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Abstract

Arson often causes heavy loss of life and property, which requires active
prevention by all countries. So far, there is no risk assessment scale for use. The
purpose of this study is to establish a static recidivism risk assessment scale for
arsonists. In this study, 226 participants were collected from the database in Taiwan
Fire Department among 4.5 years, with an average tracking period of 12.3 years. It
was found the recidivism rate is 17.7% and six risk variables were significantly
associated to it. They included criminal diversity, past experience of playing with fire,
mental disorder, number of arson, habit of staying at the scene, and history of drug
abuse. The ROC (Responsive Operative Characteristic ) values of the Risk
Assessment Scale for the one-year, five-year and ten-year follow-up periods were
calculated to be 0.785, 0.912 and 0.965, respectively. It is a high predictive validity

scale.

Keywords: arson, arsonist, recidivism, risk assessment

! Deputy Battalion Chief, Third Disaster Rescue and Emergency Medical Service Corps, Kaohsiung City
Fire Department, Taiwan

2 Corresponding Author, Professor, Department & Graduate Institute of Criminology, National Chung
Cheng University, Taiwan



24 SLEERR

G ERFRE DR &R 2 AT

SRR AREEE

ES

MK A R ARAY A\ B RS - DRIE & B B A /5 e  ZR1T iy e
IO IR E PR AS ER AT HME M - AT 5 L —ERFRRG LU
Bal i ER o AT GEMPIBAVERIE T R T 226 IFEH S - IFHE
&R 4.5 F > PHEHHIAR R 12.3 4 - BIFeEEREI - FIURR 17.7% > A
NIRRT B L URREAHRE > 0 R 1 ARTRSARTE ~ B ERBUKEEER ~ KR
T QORI TR EUGHTEE > DUREEYIE S - st B RAE—F
Y ~ TRV BL TR AEHE R T - AU ROC B3 7! F 0.785 ~ 0.912 Bl
0.965 > B ETHNRE Z 5% -

* B E (B=REREERRR) BIRR &
CERVES > BT IR AEUIRN B R B AT EOR



The Establishment Study for Taiwan Arson Static Recidivism Risk Assessment Scale 25
DOI: 10.29751/JRDP.202506_16(1).0002

Arson is a crime issue that all countries in the world must always concern deeply
with a cautious and serious attitude. Dr. Henry C. Lee , an internationally well-known
forensic expert, said: "Arson has become one of the most expensive crimes in the
world. About 1/3 of building fires are caused by arson, and the losses caused by arson
each year exceed 5.5 billion US dollars. Arson killed about 1,000 people and injured
about 20,000 people” (Taiwan Fire Department, 2005). The United States and Canada
are the most serious fire problems in global cities (Quinsey, Harris, Rice, & Cormier,
1998), and arson in New Zealand, the United Kingdom Countries such as the
Netherlands, the Netherlands and Denmark have also ranked among the top three fire
causes for a long time (Geller, 1992).

Therefore, the purpose of the study is to establish a localized arson recidivism
prediction tool in Taiwan. According to domestic and foreign literature to select
relevant factors related to arson recidivism, and verify it with Taiwan's previous arson
criminals to establish a scale suitable for Taiwan's arson recidivism risk assessment. It
will be an excellent tool to assist domestic judicial, correctional, police, and fire
personnel to conduct preliminary screening to assess the recidivism risk of each
arsonist quickly, and classify them into high, medium and low risk, and design and
plan out a more effective mode of judicial treatment and clinical treatment to reduce

the rate of recidivism and harm in the future.

Motivation of Arsonists

The danger of arson recidivism is closely related to its motives. Scholars Sakheim
and others have concluded the following conclusions through empirical research:
people who set fires with curiosity motives are only low-risk; people who set fires
because of emotional problems to seek help or attract attention have moderate high
risk; arsonists for the purpose of rebelling against authority and revenge to vent their
hatred may have a combination of antisocial tendencies are high risk; continuous
arsonists for pleasure-seeking and mental distress are extremely dangerous (Sakheim,
Osborn, & Abrams, 1991). A recent Finnish medical team conducted a 26-year
longitudinal follow-up study of male arsonists and found that their arson behavior was
associated with high mortality, especially those with suicide records, psychiatric
comorbidities and alcohol use disorder treatment (Thomson, Tithonen, Miettunen,
Virkkunen, & Lindberg, 2015). Taiwan scholars had conducted empirical research on
adult arsonists, and believed that the motives of arson, such as annihilating evidence,
pursuing excitement, having no special reason, responding to hallucinations, seeking
benefits, wanting to destroy, and attracting attention of higher risk of recidivism

