meaning that

satisfies. The world does not always seem just, and optimism is not al-
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ways sustained. In fact, worldview can shift dramatically, and positive
illusions shatter upon exposure to severe, personal trauma.

My first exposure to the entire issue of positive illusions came when
[ saw what severe trauma did to normal people and how they felt about
the world. T didn’t know there was such a thing as positive illusions
until T saw a child without them. It began, for me, with a child T will
call Jonathan.

Jonathan didn't seem destined to a traumatic childhood. He was
born in a small town in Vermont to a couple who loved each other
dearly and who had many strengths and no debilitating problems. In
fact, both parents were unusually bright and thoughtful people, and
both were exceptional parents.

But his childhood veered suddenly after he and his younger sister
began attending a local home day care run by a woman with an adoles-
cent son who sexually abused the children. Eventually, Jonathan dis-
closed sexual abuse, and although his parents believed him, the other
parents did not. They had trusted the day care provider, and their trust
wasn't easily shaken. Initially, the other parents raised $1,500 for the
legal defense of the day care owner.

That changed when their children too began disclosing sexual abuse.
When the dust settled, the adolescent confessed and implicated his
uncle who, he said, abused him and joined him in abusing the children.
Jonathan had not only been sexually abused by both offenders but had
been forced to watch his younger sister be abused and to abuse her
himself while the men watched. The evidence was solid on all of this,
and both men were convicted in a court of law.

The disclosures explained some things. Jonathan had become very
spacey in the time he attended the day care. Even in the therapeutic
day care he later went to, he would be found at times wandering aim-
lessly, most often in the bathroom, not sure of where he was and seem-
ingly without a reason for being there. Also, he had begun to have “ac-
cidents.” He fell off a roof, shot himself with his father’s bee sting kit,
and exploded a paint can.

I worked with Jonathan for a couple of years in therapy, and at the
end of it he was better. He no longer curled up in a fetal position when
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he was angry or upset. He had stopped engaging in such risky behavior.
He no longer dissociated quite so obviously, and the days of wandering
around the school were over.

Still, T did not think him a well child. For one thing, he read—not
like other kids, but compulsively and in a way that protected him
from social interactions. He read at recess, for instance, instead of
playing. But, if you have to pick a way to dissociate, reading beat wan-
dering around the bathroom. He was learning and doing well in
school: His head was getting clearer even if his heart was still
hunched over.

Then one day when Jonathan was ten years old, he and his parents
went to Boston with another family to see a play. They emerged from
the theater in mid-afternoon, the street temporarily flooded with the-
ater goers. There were four adults and three children walking on the
crowded street, the children walking a few feet ahead of the adults. It
was not a dangerous area, nor was it even night. Understandably, no
one was thinking about safety.

What happened next happened so quickly that, except for luck,
Jonathan’s father would have missed it. The father was talking to an-
other adult when he happened to notice a man in the crowd walking to-
ward them with his eyes fixed on Jonathan. His focus was so intent that
it seemed odd to the father, and he kept an eye on the approaching
man, puzzled but not yet alarmed. Just as the man reached jonathan,
he put his hand on the boy’s shoulder and bent down as though to
speak to him. Suddenly, he grabbed Jonathan by the arm and started to
disappear in the crowd.

Jonathan’s father leaped forward when he saw the man’s hand move
toward his son, and he got his arm around Jonathan’s waist as he was
disappearing in the crowd. The man let go and kept going.

The next morning Jonathan’s father sat in my office while Jonathan
waited for his turn. His father’s face was gray, and he looked ill. “It was
so fast,” he said repeatedly. “You wouldn't believe how fast it was. The
whole thing was just a few seconds. No one saw it. None of the other
adults saw it. [t was just so fast.” And then he added, “I don't know why
I'm so upset. After all, nothing happened.”
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I had a feeling a whole lot had just happened. But I was wrong. A
whole lot had happened a long time ago, and I had missed it.

When Jonathan came in, he sat down calmly. “T don’t know why my fa-
ther’s so upset,” he said, “bad things are always going to happen to me.”

“Huh?" T said.

“Well, they will,” he went on. “I've always known that,” and he took
some paper and drew a child standing under a cloud, rain pouring from
the cloud merging into tears from the child’s eyes.

I had known in the time I had treated this child that he was
ashamed and guilty over molesting his sister, that he was frightened of
the offenders, and that he dissociated to get away from the whole mess.
But what I hadn’t known was that his entire view of the world had
changed. He had gone from expecting good things of the world to feel-
ing, as he said, that there was no such thing as good luck, only bad. Far
from feeling safe and invulnerable, he didn't expect to live to adult-
hood. “What would have happened if the guy had snatched you?”
asked him.

“Oh, he would have killed me,” he said matter of factly. Not a sur-
prise to him. If it wasn't this guy, he added, it would be someone else.

My client had developed what I now call a trauma-based worldview.
It was little known in the field of sexual abuse at the time, but I found
pockets of research on it in the larger field of psychology, mostly under
the term “shattered assumptions.”! In fact, researchers had been doc-
umenting for well over a decade what trauma does to the positive illu-
sions that cushion and sustain us. Severe trauma fosters a very differ- .
ent worldview, one in which the world is no longer meaningful, in
which a benevolent deity does not hover, in which individuals are help-
less, and in which safety is a fragile and sometime thing. The world
seems random at best, malevolent at worse. And children are as sus-
ceptible as adults.

On July 15, 1976, in Chowchilla, California, a school bus ambled
along a country road, dropping kids off from summer school.52 A broken-
down white van appeared ahead, partially blocking the road, and the
bus driver slowed to pass it. To say he was not concerned is an under-
statement. It was a normal summer day in a small town in the United
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States during the 1970s. The driver was making a routine trip along a
familiar route with his regular group of school kids, wet and tired from
a swimming trip. There was no ominous sound track to alert the driver
that he and the children were in harm’s way.

All of that changed when he slowed the bus and a man with a mask
and a gun jumped out of the van and ordered the driver to open up. An-
other man appeared with a stocking over his face. Both got on the bus,
and one took over the driving while an accomplice followed in the
white van.

The kidnappers drove the bus into a ravine and loaded the children
and the driver into two vans, the white one and a second green one. It
was pitch black in the back of the vans. There was no water, no food,
no place to go to the bathroom, and it was very hot in the California
summer. It was also hard to breathe in the closed truck. The kidnap-
pers started driving, and the children bounced and jostled on the
wooden seats, getting hungrier and thirstier, sweating endlessly and
eventually urinating on themselves—for the next eleven hours. The
vans stopped some time around 3:00 A.M.

When the vans finally did stop, the children were taken out, and a
kidnapper questioned each child in turn, asked their full name, and
took an object from each of them, presumably to prove identity. The
questioning must have frightened the children terribly. They were each
brought in one by one and confronted by strange men with guns. After
questioning, each child was forced to climb down a ladder into what
appeared to be a hole in the ground.

What looked like a hole from above turned out to be the entrance to
a truck buried below. The interior was lit with flashlights. There were
some stale snacks left out and cans of murky water. No doubt, it
seemed better than being squeezed together in the pitch black vans—
that is, until the children heard the sound of shoveling,

Panic set in at this point. They were being buried alive. The bus dri-
ver, Ed Ray, begged the men for mercy, but no one answered. Eventu-
ally the shoveling stopped, and the men went away. Hours dragged by.
The flashlights began to burn out. The children cried and prayed and
finally sat numbly. Some slept.
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There were twenty-seven people in a twenty-five-by-eight foot truck.
The air was hot and muggy and breathing was difficult, as it had been
in the boarded up vans. There were two fans set in ventilator shafts,
and it was obvious to the bus driver they were being run by batteries.
When those batteries died, he realized, so would they. There was noth-
ing to do but try to get out.

It wasn't easy. A heavy steel plate had been put on the entrance to
the hole and two one hundred-pound batteries on top of that. There
were boards nailed together beyond that and dirt on top of the boards.
It took hours and phenomenal effort to move the steel plate aside, re-
move the batteries, and complete the tedious work of prying the boards
apart and scooping out the dirt on top, handful by handful. The bus dri-
ver and two of the older kids, fourteen-year-old Mike Marshall and
eleven-year-old Roberto Gonzales, led the effort.

They had no tools—they took a mattress apart to get coils to pry up
the boards. They had no room, and they were working over their heads.
They were exhausted and frightened and slowly suffocating. Still, they
persisted. They took turns digging. Some watched the younger children
while others worked. One held a flashlight. Another removed the dirt
below.

After sixteen hours in the buried truck, Mike Marshall climbed out
of the truck, sure the men with guns would shoot his head off. He
called down to say no one was there, and one by one the bus driver
handed out the other children. No one had a clue where they were.
They saw a light in the distance and went toward it, still fearful it could
be the kidnappers. But instead they found two workers at a rock quarry
who instantly realized who they were. One called the police, and al-
most within minutes a blinding array of lights and sirens descended on
the bewildered children. The police tried to load the children on buses
to take them to the hospital for evaluation, but it proved difficult. The
younger kids kept slipping off and hiding. They had no faith in buses.53

The behavior of the kids was a clue to what was little understood in
1976, that trauma that did not leave physical scars could leave emo-
tional ones that would prove longer lasting and harder to heal. At the

time, the physicians who examined the children pronounced them
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well. The town, understandably, rejoiced at their return “unharmed”
and put a brass plague on a boulder to thank God that nothing bad hap-
pened. Better to thank God that nothing worse had happened. Because
something very bad had, indeed, happened, and the children did not
come back the same children that left the day before.

Lenore Terr is a tenacious trauma researcher who saw in Chowchilla
the case study for which she was looking. She called the parents after
the children’s return and arranged to evaluate all the kidnapped chil-
dren as well as a little boy who was one of the children let off the bus
before the white van stopped it. Four years later she evaluated them
again.>* She also studied control samples, children in other similar
towns who had not been part of any known traumatic event to date.

It is not clear how much the children liked Lenore Terr: One child
joked five years later that his only lingering fear was of psychiatrists.>>
It is also not clear how much she helped them in the brief time she
worked with them, but that was not her purpose. She saw herself as a
scientist conducting a crucial research study, and unlike almost any-
body in the late 1970s, she knew what she was seeing. What she doc-
umented in dry scientific language and meticulous detail was what
being kidnapped and buried alive on a sunny day on your way home
from summer school will do to a bunch of normal kids. What it did was
to produce “massive interferences with optimism and trust.”>¢

After the kidnapping, many of the Chowchilla children were no
longer friendly or open or trusting. Sunny children with gentle dispo-
sitions turned sullen, even rageful, and their sense of the world
changed as much as their temperaments. It was no longer a safe and
benign world. Like Jonathan, they no longer assumed they'd live to
adulthood. One child, nine years old at the time of the kidnapping,
decided the Russians were ruining the ozone layer and that everyone
would be killed. Another, ten years old, believed the world would end
in the year 2000, although his family did not share his views. He
wanted to live alone in the mountains when he grew up: Cities and
towns were not safe. Twenty-three of the twenty-five children were
afraid of the future.

To protect themselves, many children decided they were clairvoyant,
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and they began to believe in signs and omens. In retrospect, they were
sure they knew something was going to happen the day of the kidnap-
ping, and they continued (after the fact) to believe they could predict
events. For example, when one child’s stepfather died several years
later, the child decided he had predicted it in advance, although he had
said nothing to his family.

In short, the children no longer felt invulnerable; they no longer be-
lieved they were safe; in fact, they no longer felt like they had any
power at all. They had developed a trauma-based worldview. And these
were the children that everyone thought had emerged unharmed. In-
stead, Terr found every child had been affected, every single one, for at
least the five years she studied them. The occasional contacts she had
years later told her that time did little to soften the impact.

It was also striking how similar the Chowchilla children were to
other children she treated who had been sexually or physically abused.
She quoted one such patient as saying:

When you get old, you die. I have grandparents who are sixty or
sixty-nine and [ don’t think they are ready to die. But I sometimes
think I am going to die sooner than other people—I don't know
why 1 think this. I think bad people will hurt me. I may be killed
instead of dying.5”

The child who said this was not a Chowchilla child but rather a lit-
tle girl who, like Jonathan, had been sexually abused in a day care cen-
ter. But the abuse had been much younger—{rom ages fifteen to eigh-
teen months. It happened when she was so young that she could not
report the abuse, nor did she appear to even remember it when she
was brought in to see Terr at age five. Still, the abuse was certain—it
was discovered when pornographic photos of the child came to light,
taken by the offenders while they were in the act of abusing her and
the other children.

For the child, all that was left consciously by age five was a bad feel-
ing about the day care but no specific memories. Nonetheless, neither
young age nor her lack of memory helped her escape the impact of
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trauma. And once again, it was her sense of safety and her belief in
what the future held for her that were affected.

Life after trauma is a different animal altogether, and it is not just
different emotionally, it is different cognitively. A study by Dr. Richard
Famularo found those with chronic posttraumatic stress disorder, a fre-
quent sequelae of trauma, expected life to be short, difficult, and
hard.>8 The researcher Ronnie Janoff-Bulman and colleagues have doc-
umented systematic changes in the victim’s sense of how meaningful,
orderly, and predictable the world is.5 For many trauma victims, the
world simply stops making sense. It is no longer a nifty world or a fair
one. Vice is not necessarily punished, nor virtue rewarded. The “rumor
of angels” € turns out just to be a rumor, after all. As Dr. Daniel Spiegel
put it, trauma leaves victims with:

A marginally bearable sense of helplessness, a realization that
one’s own will and wishes become irrelevant to the course of
events, leaving either a view of the self that is damaged, contam-
inated by the humiliation, pain, and fear that the event imposed;
or a fragmented sense of self.6!

