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Foreword

HM Inspectorate of Probation is committed to reviewing, developing and promoting the
evidence base for high-quality probation and youth offending services. Academic Insights
are aimed at all those with an interest in the evidence base. We commission leading
academics to present their views on specific topics, assisting with informed debate and
aiding understanding of what helps and what hinders probation and youth offending
services.

This report was kindly produced by Professor Hazel Kemshall, summarising key learning for
practitioners and organisations in relation to risk management. Practitioners are often
required to make decisions in challenging situations with incomplete information, and it is
thus important to pay attention to the potential influence of subjective biases and individual
emotions and values. To minimise error and ensure that decisions are balanced, reasoned
and well-evidenced, practitioners need to seek and critically appraise information, and adopt
an open, honest and reflective approach. At the organisational level, senior managers need
to ensure that risk policies, procedures and assessment tools are unbiased and fit for
purpose, with appropriate quality assurance, monitoring and training in place, and sufficient
oversight of the whole system to ensure that good practice can be maintained. Within our
routine inspections, we will continue to examine both the organisational approach and the
practice in individual cases so that there is a sufficient focus on keeping people safe.

S

Dr Robin Moore
Head of Research
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1. Introduction

Risk has been described as the ‘world’s largest industry’ (Adams, 1995: 31; Denney, 2005,
2009); and it has become a key feature of criminal justice systems across most of the
Anglophone countries, the European Union and more recently China (Li, 2015). Whilst the
extent to which we are all working within a ‘risk penology’ is debated (see Kemshall, 2003,
2017, for an overview), risk is a critical part of practice for those working in prisons and
probation.

There has been an increased focus on the development and use of risk assessment tools,
particularly from the 1990s onwards, and in recent years a growing concern with the safe
management of risky persons in the community (Kemshall, 2019). Risk is also an area of
significant public scrutiny, and blame is quickly attributed when risk management fails.
Ensuring that risk decisions are more right than wrong, are rooted in robust evidence, and
are grounded within risk assessment tools and management techniques supported by
current research is essential to achieving defensible decisions. However, decision making
can be undermined by key challenges to individual professional practice, most notably
personal bias and subjective errors in assessment and management responses. Faulty
decisions can also stem from errors in the choice and use of risk assessment tools, including
failing to apply robust criteria to the selection of tools and a lack of quality assurance in the
use of risk tools (Fazel and Wolf, 2018).

Finally, practice takes place within an organisational context. Practice is rooted in and bound
by policies, procedures and processes and, if well-constructed, these can help to ensure safe
practice. However, organisational failures in risk management are well known and have
been identified in child protection failures and probation serious further incidents (Calder
2008; Craissati and Sindall, 2009; Reder et al., 1993; Kemshall, 2010; Munro, 2011;
Sidebotham, Brandon and Powell, 2010).

This Academic Insights paper covers four core areas for practitioners and those
organisations involved in risk management. These are:

(i) personal bias and sources of error

(i) how to combat bias and error, and how to improve decision making

(iii) selecting risk assessment tools

(iv) ensuring that organisational processes and responses to risk management are safe.

Understanding and addressing sources of failure can improve risk practice (Kemshall,
Wilkinson and Baker, 2013).



2. Recognising and responding to sources of error

2.1 Personal bias and sources of error

Practitioners are required to make decisions ‘under conditions of uncertainty’ (Webb, 2002),
often in less than optimal circumstances and with less than full information. Cases are often
also complex, multi-faceted, and challenging. In situations of limited time and resource,
intuitive reasoning and recourse to a range of subjective biases can easily take place,
sowing the seeds of potential error. A wide-ranging field of literature on risk perception has
identified a number of sources of error and bias. In brief, these are!:

Over perception and reaction to vivid and ‘catastrophic’ risks at times out of
proportion to the likelihood of them happening. This can result in ‘dread risks” where
practitioners over-focus on the feared impact but fail to calculate the probability of
the event occurring (Slovic, 2001; 2016; Slovic and Peters, 2006). This can result in
mis-targeting of resources and/or over-intrusion and defensive, back-covering
practice (Kemshall et al., 2013)

‘Dread risks’ can also create practitioner avoidance due to anxiety and challenge. A
sense of being ‘out of one’s depth’ (Slovic and Peters, 2006). Feelings of stress and
anxiety can result in practice paralysis which can be insidious and corrosive

Failure to recognise the personal values influencing individual practice and the role
they play in both assessment and management decisions. The outcomes we see as
desirable and worthy influence the choice of management strategies we employ in
order to achieve case outcomes. This can be particularly acute in the balance of risks
and rights, and rehabilitation and risk prevention. Being clear about our own values
and desirable outcomes forms the explicit context within which such dichotomies
have to be balanced (Kemshall et al., 2013; Killick and Taylor, 2020)

Misperception of causality (Harkins, 2016). Because B follows A we tend to think A
has caused B without fully analysing this and establishing the link (Dekkers and
Vandenbroucke, 2013). We then focus on A as the way to prevent risk but do the
wrong thing. X lost his job and then did Y, therefore employment is the risk solution.
Actually, the situation can be more complex. X does Y in situations of stress or
challenge because it is comforting, or re-establishes power, control and self-esteem.
Therefore, any situation of stress and challenge needs avoiding, mitigating or
managing, and employment is not the simple risk solution it appears in this example
The power of ‘unreal optimism”has been much discussed in research (Munro, 2011;
Parton, 1986; 2014). Practitioners tend to perceive small change for the better with
greater weight than is justified by objective evidence. This can result in risk
minimisation and/or a tendency to overemphasise benefits when presenting risk
options

The role of confirmatory bias has been noted in the risk perception literature, with
risk assessors tending to select and weigh information that confirms initial views of
risk, or which continue to confirm initial assessment (Slovic, 2016; Munro, 2011).
Practitioners then fail to refine their risk assessment, and consequently risk
management strategies are mis-aligned to risk

1 This list is not exhaustive, but refers to the most common (Slovic, 2016).



Practice can become ‘routinised’, that is habitual and bureaucratic. In such
circumstances, tasks are accomplished but risk is not mitigated, and routinisation of
risk can result in an atrophy of vigilance in which practitioners become unresponsive
to risk (Reason, 2009; see Ministry of Justice, 2020 Serious Further Offence Review
Joseph McCann as an example)

Some risk decisions are challenging — they can be uncomfortable, and a common
response is to avoid such risk decisions, resulting in inaction and ‘drift’. In some
instances, practitioners avoid asking service users about risk, or do not adopt an
investigatory stance towards actions and behaviours. This can result in risk
management failures, for example because practitioners do not fully understand
what is happening, or fail to respond to escalating risk (see HM Inspectorate of
Probation, 2021)

The tendency to seek ‘risk-free’ options in risk management practice, rather than
accepting that risk management requires evidenced and robust weighing up of a
number of risk options over time. Risk management always involves difficult choices
between possible benefits and possible harms (Taylor, 2020a; Titterton, 2005). The
key is how the balance between risk and safety is actually made and upon what
evidence (see earlier Academic Insights paper 2021/07 by Kemshall).
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https://hmiprobation.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/document/risk-and-desistance-a-blended-approach-to-risk-management/

It is impossible to be free from bias. How we think about the world and consider risk is
intrinsically tied up with our emotions, values and tolerance (or otherwise) of risk
challenges. Learning to identify these significant sources of bias is critical for effective
practice, and skills and competence can be taught and acquired (see Kemshall et al., 2013,
chapter 3; Taylor, 2020b).