(Huang Junyi, Lin Bangjie, 2005). From the above discussion, it can be confirmed



that the motives of arson are diverse and complex. Therefore, the new generation of
risk assessment scale uses statistics as an important tool in risk management methods.
Through quantitative analysis, it can calculate offenders and offending characteristics,
and can predict the possibility of offenders re-offending in the future. Through the
precise actuarial process, inmates or parolees with low, medium and high levels of
recidivism risk groups can be classified, and corresponding corrective measures can
be given to achieve the goal of making good use of social resources and improving
government efficiency. The United States and Canada have developed risk assessment
tools for sex offenders, which are designed based on this concept, and are worthy of

reference for our research.

Risk Assessment of Arsonists

Crime prediction is a new trend for criminal justice in the 21st century to face
various types of crimes, expecting to provide specific and feasible crime prevention
strategies for criminal justice through scientific development. For a long time, the
effectiveness of institutional treatment has been criticized, and the past mode of
criminal correction treatment has evolved through actuarial risk assessment to control
crime. A rapid, accurate and feasible recidivism risk prediction scale will be
established, which will provide a reference for judicial and correctional agencies to

evaluate the effectiveness of punishment or treatment and reduce arson recidivism.

Three generations of risk assessment

Canadian scholar Bonta (1996) divided risk assessment into three generations.
The first generation is the clinical staff predicting the potential future violent behavior
based on their clinical experience, and its disadvantage is that it is mostly based on the
subjective and unsystematic knowledge of the clinical staff; while the second and
third generations are based on statistics and use actuarial methods for risk assessment.
Among them, the second generation of risk assessment is to predict future recidivism
by combining a number of static risk factors that are statistically significantly
correlated with recidivism as a scale. Static factors refer to historical factors that are
significantly related to the predicted target, such as victim characteristics, offense
methods, and criminal history. The third generation considers the criminogenic need
or called dynamic factors, which refers to the dynamic factors related to recidivism,
such as the attitude of behavior including former offense and future offense, and the
current adaptability of the working, relationship, and family.

Canadian correctional scholars Andrews and Bonta (1998) proposed the "social
learning theory" of criminal behavior, which proposed to integrate some important

dynamic and static risk factors as an evaluation tool for predicting recidivism and
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providing treatment in the future. Based on the results of four meta-analysis, they also
testified the second-generation actuarial risk assessment is much more accurate than
the first-generation risk assessment. The offenders are classified according to the risk
levels as a consideration in the decision of parole.

The United States and Canada are the most advanced countries in the world for
treating sexual offenders. They had developed sexual offender risk assessment scale
and implemented judicial and clinical treatment accordingly. Taking Canada as an

example, the recidivism risk assessment scale for offenders or inmates has been
developed since 1993 : VRAG (Violence Risk Appraisal Guide, Quinsey, Harris,

Rice, & Cormier, 1998), SORAG (Sex Offender Risk Appraisal Guide, Quinsey et al,
1998), Static-99 Scale (Hanson & Thornton, 1999), above all are static factor scales;
Minnesota states of the United States revised the Sex Offender Screening Assessment
Scale MnSOST-R in 1999 (Epperson, 1999) including static and dynamic factor is the
one with the higher prediction correlation coefficient (r can reach 0.45) in the risk
assessment scale. The current research trend is towards the development of dynamic
risk factors (including dynamic stability and acute risk factors). For example,
SONAR(Sex Offender Need Assessment Rating, Hanson & Harris, 2000), and
SOTNPS(Sex Offender Treatment Need and Progress Scale, McGrath & Cumming,
2003). Both are scales of dynamic factors, the principle of which is to use statistical
actuarial methods to find out the factors related to recidivism, and aggregate them to
form high predictive accurate recidivism risk assessment scale.

This paper intends to use the actuarial model to predict the recidivism of arson.
In the case of recidivism, Taiwan has not yet published any literature on recidivism
research on former arson offenders. It is expected that the arson recidivism risk
assessment scale can be constructed in this study for better arson re-offense

prevention based on objectivity, validity and convenience.

