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FEAE TR R ~ BB Y B = — - FLAREERIN > % 2021 44k
U 37.4% » ERSTREER R  E S RE S R R - A0
R HOEIEEIL I E R - KT LLUFENREREREAL 2 E)L - B RNR(risk-need-
responsivity YK AL AR HUATFEAI ) 2 AR AR HBHAR RZE AR T 2 - TR
RS T % « WIS R BB A T - R ~ LG - B
B~ T ~ TEHERRA T o DIPTSR B A S 5. RN 2021/10-11
R 2 FERR B B Z M - 3 1205 1F - BEETT Bl 6.47% - 1Y 2022/4-5
TR AR RS T R » SIE R 16798 21.0% - AHI%
BEU=ERE - 5 ERUAEREPERE 108 HE RS T3 -
Ry ROC=.77 @B &SRS « £« =(fE MR R F N e 7
IR RS R BT R RS 3 06 1 (TR 3 WA
H1R® - B (HEFZE K ROC=79 » BRESHEHAE - E=([A8R8E
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BN | o LI AT E P A 2 e B T -
T IR B EE T IR AL TSRO EL RS » N6 E AR B EE A &P - (FREAE
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BB RS R T R T 54— SUDERALTY 15% 0 B
st 54 65% - BEERELRE D o > B s TS IR R L
BRI » S SRR SRR S - SRR IRKE 10-14% 0 K
T 65 L TSR IEAGSNY 65 B EEHRE (MEARS) 1-
2% - SEsHFE RN - By - SHREEYRNETELS ST —110 £2
37.4%) » R E/E V)T -

% 1 RE] 107-110 S50 E # I B P imamaat

FE A FAR 107 £ 108 & 109 & 110 &£
BB SR T 50,688 (52.4) 50,174(48.3) 52,535 (45.9)  53,408(45.0)
L E/ DA EER 12,668(13.1)  17,345(16.7) 21,463 (18.8)  20,872(17.6)
%f 65 LA B 6,172 (6.4) 5,517 (5.3) 6,774 (5.9) 7,667(6.5)
73
$ 65 pRLL MU R 8,120(8.4) 6,157(5.9) 7,612(6.7) 8,621(7.3)
|
VU E R ) 19,045(19.7)  24,737(23.8) 25,997 (22.7)  27,964(23.6)
1% = HAEFIEER (34.5) (35.0) (35.3) (37.4)

sa=t 96,693 103,930 114,381 118,532

s ¢ LERARR - Bl H A EAE reg RS E] (2022) - 4EtERR C RE
TR B E N A FAE R ia @ E HI © 110-04-23 » BRI
111-04-18 - g HHEA : 202246 A 14 H > HIH http://www.mohw.gov.tw/cht/DOPS/
B 104 FEFRIAR B R () FHERBERT B - 7 Fy ¥ 65 5% b K 65 5%
DUNWER » 2555k NEF Ry EH oot -

B IR R B (5 S B DA A 2 BRI B B PR R DU R
R RIY R AR TR /D - FFERE BE R (2017) DAG T 101103 Y
318 EIZE4CE: » Q¥ 736 NAYIUEIEH R =PI - 45REUREE AT
PR 78.9% ~ 0t 20.1% CRAIMERIFE 1.0%) - AHE NF#E IE L FHY 2564
2 i 60% » H 35744 k5 27.7% 0 SEDECH S0 S 12.9% » fESERE S
26.7% » FEBRIKRE G 2.8% 5 #FE NSy 56.0% » FHEL 44.0% » Fle% 5%
HR 2564 ki 85.6% 0 SENEGH 0 EE S 15.1% » fiEE S 23.3% 0 RE
BINE G 8.8% 5 MGG FEfEr » #NFERZIT - (HURKERZE - WESD
Fo~ AUEEE Ry o oA AT RR R DUFEE TR S 26.5% ~ EEEL
ARG 18% ~ RE MBI B 2 4 R R 2R 4EET S 23.1% ~ BN BLZE 5 A 5
14.9% ~ MEEEME S 5.4% » %] EFEEER - HRE - KEERRESE
BGe o HIL RIS ATEHAI AT - WAl F B AR LRV E MR G R 2
FRHE -
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BE L REAFEREK BN E) - (72 HEEHZER G - N
BRFE - HE - BB IEEEEEE VIR - B R A8 ERIRA(RGE
0 EARRE R R B 2 A B AR R T T - IREIE (RERNIVNEZE) T2
% E2SIT 25 F - EEWHBERER (G - 5/ REC BREMEE SR BEm il - i
RIS - HEEEE R GR DGR RERGR I ER SR