It is disorienting to go to bed one night only to look out the window
the next morning to find a different landscape, one you don't recognize.
The bewilderment of the person who loses their sense of meaning in
the world is profound:

We tell ourselves stories in order to live. . . . Or at least we do for
a while. I am talking here about a time when I began to doubt the
premises of all the stories I had ever told myself. . . . I was sup-
posed to have a script, and had mislaid it. I was supposed to hear
cues, and no longer did. I was meant to know the plot, but all
knew was what I saw. . . . flash pictures in variable sequence, im-
ages with no “meaning,” beyond their temporary arrangement, not
a movie but a cutting room experience.é2

Although Joan Didion does not tell us where her own disorienta-
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tion came from, and I do not know that it was traumatic in origin, still
the landscape she described illustrates well the view of many trauma
survivors.

We take the meaningfulness and predictability of the world for
granted. We think it is “out there,” not a construct inside our own
heads. It is only when it shifts and shatters that we are left wondering
why we ever believed in it in the first place. It is so obvious, we say, that
the world isn't fair, that bad things happen. We knew it cognitively all
along. Worse, we lose not just the sense of personal invulnerability, but
the sense of personal efficacy as well. The mountains, we realize, really

don'’t care. As Didion complains:

The universe that suckled us is a monster that does not care if we
live or die—does not care if it itself grinds to a halt. It is fixed and
blind, a robot programmed to kill.63

But believing that is a hard way to live. Life becomes a sentence, not
a gift. Time on this planet feels like the enemy. It is beyond this book
to talk about the road back from such an altered life. I discussed what
I know of it previously in a book on the impact of sexual abuse called
Transforming Trauma.¢* But the purpose of this book is to try to prevent
it in the first place.

Although nothing but good luck will make you and me completely
safe from predators, it is time to sum up what is known of how they op-
erate and how the illusions that sustain us give them an opening. It is
time at least to consider how we might reduce our vulnerability without
giving up our hopefulness, our good will, and our joy.
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Detecting Deception

One must have a mind of winter
To regard . . .
Nothing that is not there and the nothing that is.!

hat all of us would like is a checklist that we can use to spot preda-

tors, a sort of nontechnical polygraph that would tell us whom to
trust and whom not, something on which we could just check off the
items and add up the points.

Unfortunately, such a checklist does not exist.

Even if it did, I believe we would only apply it to strangers and a subset
of strangers at that: those who are not charming and friendly, men who do
not look like the boy next door. Certainly, we would not apply it to our
friends and neighbors, not to the neighborhood soccer coach or (until re-
cently) the priest in the local parish that we have known all our lives. We
would not apply it to these people because over and over we confuse lika-
bility with trustworthiness, familiarity with safety, warmth with caring.
“Niceness is a decision,” Gavin De Becker wrote, but we really don’t be-
lieve that. Predators, we think, should at least have the decency to be rude.

Before we can deal with any commonsense precautions we could take to
make ourselves and our children safer, we must deal with the tension be-
tween the kind of world we want to live in and the kind of world we actually
inhabit. We must deal with the fact that what are called “positive illusions”
give us joy, which can leave us unprepared. But surely the answer is not ter-
minal pessimism, suspiciousness, and fear. What would we be saving then?

The researcher Dr. Ronnie Janoff-Bulman considered these issues
thoughtfully and wrote:
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The key to the good life might well be illusions at our deepest,
most generalized level of assumptions and accuracy at the most

specific, least abstract levels.2

In short, there may be little harm in holding generalized expecta-
tions that the world will treat us well—so long as we prepare for a
world that may not. What is wrong with believing you can learn to swim
if you want to? The problem comes if you think you can swim without
learning how. Likewise, few of us go on a car trip expecting a wreck—
why would we go? But our expectation of a safe journey does not stop
us from fastening our seat belts.

We must monitor our illusions—which means becoming conscious of
them—and use them discerningly. There is no harm in believing that the
future holds more than the past, or that life is basically good, or that good
triumphs over evil—in the afterlife if not always here on earth. Those
who hold such general and abstract beliefs about the world are more
likely to be happier and healthier than those who don't. Neither do I
argue with religion for those who choose it—so long as one distinguishes
between religion and the men and women who join religious orders.

But where our illusions become dangerous is when they cause us to
assume that specific people and situations are not dangerous, when they
allow us to assume the best about others without considering the worst.
Just because we don't think our local priest, youth minister, or baseball
coach is a predator doesn't mean he couldn’t be. We must act as though
the world could be dangerous, even if we believe it will not be.

There is some evidence that people are capable of this kind of flexi-
ble use of positive illusions. In fact, Taylor and colleagues have stead-
fastly maintained that positive illusions are not fixed and rigid but can
ebb and flow with the situation. Some research findings have suggested
that people are more likely to have positive illusions when they are im-
plementing a decision rather than when they are making one.3 And why
not? The decision-making process may be better served by a more de-
liberate and balanced mindset, whereas once committed to a course of
action, enthusiasm becomes a plus.

Monitoring positive illusions is important because most child mo-
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lestation—even most rapes—begin not with violence but with decep-
tion. Even among sadistic rapists, 80 percent will use conning and ma-
nipulation to lure the potential victim to an isolated setting.* Although
it is hard to do anything when facing a man with a gun—and there are
a minority of offenders who simply assault—it is not hard to get away
from those who con and manipulate if they are recognized early. But
that is the issue: recognizing them amid all the similar situations we
face each day that are safe.

Even as I write this, T note in the paper this morning that a serjal
killer is loose in Baton Rouge. Women are buying guns and standing
three-deep at practice ranges to learn how to use them. It is not likely
to do them any good at all. In all three cases, the assault began at the
victim’s home, and in none of them was there any sign of forced entry.
This killer simply has the ability to get women to open the door to him.
Once he’s inside the home, there is no time to get a gun, likely not even
time to raise one if you had it in your hand. The important moment is
the one when he is outside the door, when you are deciding to open it
or not. It needs to cross your mind and mine that the friendly looking
man wearing a delivery uniform might not be what he seems. We must
recognize and modify our own tendencies to believe that we're living in
a safe world, in order to live in a safer world.

What |s There to Detect?

If the first step is recognizing our own biases, the second step is to rec-
ognize what it is that we are trying to detect and why it is difficult to do
so. What mistakes would a child molester or potential rapist make in
the conning phase of offending? For what are we looking?

Consider John, an athletic director at a middle school. John has
been at his job for fifteen years. He is a genuinely nice man with a
pleasant personality. He is outgoing in a gentle sort of way. People like
him when they meet him. He listens to others and is neither overtly
narcissistic nor controlling. He is warm but low key.

Certainly, he has an excellent work history and reputation at the
school. If he’s given an assignment, he makes sure it happens. On his
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own, he develops a variety of sporting activities for children, and he
runs them well. Both his organizational skills and his patience in deal-
ing with kids are well known.

He is also a child molester. When the real John was caught, he esti-
mated he had more than 1,000 victims. Over the years, several children
had complained to their parents of molestation, but as documented
earlier in this book, the children were told that there must be some
mistake. John would never do anything like that. He just wasn't that
sort of person. In fact, John had grown so confident of this response
over the years that he would rape and molest victims in his office with
the door shut and a gym full of people in the next room.

In my world, John would automatically be considered high-risk be-
cause of his occupation, his long-standing lack of interest in either
adult male or female sex partners, and his exclusive focus on activities
with children. But for the moment, let us ignore that and focus on the
interpersonal interaction.

You are talking with John while your eight-year-old son looks on. He
wants to know if your son can go with him and a group of boys to a ball
game. Because the park is some distance away and they are leaving
early in the morning, John thought he'd just let the kids sleep over the
night before. That way the parents wouldn't have to get up early. Is that
OK? John’s presentation to you is soft-spoken and slightly diffident,
nothing pushy. He seems genuinely to like your child, which you think
is entirely understandable because you think your child is pretty terrific
too.

Your son is looking at you, practically holding his breath he is so ex-
cited at the thought of going. You remember guiltily that you had been
planning on taking him to a major league ball game, but you've been so
busy lately you haven't gotten around to it. This seems like a great op-
portunity. And you know very well the other children will be allowed to
go. Your son takes your hand and says, “Please, Mom, can I go?” If you
say no, you are going to be perceived as the latest reincarnation of
Harry Potter’s Lord Voldemort.

It is not, by the way, an accident that John will ask you in your son’s

presence. He does not want you to have time to think about this. He
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wants you to have to disappoint your son if you say no. He knows his
“hit” rate is better if the child is present when he asks.

So you are under considerable pressure to say yes, and in addition,
you would like to. You want to believe this to be a safe situation, that a
nice man could ask your son to a ball game, and that could be all there
is to it. Besides, the other kids will be there, and there’s safety in num-
bers, isn't there? You've known John for years. He’s thought well of in the
community. It’s not like you're letting your child go off with a stranger.

What is there on the other side? What reason do you have to say no?
If he is a child molester, for what exactly are you looking?

That is the crucial question that most people rarely ask themselves.
Are you looking for lying? If so, what is he lying about? Is he lying about
taking your child to the ball park? Certainly not. He'll definitely take
him to a ball game. Is he lying about his feelings? Does he really like
your child? That depends. He may, and he may not. He may be the sort
of predator who is not at all interested in your child except for sex.
What follows below is an apology letter written by a pedophile who ma-
nipulated a boy with a difficult family situation. The pedophile deliber-
ately became the “parent” this child never had, taking him to ball
games, buying him gifts, showering him with attention. His apology let-
ter afterward reveals his true interests.

[ am writing this letter to you to let you know the facts of what 1
did to you. What I wanted from you was your young body to sat-
isfy my lust. I did not love you. I only gave you toys so you would
not tell about what I was doing to you, and to make you think
good things of me. . . . You may remember the days out I took you
on and said I enjoyed those days. I did not enjoy those days with

you. I only wanted to see you so I could abuse you.5

This “apology” letter was never sent to the child. Although the letter
was accurate, it was also very hurtful. The offender’s therapist used it in
the process of the offender’s therapy but did not impose it on the child.

This type of callous attitude is not uncommon in child molesters. As

noted previously, a man who sexually abused his toddler stepdaughter
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said, “It was sex. That was it. I didn’t care about, really honestly, I didp't
love the child. I wanted the child for my own purposes.”

However, sometimes the degree of callousness chills even those who
are familiar with it. I once testified against a priest who had sexually
abused a teenage boy (along with a number of other children he mo-
lested). One day the priest took the child on a trip to visit a rectory in
a nearby town. He took the child to a bedroom and told him to “just do
as I say,” and that if he didn't, their relationship would be over. He
made the child strip and left the room.

A few minutes later a man came in the room and anally raped the
child. The child started to sob, and the man told him to be quiet. When
he finished, the man left without a word. The child was sobbing and
bleeding from the anus when another man came in. He thought this
man might help him, but he raped him also. Then the priest came back
and simply said, “let’s go.” He never mentioned what happened, just got
the child dressed and took him to dinner and a movie.

If you're wondering about motive in this case, consider that that priest
also molested another child while he was in counseling for confirmation
and told the child he could earn between $200 and $250 for having sex
with men. I have no doubts the two men in the rectory paid the priest to
rape the child. No, I do not think this priest cared about the child.

However, John, the athletic director who is waiting for your answer,
may or may not be as intentionally predatory as those above. He may be
the variety of child molester who “falls in love” with each child and be-
comes obsessed by them. His expression of liking and interest then
would be genuine. Where’s the lie?

This is an important point because ordinarily, he will carefully avoid
telling you any outright lies. The only thing he could be lying about is
his intention, but then you aren't discussing that, are you? If he is
“lying,” it is primarily a lie of omission. He’s not telling you what else
he’s going to do aside from taking your child to a ball game. But lies of
omission are hard to spot and easy to get away with. How do you eval-
uate something someone didn't say? Everything he said was the truth.
He just left a few things out.

You could, of course, ask him if he’s a child molester, and then he
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would be forced to lie. But you have no clear reason to do that, and it
would be a disastrous strategy. If you ask every pediatrician, youth
worker, friend, acquaintance, teacher, therapist, religious leader, friend,
and family member if they are child molesters, you will soon have a
personal community very concerned about your mental health. And you
would alienate all the people who aren't child molesters.

Of course, John is fooling you, and he knows it. The most you are
likely to detect is his attitude toward tricking people. Most people as-
sume someone tricking them or lying to them will feel guilt, and they
look for conventional wisdom signs of guilt—lack of eye contact and
fidgeting. But let us assume for a moment that John is a very predatory
offender, perhaps a psychopath, in which case, he will feel something
very different when he is lying: He will feel not guilt but joy. He will
feel “duping delight.” But few people expect to see joy when someone
is lying. And even if they did see joy, how can they tell whether the joy
is from deception or because John is excited about going with the kids
to a Major League ball game?

Even if John is not a psychopath and has a normal amount of guilt
and a conscience, he has long ago medicated it through “thinking er-
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rors,” beliefs such as “children should be free sexually,” “he wants it
too,” and “it won't do him any harm.” If so, he will not show signs of
guilt because he won't feel it.