METHODS

Study Structure

Based on the methodology of Static-99 developed by Hanson & Thornton (1999),
we developed a three-step of this study as shown in Graph 1. The first step was
literature review on possible risk factor on re-arson and methodology of static risk
assessment scale. The second step is to screen each possible risk factor and the re-
arson or not has a significant relationship, and then the third is to form a risk

assessment scale with a highest vialidity.



Participants

In this study, 226 participants were selected from the database in Taiwan Fire

Department among 4.5 years over all in Taiwan, with an average tracking period of

12.3 years.
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Graph 1 The Study Structure of this Researsch

Statistics

X? and Pearson r were used to test the association and correlation between risk
variables and arson recidivism, respectively.

Hanson (1997) pointed out that correlation coefficient r (Pearson’s r) and the area
under the ROC curve (also called AUC) can be used to describe the accuracy of the

risk assessment scale. This study would induce the two way for accuracy.

RESULTS
After checking each case, a total of 40 of them committed arson more than once
after being released from prison. It is estimated that the recidivism rate of arsonists in

my country is 17.7%.

Demographic variables
(1) Gender
This study tracked 226 arson ex-offenders, including 198 males (87.6%) and 28
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females (12.4%). It can be seen that the domestic arson criminals are still dominated
by men (about 90%), and women only make up a minority, which is roughly
consistent with the survey results of domestic and foreign related arson criminals.
(2) Age

The study tracked 226 arson offenders with an average age of 34.7 years old and a
standard deviation of 11.7 years old. The age of crime was concentrated between 23
and 46.4 years old (68%), with the oldest being 73 years old and the youngest being 13
years old (Table 1).

(3) Education level

Among the 226 arson offenders in this study, 16 were elementary school (7.1%), 90
were middle school (39.8%), 111 (49.1%) were senior high school (or vocational),

and 111 were junior college or above. 9 (4%). Among them, the total education level

of middle school and high school (vocational) is as high as 89% (Table 1).

Table 1 Gender and Education levels of the samples

Gender N (%) Education level N (%)
Male 198 (87.6%) Primary school 16 (7.1%)
Female 28 (12.4%) Junior high school 90 (39.8%)

Senior high/vocation 111 (49.1%)
college 9 (4%)

total 226 (100%) 226 (100%)

Risk variables

We collected 11 risk variables of arson recidivism, which mainly take each
evaluation item as the independent variable. During the average tracking period of
12.3 years, the difference between the dependent variables of whether there is arson
recidivism behavior or not .The results of correlation analysis (including chi-square
and association analysis) are used to present the correlation between independent
variables and dependent variables. Preliminary analysis found that there are six items
that may be related to the recidivism of arson, namely "criminal diversity",

"experience of playing with fire in the past", "mental disorder", "number of arson",

"habit of staying at the scene" and "drug abuse". 6 questions such as "foreign
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participants", so the variables of these 6 questions are selected for subsequent
weighting and analysis.

(1) Diversity of crimes

Chi-square analysis showed ¥2=12.34, p=.015 (<.05), reaching the level of significant
association. Correlation coefficient r=.208, p=.002 (<.01), showed a positive
correlation.

(2) Past experience of playing with fire

Chi-square analysis showed y2=17.04, p=.000 (<.001), reaching the level of
significant association. Correlation coefficient showed r=.265, p =.000 (<.01),
indicating a positive correlation.

(3) Mental disorders

Chi-square analysis showed y2=7.16, p=.007 (<.001), which reaching the level of
significant association. Correlation coefficient showed r=.178, p =.007 (<.01),
indicating a positive correlation. It is shown that if arson cases are mentally abnormal,
the proportion of arsonists in the future is significantly higher than that of arsonists
with normal mentality.

(4) Number of arson attacks (excluding this case)

Chi-square analysis results ¥2=219.2, p=.000 (<.001), reaching the level of significant
association. Correlation coefficient r=.809, p = .000 (<.01), indicating a positive
correlation.

(5) Habits of staying on site

Chi-square analysis results ¥2=13.93, p=.000 (<.001), reaching the level of significant
association. Correlation coefficient r=.248, p = .000 (< .01), indicating a positive
correlation. It shows that if arsonists have the habit of staying at the scene to watch
the fire, the proportion of repeat arsonists in the future will be significantly greater
than those who have no habit of staying at the fire scene.