2.2 How to combat bias and error

Risk work requires ‘good judgement’, that is, judgement which is well informed, balanced,
reasoned and critical, avoiding bias and discrimination (Kemshall et al., 2013: 43). The
exercise of judgement involves ‘the ways in which people integrate multiple, probabilistic,
potentially conflicting cues to arrive at an understanding of the situation’ (Goldstein and
Hogarth, 1997: 4). This is a complex process, and involves us in recognising and managing
uncertainty, and in understanding and balancing differing and potentially competing
outcomes. Critically appraising information can be helpful in reducing the impact of bias and
values, and in enhancing sound judgement and safer practice (Brandon et al., 2008). It is
important that critical reasoning can replace first impression and certainty bias. So, for
example, a simple exercise using the following checks can help (adapted from Kemshall et
al., 2013: 51):

e make the first impression and the evidence it is based on explicit

e explicitly check any first impression against contrary or disconfirming views/
perspectives/evidence

e make a deliberate and conscious effort to think of evidence for the opposing view

e consider whether the information disconfirms what you already believe

e consider why the information makes you uncomfortable and why you are tempted to
discount it

e identify the other consequences or possible outcomes that the information requires
you to consider

¢ identify the changes to the risk assessment and the risk management plan that the
information requires you to make.

Adopting a self-critical, reflective approach to decisions is fundamental to safe risk practice.
In coming to any risk decision, considering the following (adapted from: Munro, 1996, 1999;
Slovic, 2016; and Kemshall et al., 2013: 57; see also: Taylor, 2020b) can also help improve
decision making:

e don't overemphasise the ‘vivid, concrete, emotive, first impressions, or the most
recent’

e don't overlook the ‘dull, abstract, statistical and old’

e know your weaknesses and review honestly your emotional investment in the case

e constructively test your views, be evidential, seek information you do not have, and
be prepared to have your views challenged and tested by colleagues

e change your mind in the light of new information and evidence

e consider alternative actions and outcomes

e use management supervision and advice, and seek challenge.

All risk decisions involve choices and balance (Titterton, 2005; Taylor, 2020a). These
decision choices and balancing acts always involve values, that is, values about the desirable
actions to take and desirable outcomes. We are more likely to undertake tasks that fit with
our value base, and we are more likely to seek the outcomes we value and desire, even if



this is done unconsciously. Our values may not be shared with the service user, or with
other workers or agencies, and this in itself can be a source of mis-understanding, conflict
and risk management failure. It is therefore important that we have a way to manage
choices and options well, for example by assessing clearly the risks associated with any
option and any mitigations required in order for the option to be acceptable (Taylor, 2020a).

Codes of practice and guidance often attempt to regularise shared values for a profession
and guide decision making towards desirable options and outcomes. This approach usually
strengthens defensible decision making (Carson and Bain, 2008). Explicit reflection on the
role of values in decision choices can prevent personal values from skewing our view of the
range of options and outcomes genuinely available, and enable practitioners to fully consider
the most optimal risk management strategy (Campbell and Taylor, 2020). The following
considerations are recommended (taken from Kemshall et al., 2013: 61):

e how did values influence how you perceived the potential outcomes of the risk?

e how did values influence how you weighed up the decision choices open to you?

e which of these values were personal?

e which of these values would a body of responsible professional peers recognise as
reasonable and applicable?

e what consultation with colleagues or managers did you undertake or should have
undertaken?

2.3 Risk assessment tools — ensuring appropriate tool selection

Risk assessment tools have a long history, starting in the 16" century alongside the rise in
trade and shipping. Actuarial tables have their early beginnings in probability calculations of
lost cargo and shipwrecks during this period, and Lloyds of London is rooted in this history
(Kemshall, 2003). The 20™ century saw an increase in formal risk assessment tools, and in
criminal justice the early origins of risk tools and probability scores began with the Burgess
parole predictor in 1928 (Burgess, 1929). The 1990s onwards saw increasing use and
sophistication of tools, including:

e those which calculated probability scores of reconviction (e.g. OGRS, Copas and
Marshall, 1998)

e those which aimed to structure professional judgement onto the right risk factors
with the dual function of both aiding assessment and also guiding risk management
planning and interventions (Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 2004, 2006).