Finally, even if he does feel guilt, he will hide it well. There is a cat-
egory of liar that is particularly hard to detect, called “practiced liars.”s
After years of practice, normal signs of guilt and anxiety wear off. Re-
member the offender who said to me, “You don't get this, Anna, do
you? ... I've been lying every day for the last twenty-five years.” John
has been doing this for a long time, and his confidence is high. He has
been through this many times before, and even on those rare occasions
when a child disclosed the abuse afterward, nothing ever came of it. So
what has he to fear? In his mind, nothing. You will see no signs of ner-
vousness or fear from a man who has succeeded in fooling others for
more than fifteen years.

What is it you would see, then? What is there to detect?

Very little. For this reason, I do not recommend detection as the
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main method of protecting our children from child molesters. In Chap-
ter 11, I will talk about deflection, a more effective method than de-
tection. However, even though I don't believe every lie can be detected
or every sex offender spotted, I do believe we could do a much better
job than we do now. This chapter will summarize what we know about
detecting lies in people like John.

Detection

Most liars are not caught because someone spotted a lie in an inter-
personal interaction. The most common way that lies are detected is
that liars either contradict themselves at different times, or they say
things that listeners find out through outside sources are not true. An
astonishing number of times, that information is simply ignored or
overlooked if the liar is personable enough and glib enough. Even when
questioned, a good liar can explain almost any discrepancy. Needless to
say, it is a premise of this book that contradictions and discrepancies
should be valued more than opinions based on charm or personality.

Nonetheless, there is a large literature on detecting deception
through personal interaction alone, and it is useful to know something
about it. The most important points are that: 1) people aren’t very good
at it; 2) people think that they are; 3) the things most people believe
will detect deception actually won't; and 4) the things that will detect
deception are subtle, easy to miss, and not well known.

Because the first two points have been covered previously, I will re-
strict this section to the latter two. In an interpersonal interaction,
there are only a few major channels of communication that are being
used: 1)words; 2) voice characteristics (pitch, rhythm); 3) facial ex-
pressions; and 4) body language. Let’s start with what won't work and
move on to what will.

What Won't Work: Gaze Aversion and Fidgeting

Conventional wisdom tells us that eye contact is a sign of truthfulness

and gaze avoidance a sign of lying. But it is not so. It has simply not
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been found in the research on lying as a sign of deception. Gaze aver-
sion does occur, of course, and may accompany certain emotions—that
is, if the person feeling them doesn't deliberately control the direction
of his gaze. Paul Ekman has written:

The gaze is averted with a number of emotions: downwards with
sadness, down or away with shame or guilt; and away with dis-
gust. Yet even the guilty liar probably won't avert his gaze much,
since liars know that everyone expects to be able to detect decep-
tion in this way. . . . Amazingly, people continue to be misled by
liars skillful enough to not avert their gaze.”

When 1 train on detection of deception, I ask audiences how many
people have heard that gaze aversion is a sign of deception. Inevitably,
every hand in the room goes up, and then I ask, “If everyone here
knows this information, who else knows it?” The truth is, every sex of-
fender you will ever meet (including young sex offenders just starting
out) knows that gaze aversion is thought to be a sign of lying.

There are only two categories of clues that are reliable in terms of
detecting deception: 1) signs that the liar doesn’t know to fake; and 2)
signs that the liar can’t fake. If a “sign” doesn’t fit into one of those cat-
egories, it will not detect deception. Anything a skillful liar knows he or
she should fake and that he or she can fake, will be faked. Gaze avoid-
ance fails on both accounts. Not only does every single liar know it’s
supposed to be a sign of deception, but everybody can control the di-
rection of his or her gaze.

Gaze avoidance, in any case, is not a sign of lying per se but rather
is a sign of nervousness, embarrassment, sadness, disgust, or guilt in
people who are not practiced in deception. Ironically, these feelings
occur more in victims who are telling the truth than they do in sex of-
fenders who are lying.

Acts of touching, rubbing, picking at, scratching, or somehow playing
with some part of one’s own body are called “manipulators.” Outside the
technical literature, they are more often simply called “fidgeting.” Manip-

ulators can be a sign of nervousness in people who are not practiced in
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deception. They are not necessarily a sign of deception, however, because
many liars, particularly psychopathic ones, do not feel nervous when they
lie, and others who are not psychopathic but are practiced liars have had
enough experience that they can successfully hide their nervousness.
Thus, using manipulators to assess deception is problematic. They
are a sign of being nervous, not of lying. Innocent people, afraid of not
being believed, are sometimes more stressed out than guilty people
who feel “duping delight” when they pull one over on others. And even
those liars who don't feel duping delight and are initially nervous about
detection will have lost their nervousness long ago. Don't expect these
latter offenders to show manipulators any more than you expect a good

actor to do so when he walks on stage.

Consequences and Confidence

All liars, whether they feel guilty or not, respond in some way to a con-
sideration of the stakes and are also affected by their confidence level.
High stakes and a target known to be good at detecting deception in-
creases “detection apprehension” or fear of getting caught. Low stakes
and a gullible target decrease it. The fear of being detected will work as
effectively as guilt in producing nervousness and mistakes in liars. Con-
versely, the lower the fear of detection, the more chance even an un-
skilled liar will have the confidence needed to succeed.

We do not ordinarily think this way. Parents generally consider that
guilt over abusing a child or betraying a trust would be a major factor
for a coach, music teacher, therapist, family member, or friend who is
secretly abusing a child. But generally, it is not. Guilt is not a wild
thing. It is not a wolf that patrols its territory, forever suspicious and
alert. It is more like the family dog who barks at the strange but not the
familiar and can be trained in any case.

Guilt can be medicated either by exposure or by thinking errors. As
noted, even sex offenders with a conscience will develop a variety of
thinking errors that will keep their conscience docile. “There’s nothing
wrong with it,” they will tell themselves. “We just live in a repressive
society.”
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Familiarity, too, will likewise decrease guilt and nervousness. The
offender below was considered a pillar of the community. He care-
fully nurtured an image of himself inside and outside his home as an
ideal husband, worker, and community member. Because his offend-
ing (ninety victims in all} occurred outside the home, even his wife
had no idea what he was doing. Initially, the deception bothered him.

To begin with, how I felt about fooling people is what’s really hard
to describe. [ felt ashamed. For lack of a better word to describe
it. Because I knew these people were trusting me. ... When |
would lie to them, to start with I felt a lot of shame. But eventu-
ally, I had lied so much to, the shame element was no longer
there. It was just a matter of keeping my tail covered. Keeping
everything covered up.

Other offenders describe a variable response. The youth minister
with close to one hundred victims tells us:

At times there was a great amount of shame for being deceitful.
At times there was a great amount of pride: Well, I pulled this one
off again. You're a good one. You're very capable of doing this. It
works for you. There were times when little old ladies would pat
me on the back and say, “You're one of the best young men that I
ever have known.” I would think back and think, “If you really
knew me, you wouldn’t say that.” And it varied.

In any case, the response that conventional wisdom tells us to ex-
pect—shame, guilt, nervousness—will not necessarily be there.

But if guilt and shame are not universal factors that accompany lying,
detection apprehension is always a factor. All offenders are aware they
could be caught and that—in the case of child molestation—the conse-
quences could be dire. Their fear of detection, however, will be differ-
ent with different people in different settings. If the targets of the lies
are thought to be suspicious and skilled at detecting lies, detection ap-

prehension will increase. Conversely, if they are thought to be trusting
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and gullible—particularly if they are thought to be religious people who
look for the good in everyone—detection apprehension will decrease.

When detection apprehension is high, confidence is low, and liars
may make mistakes. Conversely, even an unskilled liar will make few
mistakes if he or she is totally confident and has little fear of detection.
This is one reason you should be active in your children’s extracurricu-
lar activities: It sends a message that you are an alert parent, and that
will increase an offender’s fear of getting caught, which, in turn, will in-
crease the chances he will get caught.

Ironically, it is possible for detection apprehension to get so low that
liars become grandiose and careless and make mistakes that can undo
them. An offender may molest a child in a room with the door open and
the other parent in the next room. He may molest a child with other
children present who are witnesses and can confirm the child’s testi-
mony. He may meet friends who have moved far away in a motel
halfway between their two towns, play cards in one room, and take
breaks to “check” on the kids sleeping in the next room, but instead
molest them with the door open but out of sight. He may take a break
from watching a ball game at a friend’s house to go to the bathroom but
walk, instead, into a child’s room to molest her.

All these are real cases of offenders who have been caught because
their detection apprehension was too low. Every once in a while a par-
ent walks in on one of the above scenes and cannot be convinced they
didn't see what they saw. But the sad fact is that for detection appre-
hension to be that low, the offender has to be successful at molesting
children for many years.

Deception apprehension is not only affected by the suspiciousness
and skill of the target but by the stakes as well. You would think that
the stakes would be universally considered high in child molestation
cases, but it is not so. Any offender knows all too well that a child’s dis-
closure matters little if the child is not believed. In interviewing of-
fenders, I have routinely heard them disclose more victims than those
for whom they were caught, but that has never surprised me. Other re-
search has convinced me offenders are almost never caught for all the

molestations and rapes they commit.8
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What has surprised me, however, is how many times offenders re-
port that children have disclosed the assaults but were not believed.
Over time, an offender who has had several children disclose without
suffering any consequences loses his fear of getting caught. And he is
right. He knows from experience his word will be taken over that of a
child.

Likewise, an offender may discover there are minimal consequences
to getting caught for reasons entirely unrelated to whether the child is
believed or not. The priests making headlines recently as serial preda-
tors were sent from parish to parish when their molestations were dis-
covered. They were very likely more believable each time, their fear of
being caught lowered, and their confidence increased by their previous
experience.

And far from being less likely to continue molesting, they were
surely more likely to continue. After the first time, they had to know
for a fact that they would be protected if caught, able to maintain their
careers and merely given a fresh start, a new parish and a new group
of children. Given that, the fact that they continued to molest is
hardly surprising.

What all this means is that John, the athletic director asking you to
allow your son to spend the night at his house, may have experiences in
his background that you can’t possibly know about that have made him
confident—confident enough that his lies to you will be very difficult to
detect even if you are suspicious and knowledgeable. He may have
been caught before, but the child was not believed. He may have been
caught before but allowed to resign and even given a positive job rec-
ommendation. He may have been caught before, but the parent agreed
not to report it to the police if he would “just get help.”

All of these scenarios are common in the histories of child moles-
ters. All of them make offenders more confident and less afraid of
getting caught. John could be a natural liar or a psychopath, but even
if he is neither, he is for sure a practiced liar. If he has been caught
and let off the hook previously, he is also a relaxed and confident liar.
It will take more than bad advice about gaze aversion and fidgeting to
catch him.
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Bad Liars and Good Liars

It is not only the amount of detection apprehension or an offender’s con-
fidence level that determines whether a liar will be detected. There are
people who are just plain good at lying and others who aren’t worth a
damn. The best sort of liar to run into is someone who is just naturally
bad at lying. Probably, they'd get a bit better if they kept trying, but I
doubt many do. They're caught so regularly early on that it isn't reward-
ing, and they quit. When asked to lie in experiments, they are so afraid
of getting caught that they make mistakes that do, in fact, catch them.

Conversely, research demonstrates that there are also natural liars.®
The ones identified in a study by Ekman did not differ on personality
tests from the rest of the group. They did not appear to lie more often,
nor were they less moral or more comfortable with betraying trust.
They did not use their gift for lying in irresponsible ways. But they all
knew that if they chose to lie, they could get away with it. They had
known that from childhood. When asked to lie in research studies, they
were simply not detectable.

Most people, however, fall somewhere in the middle. Theyre nei-
ther “born to lie” nor “born to get caught.” How good they are at lying
depends on how much practice theyve had. The average person tells
small social lies every day, but few of us live a double life. Our oppor-
tunity and experience at high-stakes lying—the sort where you're lying
about something that could put you in jail—is pretty limited. Very few
of us have ever been suspected of a crime, and fewer still have been in-
terviewed by the police about one. Under such circumstances, detec-
tion apprehension would be very high for most of us.

But that would change had we practiced lying over serious matters
every day, had we lived a double life, had we been questioned by upset
parents or by police numerous times in the past. You are never going to
run into a child molester who is not a practiced liar, even if he is not a
natural one.

The final group are psychopathic liars. Truly, they are a different
animal altogether. A psychopath will positively enjoy lying and go out
of his way to lie when there is little or nothing to gain and much to
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lose. It is an odd business that what the rest of us experience as de-
tection apprehension strikes him as a thrill. He will lie for the sheer
joy of it, and he will fool you for the simple pleasure of saying,
“Damn, I'm good.”

Characteristics of the Target

Characteristics of the target also play a role in whether a lie will be de-
tected. As noted previously, although a very few people are good at de-
tecting lying, in fact the vast majority of us are worse than we think.

However, there is a second characteristic that merits discussion.
People are easier to fool if they have a stake in believing the liar. Ther-
apists, for example, who believe that they have successfully treated an
offender will be loath to believe that he has gone astray. To face that
means that their treatment was a failure and their judgment of the of-
fender flawed. This is true of all of us. We are all biased toward believ-
ing what we want to be true.

Recently T was consulted on a case of a sex offender just released
from prison and living in a half-way house. In the short time he had
been out, he had successfully convinced a parole officer that he was
low-risk. He had, in fact, developed a warm relationship with the offi-
cer. There was a retarded man also living in the half-way house, and
after the offender had been there several months, the retarded man re-
vealed that the offender had been coercing him into having sex. Unfor-
tunately, it was a very credible charge. This offender had a record of
molesting vulnerable people, and this offense was similar to previous
offenses, although the victim could not have known that.

