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Consequences of False Positive and False Negatives in Risk Assessments

There are various consequences of false-positive and negative predictions for juvenile offenders. Before predictions are reached, risk assessment is usually carried out (Lawrence 156). Risk assessments lead to judgments concerning the level of risk being posed, the probability of the risk-taking place as well as the impact of the negative outcomes, and hence the response to that risk which leads there to be imposed limitations on the person’s freedoms as well as rights. 
What are the consequences of false-positive predictions for juvenile offenders?
[bookmark: _GoBack]There are various consequences of false-positive predictions for juvenile offenders. One of these various consequences of false-positive predictions is that there will be no measures put in place to ensure the protection of the public and there might be potential future victims. Since the false positive prediction will not allow there to detect the possibility of there being a potential risk, people or property will be destroyed. Also, the offender will not be offered the opportunity to reduce his or her risk. Since the predictions show that the potential offender will not take part in any kind of offense, the authority or persons who could have offered help to reduce the risk of taking part in executing of an offense will not offer their help, the potential offender who has gone unnoticed will carry out the offense (Lawrence 158). This will lead to destruction which could have been avoided given that there were correct predictions presented regarding the likelihood of the offender taking part in any kind of offense. 
Besides, the other consequences of false-positive predictions for juvenile offenders is that of shifting the attention on the failure to identify and manage the risk by the media. Such a failure to make correct positive predictions will result in the public losing confidence with the system. This will be a bad move as the public will never trust any kind of predictions that are made by the system.
What can be done to reduce the likelihood of false-positive risk assessment?
The incidence of prediction errors does not completely undermine the rationale for deploying risk assessment tools. To have a balance between the public and the interests of the assessed persons, there is a need to have some assessing risk and the risk assessment tools. Nevertheless, to mitigate the possibility of inadequate or excessive detention, there is a need to understand the limitations of risk assessment tools as well factoring both clinical and criminal justice responses (Douglas 134). However, with the current state of knowledge, prediction errors cannot be eliminated, the best thing to do is to strive to reduce their frequency. Concerning any kind of instrument, efforts to reduce one kind of error results in an increase in the other. 
There should be in place instruments that are not racially biased. According to Mattu, Larson, Angwin, and Kirchner, it appears that most of all the actuarial risk assessment instruments (ARAIs) have one thing in common that they have biases towards race (Julia 1). Since there is prevailing a period in which bipartisan political support for criminal justice reform, people cannot let the findings of a poorly carried out research study which has resulted in concluding some absolute claims go unchallenged. It appears that there is a fair amount of racial disproportion when comparing the composition of the general population with the proportion of the number of people who have been put behind the bars. 
Additionally, the people involved in dealing with assessing risk should prioritize matching risk assessment tools to the various contexts of application. This will assist in ensuring trade-offs between positive and negative predictive accuracy (Douglas 135). For each of the prevailing contexts, such people should first come up with a decision regarding the kind of accuracy that they need to prioritize. Also, they should think of the degree to which this type of accuracy needs to be prioritized after which they can now pick on the tool that will ensure this priority. Therefore, to prioritize a reduction in the likelihood of the false positive assessment, there is a need to pick on the given tool that has been versioned to lead to such a result. 
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