(EIRFL > 2012) - S EDFEZER D% 2 b S E LsR s
. ; (Structured Decision-Making Model, SDM ) {53 (L[HE ~ fESC -
2011) -~ HEHNEA =702 USRI GRT] - AlEREERTGREY
i TR » NI - AWeEs R I A Y IR R R o e 2 T 5 A\ Eanfa et (b
B 0 EAlE e B R R i SRR T 2 B bas b i &5 -

N E):

AHFEHATAIT -
LI # IR DR R R AR E G TEE - DI E s LIFE At
HEMESTAL e E AR ER R T RERIEE -
2. [ SRETHBUFEE —&REVE T~ BB > B A BT T R b P05 s ol - BA
R UIREZSH WG - feTHIReEIRE TIERGE - -

= LR

AWFEFTTE 2 TR B (R R e F JT R fa TR PR B (3 B S DR AN Z R
FERL BHZ B8G ~ BB EOR ENEZRITR - B lBH e - af
7Tl - R~ RHEHAL o S TIBREIRREZR RS, 0 DL TIER
BRF B - FEAEeARERGZFEERT > HERERKDHHRZ -

fElga il S R B (risk assessment) - fEbERHEIEFAEIDIRE -
e LIRS - LEE - RS H > SEHIHUER R EH HRESAE
FeefmA= 1T RETTTEON CPREREE » 2020) -

s e e

— ~ kR

Bonta (1996) iffahaat(hisyr BVUfUEE « S —REkst i 2 EER AR
RHEFR BRI E NARRATIIREF 01T Ry > Hahg R ERR A& 2 8
KRIERGUEZ AR REE - e » =AM E IR ETEk S - A
HREWTE B o B HEkREHE R BT N B DLt s Talr N R E
B RERIMERTHAR KL Z MR -

FEREREHE RN B E A2 Gheat % UL EFRNE - AU
Ay R B (E NV ENREIN RTVA R (4 > SUETHIA > DUk AN T B b
IEAFTRES -
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FPUCHIZE Bonta B Andrew (2007) $2tH RNR 5= > BIIJE e -75 K -HH
(Risk-Need-Responsivity) - 58/ ¥HUIE & HYRF L ELpm 18 7 R S HAB R VAT
REpEANER - BIREEANER - DU BT EEUSE R RE G HEE N - HDUR
ZEARAITT RN RN ERRAITT Rla s - (Eabast bl ahe e B A 2R i

sl -

— - BREEEEREE

FRREEm A ZR (static factor) fEEATEHIE R (WIFIEEEAR ) 5 22 BH
HVIBTERE SRR - RS AZER » WIESETF4 - = ANRHE - JUSEEFE: ~ Al
FEsREE o BEERYBR TIRSEH NV FEe S NS, - Hep KT NG &E) -

ghRefEkaRZ (dynamic factor ) f5EAFEUHIEY B (WIFUEE G ) HEEE
FARREVRA IR S 2 STRE FEEHZE - EERARZE > WHAEIEENS
TRE ~ BB EHENICAEE - TIEEHBEFREE S - GEEASHA
W S EE R o BREL SO T 0y Renl T — A RIS E B AR R R EE RS
T =A{E F 2t —(E H 6y MEERERZ (stable / acute dynamic factor) -

= BRZERSMERRERR
WAZGEHEERE > MEEZEIHEMIHFLER - WELFRFRE
-~ REHER FERNAZEHGER - WFK2-

* 2 HASNZ Elat i ER

TifE | A BT
HEEHE L | LWERE  IEAERERERR Static 99 -

SORAG ~ &M IRUAF e U e b ER -
2FREER  MERMEEREHEEER SONAR (i
& = (8 H HITRE B AR B —( H RIS ED
FE) ~ ZE[F] SONTPS £ -

SR EHFREEIRRAYESR © J5E] MnSOST £ J-
SOAP Il &3

R IE Han felgatdiE3 (Danger Assessment, DA) ~ FC{HJi
2EsE =3 (Spousal Assault Risk Assessment,
SARA) -~ ZEHIER ARG G

(TIPVDA) (FIfFs > 2012) -~ DA 2R EE 15
’AfR CPREHEE - 2003) - fE72E1T /&R (Conflict
Tactics Scale, CTS ) 2 HlER ENESE -

T =EVAE) ODARA ( Ontario Domestic Assault Risk

Assessment )

IERERIIE | Ban JER#E DA R R (MRIHEE > 2020)