Nonetheless, when the victim was being interviewed, the parole of-
ficer swung into the room and shouted at him, “You're lying. You're
lying. If you keep saying things like that you're going back to jail.” He
refused to believe the victim or even to listen to him. The irony is that
this parole officer had a reputation for being tough on offenders. No
doubt that was part of it. He could not believe he could possibly have
been wrong about this offender. He refused even to consider it or to lis-
ten to the evidence.
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The officer was pulled off the case because of his obvious bias but
went on, nonetheless, to try to help the defense in the revocation hear-
ing. When the offender went on to assault yet another retarded person,
the fact that he was still molesting became glaringly clear.

One time I was stopped at a conference by a federal marshal. His
job was to set up sting operations for offenders who bought and traded
child pornography over the Internet. He told me that whenever they
caught an offender with child porn who was in a therapy group, they
notified the therapist. He said about half of them thanked him and took
it seriously. The other half simply refused to believe it. They would say
something like, “He’s doing really well in group. I don’t believe he'd do
anything like that.”

If you think you would not be so irrational, consider how you'd feel
if there was a question of whether a friend you cared about, a minister
you trusted, or a math tutor you hired was a child molester. What
would you prefer to believe? That a child is mistaken, or that a man you
liked and trusted—and to whom you gave access to your child—is a
child molester? What if the accused was someone to whom you were
married, someone who helped create your child and whom you loved?
Would it be easy for you to believe this person is a child molester? If it
would, then you have a very strange marriage and probably shouldn't be
there. Anyone who has a higher opinion of their spouse than they do of
a leech is going to find this hard to accept.

What this means is that you have done half the work for the offender.
He doesn't have to be all that good if someone is predisposed to believing
him. If you have an unconscious bias toward discounting the accusation,
you will look for signs that bolster your belief, not for signs that challenge
it. Anyone who wants to believe something is easier to persuade than
someone who is outside the situation and has no bias either way.

Which brings us back to John. The better you know him, the more
you like him, the more stake you have in believing he is not a child mo-
lester. You may not have considered the impact your liking him has on
your judgment, but rest assured he has. He may not have studied de-
ception, but he has lived it. He has seen firsthand how hard it is for
people who like him to believe he’s a child molester. So he will work
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very hard for you to like him. John is a professional operating among
kind-hearted amateurs. If you are serious about detecting deception,
you must study the very subtle and small signs that will catch John,
signs he cannot control or doesn’t know to control.

What Will Work: Subtleties and Surprises

I start with considerations of context, confidence, and stakes, and
with characteristics of the offender and the target because all of these
things affect whether a lie can be caught or not. Some lies by certain
people in certain situations are simply impossible to detect short of a
polygraph.

The polygraph—although not perfect—has a dramatically better
track record than mere people in detecting deception.!0 Still, it is
mostly infeasible in the myriad of situations you and I face when we
seek to determine whether someone could conceivably be a child mo-
lester. Assuming the liar is not perfect, assuming you and I are not too
biased, assuming there is sufficient detection apprehension and that
the liar will make some mistakes, however subtle, what sort of mis-
takes will he make?

What does detect deception are things to which you and I don't pay
attention. When we interact with people, we most often pay attention to
what they say and to their dominant facial expressions.!! We will over-
look small irregularities in gesture, pitch, and facial expression in favor
of the primary message. Overall, we ask, “Does he look sincere?” “Is he
saying the right things?” Even relatively unskilled liars will pass that test.

But the signs of deception in a good liar are subtle and not intuitive.
Let’s look at these subtle signs of deception one by one and then dis-
cuss them in combination.

Emotional Leakage

There is no behavioral sign of deception per se, simply signs of emo-
tional leakage. An offender who is feigning enjoyment of your company
may be feeling something very different: fear of getting caught, con-
tempt for how easy people are to fool, anger because he is always angry,
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even smugness over his own cleverness. Detecting deception really
means trying to detect hidden emotion that is at variance with the pic-
ture presented to you. Truly, there are no behavioral signs of deception,
none at all. Look for emotional leakage.

It follows that almost anyone can get away with a lie that does not
involve emotion. If you choose to lie to a friend about something totally
inconsequential-—how many parking tickets you have—you could al-
most certainly get away with it. The subject does not involve emotional
content. There are no sufficient stakes involved to make you anxious or
fearful. Even if caught, you could always say you forgot or that you were
embarrassed to admit how many you had, and you would likely be eas-
ily forgiven. You know your chances of getting caught, in any case, are
small. Your friend would have to find some way to get access to your
parking records, and that is unlikely, even if she or he were motivated
to try—which is equally unlikely.

However, if you were lying to a friend about having an affair with her
husband, the situation would be very different. Your chances of getting
caught are greater; the stakes are higher. Also, you probably have feel-
ings about betraying your friend. You would very likely not just be hid-
ing the fact of the affair but would be hiding emotion of some sort as
well, whether nervousness, anxiety, fear, guilt, shame, or even triumph,
depending on your makeup and your reasons for the affair.

When [ began reading the literature on lying and on detection of de-
ception, I looked not just at the psychological literature but at any lit-
erature I could find on deception, and I stumbled on the gambling lit-
erature. Gambling, of course, frequently involves deception and its
detection.

The same principles can be found in the gambling literature that are
in the psychological readings. It is as clear to the professional gambler
as it is to the psychology researcher that it is emotion, not lying per se,
that is detectable.!2 But although high-stakes gambling inevitably in-
volves emotion for the players, it is simply a job to the dealers, and they
don't usually get emotional over it.

This latter point is important because it is at times advantageous to
be able to read the body language of the dealers, particularly (at one
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point) in relation to blackjack. At one time dealers often checked their
own hole card before offering players the opportunity to take another
card. After doing so, the dealer had a pretty good idea whether the
player should take the offered card or not, and that knowledge could
potentially be read by someone who knew how to read body language.
But how to read their body language if emotion wasn't involved and
emotion is the only thing that can be detected?

The secret of reading their body language, according to professional
gambler and author Steve Forte, is to involve them emotionally in the
game. On the surface this would seem like an impossible task. Why
should the dealer care? He/she arrives for work day after day, deals a
shift, and leaves. Dealers get paid regardless of who wins or loses.

The issue, Forte advises, is to treat the dealer in such a way that
he/she ends up rooting for you to win or to lose, which one doesn’t mat-
ter. To get him rooting for you, compliment him in the presence of the
pit boss, tip heavily, ask him for advice, be a good loser, even tip him
with your “last” $10 (which should not really be your last $10).

But you could just as easily go the other way. Be obnoxious. Com-
plain about whatever the hotel is most proud of, mumble a lot so she
has to ask you to speak up, brag about how good you are, criticize the
other players, tip something so small in comparison to your play that it’s
an insult, take an excessive amount of time to play your hands.

Once the dealer is involved, according to Forte, his or her body
language is readable. If she/he wants you to stay, when she offers you
a card that she knows you should take, her hand will be in front of
her, her body language unconsciously inviting. If she offers you a card
that she doesn'’t think you should take, her hand will be further back
or up on her chest, and her body language will be unconsciously dis-
couraging. If you have alienated her, then read her body language the
opposite. If she has her hand in front of her, don't take the card; if
away, do.

Apparently, Forte’s work was so successful that most casinos have
changed their procedures since the publication of his book so that the
dealer does not know what his/her hole card is at the time they offer
other players a card. For our purposes, the point is not whether this
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currently works, but simply that the more different areas and fields that
have found the same principles at work, the more seriously we should
take the results.

Gambling takes deception seriously; it's part of the game. And peo-
ple take gambling seriously because so much money is involved. No
doubt gamblers study their field as seriously as psychologists do, al-
though with a different methodology and for a different reason. The
principles they have discovered appear to be the same. Emotion is fun-
damental to the detection of deception.

In conversation, emotional leakage spills out in different ways: facial
expression, words, voice characteristics, and body language. We'll ook
at these channels individually first and then at the issue of harmony
and disharmony in the way they fit together.

Facial Expressions

The face and voice are what people generally pay attention to. But
these are also the areas that liars pay most attention to. For this reason,
those who wish to detect lies might actually be better off focusing else-
where. Take for example, the following study.

The subjects of the study were nurses, some of whom were asked to
watch films of pleasant scenes, others to watch films of gruesome am-
putations.!3 The nurses were interviewed while watching the films by
someone blind to what they were seeing. All the nurses were asked to
persuade the interviewer they were watching a pleasant film of flowers
as convincingly as possible. The interviews were videotaped.

Later, portions of the interviews were shown to raters who were
asked to rate who was lying, that is, who was not watching the pleasant
scene even though they said they were. Some raters only saw the facial
expressions but did not hear the words or see the body language. Oth-
ers only heard or read the words. Still others only saw the body lan-
guage—no face or words. Still others had the voice run through a filter
that made the words not comprehensible but left the pitch, rhythm,
and so forth intact. In short, Paul Ekman, who conducted the study,
managed to isolate the four channels so that each rater only saw one:

facial expression, body language, words, or voice characteristics.
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Imagine you are rating these films. Which of the four channels of
communication—facial expressions, words, voice characteristics, or
body language—would you bet on as the most revealing of deception?

If you are like most people, you would say facial expressions or
words. But it was not so. The raters who saw the facial expressions or
the words did worse in spotting those nurses who were lying. Those
who saw the body did best—but best is a relative term. They were right
only 65 percent of the time.!* However, there were clues to decep-
tion—not used by the participants—that could be clearly seen on the
film by trained observers. Some of the signs that will detect deception

but that the raters did not pay attention to are as follows:

Micro Expressions Emotion hits the face for a microsecond—as lit-
tle as 1/25 of a second—before the person actually feels the emotion
themselves. Obviously, until someone is consciously aware of being
angry or afraid, he or she cannot suppress it. When people do register
the emotion, they will then squelch the emotion if they do not want an
observer to detect it, but a careful observer may spot it anyway in the
brief instant that it is on the face.

Squelched Expressions When the person tries to hide the emotion,
you may still see traces of the emotion as they struggle to control it.
Obviously, this is a subtle business. The person’s face doesn't contort
dramatically. Perhaps the eyebrows will lower in anger even as the face
displays a phony smile. However, a squelched emotion does last longer
than a micro expression even though the end result is usually not a full
emotional display, but a section of one, or a blended emotional display.

Automatic Expressions When people feel emotion, ordinarily those
emotions are transmitted to the face without conscious thought. People
who are sad look sad and may even cry without making any sort of con-
scious decision to put a sad look on their faces or to make themselves
cry. Of course, the person may try to suppress, control, or hide what
they're feeling, but such conscious attempts are necessary because
without them the emotions will automatically show.
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However, we are actually only dimly aware of what other people see
on our faces. Most people’s conscious attempts to replicate an emotion
they are not feeling often miss subtleties of the contraction of muscle
groups that occur freely with unconscious displays. It seems it isn't
even the same part of the brain that’s involved in conscious and un-
conscious displays. Individuals with stroke damage to the pyramidal
system are unable to smile deliberately, but will do so automatically
when they're happy. People with brain damage to the nonpyramidal sys-
tem show the opposite pattern.!

What this comes down to is that certain muscle groups are very hard
to control consciously, but they may nonetheless automatically contract
during unconscious displays of emotion. For example, when people are
sad, their mouths turn down in a frown, and that’s what most people re-
member and try to imitate when they pretend to be sad. It's possible to
do so because those muscles are under conscious control.

However, there is another, lesser-known part of a sadness facial dis-
play: The inner corners of the eyebrows rise. Most people don’t notice
this and couldn't control it even if they wanted to. Try raising just the
inner corner of the eyebrows alone without raising the full brow. Less
than 15 percent of people can do it voluntarily.’¢ It turns out the fore-
head is the most reliable site for determining whether displayed emo-
tions are genuine or not because muscle actions happen there that peo-
ple cannot easily reproduce voluntarily. In addition to sadness, the
eyebrows make a characteristic display for worry, apprehension, and
fear: Both eyebrows raise and pull together, a movement that less than
10 percent of people can make voluntarily. (Ordinarily, when people
consciously raise their eyebrows, they become further apart.) The eye-
brows also play a role in anger and surprise, lowering with anger and
rising with surprise, but these actions are also under conscious control
and are not reliable indicators.

Smiles Smiling itself is under conscious control, but there are sub-
tleties that differentiate felt smiles from phony smiles. Felt smiles and
phony smiles are different physically: In a felt smile, the entire mus-

culature of the face lifts upward. In a phony smile, only the corners of
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the mouth lift while the area around the eyes stays smooth and ex-
pressionless.

This is the only accurate sign of deception that has begun to find its
way into conventional wisdom. If asked, most people will tell you that
the difference between a felt smile and a phony smile is in whether the
eyes are smiling too. But it isn’t clear that most people make use of that
knowledge when looking for deception.

In addition, if people are really enjoying themselves, the eyes will
light up, regardless of the reason for the smile. Thus, a psychopath who
wants to give the impression that he or she likes you may genuinely
smile because he is enjoying “duping delight.” If so, to all outward ap-
pearances, the smile will appear felt—because it is.

A discussion of all the muscle groups that contract with conscious
and unconscious displays is beyond the scope of this book. See the
writings of Paul Ekman for a more detailed discussion.!” But the bot-
tom line is that it's often possible to recognize whether an emotion is
genuine or not by learning which muscles contract upon involuntary
displays and comparing those with the person you are assessing.