By the early 21 century, focus had turned to combined tools (see evidence summary), and
to the development of key criteria for choosing a risk assessment tool (McIvor and Kemshall,
2002). These criteria have been refined in the intervening years (Serin, 2015; Serin and
Lowenkamp, 2015), with research literature indentifying the following as essential features
of a risk assessment tool:

o validated for use against a relevant population

e the risk factors used in the tool should have a proven track record of reliability and
predictability

e it should be able to differentiate between low, medium and high risk

e it should have good inter-user reliability (consistency across raters/assessors)

e it should assist workers to make relevant risk management plans

e it should be non-discriminatory.


https://hmiprobation.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/our-research/evidence-base-probation-service/supervision-of-service-users/

The following can also be understood as desirable features of a risk assessment tool
(Mclvor and Kemshall, 2002: p. 51; see also: Moore, 2015):

e user friendly

resource lean

‘easy’ to train staff to use appropriately

the process of use is transparent and accountable (particularly important in those
cases where assessment decisions are subsequently challenged).

The Risk Management Authority in Scotland have produced a document ‘rating’ risk
assessment tools against these criteria, both for general and specialist tools. RATED (RMA,
2019) provides an important guide to criminal justice practitioners for choosing and applying
tools. The use of RATED or other well-evidenced selection criteria helps to ensure that risk
tool selection is unbiased and fit for purpose. Structural sources of bias must also be
considered. Risk assessment, particularly actuarial assessment, has been critiqued on the
grounds that existing inequalities of race and gender can be compounded, with particular
groups profiled for interventions and attention (Fitzgibbon, 2007; Hannah-Moffat and
O’Malley, 2007; Harcourt, 2007; Laing and Noaks, 2002). The use of aggregated data, often
based upon white males, can contribute to lack of specificity for certain groups. Recent
years have seen an increase in the number of specific tools designed to achieve a greater fit
with those groups to whom they are applied (RMA, 2019).

2.4 Ensuring that organisational processes and responses are safe

Risk failures can be located in systems, procedures and policies, that is at the organisational
level, as well as at the level of individual error. It is important that this source of error is not
ignored, and that appropriate action is taken if required.

Dangerous organisations

Risk management failures, principally in child protection and other areas of social work but
also including criminal justice (HM Inspectorate of Probation, 2006; Munro, 2011; Reder and
Duncan, 2004; Sheppard, 1996; Sinclair and Bullock, 2002; Stanley and Manthorpe, 2004),
have led to some academics arguing that organisations themselves can be dangerous
(Calder, 2008, 2011). Such organisations contribute to risk management failure through
unsound policies and procedures, poor oversight and supervision of staff, and lack of quality
assurance for critical decision making. In addition, dangerous organisations can also have a
negative and unhelpful value base, with a tendency towards over-precaution in decision
making and a blame culture when failures occur (Brandon et al., 2009; Sidebotham et al.,
2010). Blame cultures can inhibit learning and consequently errors can recur (Brandon et al.,
2009; Stanley and Manthorpe, 2004).

Improving organisational responses to risk

Effective risk systems are likely to produce the most effective practice (Calder, 2011).
However, such systems require action; they do not occur of their own accord. In particular,
senior managers need to ensure that: risk policies and procedures are fit for purpose; risk
practice is appropriately quality assured and monitored; and there is sufficient oversight of
the whole system to ensure that good practice can be maintained. Importantly, risk policies
should state clearly the underpinning values and required practice standards, and where
possible the minimum competencies for staff, ongoing training requirements, review
procedures, and management oversight responsibilities (Carson and Bain, 2008; Titterton,



2005: 69-71). A simple review at senior management level can be helpful in establishing
fitness for purpose (Kemshall et al., 2013: 134):

does your risk policy have a clear statement of aims and objectives?