IR R i 2 T Bl P B FRIE T 85
DOI : 10.30269/AJDVS0.202512_20(1).0004

Sy &P | HCR-20 (FESE ~ BEIR ~ fale /e =fha I UaT
fiE%) ~ VRAG -

RHEZR falatats | B ANZEGRIEE (G5 - 258575 > 2011)

RERDFE | Eleteft | RAOEACRE S 4E (Child-to-Parent Violence

LREET) Questionnaire,CPV-Q )

REEEY D | ERieiR | 2E RS E ke et fh CAAC) (BEiFlE - #RHE

it 7% > 2011)

MO ~ FEE R DA BRAERR

PREAEE ~ 2257 5% (2020) DL 94 (IR IUERT IS 2 St inE A2 JE
RERNEM A » SR ARERE SRR > ARER TS B ROC {E 5.651
r 1B 5. 189 o NEERRTEAIE ROC 18 55.758 1 (B E.351 » Fil & e TE A i
%E B P TERE « MRS o] @B > IR v (R /SRR » TN
B ETS S HGTERE R 7.1% ~ 12.5% ~ 83.5% » SEEATEIERE &
60.0% ~ 34.0% ~ 6.0% > MEEERBE—FAEGTT /R 13.8% - AERE
TR ~ EREE N - MRS RRIE - SRR - BRI Rk A
il o 7S RERRRE A (E AR A T B o

7 BavRIeEBRE
PUT @RIE SR R AR RE BB RN 7 IR BN & -
(—) FFRERE
LA HE R ER T 2 R e~ ]

Hotaling s Sugarman (1986) Uz%E 16 BT A 14 RHER " 4hFN: B
LB 57 ) BB IR Z - Goldner, Penn, Sheinberg & Walker (1990) =%
BN H SR 2 22008 H PRI A 52 07 2 R & LR A A 05 o SR it 2 78
98 W B TS AR -

2.0 IR TR EN RE S

HNNE N G s BN ReE S Named M E—wEA - AR
= AR T G e B HAt 9 K i E BOR  E N IReE S S KR H -
3 MEANGHBREEEGTR

B EARREN AMEFE - ERER - B ST L g R
FPEE - (EIHE N RE ih = SR E A EST - skt -

4 R R A

BRI 2B KETRZER RV » F0b R &EX LRI AEEEE - [EEE
SER S R ARUERETARE BTN EER 0 NEE=FEGILEERT -
(D)EhREAE
LrE et
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i€ 107~109 4FHYy 41 ZEIBRE IR Z Han K ER IR AT - #3HA 60%
IE NA G rHERE - RN R Z N -
2YE

R FHEEY) ROPAR R > 5 A (E T RIER LA 2 - (B A2 E P E HIIR
N BRZ B BHRERT] -

3.5 s T

Aoy Ry RC R IR B EA A s &l & AW FElE sy BE MR A - PRS2 A B A
FHLAREE -
4.k = B EE

Hotaling s Sugarman (1986) W% 52 7 Z B ZEELH T ARV GBI -
Hi B FENEHREEWFRLIURE  A=RESIEMHRE - BUnE R ESEE
A BIFEARIMERRD - WNEREREENE & Bt E S E AN HET
25 PN E BOSRERNISR - R ARSI E A Z 85 JGE
5.0 = & S

&G EIRAY R BN RO A BRI SR - 4G T IRE SR e A ISRy » I
TEHESMERVIERI I BATR - AREER AN BN T B ~ BRZFRTA > (E
NEIILFEBHGIREE T - BR= nREVEE - BB EER -

EEAN - PREAEE (2018) £2 0 AJHEIT Ry VU RBH S L= fE 2K AY ~ Z22kAY ~ FEZRAY
HEEE N BB A R F AR » JRHE ST B ER LN S 2 —  &2KE
EAET IR & ES ~ $EEREEE  $EIRRIA] ~ BRI Y E RSB R = MG
1T RB4EREE o T HEMSEIIE M OB R R EE B SEEZ 2 e
%% WHItEAE SR 2BR BN REEEY) > WWKREEH » SFEER
C Bl omega-3 N aEAIAEANBZ (B8 N °] A3 & EPA B DHA) » RHAGh = #FH 5 F0E
T BTG R - SRR R4 R BB By 5 1Y Gesch, Hammond,
Hampson, Eves, & Crowder (2002) IS ERIIT[SNE AR ELRENER
{(EEERAH DB ERTT 35% - M= A% SRR IR /KAE » H B IR AH e 2
52 o EEEINAZEK Adrain Raine DLttI& 2 16 5B/ DESMEH S EH A » D
O R FERAH BB IEAH 77 0 AR A omega 3 (58 fUm) S R 2 55 0
6~ 12 HBIZEENINARETT R 0 T3 AR A omega 3 A EETHEASMA
fRET R BHiEsH A= 5 (Raine, Portnoy, Liu, Mahoomed, and Hibbeln,
2015) - (Nt - sRTAEEAIZ KRG At 2 HERE 2 — -