Asymmetry Sometimes an expression is subtly different on one side of
the face than on the other. Close scrutiny may suggest that someone is
smiling more broadly on one side (a “crooked smile”) or that one side
shows more anger than the other. This occurs more, it seems, with de-
liberate, staged displays of emotion than automatic, genuine ones. Peo-
ple don’t appear to have perfect conscious control of their faces although
they have much better unconscious control of them; in other words,
there is less asymmetry when they are actually feeling an emotion. There
is some controversy over this finding, but it appears that asymmetry is an
indicator that the expression is phony, particularly in the case of smiles.

Timing Finally, timing—how long an emotion is displayed and when
it occurs—may give away the fact that an expression is phony. Felt ex-
pressions are displayed very briefly. Any emotion that is displayed for
five seconds may well be phony; any expression displayed for ten sec-

onds almost certainly is. Although emotional states last longer than
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this, the face actually changes expressions. Someone who is angry, for
instance, may be angry for a period of time, but his or her face will not
hold a single expression of anger during that period. Rather, it will shift
to different expressions of anger with different intensities. The shortest
emotional expression of all is surprise. Surprise starts, displays, and
stops, all within a second. Surprise that occurs longer than that is al-
most certainly staged.

Timing also refers to when the display occurs. In general, emotional
displays that follow words are likely to be false. In genuine emotion, the
emotion hits first and then the words follow. Certainly, if a physical dis-
play of anger occurs—throwing something, waving a fist—and the angry
expression does not precede the display, the anger is likely to be staged.

Body Language

Four aspects of body language have been fairly intensively studied: gaze
aversion, fidgeting, illustrators, and emblems. As noted previously, the
first two have not fared well in the research despite their general popu-
larity in the world of conventional wisdom. The latter two have fared
considerably better.

Hlustrators  “Illustrators” refer to talking with one’s hands. Some in-
dividuals and some cultural groups talk with their hands more than oth-
ers. By itself, talking with one’s hands or not doing so means little.
Groups and individuals who talk with their hands are no more or less
deceptive than groups and individuals who don’t. However, research in-
dicates that if someone does ordinarily talk with his or her hands, when
he/she is being deceptive, he/she does so less than usual.

Why such is the case is not entirely clear, but it’s likely for multiple
reasons. Illustrators tend to increase when someone is feeling emo-
tional. Thus they may decrease because the person is claiming to be
feeling an emotion he or she is not actually feeling. If you're acting
happy and excited but you're not feeling it, it may be that your use of il-
lustrators tends to follow what you're really feeling. In addition, it may
be that illustrators decrease when people are paying attention to their
words, as liars tend to do.
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Evaluating illustrators, of course, requires that you know the per-
son’s baseline functioning. If you don't know whether the person ordi-
narily talks with her/his hands, you will not be able to assess whether
he or she is doing so more or less than usual. You must first observe the
person when he or she is talking about issues that are not sensitive and
when you have every reason to expect that the truth is being told.
When the topic moves on to areas that are sensitive, note whether the
hands become more still or not.

Emblems The second area where it is thought that deception can be
detected is through the leakage of emblems. Emblems are gestures that
are self-explanatory within a given culture and do not require words for
interpretation. In this culture, they include thumbs up and thumbs
down, the peace sign, the hitch-hiking sign, waving good-bye, giving
someone “the finger,” and more than fifty others. None of these re-
quires a verbal explanation.

If emblems are consciously made—giving someone the finger, for ex-
ample—they are not signs of deception. Instead, they are nonverbal
statements, as eloquent and expressive as words would be. When em-
blems are signs of deception, they are made unconsciously, and thus
they are out of presentation position and often consist of a single ele-
ment of a gesture rather than the whole gesture. Thus the person’s
hand may be resting on his hip or leg, with all the fingers pulled back
except the middle finger, which may be pointing down. Or the person
may push back her glasses with her middle finger.

I mention the middle finger because it is one of the emblems that
does leak out. In fact, it was the original impetus for research on this
topic. Ekman was doing a study that involved an anger paradigm. In
brief, students were being interviewed by one of their (real world) pro-
fessors about their reasons for going to graduate school. Unknown to the
student, the professor was a confederate in the study and had been asked
to express contempt for any answer the student gave. If the student
stated he wanted to do research, the professor made hostile comments
about researchers and then interrupted the student each time he tried to

respond. If the student said she wished to do clinical work, the professor
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made negative comments about clinicians and again interrupted the stu-
dent rudely each time she responded.!® The point of the study was to
anger the students who would be unlikely to express their anger directly
because the professor in front of them was crucial to their success within
the graduate school program. In addition, no doubt they were raised to
be polite. Under those circumstances, Ekman saw a student quite indi-
rectly give the professor the finger by pointing it down and pulling the
other ones back. Ekman knew what he was seeing and quite excitedly
commented on it later. To his astonishment, both the student and the
professor vehemently denied it had happened. The gesture was uncon-
scious, and thus the student wasn't aware of making it. The professor was
sure he would have seen it had it happened. The study was being filmed,
and until he showed them the film, neither of them believed him.!®

What is interesting, of course, is that the emblem was an indirect ex-
pression of emotion—in this case, anger. Thus once more, we come
back to the notion that it is emotional leakage that is detectable, not
lying per se.

The unconscious use of emblems may well be one of the most fre-
quent ways in which emotion leaks when someone is lying. Ekman
found that two of the five students in the student/professor anger study
leaked emblems, whereas a little more than half of the nurses in the
nursing study showed hidden emblems.

The relatively high frequency of hidden emblems may surprise most
people because few of us have ever noticed one. However, if you and I
don't notice them, it is likely because we aren't looking. The first week
after reading the Ekman study above, [ was interviewing an inmate with a
long track record of child molestation. He was trying to convince me that
he was a new man and no longer a threat to children. I had my doubts. In
the middle of his attempts to tell me how bad he felt about molesting
children, I saw him give me the finger while placing his hand on his hip.
What are the chances that nothing like that had ever happened to me be-
fore? It seems more likely that I was just never looking for it.

What other emblems could leak emotion? Almost anything. Some-
one who wants to get rid of you may give an out-of-position wave good-

bye. Someone who claims to care deeply about an issue (or a person)
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may give a one-shouldered shrug or just turn both palms upward.
Someone may say “no” while nodding yes or vice versa. Someone who
is trying to maintain that he isn't angry may have a clinched fist. Any
emblem that expresses an affect in contrast to what the person is say-

ing could be leaking emotions the person is trying to hide.

Voice Characteristics

Voice characteristics refer to everything about the voice except words:
pitch, rhythm, stumbling over words, repeating words, and so on. For
the average untrained person, aspects of voice characteristics may be
more reliable indicators of deception than words are.

For about 70 percent of people, the voice rises when the person is
upset. Fear, particularly, appears to result often in raised pitch. Sadness
or sorrow tends to result in lowered pitch. In addition, the voice is
louder and faster with anger or fear and slower with sadness. These
changes appear to be reliable indicators but can be hard to interpret. Is
the person afraid because someone has accused them of child molesta-
tion, and they are innocent but fearful you won't believe them? Con-
versely, are they afraid because they are guilty of child molestation and
have been found out? If someone gives you the finger covertly, their
meaning seems easier to interpret than higher pitch is.

In addition, it is clear that some offenders—psychopaths, for in-
stance—don’t experience fear in situations that make other people
fearful. “Duping delight” replaces detection apprehension, and duping
delight is not likely to cause the pitch to rise.

Repeating words, stumbling over words, and pauses can all be signs
that the story line is not flowing naturally and has not been sufficiently
rehearsed, in other words, that the person is making it up as he/she goes
along. Some liars can be caught this way, but not those who are gifted at
lying or psychopathic or even just sufficiently practiced. The voice is a
reliable indicator of the emotional state of the person, but it is best to
remember that the affective state of some liars may not be what ours
would be were we engaged in deception and child molestation.

Still, with all the caveats, in Ekman’s study of nurses, a combination

of voice measures and facial analysis was able to produce an accuracy
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rate of 96 percent in detecting deception. In particular, pitch rise and
“miserable smiles” (versus genuine smiles) occurred more often in the
group of nurses who were seeing a gruesome film of amputations but
claiming that they were seeing a pleasant film. In addition, illustrators
decreased, and, contrary to conventional wisdom, manipulators de-
creased as well. However, despite the positive findings on these two body
language indicators, it was the combination of voice characteristics and
facial expressions that produced the most accurate rates of detection.

I should point out, however, that facial expressions were measured not
by simply looking at the faces but by FACS, the Facial Analysis Coding
Scheme used by researchers to precisely measure facial expression.20
The original noncomputerized version of FACS is nothing that ordinary
mortals can make use of in the real world. It involves coding forty-four
muscle groups in the face for contraction in every frame of film, and it
can take up to ten hours to code a single minute of behavior.2!

When real people saw the interviews, they ignored all of the body
language, voice characteristics, and facial expressions that actually de-
tected deception and relied primarily on words alone. Their analysis of
words was understandably naive because they had never been trained
in statement analysis, and consequently, they missed the actual clues to
deception, focusing instead on signs that did not distinguish the de-
ceptive from the truthful interviews.

Oddly, when people were exposed to only one modality—face, voice,
body language, or words by themselves—they tended to focus on the
right clues: false smiles, decrease in illustrators, and pitch. But when
seeing the full audiovisual presentation, they ignored all of these and
focused instead on what conventional wisdom had told them would de-
tect lying, but which would not.

In short, despite the fact that clues were there that could detect de-
ception at a 96 percent accuracy rate, most people were no better than
chance in detecting deception. They simply focused on the wrong
things. The single exception, as noted previously, was that those who
saw the body language alone (with no face or words) had a 65 percent
rate of accuracy, better than chance, but which would still have misas-
signed almost half the subjects.
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Words

Words are a little different from facial expressions because they don't
automatically pour out when people feel emotion, nor are certain words
automatically tied with certain affects. We choose which words we
say—more or less. Therefore, a naive reliance on words will almost al-
ways mislead. Remember that the two worst indicators of lying in
Ekman’s research with nurses were facial expressions and words.

However, just because conventional wisdom hasn't taught us clues
to deception in words doesn’t mean those clues don't exist. Researchers
who study statement analysis think there are clues to deception in
words, but not clues an untrained person would recognize. For exam-
ple, a researcher named Wendell Rudacille has discovered that liars
often evade rather than outright deny.22

What kinds of evasive answers did people give? What follows is a
partial list:

1. Unfinished business: “That’s about all.” “That’s pretty much it”;
“That’s about all I can remember.”

2. Answering the question with a question: “Why would 1 do
something like that?”

. Maintenance of dignity: “Don’t be ridiculous.”

. Commenting on the question: “That’s a hard question.”

. Projection: “Someone would have to be sick to do that.”

. Denial of evidence: “You have no proof.”

. Accusation: “Are you accusing me?”

. Qualifiers: “I can'’t say”; “I could say”; “I would say.”

O 0 N O VI~ W

. Answers: “My answer is . .. ”; “The answeris ... "3

The answers above were intended to reassure the questioner that
the person did not commit the crime. But in reality, none of these “an-
swers” addressed the question directly or actually denied the crime.
“That’s about all,” is not the same thing as saying, “That’s all.” The
“about” qualifies the denial. What it really means is “That’s not exactly
all.” It is sort of all, mostly all, kind-of/sort-of about all. Which is to say,
not all at all.
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A different evasion, “I would say,” involves a different issue: It’s a
truism. Ted Bundy could have said, “I would say I didn't kill anybody,”
and it would have been an accurate and true statement. After all, his
statement was not that he didn't kill anyone. It was that he would say he
didn’t kill anyone, and that was true.

The basic principle behind statement analysis is that lie catchers
should pay attention to what people actually say, not to what they
imply. When you read the words literally, you will see marked differ-
ences between people lying and people telling the truth. People lying
often omit information, evade answering, ask a question instead of an-
swering yours, imply they are innocent but do not actually say it, and
the like. It appears that most people don't actually like to flat-out lie. So
they find some way to avoid actually lying while satisfying the inter-
viewer’s question. This is not to imply that it is a conscious process of
evasion, only that empirical observation suggests that’s what people do.

Of course, that raises the question as to how often liars and truth-
tellers do the opposite: volunteer information that they didn't commit
the crime in very specific and nonevasive language. This is termed
“spontaneous denial,” and it is not denial that is coaxed or forced out of
suspects by accusation or pressure. For example, when someone under
pressure from press around the world says, “I did not have sex with that
young woman,” it can be counted as pressured speech, not sponta-
neous denial. Most people will lie directly if they are pressed hard
enough. Accusations, pressure, interrogation, and coercive questioning
shape the answers by the refusal to accept evasions. Such tactics often
call forth outright denial in someone who would evade the question if
left to his or her own devices. To analyze speech, one must have a sam-
ple of speech when the person is not being pressured.

Spontaneous denial, then, is denial that pops up in the course of the
interview without a great deal of pressure and often even without a spe-
cific question on the table. To count, the denial must be very specific
and have no evasive elements. Thus, the person must say something
like, “I” (first person singular) “did not” (unequivocal) “touch that
child’s vagina” (specific act), not, “Why would I do anything like that?”
or ‘I would say I didn’t do it.”
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In Rudacille’s research, truth-tellers at some point in the interview
spontaneously denied the offense 85 percent of the time, whereas liars
did so only 7.7 percent. In interpreting all of Rudacille’s findings, how-
ever, | would caution the reader that although interesting and provoca-
tive, there is still only one study on this to my knowledge.