(6) Use of arson

Chi-square analysis showed that y2=1.37, p=.242 (>.05), which did not reach a
significant level. It showed no difference in recidivism performance whether or not
the arsonist used solvent.

(7) Whether drinking alcohol before arson

Chi-square analysis showed that ¥2=0.274, p=.600 (>.05), which did not reach a
significant level. It showed no difference in recidivism performance whether or not

the arsonist drank before the arson.
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(8) A history of drug abuse

Chi-square analysis resulted ¥2=7.12, p=.008 (<.001), reaching the level of significant
association. Correlation coefficient r =.177, p = .007 (<.01), indicating a positive
correlation. . It shows that if arsonists have a history of drug abuse, the proportion of
future arson offenders is significantly higher than that of those without a history of
drug abuse.

(9) The age of the first offender is less than 18 years old

Chi-square analysis showed that ¥2=2.85, p=.091 (>.05), which did not reach a
significant level. It showed that there was no difference in recidivism performance
regardless of whether the arsonist was younger than 18 years old or not.

(10) The motive for arson is hatred and revenge

Chi-square analysis showed that ¥2=0.366, p=.545 (>.05), which did not reach a
significant level. It showed no difference in recidivism performance regardless of
whether the arsonist was motivated by hate or revenge.

(11) Drunk driving record

Chi-square analysis showed that y2=2.554, p=.11 (>.05), which did not reach the
significant level. It showed that there was no difference in recidivism performance

regardless of whether the arsonist had a drink-driving record or not.
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Table 2 Summary of the analysis of each risk variables (with a

follow-up period of 12.3 years)

Item options % recidivism X? r
ROC=.978 N % (p value) (p value)
1. criminal 0 36.7 6 7.2 X?=12.34 208
di it .015* 002**
fversty 1 2520 11 193 OB (002
2 21.2 13 27.1
3 8.8 4 20
4 & 8 6 33.3
above
2. past experience No 71.7 19 11.7 X%=17.04 265
of playing with (.000"") (-000**™)
fire Yes 283 21 328
3. mental No 783 25 14.1 X2=7.16 178
disorder (.007*) (.007*%)
Yes 21.7 15 30.6
4. number of past 0 82.3 1 0.5 X?=219.2 .809
arson 1 11 25 100 (.000"*™) (.000**™)
2 3.1 7 100
3 1.8 4 100
4 & 1.8 4 100
above
5. habit of staying No 58.8 13 9.8 X?=13.93 .248
on the scene Yes 41.2 27 29 (.000"*™) (.000**™)
6.using solvent No 49.1 23 20.7 X?=1.37 078
Yes 509 17 14.8 (:242) (:244)
7.drink before No 69 29 18.6 X2=0.274 035
arson Yes 31 1 15.7 (.600) (.602)
8. previous No 85.5 29 14.9 X2=7.12 177
record of drug Yes 142 11 34.4 (.0087") (007"
abuse
9 first crime No 89.9 33 16.3 X?=2.85 A12
under agel8 Yes 102 7 30.4 (.091) (.092)
10.movtivated by No 642 24 16.6  X>=0.366 .040
revenge or hate (.545) (.547)
Yes 35.8 16 19.8
11.Drunk driving No 814 29 15.8 X?%=2.554 106
Yes | 186 11 | 242 | (.110) (-111)

Note. *means p<<.05 > **means p<<.01 > ***means p<.001
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The Nuffield weighting method is based on the presence or absence of a
risk factor for arson to compare the recidivism rate. If it is 5% higher than the
average recidivism rate, it is weighted by 1, and every 5% less than the average
recidivism rate is weighted by -1 (Nuffield, 1982). The total score of the static
scale and the recidivism rate of Nuffield's method are shown in Table 3.
According to the difference in the recidivism rate of each score, the scores are
classified according to the degree of danger. The recidivism rate of -7 to 10
points is below 8%, while the recidivism rate of 12 to 18 points is about 12% to
36% (18 points). The recidivism rate of those who score is slightly lower, and
the recidivism rate for those with more than 19 points is almost more than 66%,
so the difference in recidivism rate change is used as the classification of the
degree of recidivism risk. During the 12.3-year follow-up period, the low-risk
group with a score of -7 to 10 had a recidivism rate of 4.8%, the medium-risk
group with a score of 12 to 18 had a recidivism rate of 23.8%, and the high-risk
group with a score of 19 and above achieved a recidivism rate of 82.4%. This
method can preliminarily classify arson offenders as low, medium and high risk
types, and predict the possibility of re-offending arson, which can be used for

reference by police, fire and corrections units.

