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REEVALUATING INTER-RATER RELIABILITY IN OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT. 

 

 

Abstract 

 Offender risk and needs assessment, one of the pillars of the Risk-Need-Responsivity 

model of offender rehabilitation, usually depends on raters assessing offender risk and needs. 

The few available studies of inter-rater reliability in offender risk assessment are, however, 

limited in the generalizability of their results. The present study examined inter-rater reliabil-

ity in Dutch offender risk assessment of 38 raters who independently assessed 75 offenders. 

Results show substantial reliability (Tinsley & Weiss’ T value ≥ .61) for risk of reconviction 

and moderate (T value ≥ .41) to substantial reliability for offender needs, such as accommoda-

tion, finances, or education. These results are discussed in light of a recent British study on 

the inter-rater reliability of a comparable risk assessment instrument. Results from the present 

study show similar to better reliability, leading to the conclusion that greater external validity 

does not negatively influence inter-rater reliability results. 
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Introduction 

 

Over the past 30 years, structured offender risk assessment instruments have become 

widely used in corrections and probation (Bonta, 2002). Accordingly, a large body of litera-

ture exists on the predictive validity of such risk assessment instruments (e.g., Brennan, 

Dieterich, & Ehret, 2009; Flores, Lowenkamp, Smith, & Latessa, 2006; Hanson & Morton-

Bourgon, 2009; Wormith, Olver, Stevenson, & Girard, 2007). Surprisingly, though, reliability 

in general and inter-rater reliability in particular are somewhat neglected (Baird, 2009). As 

inter-rater reliability is concerned, this neglect is particularly striking since risk assessment 

instruments are usually completed by probation officers or other practitioners (Austin, 2006; 

Bonta, 2002). As a result, risk assessment depends at least in part on the subjective assess-

ment and clinical inference by these raters, and given the possible uses of such assessments—

making supervision and rehabilitation decisions that will contribute to crime prevention (An-

drews & Dowden, 2007; Bonta, 2007)—the need for good inter-rater reliability for such in-

struments is clearly illustrated. When prosecutors and judges take offender risk assessments 

into account during an offender’s trial, sub-standard reliability of such assessments could 

compromise the fairness of a legal decision (Bonta, 2007). Similarly, selecting the appropriate 

behavioral interventions should be free from rater errors in offender risk assessment (Bonta, 

2002). This article describes the results from a Dutch study of inter-rater reliability in offender 

risk assessment.  

The recent history of offender risk assessment can be linked to a shift in criminal jus-

tice thinking about offender rehabilitation from ‘nothing works’ to ‘what works’ (Andrews, 

2006; Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). With the advent of meta-analysis as a data analy-

sis technique, it became clear that the 1970’s view of nothing works in offender rehabilitation 

was untenable (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Cullen & Gendreau, 2001; McGuire, 2002). Instead, 

Andrews, Bonta and Hoge (1990) formulated criteria for offender rehabilitation efforts that 
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would lead to reductions in recidivism: the principles of risk, need, and responsivity as articu-

lated in the RNR model. These principles address the issues of which offenders should receive 

treatment to reduce their risk of recidivism, what behavioral targets should be set, and what 

treatment strategies ought to be employed (Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; Andrews et al., 

2006). In brief, the risk principle states that treatment intensity should depend on the level of 

risk for re-offending; high-risk offenders will benefit most from high levels of treatment in-

tensity while low-risk offenders should receive minimal or no intervention at all. The need 

principle suggests that interventions should address dynamic risk factors—or criminogenic 

needs—because changing these aspects of a person or his or her situation will lead to a de-

crease of the chance of recidivism. The responsivity principle states that offenders will benefit 

most from correctional programs that match with their personality, motivation, and ability. 