In addition to Rudacille’s work, a former member of the Israeli Po-
lice named Avinoam Sapir has developed a system of analyzing state-
ments.2* Sapir is not a researcher and his work is clinical in nature, al-
though, as with Rudacille, there is a single research study to support
it.25 It is a more thorough and comprehensive method of analyzing
statements than Rudacille’s, however, and if the research continues to
support it, this material will be some of the most useful on deception
ever developed.

Sapir and Rudacille’s methods of analysis are very similar and are the
only methods of analyzing offender statements of which I am aware.?¢
Sapir agrees with Rudacille that evasive answers are telling. He states
in his workshops that, “If he is not committed to the answer, you
should not be either.” However, he goes beyond Rudacille in develop-
ing an entire system of indicators of deception.

Sapir’s system analyzes an individual's statement and compares the
usual language of the person when he/she is telling the truth with
his/her language around the event or issue in question. When people
are lying, he finds they differ in subtle ways. Take, for example, the fol-
lowing statement from an interviewee who was a suspect in a homicide
investigation. The issue at stake was whether a woman’s death by gun-
shot was accident or murder. Her husband, below, claims that he shot
his wife by accident.

Somehow 1 believe that James [his toddler son] bumped into my
right arm and I lost control of the gun. I believe that the barrel was
pointing in Nancy’s direction and I reacted by grabbing at the gun
to get it back under control. When 1 did this the gun discharged.
It went off once and I looked over and saw blood on Nancy’s face.
I immediately got up and—thinking that I did not want James to

see—1I think I put something over my wife’s upper body.
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The point that most of us would pick up on would be how odd the
person’s response was to the shooting. There is no reference to disbe-
lief or shock or denial. There is no reference to CPR or 911. This
makes no sense even if the victim was not his spouse.

And there are other things to be seen even in a single paragraph,
some less obvious. In the beginning there are quite a few tentative
comments: “Somehow I believe that James bumped into my right arm.

. I believe that the barrel was pointing in Nancy’s direction. .. .”
These are not strong statements, not at all the equivalent of saying,
“James bumped into my right arm. . ..” Thus, Sapir would warn us
that the husband is “not committed” to the notion that James hit his
arm, and if he isn't, then we shouldn’t be.

Of course, what is striking is that his lack of commitment comes
exactly at the points about which we are concerned. He makes un-
equivocal statements when describing how the gun went off and
killed Nancy—so we know he is not always tentative. But he is wishy-
washy when it comes to whether James bumped into his arm and
caused that to happen or not, which is precisely the issue that con-
cerns us most.

Finally, what Sapir would point out that few of us would sponta-
neously consider is that if you look at the husband’s description of the
whole day, you would find that he referred to his wife seven times.
However, in six of those he called her “my wife” and in only one did he
call her “Nancy.” This occurred only at the time of the shooting.

Sapir’s belief is that when people do violence to people to whom
they are connected, they distance them in language just as they dis-
tance them emotionally. It is even true with guns, he claims. “My gun”
becomes “the gun.” For arsonists, “my house” becomes “the house” at
the time the fire is set.

This is the internal comparison mentioned above, in which a com-
parison is made between someone’s speech at times when they are pre-
sumed to be telling the truth versus times when deception is sus-
pected. Such an internal comparison is usually more fruitful than
comparing their speech to that of others in that it controls for the nat-

ural differences in speech patterns that occur between two people that
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have nothing to do with deception. If an examination of his speech
throughout the day suggested that the husband always called his wife,
“Nancy,” Sapir might well question how close the relationship was, but
he would not think his calling her “Nancy” at the time of the shooting
was significant.

Of necessity, this introduction only covers a couple of the princi-
ples in Sapir’s system of analysis.2” However, all of the principles are
guided by the same notion as is Rudacille’s system of statement analy-
sis: We should be paying attention specifically to what people say, not
to what they imply or intend to convey. Ordinarily, we help people out
by getting the sense of things and filling in the blanks ourselves.

Some of these principles seem obvious in retrospect, but how many
of us catch the subtle extensions of them at the time? When Susan
Smith, the South Carolina woman who drowned her children by push-
ing her car into a lake with them in it, went on TV to plead for their
“safe return,” few of us thought immediately that she likely killed them.
An analysis of her language, however, suggested she did. At the time,
their father said,

Everywhere I look, I see their play toys and pictures, . . . They are
both wonderful children. T don't know how else to put it. And I
can't imagine life without them. 28

He spoke in the present tense because he knew nothing of the fate
of his children and, like all parents who have missing children, he clung
to hope.

But while the entire nation felt horribly for the parents and prayed
for the safe return of those children, few of us noticed that Susan
Smith’s language was different. She said in an interview at the same
time, “They were my life” (italics mine).2? Note the change in tense.
Unlike her husband, she knew they were dead, and her use of language
reflected it.

A careful reading of her interviews with police also showed that she
exhibited other signs of deception, as when she objected to a police
question regarding her knowledge of their deaths by saying,
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You son of a b—! How can you think that! I can't believe that you
think I did it. . . . I did not have anything to do with the abduction
of my children, . . . Whoever did this is a sick and emotionally un-
stable person.30

To a naive reader, this seems like vehement denial. In Rudacille and
Sapir's world, it is not. Indeed, Smith is: 1) objecting to the question; 2)
answering a question with a question; 3) saying she “can’t believe” he
thinks she did it (not that she didn't do it); 4) denying specifically that
she had anything to do with the abduction of her children (which is true;
she killed them but she did not abduct them); and 5) using projection.
She used four different evasions in one short statement. “A statement
should not whisper deception,” Sapir says in his workshops, “It should

shout it.” In the statement analysis world, Susan Smith shouted it.

Disharmony

More than anything else, it is disharmony that signals deception. When
people are telling the truth, their hands, facial expression, voice pitch,
and words will be in harmony. When they are not telling the truth, their
words may sound truthful but their voice pitch may rise. Or it may be
that they have their words and their voice pitch under control, but they
may show an emblem, a gesture that is out of synch with what they are
saying. They may decrease their use of illustrators or experience a
micro expression—a brief, fleeting glimpse of anger may show up just
before the smile. One side of the face may have more of an expression
of concern on it or more warmth than the other.

But these are small and subtle things. They are not easy to see.
They are very easy to miss, and they aren’t even always present. Some
lies are simply not detectable by anyone. Thus, although I report in-
formation on detecting deception, I do so with strong reservations
about its effectiveness in protecting our children. We should not put
all our eggs into the basket of detecting deception; we should consider
deflection instead.
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Protecting Our Children
and Ourselves: Deflecting
Sex Offenders

t is hard to remember now, but hospitals were once careless about

blood. The gloved and masked creatures our children know as doctors
and nurses were once people who actually put their hands on patients
without a latex barrier, who smiled without a mask. But then came
AIDS, and it became clear that caretakers could not tell who did and
who did not have AIDS until after they had drawn blood, after they had
exposed themselves to possible infection. And so health care workers
simply started treating everyone as though it was possible he/she had
AIDS. Now they wear gloves with every patient. They use the same
blood-handling procedures with everyone, regardless of whether they
“look like” they have AIDS or not.

Assume every coach, every priest, every teacher is not likely to be a
sexual predator, but that one could be and that you will not know if he is.
Given that we cannot detect child molesters or rapists with any consis-
tency, we must pay attention to ways of deflecting any potential offenders
from getting access to us or to our children.

Particularly, we must consider paying attention to probabilities and
avoid high-risk situations. For any given situation we must weigh the odds.
We must look at someone like John and consider that he works with kids,
plays with them after work, focuses his entire life on them. But also con-
sider that the children on whom he focuses the most always seem to be
the same age and sex, that he has no adult love interests, and finally that
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he is seeking an overnight alone with my child. Is there possible risk
here? Yes. Can my son go? No.

I do not recommend dropping children off at sports practices and ex-
tracurricular activities if you can help it, at least not at young ages. 1 do
not recommend sending them on overnight trips with their coaches or
other youth activity leaders without going along. In elementary and
middle school, parents can go with their children to the school sock
hop, to the community sports practices, to the games. You are not too
busy. You can't afford to be.

Just yesterday I took one of my children to his first Little League
practice. As I was walking up with my chair and book to watch the
practice, a mother called to me from her car. The car wasn't parked but
just stopped on the street. “Is this the Little League practice field?” she
asked.

“Yes,” I replied.

“Is this where Coach Smith’s practice is being held?” she asked.

“I don’t know,” I said. “That’s not the name of my son’s coach.” Still,
she did not park. Is she really going to do it, I thought—drop a nine-
year-old off for his first practice the first day of the first year of Little
League? She isn't sure she’s even in the right place; she doesn't know if
the coach is here. There are three large practice fields here. How is he
even supposed to find out where he belongs? Worse, she is not going to
even meet the coach. She’s going to send him a message that this kid is
on his own. Yes, she was going to do it, and she did.

This afternoon I took my daughter to a soccer practice. There were
ten eight-year-old girls, two male coaches, and only two parents there.
Eight years old is the average age when sexual abuse starts for girls.
Only two parents of these girls would know if there were typical signs
of grooming, if girls were being touched unnecessarily and inappropri-
ately, if one or more of them was being singled out for special favors, if
one was taken away from the rest of the group for special time. Only
two of us.

There is a second gain from being present. A parent who is con-

stantly attending his/her child’s extracurricular activities has a less vul-
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nerable child. They do not have a child who is easy to groom because
the child is already getting the attention that he or she needs. It is
hard to substitute for someone who is there, difficult to worm into a
child’s affections if she or he has active and involved parents. And it is
a signal, too, to pedophiles that you are watching. I do not find that
most pedophiles are looking for a challenge; most are looking for an
easy target.

Of course, some sports are run by the school, and parents have ac-
cess to games but not practices. But today, many extracurricular activi-
ties in elementary and middle school are community events, and par-
ents can be there even at the practices, cheering their kids on, smiling
but quietly watching. Music lessons can take place in your house or in
a center rather than the home of the instructor. You can volunteer to be
a den mother or father. You can help chaperone an overnight.

You do not have to frighten your children by telling them you are
there to make sure they're safe. Tell them you're there because you're
interested. I understand you do not believe those coaches, music
teachers, and volunteers are child molesters. If you thought that, you
would not put your children in their care. But be there anyway because
some day one of them could be.

The Catholic priesthood is not the only profession in which pe-
dophilia is an issue. Child molesters have been found in the ranks of
teachers, therapists, ministers, Salvation Army staff, police, probation
and parole officers, Boy Scout leaders, Big Brother volunteers, camp
staff youth workers, priests, doctors, psychologists, and probably every
profession that has contact with children. I have an edition of Sports II-
lustrated with a lead article called “Every Parent’s Nightmare.”! The
cover is filled with mug shots of child molesters; the caption reads
“Who's Coaching Your Kid?”. Many of these offenders got to know the
child by befriending him or her at a youth activity when the parent
wasn't present. The special kind of attention, grooming, and often fa-
voritism they lavish on the child is significantly reduced with a parent
nearby or even another adult there to supervise.

Organizations that service youth have begun to grow wiser about de-
flection. The Boy Scouts now have a policy that no scout leader is to be
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alone with a child. Scout leaders are to work in pairs, go on overnights
in pairs. The Scouts have found through painful experience that they
cannot tell—with any kind of screening known to humankind—who
will or won't turn out to be a child molester. They know too that letting
their thousands of Scout leaders take kids alone on overnights is an in-
vitation to pedophiles to fill out an application.

Whenever possible, it is wise to deflect possible abuse, in other
words, be there and supervise your child or support organizations that
believe in avoiding situations where sexual abuse is possible. Above all,
offenders need opportunities to get to know your child, to gain his or
her trust, and finally they need time and a place to abuse them. No op-
portunity. No abuse.

Playing the Odds

Of course, you can't always be there, and as children grow and achieve
more independence, there are more and more situations where you
would be thought intrusive and your presence embarrassing to a child.
In those cases, you can only play the odds. There are situations where
the possibility of molestation is greater or lesser. We can significantly
cut down on the problem of abuse by avoiding high-risk situations
whenever possible.

Nothing will guarantee that your child won't be victimized in some
time and place that you can't stop. I've dealt with confirmed and ad-
mitted cases in which a teacher or a principal took kids out of the class-
room and molested them in the school. That is not preventable or fore-
seeable, at least not by the parent, although other teachers may (or may
not) have a clue.

But in the majority of cases of child molestation, a parent has been
conned into allowing the offender to spend time with the child. In
those cases, we have considerably more of a chance to prevent it. One
of the ways we can do so is to figure out which situations are high-risk
and avoid them. Also, even low-risk situations can be lowered still fur-
ther with little effort. Other low-risk situations should be avoided en-
tirely, as will be seen, because there is no conceivable gain from them.
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High-Risk Situations

A colleague recently told me about a case in his community. A man
who had no family of his own and did not appear to date adults of ei-
ther sex had become affiliated with a group that sponsored youth activ-
ities. He not only took kids on trips and activities but also welcomed
them to his home at other times as well. He had several arcade ma-
chines that the kids could play for free. There were always teenage boys
hanging around, and they were often invited to spend the night, even
the weekend. But girls were never invited over.

This man was later indicted for child molestation—not surprisingly.
But if this case seems obvious and extreme, it is well to remember that
many parents dropped their kids off for the entire weekend who had
never even met this man. I understand why men who have better cover
than this one get away with it. They are hard to detect even with care-
ful scrutiny. But I do not understand what these parents told them-
selves that would cause them to trust a man they'd never met who had
an obvious proclivity toward spending time with children of a particu-
lar age and sex and who had no known adult relationships.