Table 3 Totals and their Recidivism Rate in Risk Assessment Scale

total Recidivism rate ( 9¢) ) Recidivism
Re-arson ) Risk
( Nuffield (average tracking 12.3 rate of each
totals of score level
method ) years ) level
) 0,726 0
-1~2 1,732 3.1
Low 4.8%
3~8 3,38 7.9
10 2,729 6.9
12 5,39 12.8
15 8,22 19.5 di
mediv o o
16 4,11 36.4 m
18 312 25
19 6,9 66.6 high  82.4%

20~30 8,8 100
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Table 4 Correlation analysis of 6 items related to arson recidivism factors

past drink  number

criminal mental playing stayingon  before  of past

diversity ~disorder  fire the scene arson arson

criminal  Pearson r 1 -212" 104 -.1417 380" 124
diversity p (2-tail) .001 120 .034 .000 .063

N 226 226 226 226 226 226
mental ~ Pearson r =212 1 074 -.106 -090 204
disorder p (2-tail) .001 265 114 175 .002

N 226 226 226 226 226 226
past Pearson r 104 074 1 -.093 055 2427
playing  p (2-tail) 120 265 .163 414 .000
fire N 226 226 226 226 226 226
staying  Pearsonr -.1417 -106  -.093 1 -073 -258"
on the p (2-tail) .034 114 163 274 .000
scene N 226 226 226 226 226 226
drink Pearson r 380" -.090 .055 -.073 12117
before p (2-tail) .000 175 414 274 .001
arson N 226 226 226 226 226 226
number  Pearson r 124 204 2427 -.258™ 2117 1
of past p (2-tail) .063 .002 .000 .000 .001
arson N 226 226 226 226 226 226

*p<<.05 xxp<.001 % xp<.001

The static recidivism risk assessment scale

In this study, the method and process of analyzing and testing the relationship
between these risk factors and recidivism during the one-year, five-year and ten-year
follow-up period are the same as the steps established by the average observation of
12.3 years, and the six effective predictors are respectively implemented. After chi-
square and correlation analysis, a summary table of recidivism risk factors existing in
each time period was organized. The scoring method of the static assessment scale
score is also based on the Nuffield weighting method. The scores and the results of
recidivism and arson in each period were cross-analyzed, and the point where the
recidivism rate changed greatly was selected as the cut-off point, and the categories of
recidivism danger were defined, and the ROC values were 0.785, 0.912 and 0.965,
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respectively. See Tables 4-1-14 and 4-1-15 for the static recidivism risk assessment

scale for arsonists in Taiwan.

Table 5 Taiwan Arson Static Recidivism Risk Assessment Scale

1 year 5 years 10 years
Time (12 (60 (120
Item months ) months ) months )
avermee 1.3% 6.2% 14.2%
recidivism rate
1 time [ ]0 [ ]0 [ ]
1. criminal diversity 2-3 times [ J+1 [ ]+2 [ ]+3
4 and above [ ]t6 [ ]t6
2. past experience of playing No [ 10 [ 10 [ 10
with fire Yes [ ]+2 [ 12 [ 12
No [ 10
3. mental disorder
Yes [ ]+2
1 time [ ]0 [ ]0 [ 13
4. the number of past arson 2-3 times [ ]+16 [ ]+16 [ ]+16
4 and above [ ]+16 [ ]+16
No [ ]2
5. habit of staying on the scene
Yes [ ]+2
6. previous record of drug No [ 10 [ - [ 12
abuse Yes [ 12 [ 143 [ ]+5

Totals

Note. The space left empty means no significance on relationship. This table was kept

its vertical line.
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Table 6 Page 2 of the scale (risk levels and recidivism rates for 1, 5, & 10 years)

T 1 year 5 years 10 years
fme ( 12 months) (60 months) | (120 months)
Totals of scales
Range 0~18 -3~21 -7~30
Low risk L] 1.2% L] 4.7% L] 5.1%
0~6 -3~4 -7~10
Cut-off of levels & Middle | [ ] [ ] [ ]
. . 12.5% 15.8% 28.6%
average recidivism rate risk 7~10 6-15 12~21
High
gh L] U 5040 [ D 1 4000
risk  [12~18 16-21 22-30
r 238 328 312
Predictive validity
ROC 785 912 .965

Note. The space left empty means no significance on relationship. This table was

kept its vertical line.