Strong empirical support exists for the RNR model: treatments complying with the RNR prin-

ciples demonstrate significantly greater effectiveness than criminal sanctions or interventions 

that do not comply with RNR principles (e.g., Andrews, Zinger et al., 1990; Di Placido, Si-

mon, Witte, Gu, & Wong, 2006; Dowden & Andrews, 1999; French & Gendreau, 2006; Han-

son, Bourgon, Helmus, & Hodgson, 2009; Lowenkamp, Latessa, & Holsinger, 2006). Fur-

thermore, as countries saw themselves faced with ever-increasing amounts of money to be 

spent on punishment-oriented policies, the possibility to reduce re-offending through rehabili-

tation became politically attractive (Ogloff & Davis, 2004). Consequently, a number of coun-

tries across North America, Europe and Oceania adopted the RNR model (Ward, Melser, & 

Yates, 2007). 

For offender rehabilitation to be consistent with the RNR model, knowledge of an of-

fender’s risk level and criminogenic needs is essential (Andrews, 2006; Andrews & Bonta, 

2010; Ogloff & Davis, 2004). Risk and need assessment should therefore be closely integrated 

with rehabilitation efforts (Wong, Gordon, & Gu, 2007); risk assessment will guide the as-
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signment of offenders to different levels of treatment intensity, while assessing needs will 

inform what criminogenic factors need to be targeted by offering relevant behavioral interven-

tions (Hollin, 2002; McGuire, 2002). Within the RNR framework the assessment of risk and 

needs is usually done by using one of several structured clinical risk assessment instruments 

(for a review of risk and need assessment see Andrews et al., 2006). In justice systems that 

adopted the RNR model, the most widely used instruments (Andrews et al., 2006; Ogloff & 

Davis, 2004) include the American Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alterna-

tive Sanctions (COMPAS; information available at www.northpointeinc.com), the Canadian 

Level of Service/Case Management Inventory
i
 (LS/CMI; Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2004), 

and the British Offender Assessment System (OASys; Howard, Clark, & Garnham, 2003, 

2006). On introducing the RNR model in Dutch criminal justice policy, Dutch probation ser-

vices and the Department of Justice commissioned the development of the Dutch-language 

Recidive Inschattingsschalen (RISc) [Recidivism Assessment Scales] (Adviesbureau Van 

Montfoort & Reclassering Nederland, 2004). OASys served as an example in the construction 

of RISc and both instruments are very much comparable.  

Although the predictive validity of the English-language instruments has been exten-

sively studied (Andrews et al., 2006; Brennan et al., 2009; Debidin, 2009), research on inter-

rater reliability is either lacking—as appears to be the case for COMPAS (Brennan, Dieterich, 

& Ehret, 2007)—or suffers from a number of limitations. Andrews et al. (2004), for instance, 

report on the inter-rater reliability of the LS/CMI based on two (unpublished) studies. The 

first study investigated a group of 18 offenders with an average of 26 days (SD = 16.09) be-

tween testing (Andrews et al., 2004). Repeat testings were not timed at fixed intervals but 

occurred because a second practitioner typically conducted a repeat assessment when an of-

fender was assessed in another location or for another reason (compared to the first assess-

ments). In other words, this study used a (small) convenience data set and was not initially 
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designed to evaluate inter-rater reliability. The second study on LS/CMI’s inter-rater reliabil-

ity was conducted among young offenders and included a considerably larger sample of 91 

offenders (Andrews et al., 2004). For this study, however, Andrews et al. (2004) report an 

average interval between ratings of 365.30 days. As many changes could have occurred in 

such a long period, it is possible for disagreement among raters to reflect objective differences 

between rating moments rather than indicate poor inter-rater reliability.  

Morton (2009) recently reported results from a study of OASys’ inter-rater reliability. 

In this study, she asked multiple assessors to complete an OASys assessment for one of three 

video-recorded case studies. These case studies were specifically designed for the study and 

were filmed with actors playing the offender roles. A random sample of 296 practitioners was 

identified, of which 178 participated in the study. Each of the participants was sent a DVD 

with one of the recorded case studies as well as background information normally available 

when completing an assessment. Ultimately, approximately 60 assessors assessed each case. 