is the underpinning value-base of the risk policy clear?

does it clearly allocate roles and responsibilities?

does it indicate how risk dilemmas are to be resolved and competing outcomes
evaluated and balanced?

does it state minimum staff competence, training requirements and management
oversight?

does it clearly allocate resources?

has the policy been clearly explained to staff? If staff were asked about the policy,
would they be able to explain the policy and what they are required to do?

does the policy unhelpfully encourage shortcuts and non-compliance from staff?
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3. Conclusion

Decisions about risk are often challenging and are framed by conditions of uncertainty.
Subjective bias and the reliance on values, both conscious and unconscious, tend to play a
part in managing both anxiety and uncertainty. ‘Good judgement’ has many obstacles to
overcome, but it can be enhanced by a greater practitioner and organisational
understanding of key biases and values in the decision-making process. Good decision
making in risk work can be both taught and quality assured. At the organisational level, the
selection of risk assessment tools should be underpinned by well-evidenced selection
criteria. More generally, risk policies and procedures should be strengthened through
carrying out a relatively simple ‘fitness for purpose’ test, ensuring that a slide into a
‘dangerous organisation’ is avoided.

11



References

Adams, J. (1995). Risk. London: UCL.

Andrews, D.A., Bonta, J., and Wormith, 1.S. (2004). User’s manual for the Level of
Service/Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI): An offender management system. Toronto,
Ontario, Canada: Multi-Health Systems.

Andrews, D.A., Bonta, J., & Wormith, S. (2006). The recent past and near future of risk
and/or need assessment. Crime and Delinquency, 52(1), 7-27.

Brandon, M., Bailey, S., Belderson, P., Warren, C., Gardener, R. and Dodsworth, J. (2009).
Understanding Serious Case Reviews and their impact: Department for Children, Schools
and Families. London: Department for Children, Schools and Families.

Burgess, E. W. (1929). Is prediction feasible in social work? An inquiry based upon a
sociological study of parole records. Journal of Social Forces, 7, 533-545.

Calder, M. (2008). ‘Organisational dangerousness: causes and contemporary features’, in
Calder. M. (ed.) Contemporary risk assessment in Safeguarding Children. Russell House, pp:
119-165.

Calder, M. (2011). ‘Organisationally dangerous practice: political drivers, practice
implications, and pathways to resolution’, in Kemshall, H. and Wilkinson, B. (eds.) Good
Practice in Assessing Risk: Current Knowledge, Issues and Approaches. London: Jessica
Kingsley Publishers, pp: 195-213.

Carson, D. and Bain, A. (2008). Professional Risk and Working with People. London: Jessica
Kingsley Publishers.

Copas, J. and Marshall, P. (1998). ‘The Offender Group Reconviction Scale: A Statistical
Reconviction Score for Use by Probation Officers’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society:
Series C (Applied Statistics), 47, pp. 159 - 171.

Craissati, J. and Sindall, O. (2009). ‘Serious further offences: an exploration of risk and
typologies’, Probation Journal, 56, pp. 9-27.

Dekkers, O.M. and Vandenbroucke, J.P. (2013). ‘Causaliteit: over risicofactoren en
interventies [Causality: risk factors and interventions]’, Ned Tijdschr Geneeskd, 157(24):
A5882. Dutch. PMID: 23759177.

Denney, D. (2005). Risk and society. London: SAGE.

Denney, D. (2009). Living in Dangerous Times: Fear, Insecurity, Risk and Social Policy.
Wiley-Blackwell.

Fazel, S. and Wolf, A. (2018). ‘Selecting a risk assessment tool to use in practice: a 10-point
guide’, Evidence-Based Mental Health, 21, pp. 41-43.

Fitzgibbon, D. W. (2007). Institutional racism, pre-emptive criminalization and risk analysis.
Howard Journal of Crime and Justice, 46(2), 128—144.