;‘p;tq‘s‘;;

— ~ REERIE

ErArEAE R 2 1077109 SR RET S AR R IIHY 41 (B 26 - B IFRIRE
EAFNE - WEAER kR DR TR - INE IR &8
Nz - 2K BHEEPIMERITER SR E R 2 e ahaHE 2 SOE R B
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alli2% BiEk - MR EER A - FIRE SO E T INAERORER
% SRR Z SR\ BHEERITWH X ERE R ER - RN
e - APt B mEEELZ R I FE -

= BHEEEA

Dladtm - B ~ B - SR - S - TBERBIITEEA > X
e E B0 T R A ~ oy BT AU AR Edskas 14 o B AT AR AT RS
B AERRRET > BB IIERRMEE o B PEERA TR RS 1200 (FER
BRI 1233 1 > R 1205 (F: - (RIB/SRRTT Z s e e A8 &R
EEPIEREAS - EIREEGILT 358 1 (29.7%) - ERA 8L (6.7%) ~ &
{ERR 150 f: (12.4%) ~ TR 152 {F (12.6%) ~ SiffEri 409 {F (33.9%) ~ 7t
A 55 fF (4.6%) - = A EHEESELIREZEEER - HES FEERHEA
BIFRH4E 1095 (4 > U8 896 1 SRATT ARG LL BIELEs — PR ECE ML -

=~ HETE

— ARSI ER 2T - BUBETEARUE (UOBTEHIERER

BIRUE + X8 Ry ZERERS ) » TS 24T - %2 F T R KA AR A E
(Pearson 1), B I BRUCHRIERFEE4R (receiver operative characteristic
curve; ROC), (Hanson, 1997) - fHEEZRE (r) FLL—1 B5e2E&HEE ~ 0 B
FHEE ~ 1 RBSeRIEMERE > B AR PEAE - DU RIERRE ) £ ROC Hh4R -

1.ROC HH4%

ROC 4% (receiver operative characteristic curve, Xf# area under
curve, AUC) FIENEER " HUIRIER EUHISR | - ERF BEMAE IR S0
MY HES h At KE T o A0 FIEEHIA SRt - BRIV EHIT A e
BOREA IR - BF] 900 FRFEIA FEsa KT S (Quinsey,
Harris, Rice, & Cormier, 1998) -

ROC e F AR AL — & R - S TE F Y o332 3R > 7 ROC #R4R T~ Z &K
/N B FIARERAE ELTECHIMERE (Mossman, 1994; Rice & Harris, 1995) - ROC fifi
&G EHE—EER e R AR ER 2 —RFEH 2 IEME# (hit rate)
BlgHEER% (false alarm rate) sZHH4R T2 BAIFECAE .50 82 1.00 ZfH
Hrr 1,00 #BRezHMIE 100% 2 IERE > T .50 BRI R TR & EEIE HIZR S
HAERE o

Hanson & Thornton (1999 ) #5H ROC ELE:AM 2 FEHIT /A4 A (AIEER A &
Z HEREE AR EAE RR ) - R R A2 4R R B LR (base rates &
selection ratios) Z B2 o #4E 3-1 B IE A2 EEE | BTmeE
o MEHAGUE 5 FrERUIFIEERE —F - AtEREERTFERZ 2
EH - A A S B 1.0 2 -

® KGRI I T R IR 5% - SRAVRIRE B BT S0 > SRR - BIGTHEA

SRR G T AOEERISe & —80 > MBSt e R ERE - BB a(Eq]
1T S SR A B R T U 8 -
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©.4 /
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¢
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|
I
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[ u.2 0.4 c.s Q0.6 1

E 1 ROC Hi#R
LY i B DB o BIBUEVE (sensitivity) 0 JRE[ o/ (atc) o X i
TEAEEME (EEHR) B, o B 1FFEE (1-specifity) - JRE[ b/(b+d) »
i 4R 2 SR EURIE PR KR E R
2.8 ROC ®]{E SPSS22 7 analysis 2 T.HAI[#5EEE th =5 -
3.5, Quinsey, et al(1998).