Although this design does not suffer from the limitations that affect the LS/CMI studies, the 

external validity of the study is limited. OASys is a semi-structured interview and individual 

probation officers have a fair amount of freedom in conducting the interview. Contrary to 

regular practice (Debidin, 2009), the design used to study OASys’ inter-rater reliability left 

probation officers no opportunity to ask their own questions or to elaborate on subjects they 

considered important. Morton (2009) comments on this limitation, but contends that choosing 

this design relieves the researcher from the task of disentangling the impact of interviewing 

styles from the ability of OASys to produce consistent scores. Yet if interviewing style has an 

impact, this impact can be argued to have relevance to the use in daily practice of an offender 

risk assessment instrument such as OASys. As a result, the impact of interviewing style also 

has consequences for the inter-rater reliability of the instrument.  
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As a result of the limitations to research on LS/CMI’s and OASys’ inter-rater reliabil-

ity, these studies might be overestimating or underestimating these instruments’ reliability. 

Given the importance of good inter-rater reliability for offender risk assessment, the current 

study set out to test the inter-rater reliability of the Dutch offender risk assessment instrument 

RISc using a research design that would counter the limitations suffered by research on 

LS/CMI and OASys. In cooperation with Dutch probation services, a study was set up to col-

lect re-assessments of approximately 80 offenders some two weeks after an initial assessment. 

Furthermore, instead of having raters judge video-recorded case studies raters performing the 

re-assessments actually interviewed offenders and completed the re-assessment independent 

from the other rater.  

 

Method 

Measures 

RISc Based on the RNR principles, RISc was designed to fulfill the following purpos-

es: (1) to assess an offender’s likelihood of recidivism (defined as a new conviction); (2) to 

identify and classify offending-related needs; (3) to assess an offender’s responsivity; and, (4) 

to indicate the need for further specialist assessment (Adviesbureau Van Montfoort & Re-

classering Nederland, 2004). The results from a RISc assessment provide an offending-related 

needs profile that identifies the most important factors contributing to re-offending. Accord-

ingly, RISc identifies the criminogenic needs rehabilitation efforts should target to reduce the 

likelihood of reconviction. RISc is completed by trained probation officers, and is used by 

probation services to advise the prosecutor and the court, as well as to formulate supervision 

and rehabilitation plans.  

The instrument consists of twelve scored sections each corresponding to a 

criminogenic risk factor: (1) Offending history; (2) Current offence and pattern of offences; 

(3) Accommodation; (4) Education, work and training; (5) Financial management and in-
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come; (6) Relationships with partner, family and relatives; (7) Relationships with friends and 

acquaintances; (8) Drug misuse; (9) Alcohol misuse; (10) Emotional wellbeing; (11) Thinking 

and behavior; and (12) Attitudes/Orientation. Each section consists of a number of items, var-

ying from three to eight; adding up to 61 items (see Appendix A for sample items). Some 

RISc items use a dichotomous yes/no response scale, but the majority of RISc items are scaled 

0, 1 or 2, where 0 signifies No problems, 1 Some problems, and 2 Significant problems. RISc 

is scored by summing the item scores within each section, with higher scores corresponding to 

increased criminogenic needs. The item scores of Sections 1 and 2 are combined into one sec-

tion score relating to information on offences (both recent and older offences). Raw section 

scores are converted into weighted scores, recognizing that not all offending-related factors 

are equally correlated with the likelihood of reconviction. The weights are based on a review 

of empirical studies of the relative contribution of risk factors to the prediction of reconviction 

(Adviesbureau Van Montfoort & Reclassering Nederland, 2004). Weighted section scores are 

grouped into three levels of criminogenic needs: no criminogenic need present, criminogenic 

need present, and serious criminogenic need present. The likelihood of reconviction—the 

total RISc score—is calculated by adding together the eleven weighted section scores and is 

grouped into three risk categories: low risk, medium risk, and high risk.  

At RISc’s introduction in November 2004, experienced probation officers attended a 

four-day training on administering the instrument. At present, newly hired probation officers 

attend the four-day training and receive supervision by higher-ranking probation officers 

when completing their first assessments. To complete a RISc assessment a probation worker 

collects all information available in file records (such as criminal records and probation ser-

vices’ files), and conducts an interview with the offender. Completing a RISc takes about four 

to five hours. This includes collecting and reading an offender’s file, conducting the offender 
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interview, completing the computerized RISc, and consulting a senior probation officer to 

discuss the results of RISc. 