Goldstein, W. and Hogarth, R. (eds.) (1997). Research on Judgement and Decision Making:
Currents, Connections and Controversies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hannah-Moffat, K., and O'Malley, P. (2007). Gendered risks. London: Routledge Cavendish

12



Harcourt, B. (2007). Against prediction. Profiling, policing and punishment in the actuarial
age. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Harkins, M. (2016). ‘The Misperception of Risk’, in Managing Risk and Information Security.
Apress, Berkeley, CA.

HM Inspectorate of Probation (2006). An Independent Review of a Serious Further Offence:
Damien Hanson and Elliot White. Manchester: HM Inspectorate of Probation.

HM Inspectorate of Probation (2021). ‘Learning from Serious Further Offences’, 9 June.
Available at: https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/2021/06/09-june-2021/

Kemshall, H. (2003). Understanding risk in criminal justice. Maidenhead, U.K.: Open
University Press.

Kemshall, H. (2010). ‘Risk rationalities in contemporary social work policy and practice’,
British Journal of Social Work, 40(4), pp. 1247-1262.

Kemshall, H. (2017). ‘Risk, Actuarialism and Punishment’, Oxford Research Encyclopedia of
Criminology. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264079.013.243
(Accessed: 24 November 2021).

Kemshall, H. (2019). ‘A critical review of risk assessment policy and practice since the 1990s,
and the contribution of risk practice to the contemporary rehabilitation of offenders’, in
McNeill F. et al. (eds.) The Routledge Companion to Rehabilitative Work in Criminal Justice.
London: Routledge.

Kemshall, H. (2021). Risk and Desistance: A Blended Approach to Risk Management, HM
Inspectorate of Probation Academic Insights 2021/6.

Kemshall, H., Wilkinson, B. and Baker, K. (2013). Working with Risk. Polity Press.
Killick, C. and Taylor, B. (2020). Risk and Decision Making: An Introduction. London: Sage.

Laing, G., and Noaks, L. (2002). Criminal justice, mental health and the politics of risk.
London: Cavendish.

Li, E. (2015). ‘China’s community corrections: An actuarial model of punishment’, Crime, Law
and Social Change, 64(1), pp. 1-22.

Mclvor, G. and Kemshall, H. (2002). Serious Violent and Sexual Offenders. The use of risk
assessment tools in Scotland. Edinburgh: Scottish Executive, Social Research Crime and
Criminal Justice, p. 51.

Moore, R. (ed.) (2015). A compendium of research and analysis on the Offender Assessment
System (OASys) 2009-2013. London: National Offender Management Service.

Ministry of Justice (2020). Serious Further Offence Review Joseph McCann. London: Ministry
of Justice.

Munro, E. (1996). ‘Avoidable and unavoidable mistakes in child protection work’, British
Journal of Social Work, 26, pp. 793-808.

Munro, E. (1999). ‘Common errors of reasoning in child protection work’, Child Abuse and
Neglect, 23, pp. 745-758.

Munro, E. (2011). The Munro Review of Child Protection Final Report. A Child Centred
System. London: Department of Education.

Parton, N. (1986). The Politics of Child Abuse. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

13


https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/2021/06/09-june-2021/
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264079.013.243

Parton, N. (2014). ‘Social Work, Child Protection and Politics: Some Critical and Constructive
Reflections’, The British Journal of Social Work, 44(7) pp. 2042-2056.

Reason, 1. (2009). The Human Contribution. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Reder, P., Duncan, S. and Gray, M. (1993). Beyond Blame. Child Abuse Tragedies Re-
visited. London: Routledge.

Reder, P. and Duncan, S. (2004). ‘From Colwell to Climbie: inquiring into fatal child abuse’,
in Manthorpe, J. and Stanley, N. (eds.) The Age of the Inquiry. London: Routledge, pp: 92-
115.

