
LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Response from the authors

Dear Editor

Naderi et al. have shown interest in the methodological
approach of our paper entitled” Low reproducibility
between oral radiologists and general dentists with regards
to radiographic diagnosis of caries”. They claim that “there
is no value of kappa that can be regarded universally as
indication good agreement”. Our response is that Cohen’s
Kappa originally is used for measuring level of agreement
between two or more observers when there are at least
three categories involved [1]. In this study, we have three
groups of observers: radiologist 1, radiologist 2 and 42
general dentists clustered in one group as one observer.
Observers have assessed tooth surfaces with respect to
three variables. With such background Cohen’s kappa stat-
istic is the most appropriate for finding level of agreement
between our observers.

Cohen’s kappa value ranges from �1 to þ1 interpreted
and represented as different level of agreements universally
accepted and used world widely [2].

In addition, our paper contains a statistic as an index of
inter-rater agreement among a set of raters in Appendix 1.
This procedure is based on a statistic not affected by para-
doxes of Kappa [3,4].

Secondly, Table 1 presented by Naderi et al. is not clear
to us with respect to prevalence in each category and we do
not understand where these numbers originate from.
Cohen’s kappa values presented in our paper in Table 2 are
calculated based on the number of the intact or decayed
surfaces of the teeth over which oral radiologists and general
dentists had either agreed or disagreed.

In conclusion, we agree with Naderi et al. that Cohen’s
kappa should be interpreted with care. However, our opinion

is that kappa, despite its’ weaknesses, is still useful measure
for description of interrater agreement.
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