£E
= =1 =1 =1
EEEkkEEEBRIL) EEAGEREEEAS
12)

8 8 B 2 RER) Hits; true positives False alarm; false positives
. B EEES BERBEEER)
SHI a b [55 _fRAFRE]

B N A = Misses; false negatives Y

0 EREA g

[EE— AR E]

[ 2 TEHIE S ECkE
¥ 0 105X (Hit Rate) =a / (a+c) =8UEE (Sensitivity)e
%R (False Alarm Rate) =b / (b+d) =1—458E (B 1—
Specificity)e
2. P METEHIZE (Positive Predictive Value; PPV) =a / (a+b)-
Fa M FEHIZ (Negative Predictive Value; NPV) =d/ (¢c+d)

L 2 FHE I E T - TR EEZISHHREER " RS
B TR EEAEIL ) ek 2x2 RACESZE TR - LB HER S
AW BIE EZIERGME (BEAER » EER LR Z00E T IERER )
BUG N ZIERME (BIAMEE - Aol " |gsER ) -
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2 . 40{a] IE Ffefi# 58 ROC HE 47

# ROC Ky .75 > mlffE Ry st iAW iR A > He o SR aE A7 B
FrE e R 15% - —fi%M s - EJUSETEHIGESR > 25 ROC> .80 /& " = 7E Ml
E > ROC= .79~ 70 & " HhFEMAE 0 M ROC< .69~ .60 & " TEHI
B > BHEFY .60 AR B2 By T 2 TEHIRE |-

B8 H%

— ~ BRARELR B (AR E

ANERATAEETEIL 1,233 (4 AXFE ST 1205 o Z&EHEUEES - &
b5 29.7% ~ E%E S 6.7% ~ 216 12.4% ~ EARE 12.6% ~ Sl 33.9% ~ fLiE
5 4.6% 0 FERE 4 o SRATHABRA ARG - 558 4 - MEEEHEALE > &
PR ARG = S Mt B4 —h > B3R 5 AIEUREIE - AIRe RER R E
MEEheE HIEH SRS - & 6 WTREEIIEANZMERIEER - & 7 AT HRA K
A2 A R (R Z EE A -

R 4R R AR

sl A T K HRE TR

RS =l 358 29.7

P 81 6.7

2 150 12.4

TR 152 12.6

Sl 409 33.9

{Eik 55 4.6

Gt 1205 100.0
G 28

4Gt 1233
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R 5 B PR A ZEHE B

==K{s RE B E5TEE
ARE B 686 56.9
= 86 7.1
LB 432 35.9
RIEE 1 1
st 1205 100.0
e 28
st 1233

T 6 BRI - INE AR R

EAELER RE HRE T
YNl bl 873 72.4
S 312 25.9
Ho At 6 5

R T B PEEARA BB (R

A RE  AREE
HRMEE BB FERES MEE 321 26.6
BB R e Sk B S B M E 310 25.7
FFw)] (SERIBIERAFER %) 255 21.2
MR FETT (RIS RR (5 B LAY F- ZE R {5 Bk - 54
B BB R (R
HAr B A2 AR EHER T (B 242 501
B BRI S )
NEEE 12 1.0
MGt 1205 100.0
s inEE 28
HaET 1233

=~ [EIRR RS B R R TR A SR S AU
(—MEE T

(BT b [EIRFE A 31ETE NI & %% 2 (S Cronbach’s 0=.656 » #3£3/T 1] 13
SZH.70 - SERETAL AU — 4 HETT 2 r e ROCHUERTE - 38 -
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#= 8 FIEENAREEE BT
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin SHIE BB & - .632
Bartlett AYBRIEAGE K& RJ7 5654.290
df 465
BEM
Cronbach FJAMEEE(LIHE BY
My Alpha Cronbach #Y Alpha  THH{E#
3 I EBIRRRE K TAEE RS .593 .656 31
S ER3 VEAN A 2 i e AT .605 .666 32
I EAERE N
SI4hAF H g% 7% 17 .375 1205
S2 W R T 14 344 1205
S3 W R o o .38 .486 1205
S4 R RES .07 248 1205
S5 5 R .08 271 1205
NEF .09 293 1205
STARIZ /KB 12 327 1205
S8RIZ IR £ 15 .353 1205
SOELIRZE S .33 471 1205
S10¥ EEFFEIYIZEY) .04 192 1205
S11EBEREIRY) .48 .500 1205
S1288 Fy{migy] .45 497 1205
SI3A R EWREES 7y 3.49 1.327 1205
D1 ={E H gt A iE .40 490 1205
D21 = {[E A B ERE4E e 21 405 1205
D3 =& A &1$% .33 472 1205
D4 = (I B WA #5443 .23 419 1205
D5¥ 7Rk FEREIRIR .36 481 1205
D6 &S A2 [EE S 77 3.74 .975 1205
D7 = H A EEHRLEAM .49 .500 1205
D3 = H A LA A E R .70 460 1205
DT = H 53R %R 4.59 3.717 1205
DIOARZK = H 2R & 44T 2.49 3.267 1205
DI IARZK = H 2B & % 1.04 2.395 1205
D1288 Ry g # % SE .08 .268 1205
W1 TAEE R A N R EAB] .34 473 1205
W2 TAEERL A INE N FHEE .34 473 1205
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W TAEER BINENPFEEEREE A 1.87 2.629 1205
W4 TAEE R e E N A E R .10 .305 1205
WS TAEE R Rt B N iR H A 13 341 1205
Wo TAEE =2 Rt 5 A=Al A T gEWER% .34 1.091 1205
BRI .08 278 1205