Simply put, be careful with men who involve themselves in youth
activities and who do not have children of their own or children of that
age. From church youth leaders to coaches to anyone who would be-
friend your child, notice if they have grown-up friends and partners. If
they do not, be very cautious about leaving them alone with your child.
In general, don't.

A friend called me recently. A young man has befriended the family
of her son’s best friend. The young man seems particularly taken with
the children in the family. In fact, he seems to adore them, and he is
over at the house, mostly playing with the children, almost daily. He
does not appear to have any adult love interests, male or female. He has
never been married, and he does not date. My friend has met him. He
seems delightful, a bit immature perhaps, but really a nice guy. Did 1
think there was any problem with her leaving her own son alone with
this man? Would I be concerned?

You bet I would. Would I be rude to him or refuse to go out to din-
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ner with the family if he’s along? Of course not. I have no proof at all
that there is anything wrong with him. But would I quietly make sure
my own children were never alone with him? Yes, because I know that
he is in a high-risk category. I would do it for the same reason that I
don't dive into pools that could hold hidden rocks. It only takes one.

I have since met this man. I like him. There is nothing about the way
he talks or acts that suggests he is a child molester—which means
nothing and changes nothing. I won't leave my children alone with him.
“Liking” isn't enough for me to override what my head tells me. He is
in a high-risk category, whether I like him or not.

Make no exceptions when considering a person’s role. Priests, for ex-
ample, have always qualified as a high-risk group. Professionals have
seen them that way, most certainly since 1985 when the first of the
major priest scandals broke in Louisiana. Looked at coldly, they have
no known sexual relationships with adults, and they sometimes spend
inordinate amounts of time with children. Of course, their celibacy is
supposed to be because of a commitment to a higher calling, not a lack
of interest in adult sex. And no doubt, it often is.

But turn the situation around and look at it from a pedophile’s point
of view. If he has no interest in adult sex, he is giving up nothing by
“celibacy” and gaining a great deal: a socially acceptable excuse for hav-
ing no adult love interests. In addition, the priesthood gives him an ex-
cuse for working with children as well as a position of great authority
and guaranteed job security—traditionally that has been so regardless
of whether he was caught molesting children.

For decades, the response of the church all over this country and
abroad has been to move pedophilic priests from one parish to another
and to continue to allow them access to children, a process that oc-
curred as late as 1990.2 This was a practice that absolutely did not es-
cape the notice of pedophiles, even if it did the public. In addition, de-
spite the fact that every single bishop had to know that the behavior
was illegal, very few child molesting priests were ever turned over to au-
thorities, another very strong perk from a pedophile’s point of view.

As the press has amply reported, victims of abuse by clergy have tra-

ditionally been very effectively silenced. Historically, many have be-
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lieved (or were convinced by others) that they could not attack the pe-
dophile without attacking the church. Given all of these factors, the sit-
uation in the church for the past several decades has been the best of
all possible worlds for pedophiles, and it was sure to draw them.

Pedophiles who seek such situations often focus much or all of their
time or attention on children and have few or no adult social/sexual in-
terests. In looking at such high-risk groups, note particularly anyone
who focuses on a particular age and sex. Don't make exceptions be-
cause their role expects them to interact with children—remember
they may have chosen the role for that reason. Nor should you make ex-
ceptions because many of the men in their group are not pedophiles
and, in fact, may be unusually dedicated and responsible people. The
concept of a “high-risk group” does not imply that everyone has the risk
factor, only some.

Any situation that provides ideal conditions for pedophiles will draw
them, and it will be very difficult to distinguish them from their nonpe-
dophilic and entirely moral colleagues. Look at any arrangement in
which pedophiles will thrive, and you will find pedophiles.

Although not as ideal as the priesthood, boarding schools, overnight
camps, male choirs—any setting that puts groups of kids regularly to-
gether under the supervision and care of a “counselor” or other adult for
overnight trips—will nonetheless draw pedophiles. Today I open the
paper and learn that a nationally acclaimed children’s choir, a choir that
ran a residential program, was infiltrated by several pedophiles. A
wealthy benefactor of the choir, who himself turned out to be a pe-
dophile, recommended the others.

Recently I consulted on a legal case of a summer camp that inad-
vertently hired a pedophile as a camp counselor. The counselor was a
man from another country, independently wealthy, who came over each
summer to work in the camp. It was a clever move for a pedophile. No
doubt he could have found camps in his own country, but molesting in
a country where he did not live and where he was only present for a few
months each year meant that if reported, he would have to be found in
another country and extradited.

There are other signs to look for in addition to simply the presence
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of a setting that would draw pedophiles. If someone in a high-risk
group seeks out your children, gives them small gifts, tries to see
them outside the boundaries of the activity, then your suspicion
should be doubled. Pedophiles rarely assault children violently. As we
have seen, they more often worm their way into the child’s affections
and manipulate the child into having sex with them, using the child’s
naivety, loyalty, and trust. Giving gifts, showering attention and
praise, taking kids for trips—all of these are part of the “worming in”
or grooming process. The camp counselor mentioned above went so
far as to visit the families of the children he was molesting when
camp wasn't in session. He was so charming that he was even invited
on vacation with some.

No one suspected him. The camp director even had her own son in
his cabin. She thought his interest in the families and in spending time
with the kids outside of camp was simply a reflection of what an ideal
camp counselor he was. But it was also exactly the way a pedophile
would act, and no one even considered that possibility.

Be especially careful if you are a single or divorced mom, and the
child does not have a close relationship with his dad. Pedophiles will
research children they are interested in to see who does or doesn’t have
a father in the home, who does or doesn't spend time with the father.
Many of them believe kids without a father are more vulnerable. Of
course, some such children are, and some aren’t. Sometimes children
without a father are more vulnerable only because the mother is so
worried that the child doesn't have a male role model that she allows
men out of the home to spend unusual amounts of time with her child.
Most certainly, pedophiles will take advantage of that situation if they
can find it.

With adult rape, as well, there are also high-risk and lower-risk cir-
cumstances. Someone you know well and have dated for a while is
less likely to turn it out to be a rapist than a new acquaintance is, al-
though it has certainly happened. The risk is higher with someone
you are just beginning to date. This is so because many serial rapists
use situations in which they can meet strangers to find victims. It is

considerably easier to rape a woman they have lured to their apart-
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ment or another isolated setting than it is to take a chance on attack-
ing someone on the street.

Also, it is much more difficult to prosecute date rape. Unless the vi-
olence produces overwhelming physical evidence, it comes down to “he
said, she said.” Even his DNA will not convict him. He will simply
admit he had sex with his victim but insist it was consensual. After all,
it was a “date,” and she willingly went out with him. If he held a knife
to her throat so that she could not fight without having her throat cut,
there will not even be signs of a struggle. For these reasons date rape
and certainly date rape drugs have become increasingly popular among
serial rapists.

For such offenders, personal ads, dating services, fraternity parties,
singles bars, and especially the Internet have become hunting grounds.
The predators who use these situations will look and talk exactly like
the men who are legitimately seeking a relationship. Many very violent
men are gregarious, charming, and seemingly warm. Ted Bundy could
have fit in well on any college campus.

If you decide to date a stranger, which frankly always involves some
risk, at least take some basic safety precautions. First of all, if you've
never met him before, then at least meet him with someone else pre-
sent, if only for a moment. Have a friend with you at the restaurant or
the bar when he arrives. Do not meet him at your home or apartment.
If he is a rapist or potential stalker, you don’t want him to know where
you live. Tell someone where you're going and when you'll be back.
Make sure someone else knows everything you know about him. And
find a way to casually mention to him that someone else knows all
about him. That will not necessarily protect you from being raped, but
it will help insure you return afterward.

Remember that anyone is a stranger to you if you dont know his
friends, the place he works, his life. If all you know about him comes
from him—self-report through phone calls, emails, or dating service
questionnaires—then all you know is what he claims. Find an excuse to
call him at work. Look at a directory of his company. Make some at-
tempt to verify at least that he has the identity he claims.

A colleague told me about a friend of his, a dentist who “fell in love”
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through the Internet. The picture he was sent was of a beautiful young
woman who claimed to be the daughter of a Mafia don. The “relation-
ship” progressed so far (without a single meeting) that a wedding was
planned. Invitations went out, and his friends, including my colleague,
were told the Mafia don would fly them all to Florida and back for the
wedding. None of his friends felt easy about these developments—it all
sounded too incredible—but the dentist was convinced and wouldn't
listen to their concerns.

Finally, the day came when the dentist was to meet his bride, who
was arriving in his town by bus. Friends noted it seemed an unusual
way for a woman to travel who claimed to be able to charter private
planes for her wedding, but the dentist didn’t question it. She did arrive
by bus. She was not the tall, thin, blond beauty in the photo but a very
overweight, very short young woman with severe emotional problems.
Needless to say, she was not the daughter of a Mafia don.

More than any other setting, the Internet permits deception. Corre-
spondents can neither see nor hear each other and only “know” what
the other person claims. Dating through the Internet is basically a vari-
ation on Russian roulette. It is the primary hunting ground for preda-
tors today. On it, anyone can pretend to be anything, a fact that has not
escaped psychopathic attention. A rapist with three felony convictions
can pretend to be a wealthy stock broker whose wife recently died. A
forty-five-year-old man can successfully pretend to be a fourteen-year-
old boy and draw in a fourteen-year-old girl who would not correspond
knowingly with an adult male.

Research confirms the growing problem of predators approaching
children on the Internet. A survey conducted by the Crimes Against
Children Research Center at the University of New Hampshire found
that one in five adolescents ages ten to seventeen who used the Inter-
net had received a sexual solicitation in the preceding year, and one in
thirty had received an aggressive solicitation.? An aggressive solicitation
was defined as one in which the perpetrator made contact offline
(through mail, phone, or in person) or attempted to persuade the child
to engage in such offline contact.

Despite the fact that these numbers are alarming, it is highly likely
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that they are low, given the survey involved self-report. Knowing par-
ents are extremely concerned about such approaches, it is likely many
kids who were approached simply denied it for fear of losing access to
the Internet.

What makes these figures particularly distressing, however, is that
other research suggests children are not even in chat rooms all that
much. A Kaiser Family Foundation survey of children ages eight to
eighteen found that kids only averaged thirty-one minutes per day on
the computer (although they spent 5.5 hours using some form of
media). Eight- to thirteen-year-olds were the heaviest users, averaging
more than an hour a day on the computer. Of that hour, however, only
eleven minutes were spent in chat rooms. Yet the above data suggest
that one in five was approached sexually.

Of particular concern is the fact that many of those who prey on
kids are likely to be psychopaths. Psychopaths thrive on settings with
conditions of anonymity, lawlessness, and lack of accountability. They
do not do well in small towns because there is too much accountabil-
ity: You cannot sell a car without a motor in a small town more than
once. But psychopaths thrive in cities, the larger the better, and the
Internet is now a very special kind of global city with all the condi-
tions they require.

It is risky to let your children surf the Internet alone with no guid-
ance and no software filters. Most certainly they should not be in chat
rooms. And this includes teenagers. I doubt that there are very many
children’s chat rooms that do not have at least one sexual predator on-
line at any given point. You can help your child find sites that are for
children that do not permit interaction with strangers.

And there is an additional dark side to the Internet—aside from chat
rooms and the predators who frequent them. It is incredibly easy to
wander into a porn website, even a sadomasochistic one. Porn sites fre-
quently take advantage of common misspellings or inaccurate web ad-
dresses to lure customers. For example, a website for teaching children
about money was titled www.moneyopolis.com. A porn website was
then set up as www.moneyopolis.org.* Children need supervision on

the Internet. Software and/or parental guidance are necessary to find

-233-



PREDATORS

science and educational sites set up by reputable organizations that re-
ally are just for kids.

The issue with high-risk categories and high-risk situations isn’t
whether you know harm will occur in that setting but whether you
know that there is a significant likelihood that harm could occur in
such a setting. Look at any situation from the point of view of a rapist
or child molester. If it looks ideal, count on them being there in num-
bers: Any setting in which they thrive will draw them. In dealing with
such situations, remember that you don't have to be sure a man is a
child molester to avoid leaving your child with him; you need to be

pretty darn sure he isn't.

Low-Risk Situations

By definition, low-risk situations are where we want to be and where
we want our kids to be. But there are some low-risk situations you can
make even safer, and there are some you might want to avoid be-
cause—although they are low-risk—the gain from them is zero. For ex-
ample, if you work with the public, you gain nothing from putting pic-
tures of your children on your desk or in areas where the public will
be, and it does involve some risk, however small. It only takes one per-
son becoming sexually fixated on the smiling three-year-old for disas-
ter to occur.

Some offenders have, indeed, become fixated on a particular child
simply from seeing that child or a photo of him/her. An officer in a
prison once told me the police came to his door in the middle of the
night to tell him they had arrested a man outside his house. It was a
neighbor who had been pacing back and forth outside his preschool
daughter’s window. The officer had been sleeping and had heard noth-
ing, but another neighbor had gotten up to take the dog out, seen the
intruder, and called the police. The police had come without lights or
sirens and had watched quietly while the intruder paced back and
forth, waiting to arrest him only when he opened the window to go in.
If they had arrested him sooner, they would have only had him on a
trespassing charge.
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When they searched the offender’s house, the police found approxi-
mately sixty pictures of the officer’s little girl riding up and down the
street on her bike. The offender had become obsessed with the child,
had been watching her and taking photos of her for some time. He did
not know this child or her father, and his obsession had developed just
from seeing her. In this case, there was nothing the father could have
done to prevent this fixation. But the same thing has happened with a
picture on a desk at work. Keep your private life separate from dealing
with casual coworkers and certainly from dealing with the public.