 

Participants and procedure 

 All three Dutch probation organizations participated in the study of RISc’s inter-rater 

reliability. In total, 38 probation officers were randomly selected from the pool of certified 

RISc assessors. Next, these workers were randomly coupled in pairs. Each pair consisted of 

two probation officers from the same probation organization. Pairs were instructed to ask of-

fenders they assessed through RISc to participate in the study. If an offender agreed to partic-

ipate, the probation officer provided his or her co-worker with the offender’s contact details in 

order to make an appointment for a second assessment. Probation officers were instructed to 

plan the re-assessments roughly two to three weeks after the original assessment. In order to 

ensure independence of assessments, the probation officers were instructed not to communi-

cate with each other about the clients they assessed.  

The study was conducted in three probation regions in the West and South of the 

Netherlands—Rotterdam, Alkmaar/Haarlem and Den Bosch/Eindhoven. In each region, two 

researchers gave onsite instruction on the study. Furthermore, in each region a senior proba-

tion official was assigned as coordinator to supervise the data collection. The researchers met 

regularly with the coordinators to discuss study progress and to solve any problems that oc-

curred. Offenders signed an informed consent form and were paid €25 for a completed second 

RISc assessment. The Dutch Ministry of Justice fully compensated the probation organiza-

tions the for the time probation officers spent on collecting the data for the study. Data were 

collected between November 2005 and mid-May 2006. 

In total, 90 offenders agreed to cooperate in the study, but in five cases the probation 

officers administering RISc never completed one or both assessments. For seven other cases 
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the second assessment could not be completed because offenders did not show up at appoint-

ments, on second thought refused to cooperate or were transferred to a different prison. An-

other three assessments were excluded because they appeared to have been collected before 

the start of the data collection. The final sample thus consisted of 75 offenders who were as-

sessed twice by two different probation officers with an average time between RISc assess-

ments of 31 days (SD = 27 days, range = 3-136 days). The majority of the study sample 

(86.7%) was male and the sample had a mean age of 35.9 years (SD = 13.1 years, range = 18-

73 years). Forty-five (60.0%) offenders were of Dutch ethnic origin, 27 (36.0%) were of non-

Western ethnic origin (mostly of Netherlands Antillean and Surinamese origin) and two 

(2.7%) were of Western ethnic origin (non-Dutch). One (1.3%) offender’s country of birth 

was unknown. At the time of the first RISc assessment 37 (49.3%) offenders were detained 

and 38 (50.7%) were on parole or awaiting trial without being in custody. No significant dif-

ferences were found on gender (χ
2
(1) = 1.44; p = .23), age (t = 1.06; df = 74; p = .29) or eth-

nicity (χ
2
(3) = 0.83; p = .84) when the inter-rater sample was compared with population data 

in a database containing all RISc assessments (independence of samples was ensured by ex-

cluding inter-rater RISc assessments in calculating population characteristics).  

 

Statistical analyses 

RISc’s inter-rater reliability was studied at both item level, section level and for the to-

tal score. RISc-data are either nominal with a dichotomous yes/no response (e.g., detention, 

drug use) or ordinal (most items, all section scores and the total score). To study the degree of 

agreement between the probation officers on nominal items, coefficient κ was calculated (Co-

hen, 1960). For the ordinal items, the section scores and the total score, the following strategy 

was used (cf. Born, 1995, pp. 130-132). First, the proportion of agreement was calculated. 

Because this parameter lacks both a control for chance agreement and a formal test of the de-
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gree of agreement, Lawlis and Lu’s χ
2
 (1972) was calculated next to test whether agreement 

significantly differed from chance agreement. Finally, Tinsley and Weiss’ (1975) value T was 

calculated. This index is based on Cohen’s κ and on Lawlis and Lu’s χ
2 

(Lindell & Brandt, 

1999) and indicates the degree of agreement (0 = agreement does not exceed chance, 1 = per-

fect agreement). Since the proportion of agreement exceeded 50% for all items, sections and 

the total score and χ
2 

was significant in all cases as well, only T is reported in this article.  