=¥ : Cronbach’s a=.666 -~ KM0O=.632

= TREEE Y BRE

BRI AL ¢ AR .05 BB /KSEn ROC 32.60 JIEHI - {EAFAE
127+ |- = BRI , —IR R
% (r=108%% + p=.001) - {EBAECRIBTH » - REERETREREEE ¢ T
FRAESE AR, (=102% » p=001) - T =18 A B R
Be? o (r=142%% 0 p=000) - T R 3 (B E R EEHRFHET 2
(r=203%% + p=000) ~ | FAR=(M A A KM@ HETALT? | (r=206%
p=000) F TS T EMEASERBEAAT 2, (r=104%% + p=000) * fET.
2 SRIREEL » 13T A BT A P AT LR - A SRR T
B ARELUERIHEES | (r=134%% » p=000) EEINE \EENGREEED
CEh A (r=199%* » p=000) - TAFEREEHE I =EALTES
Wil (r=219% - p=000) - FEFFE9-

TR 9B IEEBEA - Nuffield JIHEAHENRFRERE R T

RILEEY (G4BT Nuffield TRESY 2o
& BT AREEF]  ER  Baserate=6.47%
i S
s1 4iEHEgx i 77.0%  5.5% =056  ROC=.549
= A 23% 8.7% p=.095
s2 My HEERE Mt 82.1% 5.8% r=.049 ROC=.538
1T B 17.9% 8.9% p=.135
s3 Wy EIfyE M 57.8% 5.8% =026  ROC=.526
e B 422% 7.1% p=.390
s4 T (R M 92.6% 6.5% r=-043  ROC=.476
54 H 74% 2.5% p=.150
. 40t 0 0
s5 iy A 911%  5.5% r=.057 ROC=.534
A H 89% 10.3% P=.059
% 89.1%  5.6% 0 r=104  ROC=.566
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i ALERET (G4AKE E0ET Nuffield HIRES -
N r
(2 W T AREEf]  Fy#%  Baserate=6.47%
5 S
A 109% 13.8% 1 p=.001**
it 83.7% 6.2%

r=.027 ROC=.520

s7 Nz 7K5R
H 163% 8.0% p=.421
it 79.4% 6.3% _ _
s8 RIZ G ° ° r=.024 ROC=.519
H 206% 7.8% p=.487
s9 SR ES fit a85% 4.9% r=.059 ROC=.560
= XTET"~7
H 515% 7.8% p=.097
s10 M REfsEy) & 95.2%  6.1% =058  ROC=525
HET) H 48% 12.8% p=.067
s11 WHEiRY) & 49.6%  5.8% =016  ROC=.517
i 5 504% 6.5% p=.586
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HIEF > DL Burgess IR ARVRUE R EF- %2 ROC=.84 » r=.33(p<.00) - Z0.E "
FENEHEAT R, T2 ROC=77 » r=.31(p<.00) -

EEEEIFFEBRERUSE "EERIE ) BT YA TR ) ERIHEE
1T Ry R R AR AR - AR E Y AL R R E R & ET 1078 - 2
ROCTE. 7985 T [#%ROC=.77 » r=.29(p<.00) - #5[& 73 (K /5 =4k Z4an iz i HIROC=.63



96 MREAME - BRELL ~ BRAEL BEE

Ak TinFEAYE BT, THEROC=77 » r=31 " FEEHK LIFEEER
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443 [ 4-5] 3.8% 64.7%
Pw3 EHE (K 93.7%" 23.0%"
MmEANEERN o 4.0%" 55.6%"
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Development and Validation of a Lethality Risk Assessment Scale
for Non-Intimate Family Violence