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Conclusion

1. This study screened 6 predictors that were significantly associated with recidivism

from 10 variables. The 6 risk predictors were the number of arson, past experience

of playing with fire, mental disorder, habit of staying on the scene, criminal

diversity, and previous record of drug abuse.

2. In this study, the 1-year, 5-year and 10-year static recidivism risk assessment scales

were established using the Nuffield weighting method for the six effective

predictors analyzed during the 1-year, 5-year and 10-year follow-up periods,

respectively. The ROC values of predictive validity were 0.785, 0.912 and 0.965,

respectively.




The Establishment Study for Taiwan Arson Static Recidivism Risk Assessment Scale 37
DOI: 10.29751/JRDP.202506_16(1).0002

Suggestions

1.After completing the first static recidivism risk assessment scale for arsonists, it is
expected that judicial, correctional, police, and fire personnel will be able to
conduct preliminary screening to quickly assess the recidivism risk of each
arsonist, and use the scale to assess the recidivism risk of each arsonist. After high,
medium, and low risk are rated , more effective judicial treatment and clinical
treatment models can be designed and planned in the future to reduce the
recidivism rate and injury.

2. This study did not delve into the psychological state of the various types of
arsonists, and only found the diversity of crimes, the presence or absence of
revenge mentality, and the presence or absence of psychiatric diagnoses based on
case file data. It is suggested that future research could clarify perceptions and
shifts in fire and arson from childhood to adulthood in interviews with arsonists in
order to implement the direction of early intervention, treatment and supervision in

the future.
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Appendix |  Taiwan Arson Static Recidivism Risk Assessment Scale
1 year 5 years 10 years
Time (12 (60 (120
Item months ) months ) months )
avermee 1.3% 6.2% 14.2%
recidivism rate
1 time [ ]0 [ ]0 [ ]
1. criminal diversity 2-3 times [ J+1 [ ]+2 [ ]+3
4 and above [ ]t6 [ ]t6
2. past experience of playing No [ 10 [ 10 [ 10
with fire Yes [ ]+2 [ 12 [ 12
No [ 10
3. mental disorder
Yes [ ]+2
1 time [ ]0 [ ]0 [ 13
4. the number of past arson 2-3 times [ ]+16 [ ]+16 [ ]+16
4 and above [ ]+16 [ ]+16
No [ ]2
5. habit of staying on the scene
Yes [ ]+2
6. previous record of drug No [ 10 L1 [ 12
abuse Yes [ 12 [ 143 [ ]+5

Totals

Note. The fields left empty means no significance on relationship. This table was kept

its vertical line.
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Page 2 of the scale (risk levels and recidivism rates for 1, 5, & 10 years)

T 1 year 5 years 10 years
fme ( 12 months) (60 months) | (120 months)
Totals of scales
Range 0~18 -3~21 -7~30
Low risk L] 1.2% L] 4.7% L] 5.1%
0~6 -3~4 -7~10
Cut-off of levels & Middle | [ ] [ ] [ ]
. . 12.5% 15.8% 28.6%
average recidivism rate risk 7~10 6-15 12~21
High
igh 1] U 5040 [ L1 ] 4020
risk  |[12~18 16-21 22-30
r 238 328 312
Predictive validity
ROC 785 912 965

Note. The space left empty means no significance on relationship. This table was

kept its vertical line.
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Gk AR AU SRS B R 2T
SiES