As an exception to the rule, Cohen’s κ was calculated for the ordinal items from Sec-

tions 2 Current offence and pattern of offences, 3 Accommodation, and 8 Drug misuse. For an 

offender who denies responsibility for the current offence and who has not yet been convict-

ed, Section 2 is not completed. Similarly, a detained offender whose detention is not likely to 

end within the next three months will not be assessed with respect to accommodation. Finally, 

if an offender does not use drugs, the items on drug misuse are not scored and the section is 

assigned a rating 0: no criminogenic need is present. When the described circumstances ap-

plied, items from Sections 2, 3, and 8 were recoded ‘does not apply’, thereby changing the 

item rating scales from ordinal to nominal. Consequently for the items of Sections 2, 3, and 8 

Cohen’s κ instead of Tinsley and Weiss’ T-value was calculated.  

Landis and Koch’s (1977) guidelines were used to interpret both κ and T
ii
, rating the 

strength of agreement as slight (range = .00 - .20), fair (range = .21 - .40), moderate (range = 

.41 - .60), substantial (range = .61 - .80), or almost perfect (range = .81 - 1.00).  

 

Results 

 Table 1 presents the results for the nominal RISc items (Cohen’s κ) and shows that 

inter-rater reliability ranged from substantial for denial, conviction, end of detention within 

three months and drug use to almost perfect for current detention.  
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TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

 

RISc sections contain 61 ordinal items. Because of space limitations, Table 2 does not 

show the results for the separate items, but instead summarizes the results per section. For 

each section, Table 2 shows the number of items in the analyses, the number of items that 

show at least moderate agreement between raters, and the range of either κ or T. As Table 2 

shows, inter-rater reliability was moderate to substantial for most items. A considerable por-

tion of the items of Sections 11 Thinking and behavior and 12 Attitudes/Orientation, however, 

showed only fair agreement. Obviously, assessing cognitive skills and attitudes is more diffi-

cult and relies more heavily on subjective assessments by the probation officers than, for ex-

ample, assessing education, drug use or financial management. 

 

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 

 

Table 3 shows the inter-rater reliability results for RISc’s sections and total score. In 

all cases, the strength of agreement was moderate to substantial. The inter-rater agreement on 

RISc’s total score—indicating risk of reconviction—was substantial. For the dynamic 

criminogenic risk factors, highest agreement was reached on emotional wellbeing, finances, 

substance misuse, and relationships with friends and acquaintances. Poorest albeit still moder-

ate agreement was reached on attitudes toward society and crime, family relationships, and 

accommodation.  

Because of RISc’s scoring instructions, Sections 1&2 Information on offences and 3 

Accommodation were not always completed, which resulted in a lower number of valid cases 

on these sections than on other sections. By recoding missing values into ‘does not apply’, 

when appropriate, it was possible to analyze inter-rater reliability for Sections 1&2 and 3 us-
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ing a larger sample size (N1&2=74, N3=75). These analyses showed the strength of agreement 

for these sections to remain moderate (κ1&2 = .48, κ3 = .54).  

 

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

 

Discussion 

The aim of the current research was to evaluate the inter-rater reliability of the Dutch 

risk and need assessment instrument RISc, using a design that is free from the limitations af-

fecting research on the inter-rater reliability of comparable English-language instruments. The 

limitations this study wished to avoid include: 1) too small sample size; 2) a (very) long peri-

od between assessments; and 3) no independent interviewing of offenders by the raters in-

volved in the study. As for any psychological instrument, reliability is an important aspect of 

offender risk assessment instruments such as RISc. Prosecutors and judges take RISc’s as-

sessment of risk of recidivism into account during an offender’s trial (Andrews & Dowden, 

2007; Bonta, 2007); hence, the assessment of this risk should meet the strictest standards of 

reliability. Furthermore, rehabilitation efforts are based on the assessment of offending-related 

needs and for these treatment efforts to be effective, a reliable assessment of needs is a pre-

requisite (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Wong et al., 2007). Results from the current study re-

vealed moderate to substantial inter-rater reliability for most of RISc’s items and all of its 

sections. Moreover, substantial agreement was reached between raters on RISc’s total score. 