Risk Management Authority (RMA) Scotland (2019). RATED: Risk Assessment Tools
Evaluation Directory. Paisley: RMA.

Serin, R. (2015). A Correctional Agency’s Guide to the Selection of a Risk Assessment
Instrument. Available at: http://carleton.ca/cidml/wp-content/uploads/Correctional-
Guide.pdf (Accessed: 24 November 2021).

Serin, R. and Lowenkamp, C. (2015). Selecting and Using Risk and Need Assessments. Drug
Court Practitioner Fact Sheet, X(1). Alexandria, VA: National Drug Court Institute.

Sheppard, D. (1996). Learning the Lessons. Mental Health Inquiry Reports Published in
England and Wales between 1969-1996 and their Recommendations for Improving Practice.
London: Zito Trust.

Sidebotham, P., Brandon, M., Powell, C. et al., (2010). Learning from Serious Case Reviews:
Report of a Research Study on the Methods of Learning Lessons Nationally from Serious
Case Reviews. London: Department of Education.

Sinclair, R. and Bullock, R. (2002). Learning from Past Experience-A Review of Serious Case
Reviews. London: Department of Health.

Slovic, P. (2001). Perception of risk. London: Earthscan.

Slovic, P. (2016). ‘The Perception of Risk’, in Sternberg, R., Fiske, S. and Foss, D. (eds.)
Scientists Making a Difference: One Hundred Eminent Behavioral and Brain Scientists Talk
about their Most Important Contributions. Cambridge: Cambridge University, pp. 179-182.

Slovic, P. and Peters, E. (2006). ‘Risk Perception and Affect’, Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 15(6), pp. 322-325.

Stanley, N. and Manthorpe, J. (2004). The Age of the Inquiry: Learning and Blaming in
Health and Social Care. London: Routledge.

Taylor, B. J, (2020a). 'Risk-Managing Decision-Making: A Psycho-Social Rationality
Model’, The British Journal of Social Work, 51(7), pp. 2819-2838.
Taylor, B. (2020b). ‘Teaching and learning decision making in child welfare and protection

work’, in Fluke, J., Lopez, M., Benbenishty, R., North, E. and Baumann, D. (eds.) Decision
Making and Judgement in Child Welfare and Protection. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Titterton, M. (2005). Risk and Risk Taking in Health and Social Welfare. London: Jessica
Kingsley Publishers.

Titterton, M. (2011). ‘Positive risk taking with people at risk of harm’, in Kemshall, H. and
Wilkinson, B. (eds.) Good Practice in Assessing Risk: Current Knowledge, Issues and
Approaches. London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers, pp; 30-47.

14


http://carleton.ca/cjdml/wp-content/uploads/Correctional-Guide.pdf
http://carleton.ca/cjdml/wp-content/uploads/Correctional-Guide.pdf

Webb, S. (2002). ‘Evidence-based practice and decision analysis in social work: an
implementation model’, Journal of Social Work, 2, pp. 45-63.

15



© Crown copyright 2021

You may re-use this information (excluding logos) free of charge in any format or medium,
under the terms of the Open Government Licence. To view this licence, visit
www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence or email

psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk.

Where we have identified any third-party copyright information, you will need to obtain
permission from the copyright holders concerned.

This publication is available for download at:
www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation
Published by:

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation
1st Floor Civil Justice Centre

1 Bridge Street West

Manchester

M3 3FX

ISBN: 978-1-914478-57-4

The HM Inspectorate of Probation Research Team can be contacted via
HMIProbationResearch@hmiprobation.gov.uk

16


about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank

	Contents
	Foreword
	1. Introduction
	2. Recognising and responding to sources of error
	2.1 Personal bias and sources of error
	2.2 How to combat bias and error
	2.3 Risk assessment tools – ensuring appropriate tool selection
	2.4 Ensuring that organisational processes and responses are safe

	3. Conclusion
	References