N3

RIS
SR AEAE ISR Al EE B AHRR - ZAIM &R RR B4 KL 58 BB R
FHUMEK > BIASNE S e fEAE R st b B R Aa 2 -
Wb
AOZERGGETIHFUERELL | g8t EAO USRI RS ER ) - Da
VU Z Hek UL 226 ZBEA > FETIEHEHE 12.3 4 > HALEEZS
e\ RETH H DA 7 AT R oo A e HH o= BB T H ISR Sl — &R -
W 5E 2 IH
1K &I
AW FRHREIEE T A EAULGEKRIETE, Z -
2B IH
(DU % T Mk (FF L4t K BLAMIZE )
FH > 48 2 Wt 98 (Zamble & Quinsey, 2001)#5 &R 8L F 0 & K
AR BRI E NEE 2SN EL#H AR
fRMEKSE) > BfEEE - BE > BEEE o BEFHEHEH
L FEAT -
(2)F H ook & b
BN EEE B AR LB RGKIT R EF U RER
—FH M5 (Kennedy et al., 2006 ~ &= HFE > 2006) -
(355 1 2
A AN BT 5T 3T 15 W HE K IR R R £ E ( psychiatric
morbidity) FYEE R HMERIUIEES > HEEEBET -
(DHEK REL(F B AEK)
4K F BRI BBCK Y S B S S R iU e > TR IR
A B P B REAR -
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(S)Eﬁﬂfﬁ Eljjr
Qe kK H&EH AT UREMABRMK R ENBREREFNELNSH
PR &L B

(6){5E FH & K A
AHRBESEGZ S0V L ERER > EERAGKIEZE
(7)) K AT 7 8O

DRI K AT R BB RS ~ KRR A s ke A AERE - ERE RS
(8)7& 7 1 s 2 ) i
R EAEGRMEE R T HHEELELIRERSR  HIREE
T (IR R 2 S 1T Ry > ERS ST
(D ELFE = AR 18 5%
R 2 A EY R SR A K AT Ry AR R PR Y B THOAE AR -
(10)4ie K Eh i A3 By (L IR e i
AW TR He K BN o S R MR (B ~ BB & ~ BIAIEE
s edsy ~ ey be ~ B E ~ MmafiliT kHEM (28& - A
if) F/UH - o UIR e Z e K E &I ~ MR & B 5T 35 3R
AR A E o Ry fe i R 2 e K Eh A (IR > 1995 ~ Holmes, 1996
MEE > 2010) -
C11)74 8 AR
K D ROl & fE b B BT B PR B B R 2 RE| > HER
g HLAH R 1



The Establishment Study for Taiwan Arson Static Recidivism Risk Assessment Scale 43
DOI: 10.29751/JRDP.202506_16(1).0002

b FEaisR

ik 226 FArpPHIEHETIRE K 12.3 5 FUMEKESL 40 4 FIERE
17.7% » HFEHRLBEETE (5 90%) - FHFEHE 347 5% © HERELIE
s E OO AL LRSS A EEGE &I K L IR AR A
e

SR+ — A ISR E H A N TE B R SR - JUIRS R
M~ BETTKE B ~ FEHRE ~ GEKRE - WHESHEE > DU
R

Nuffield JIHE A2 T RS B NN 1 o > 5% 88 0 JCH Bl AH ¥ IE HY
FHERBUB IR P AU (BB AR ) ZHMER - A% E
S D IA RN 1 IO oy > JREIAZC

TEBBERENEIEE — BRI TERE
5%

e 4E i 288 R Y 7S 8 BE AS REIE 0 03RRI E T BIAE R 5
T B BT 22 B AT H 4 LR BB /F Nuffield IAERVIRE > SEHRBEER 2 -
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F 1 BEETENRT o TsE R RO 12.3 5 1B HHE)
Pl FHEH| % HEIL RVl r THEE iR
ROC=.978 B % (P 1H) (P 1H) Somer s
d
0% | 367 6 72 | X’=12.34 208 d=.179
T% | 252 11 | 193 | OB (L0027 1001
1 BT TTiE: -
27 | 2121 1 27.1
(BRI | " :
SKEAIMTZE) 3K 88| 4 20
42 8 6 | 333
DALE
& 717 19 | 117 | X=17.04 265 d=.271
2. EBOK 4EBR (000777 | (0007 | (000***)
= | 283 21 | 328
EE | 7831 25 | 141 | X=7.16 178 d=.177
3EHEE w7 15 | 306 (00777) | (00777) (.002%)
0 | 83| 1 05 | X=219.2 809 d=.157
T 11| 25 | 100 | (000***) | (000"™™) | (000**%)
4 5K KB 2® | 31| T 100
(FEELE) 3| 1.8 100
470 | 18] 4 100
DALE
. | 588 13 9.8 | X’=13.93 248 d=-24
SEHESER 2| 412 27 29 | (000"*") | (000" | (.000***)
- &1 491 23 | 207 | X=1.37 078 d=.075
%’1‘/\\ |
COERAI =500 T 7 s | 240 | @4 | o
S 69| 29 | 186 | X=0.274 035 d=.034
AL B BA7S
THEKFTEOH = TR 57 (.600) (.602) (.591)
. & | 855 29 | 149 | X=7.12 177 d=-.177
8 B FRTRL 2 142 11 | 344 | (0087 (.007*%) (.034™)
OJUTRAERE | & | 899 33 | 163 | X'=285 112 d=.109
e NG e = 102 7 304 (.091) (.092) (.166)
(&R 18 %)
104K B g A | 642 24 16.6 | X’=0.366 .040 d=.039
B R UIRHRE = | 358 16 03 (.545) (.547) (.553)
11 B4k A | 814 29 158 | X’=2.554 106 d=.106
2= 1186 11 | 242 (.110) (11D (.58)