Results therefore indicate that, in general, probation officers independently reach more or less 

the same conclusions on the presence of criminogenic needs and on the risk of reconviction 

when rating the same offender. This, in turn, means that the information given to judges and 

prosecutors is largely free from rater bias thereby contributing to a fair trial. Similarly, the 
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possibilities for effective need-based offender rehabilitation are promoted by reliable needs 

assessment. 

Although the current study set out to test RISc’s inter-rater reliability in a way that 

avoided the limitations suffered by research on LS/CMI and OASys, this goal was not fully 

met. As none of the researchers that were involved in this study work in probation services, it 

was not possible to control the data collection to the extent that would have been preferable. 

Although regular meetings were held with the probation officials coordinating the data collec-

tion, a number of difficulties were encountered. First, because of other priorities within proba-

tion services, data collection proceeded slower than expected. This resulted in a slightly lower 

number of study participants than the study aimed for. Second, the mean time between inter-

views was longer than intended: on average 31 days instead of the desired two to three weeks. 

During the period between assessments, actual changes in offenders’ situations could have 

occurred and this, in turn, may have lead to poorer inter-rater reliability results. RISc, howev-

er, assesses criminogenic needs that, in order to change them, are thought to warrant behav-

ioral interventions. This thus implies it is highly unlikely for these factors to change sponta-

neously over a period of 31 days. Therefore, although this study suffered from limitations, 

these limitations appear to be minor ones. 

As RISc is based on OASys and both instruments are highly comparable, it is interest-

ing to see whether the different designs that were used to study both instruments’ inter-rater 

reliability yielded different results. Morton (2009) concluded that the overall inter-rater relia-

bility of OASys was moderate while concluding that the consistency for the total OASys 

score was good. With regard to the total score, inter-rater reliability for RISc and OASys is 

comparable. When compared at a level of sections’ reliability, however, RISc comes out 

somewhat better than OASys, with RISc sections’ reliability ranging from moderate to sub-

stantial. Furthermore, a comparison of inter-rater reliability of OASys’ and RISc’ dynamic 
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risk sections reveals considerable differences between both instruments. The most reliable 

OASys sections are accommodation, drug misuse, and lifestyle and associates (corresponding 

to RISc’s Section 7 Relationships with friends and acquaintances) (Morton, 2009). Moderate-

ly reliable OASys sections include attitudes, relationships (corresponding with RISc’s Section 

6 Relationships with partner, family and relatives), emotional wellbeing, and education, train-

ing and employability (ETE; corresponding with RISc’s Section 4 Education, work and train-

ing) (Morton, 2009). The least reliable OASys sections are alcohol misuse, financial man-

agement, and thinking and behavior (Morton, 2009). In contrast, all RISc sections showed at 

least moderate reliability. In addition, the most reliable RISc sections were drug misuse, alco-

hol misuse, emotional wellbeing, financial management, and relationships with friends and 

acquaintances; two of these sections were among OASys’ poorest while OASys’ emotional 

wellbeing only showed moderate inter-rater reliability. 

The differences between RISc and OASys in inter-rater reliability are striking, since 

both instruments are very similar. The most obvious conclusion is that the different designs 

used to study inter-rater reliability explain a great deal of these divergent results, but the real 

question is what practical implications this might have. Morton (2009) suggested that inter-

view styles might influence results. However, instead of leading to difficulties interpreting 

results, taking account of interview styles might actually have resulted in better inter-rater 

reliability. This suggests that differences in interview styles do not lead raters to reach differ-

ent conclusions on offender risk and needs. Therefore, despite the limitations of the current 

study, these results can serve to strengthen the confidence of both practitioners and offenders 

in the risk and needs assessments that are based on offender risk assessment instruments.  
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Table 1. Inter-rater reliability for nominal RISc items 