Min-chieh Lin ~ Hui-nu Chen ~ Fang-cheng Wu ~ Hooi-teng Leow

ABSTRACT

In recent years, violence against siblings, in-laws, and ascendants has accounted for
approximately one-third of all domestic violence cases and has continued to increase
annually, reaching 37.4% of all reported cases in 2021. This category, collectively
referred to as non-intimate family violence, still lacks a lethality risk assessment
instrument. The purpose of this study was therefore to develop such an instrument.
Following the fourth-generation risk assessment approach, this study adopted the
Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) framework to identify and select static and dynamic
factors with predictive validity for scale construction and to propose corresponding
intervention strategies. Taking into account regional and ethnic characteristics, data
were collected from six cities and counties in Taiwan: Taipei City, Miaoli County,
Changhua County, Yunlin County, Kaohsiung City, and Hualien County. Using a
draft instrument developed through focus group discussions, data were collected from
1,205 reported cases of non-intimate domestic violence during October to November
2021. Among these cases, 6.47% involved lethal behaviors. Follow-up interviews
with victims were conducted during April to May 2022 to examine the occurrence of
repeated lethal violence and recidivism, which were found to be 1.67% and 21.0%,
respectively. Three instruments were developed in this study. The first was a 10-item
lethality risk assessment scale, designed for practitioners to complete at initial case
intake. Its validity was ROC = .77, indicating moderate to high predictive validity.
The second and third instruments were a 3-item scale for predicting lethal violence
within six months after intake and a 6-item scale for predicting repeated assaultive
behavior, respectively; both were designed to be completed by practitioners once
every three months after case intake. The second scale demonstrated a validity of
ROC = .79, indicating moderate to high predictive validity. The third scale
demonstrated a validity of ROC = .88, indicating high predictive validity. Finally, at
the end of the instruments, this study recommends that practice agencies adopt the
“Six Questions of Benevolent Communication.” The rationale is that interpersonal
conflict often arises because both parties feel anger when their needs are not
acknowledged or addressed by the other. Accordingly, during case inquiry,
practitioners are advised to ask each party which needs have not been met by the other,
and how the discomfort of both sides may be more harmoniously addressed, so that
gradual improvement can be achieved with assistance from relevant agencies.

Keywords: domestic violence, non-intimate family violence, elder abuse, risk
assessment, danger assessment
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT

This study addresses a major but underexamined category of domestic violence in
Taiwan: non-intimate family violence, defined as violence occurring among family
members outside intimate partner relationships and outside child abuse cases. In
recent years, violence involving siblings, in-laws, and lineal relatives has accounted
for roughly one-third of all reported domestic violence cases in Taiwan, and the
proportion has continued to rise. By 2021, these categories together represented
37.4% of all domestic violence reports. Despite the scale of this problem, Taiwan had
already developed structured assessment tools for intimate partner violence and child
maltreatment, yet no lethality risk assessment instrument had been specifically
designed for non-intimate family violence. The present study was therefore conducted
to fill this gap by developing a lethality risk assessment scale for such cases and by
further constructing follow-up instruments to predict subsequent lethal violence and
repeated assault after case intake.

The study was grounded in the fourth-generation approach to risk assessment,
especially the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) model. Earlier generations of violence
risk assessment relied either on unsystematic clinical judgment or on actuarial
prediction based primarily on static factors. Third-generation approaches improved
prediction by incorporating dynamic factors associated with behavioral change. The
fourth-generation framework, which guided this study, integrates static risk, dynamic
risk, and the responsivity of intervention strategies. In other words, it not only
identifies which factors predict severe or repeated violence, but also links assessment
to case management and treatment planning. Drawing from this framework, the
present study aimed to identify both static and dynamic predictors of lethality and
recidivism in non-intimate family violence, develop practical tools for frontline
practitioners, and propose corresponding intervention directions for high-risk cases.

The research was also motivated by the changing structure of domestic violence cases
in Taiwan. Ministry of Health and Welfare statistics showed that intimate partner
violence accounted for approximately half of all reported domestic violence incidents,
while child abuse represented about 15% to 18%. As the relative share of intimate
partner violence declined, violence against ascendants and violence among relatives
within the fourth degree of kinship gradually increased. In the four years reported in
the manuscript, the combined proportion of violence against ascendants aged 65 and
older, violence against ascendants under 65, and violence among relatives within the
fourth degree rose from 34.5% to 37.4%. The authors therefore argued that non-
intimate family violence is not a marginal issue but a major domain of family violence
prevention that requires specialized assessment and intervention tools.