HMRFE p<.05 0 #FIR p<.01 > #FRIR p<.001
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7% 2 Nuffield JIFEARFREER TEGETH

N Nuffield 7
=N = \I 2
0 7.2% +2
1K 19.3% 0
1AE5EZ e 2 27.1% +2
3¢ 20% 0
4 KL T 33.3% +3
= 11.7% -1
e N A
2.8 HIok &% B =) 32.8% 3
e e L EE 14.1% 0
SR RH 30.6% 3
0K 0.5% -3
1K 1009 +16
4K TR EARED) 2 100% +16
3K 100% +16
4 KL 100% +16
_ = 9.8 )
B FE BB 315
5.5 EE = % )
= 14.9 -1
S
0.ZEY) % F Rk} = 34.4 3
HorEE “1~30

DUA SO FAL R IR IHEAHOK (N1 By B B IR TR M (R & R T
MHEARED - 912 0 IRA 6 (E-EEBEK FAL AT R A FTRAN: - 77 Bl BB TR S
JelE ~ B HIOKEEER ~ AR - HoCRE - B IRGEE M EEYER AR
It - stE—F - IR FERSE 2 GEhest iR ROC H 515
0.785 ~ 0.912 52 0.965 - WIFK 3~ 4~ 5
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723 Nuffield JAHVEFREE TR

W/

45y IR

. 1% (%) NP
@y | FIABL <f§ i 10 | 1R | SRR
. - = [ER . " o
(Nuffield %) | f553HIHENEL ) VN YIRS
1~-2 026 0
-1~2 1,732 3.1
& | 48%
3~8 3,38 19
10 2/29 6.9
12 5/39 12.8
15 8,22 19.5
i 23.8%
16 4,11 36.4
18 3/12 25
19 6,9 66.6
= 82.4%
20~30 8,8 100
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ERFCEREE e K MES S BR ~ DI L GARRRER T DT BORIE SR KGRRET T K
ESRRE I LA (e K AR - SIS AR &3 A RIE - R AR A

=77 A

ML -

R4 BREECBEMEERP SN TS  FIURASR I 5

- —4F HAE +4E
o N (12M8E) | (0fA) | (120/@F)
eFErETE ST
o A 0 9 0
P 1.3% 6.29% 14.2%
— [ 10 [ 10 [ ]1
1 EgEZL Tt “HRE=RR [ ]+ [ 1+2 [ 43
b [ ]+6 [ J+6
L e [ 10 [ 10 [ 10
2.8 HIook 4% B
B [ ]+2 [ 42 [ ]+2
. 1% [ 10
3R —
B [ ]+2
— [ 10 [ 10 [ 13
4 KK T (R EAREK) —E=ER [ ]+16 [ ]+16 [ ]+16
raZe bl [ ]+16 [ ]+16
ES [ ]2
5.5 BRGNS
B [ 42
o [ 10 [ ]-1 [ 12
0. 82 F Fif Rt
B [ 42 [ 143 [ 45

S ZeRE S Tt LR o AR -
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RS PR Z RS H GBI Z LR o LR )

w5 —4F Fak:= +4
‘ (12f@A) (60 @5 ) (120 @B )
HEFX LS
ERESE 2HE 0~18 3~21 “1~30
o | L] [ ] [ ]
(9 0-6 1.2% 3 4.7% .10 5.1%
LG fEEr ) 7 Bh ] - ]
il o 15 g 12.5% 15.8% 28.6%
TR 7~10 6-15 12~21
e | L] [ ] [ ]
A 12-18 1621 30.4% .30 40.2%
sl FHRER 1 238 328 312
R ROC 785 912 965
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