RISc item   N Cohen’s κ 

Offender denies current offence   75 .76 

Offender is convicted for current offence   75 .77 

Offender is detained   75 .87 

Detention will end within next three months   75 .76 

Offender uses drugs   75 .71 

 

 

Table 2. Inter-rater reliability for RISc scored items: A summary 

RISc section Number 

of items 

in the 

analysis 

Number of 

items with at 

least moderate 

inter-rater relia-

bility 

Range of κ 

or T-value 

Section 1&2 Information on offences 8 8 .44-.76 

Section 3 Accommodation 4 4 .57-.73 

Section 4 Education, work and training 7 7 .50-.64 

Section 5 Financial management and income
a
 3 3 .56-.64 

Section 6 Relationships with partner, family and 

relatives 

5 4 .38-.53 

Section 7 Relationships with friends and acquain-

tances 

4 4 .47-.59 

Section 8 Drug misuse 6 6 .54-.60 

Section 9 Alcohol misuse
b
 4 4 .62-.78 

Section 10 Emotional wellbeing
c
 4 4 .42-.57 

Section 11 Thinking and behavior 8 1 .32-.52 

Section 12 Attitudes/Orientation 5 2 .30-.55 

a
 Section 5 consists of five items, but skewness of one of the items was too extreme for analysis. 
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b
 Section 9 consists of five items, but for one item the number of valid cases was too small for analysis 

(N = 25).  

c
 Section 10 consists of five items, but skewness of one of the items was too extreme for analysis. 

 

Table 3. Inter-rater reliability for RISc sections and total score 

RISc section / total score N T 

Section 1&2 Information on offences 60 .58 

Section 3 Accommodation 45 .50 

Section 4 Education, work and training 75 .58 

Section 5 Financial management and income 75 .70 

Section 6 Relationships with partner, family and relatives 75 .48 

Section 7 Relationships with friends and acquaintances 73 .67 

Section 8 Drug misuse 75 .68 

Section 9 Alcohol misuse 75 .68 

Section 10 Emotional wellbeing 75 .78 

Section 11 Thinking and behavior 75 .58 

Section 12 Attitudes/Orientation 74 .43 

Total score 60 .68 
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Appendix A – Sample items from RISc 

 

For each section two sample items are given in English. For Section 1&2 Information on of-

fences four examples are given since this section is calculated by adding the scores from two 

sections. 

Section 1&2 Information on offences  Number of convictions as a juvenile. 

 Number of convictions as an adult. 

 The offender accepts responsibility for his / 

her criminal behavior 

 Over time, the offender’s criminal behavior is 

getting more and more serious.  

Section 3 Accommodation  Accommodation track record (have there 

been periods of homelessness, etc.) 

 Suitability and permanency of current hous-

ing. 

Section 4 Education, work and training  Level of training and certificates obtained. 

 Work experience and employment track rec-

ord. 

Section 5 Financial management and income  Current financial situation 

 Gambling addiction or other addiction (that 

eats into primary source of income). 

Section 6 Relationships with partner, family and 

relatives 

 Quality of current relationship with partner, 

family and other relatives. 

 History of domestic violence. 

Section 7 Relationships with friends and acquain-

tances 

 Manipulates friends and acquaintances. 

 Sensation and thrill seeking, likes to take 

risks. 

Section 8 Drug misuse  Drugs are at the forefront in the offender’s 
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life. 

 The offender’s criminal behavior and his or 

her drug use are linked. 

Section 9 Alcohol misuse  Excessive alcohol use in the past. 

 Problematic alcohol use (at the time of the 

assessment). 

Section 10 Emotional wellbeing  Mental problems. 

 Self-destructive behavior. 

Section 11 Thinking and behavior  Impulsivity. 

 Dominant behavior. 

Section 12 Attitudes/Orientation  Pro-criminal attitudes. 

 Willingness to change. 

  

 

 

                                                 
i
 The LS/CMI is the latest edition of a long sequence of instruments that began with the scale that Andrews 

(1982) originally named the Level of Supervision Inventory (LSI). 
ii
 Because T is based on κ it is possible to use a common guideline for interpreting both indexes. 