‘Carry a cell phone in a car. Being attacked in your car by a stranger
is rare, but it does happen. I have treated women who have been run
off the road by offenders and then raped, one in the middle of the day
on a small town country road. I have talked to offenders who have de-
liberately caused minor wrecks in order to get their intended victim to
stop and get out of the car. You are never alone with a cell phone. If
there is trouble, you can always lock your doors, call the police, and
wait for them to arrive. In my experience, some offenders see cell
phones as a significant deterrent. 1 have known people to hold up a cell
phone to prevent an attack and successfully back the offender off.

Likewise, it is not a bad idea to have a security system in your home,
no matter where you live. Security systems screech and wail if someone
tries to enter, then automatically dial the security service, which calls
you back. If you don’t answer with a password, they call the police.
These systems are not that expensive. Admittedly, your home is a low-
risk setting, at least for a stranger attack. But there is nothing wrong
with making it lower still.

There is much talk of “panic rooms” right now, rooms that are built
to be secure from intruders in which homeowners can hide until police
come. However, the cost of such rooms makes them infeasible for most
of us. In my opinion, they are excessive in any case, given the low prob-
ability of a home invasion and the fact that you have to get to them in
a crisis, which isn't always possible. What is feasible, reasonable, and
low-cost is to install deadbolts on several internal doors so that wher-
ever you are in the house, you could lock yourself and your children in-

side. This would not necessarily stop an offender permanently: Doors

-235-




PREDATORS

can be shattered. But with a deadbolt, the offender would have to de-
stroy the door to get inside, and that would take time—time you could
use to escape through the window or use the phone, time for the police
to arrive, even time just to yell.

Make a habit of keeping your cell phone in your room at night, not
in your purse downstairs. I have known offenders, such as the one
below, who cut the phone lines before coming in. The offender invaded
a home looking for a fourteen-year-old boy he had planned to rape. He
came in the house earlier in the day while someone was home and the
door unlocked. He stole the keys from the woman’s pocketbook while
she was in another room. She heard a noise in the house and quickly
realized her keys were gone. Nonetheless, she, her son, and her partner
stayed there that night, an understandable decision—most of us are re-
luctant to leave our homes—but not a wise one.

The key thief came back that night, cut the phone lines, and calmly
entered through the door. She and her partner heard him doing this
and yelled at him to go away, but he continued. The two women and
the son retreated to an upstairs bedroom with no deadbolt. The of-
fender was so close behind them that part of his jacket got caught in
the bedroom door when they slammed it. The offender couldn’t get the
cloth out and finally cut the piece of jacket off with the knife he was
carrying for the assault.

The combined weight of the women was barely sufficient to stop the
offender from breaking down the door. Desperate, the mother sent the
teenage son out the second story window to climb down and get help.
After he was gone, she yelled at the offender that her son had left and
would be bringing the police. The offender broke off the attack sud-
denly and left. At the time, she assumed it was the knowledge that the
police were coming that caused him to flee. More likely, it was the
knowledge that his intended victim was gone.

When he was apprehended, it turned out all his known victims were
young teenage boys, several of whom he had attacked after invading
their homes. Had the mother not sent the son out, the intruder proba-
bly would have gotten through the door eventually. A deadbolt would
have helped; a deadbolt and a cell phone would have stopped it.
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If your keys are stolen, stay elsewhere until you can get the locks
changed. Change your locks even if your keys are stolen in another
city. A friend of mine and her husband drove to a city two hours from
their home to spend the weekend, leaving their older teenage son at
home. While in the city, her car keys were stolen. Before they returned
home that weekend, their house was broken into (while their teenage
son was home) by thieves using the keys. She still does not know how
the thieves knew where she lived. Certainly, the address was not on
the key ring.

A dog, if you can cope with one, is not a bad idea. I notice with in-
terest that few homes in which abductions occur seem to have a dog.
That is not an accident. Offenders who go in people’s homes scout the
terrain first. Even total strangers who have picked the child at random
will drive by, back and forth, until they know who lives in the house
with the child, what their hours are, and whether there is a dog.

I testified in a case in which the offender’'s most common modus
operandus was to enter a house of a single mom early in the morning
after she had left for work and before a thirteen-year-old boy left for
school. In some, there was as little as a half an hour when the child was
left alone. He did this several times, raping the child in the house each
time. Obviously, it was not a coincidence that he was entering at ex-
actly the point in time in which the age and sex child he preferred was
home alone: Each house had been scouted carefully in advance. The
offender’s requirements were very particular: thirteen-year-old boy, sin-
gle mom, child alone in the morning, and no dog.

Of course, an offender could kill a dog, but he would have to get to
him first. Most dogs will bark at a stranger in the night long before the
offender gets fully inside the house. While this won’t help that much if
the child is home alone and the phone lines are cut, it will certainly
help in cases in which the child is abducted while the parents are
sleeping.

You do not need an attack dog for this. Attack dogs are for profes-
sionals and pose too much risk to the children in the family, to their
friends, and to the general public to be a good idea for amateur han-
dlers. A poodle works just fine.
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I learned the hard way the need for security against low-probability
events—and about listening to a dog if you have one. You would think
that professionals who work with and testify against criminals have the
common sense to take precautions, but we are as prone to believing in
positive illusions as anyone. Our own sense of personal invulnerability
causes us to assume that attacks happen over there to someone else.

I was living in the country in New England while I worked at a
nearby university. The road I lived on was a dead end and very isolated.
Still, T had little fear of attack. At that time, the area had very little
crime.

Because of my false sense of security (and my own positive illu-
sions), I had taken no precautions. I had no security system and no
deadbolts, and I often left the house unlocked. I had recently acquired
a dog, but I couldn't let her outside much at night because she barked
too much. I assumed the dog was simply a barker and tried to train her
not to bark so much. Still, it should have told me something that she
barked little in the day.

One evening in January I came home and found the woodstove
burning wide open but still full of wood. There was no doubt an in-
truder had been in my home. Any wood I put in would have burned out
in the ten hours I had been away, especially with the stove wide open.
Besides the stove, he had also opened all the windows and left them
open, not something I would have done in New England in January.

Suddenly, all the people I had testified against came back to me.
There were some unsavory characters on that list, including sadists,
and it would only take one with a taste for revenge. I had no thought at
all that it could be connected to my personal life.

I called the local police, but they saw it as a petty case of vandalism
at most. [ was not so sure and asked a police chief from a neighboring
town I knew to come and assess the situation. He was an experienced
officer, someone who had worked organized crime in Boston before
moving to the country. In addition, he had also grown up hunting and
knew the woods.

The chief went all over my property, then told me someone had been
watching the house. He showed me a path that had been made by
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walking back and forth between two viewing points, a path that was
worn enough to suggest the visits had been going on for some time.
One vantage point gave the intruder a view of the bathroom, another of
the study where I worked. Unfortunately, I had made the viewing easy:
I was out of sight of all neighbors and seldom closed the curtains.

When the dust settled, the overwhelmingly most likely candidate
was not anyone | had dealt with professionally but rather someone from
my personal life. I had a friend in graduate school who dated a cardiol-
ogist until he had a paranoid, psychotic break. When he became vio-
lent, she left him.

Later, police records showed, he had tried to kill several students in
Madison, Wisconsin, by running his car off the road at them. He
claimed he could “tell” they were gay and insisted they were making a
pass at him (walking down the street while he was driving by). When
the police searched his car, they found material in his car on serial
killers, on how to kill people, and on which states had death penalties.
Not the most reassuring reading material for a man who was floridly
psychotic.

Through police files I learned he was a suspected serial killer of
men. He kept turning up at the same time in the same areas where
men disappeared and were later found murdered and mutilated. The
autopsies suggested someone with medical experience, given the sur-
gical precision with which various amputations were made on the
victims.

I moved to town after the intruder got into my house, and shortly
thereafter, this same man turned up at the home of a friend of mine in
Boston, told her I had moved, and demanded to know where I had
gone. She said (falsely) she had lost contact with me over the years. I
had not seen this man for twenty years and had no idea he knew where
I lived. For this and other reasons, I am relatively sure he is the man
who got into my house.

The local police wrote up the incident, including the fact that he
showed up at the house of a friend of mine asking where I had moved.
I was standing in her home when the FBI called and asked about her
contact with him. Apparently they were keeping tabs on him. She
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asked them if he was dangerous. There was a pause, and the agent sug-
gested she never turn her back on him.

Truly, it was a one-in-a-million scenario. A man who could be a ser-
ial killer had found me, had stalked me silently, and had escalated to
entering my house. It had nothing to do with all the trials or cases I had
been in or the clients I had treated but instead was simply a random oc-
currence. Random and low probability maybe, but you can bet my se-
curity arrangements are a little better now.

Although the odds are very low that you will be attacked by a
stranger in your home or that your child will be one of the very few ab-
ducted by nonfamily members each year, if you're that one, you really
don'’t care what the odds were. Better to buy a few deadbolts. Better to
add a security system. Better to keep your cell phone in your room at
night. Better to get a dog. And better to pay attention if your dog starts
barking in the night.

Choices

In protecting ourselves and our children, we should consider both de-
tection and deflection. Detection, however, is very difficult, as dis-
cussed in Chapter 10. The things that will detect deception are subtle
and not everyone can become proficient, no matter how hard he or she
tries. It takes more than just knowledge: It takes spatial skills that allow
someone to make minute distinctions in facial expressions and gesture.
It takes the ability to pick up slight differences in rhythm and pitch and
word usage. Some of us are naturally more attuned to words, others to
visual clues, and some to neither. We have individual differences that
make it possible or impossible to even use the information above.

Take my case, for example. I have barely enough spatial sense and
visual memory to walk around safely. I cannot remember my friends’
cars or recognize a face I have seen only a few times. The part of my
brain that deals with space and shapes is likely a mass of shriveled neu-
rons. For those of us with little spatial sense, detecting small differ-
ences in facial expression is pretty much impossible.

On the other hand, I'm not bad at statement analysis. The fact that
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I study it is not the main thing—1I study facial analysis too but still don’t
think I do it very well. But I can learn to analyze statements because
most of my internal world is concerned with words. There are dialogues
going on in my head all the time, sometimes between characters I've
never met, embedded in stories I do not know. It is always the language
I hear; I never see anybody. I even dream in dialogue, never pictures.

But even though I think I'm not bad at statement analysis, given
what I know about deception and how hard it is to detect, I would not
bet my children’s safety on my or anyone's ability to detect it in any
mode: words, face, body, or voice. It is deflection I am betting on.

And with deflection, there are choices to be made. The more we
keep our children inside, the more we limit their contact with the out-
side world, the less likely it is that they will be molested. At the ex-
treme, we could home school, keep our children away from all group
sports and activities, and never let them go anywhere without escorting
them. We might keep them safe from molestation, but few of us would
think our children would benefit from such a cloistered childhood with
so few opportunities for growth.

On the other hand, we could simply sign up for anything, assume
anyone who has a ready smile is a good person, and send them off for
overnights with any group that seems reputable. This is more the pat-
tern in this country, but it too yields a fearful toll. As I've shown, even
reputable groups are easily infiltrated by pedophiles, and the result, as
we've seen earlier, is that a minimum of 20 percent of girls and 10 per-
cent of boys in the United States are finding their way into the hands
of child molesters.

It is a slider, this business of protecting our children. On the one ex-
treme there would be few opportunities for our children but few op-
portunities for pedophiles as well. On the other extreme, there would
be many opportunities for our children and many also for child moles-
ters. Where you set the slider will determine how many opportunities
your children have and how many molesters have.

Most of us want to be thoughtful about this, and we want to be some-
where in the middle. We do not want to deprive our children of every-
thing in an effort to make them safe. But we also don’t want to take risks
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with our children if we can accomplish the same thing with less risk. We
don’t want either extreme—no supervision or no opportunities.

Each parent’s decision on these matters is a personal one. No book
could or should try to make those choices for you. This book is simply
a map of the terrain so that you can make those decisions knowing who
the enemy is, how he thinks, and where he hides.

As for my decisions, look for me at basketball practice, on the soc-
cer field, at Little League. I'm the woman sitting over there on the lawn
chair with the baseball cap, the one at every practice, every game. I'm
the one volunteering to help chaperone the overnights. I'm the parent
whose children are in day camp, not overnight, the one who does not
allow men without adult interests to shower favors on my children.

If I do my job right, my children’s lives will be filled with so many op-
portunities and interests, they will not even notice what they're miss-
ing. The only one who will notice is that friendly, smiling, affable man
with a secret life, the one at the sock hop, the one who's waiting for an

opportunity that will never come.
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will, because of this book, never become victims at all, T would like to
say: Thank you Anna Salter.”

“The book’s credibility derives in part from the fact that most of its
insight and advice is based on extensive quotes from the real experts—
the men themselves, all imprisoned for predatory crimes. In her com-
ments, Salter dissects these men with cold clarity, like the entomologist
examining a bug before pinning it to black velvet.”

“The insight and advice in Salter’s book comes from the ‘horse’s
mouth’—convicted sexual predators whom she has interviewed in large
numbers and at length. She knows what they look for and how they
operate. You should, too!” :

“Offers a direct and startling look at the alarming problem of sexual
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