In conceptual terms, the study defines non-intimate family violence as unlawful
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physical, psychological, or economic violence among family members other than
intimate partners and child abuse perpetrators. The category includes violence by
descendants against ascendants, violence among siblings and cousins, violence among
in-laws, and other violent relationships within the family network. The study notes
that same-sex cohabiting partner violence was originally considered, but such cases
were too few in the sample to be retained in the final analysis. The principal practical
objective was to help police officers, social workers, and medical personnel perform
rapid, structured, and graded risk assessment at the point of case intake so that
services could be triaged more effectively and protective interventions better matched
to risk level.

To construct the preliminary instrument, the authors first analyzed 41 fatal non-
intimate, non-child-abuse domestic violence cases provided by the Ministry of Health
and Welfare from 2018 to 2020. Each case was reviewed and coded for basic
characteristics and violence-related factors through content analysis. This case-based
review was combined with a literature review on domestic violence lethality, violence
risk assessment, static and dynamic risk factors, and prior tools used in other violence
contexts. The manuscript also situates the study in relation to earlier assessment
instruments, including the Danger Assessment for intimate partner violence,
structured decision-making tools for child abuse, ODARA for domestic assault
recidivism, and the authors’ earlier six-item non-intimate domestic violence danger
assessment. On the basis of the literature review, fatal case analysis, and two rounds
of focus group meetings involving practitioners and scholars from the sampled
jurisdictions, the authors generated a draft scale for empirical testing. The study
received ethics review approval from an institutional review board.

The sampling design sought regional and demographic diversity. Data were collected
from six cities and counties in Taiwan: Taipei City, Miaoli County, Changhua County,
Yunlin County, Kaohsiung City, and Hualien County. These sites were selected to
represent northern, central, southern, and eastern Taiwan, as well as urban and rural
contexts. Although the authors attempted to maximize diversity, they acknowledge
that the sample remained purposive rather than nationally random. In the first stage,
the target was 1,200 cases; 1,233 questionnaires were collected, of which 1,205 were
valid. The distribution of valid first-stage cases was 358 from Taipei, 81 from Miaoli,
150 from Changhua, 152 from Yunlin, 409 from Kaohsiung, and 55 from Hualien.
Three months later, a second-stage follow-up using the original cases was conducted.
A total of 1,095 follow-up forms were collected, including 896 valid cases for
predictive analyses.

The sample reflected the varied nature of non-intimate family violence. Among first-
stage cases, 56.9% of questionnaires were completed by police personnel, 35.9% by

social service personnel, and 7.1% by hospitals. Male perpetrators constituted 72.4%
of cases, female perpetrators 25.9%, and a very small remainder were coded as other.
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In terms of relationship type, 26.6% of cases involved descendants abusing
ascendants aged 65 and older, 25.7% involved descendants abusing ascendants under
age 65, 21.2% involved sibling violence including cousins, 5.4% involved in-law
violence, and 20.1% involved other violence among direct or collateral relatives
within the fourth degree. These distributions underscore the heterogeneity of non-
intimate family violence and support the authors’ argument that this domain requires
its own specialized assessment framework rather than being subsumed under intimate
partner or child abuse models.

The study used Pearson correlation coefficients and receiver operating characteristic
curves (ROC/AUC) to evaluate predictive validity. The manuscript explains ROC as a
method for assessing the classification performance of a predictor on a dichotomous
outcome, with values ranging from .50, equivalent to chance, to 1.00, indicating
perfect prediction. Following conventions cited in the manuscript, ROC values

above .80 were treated as high predictive validity, values between .70 and .79 as
moderate to high, and values from .60 to .69 as low to moderate. The authors
emphasize ROC because it is less affected by base rates and selection ratios than some
alternative measures. Internal consistency reliability was also examined using
Cronbach’s alpha. These analytic choices framed both the development of the intake
lethality instrument and the follow-up prediction tools.

In the first stage, the authors tested an initial pool of 31 static, dynamic, and
practitioner-rated indicators, with an additional item concerning threats to kill. The
internal consistency of the 31-item version was close to acceptable, and all items were
retained for further screening using correlation and ROC criteria. Candidate static
indicators included childhood exposure to domestic violence, prior victimization by
caregivers, prior domestic violence reports, protection order violations, prior arrest for
violent threats, prior suicide attempts, diet-related items such as not eating fruit or
ocean fish, longstanding grudges, cruelty to animals, destruction of the victim’s
property, perceiving the victim as nagging, and non-acceptance of the victim’s sexual
identity. Dynamic indicators covered recent mental instability, substance or
behavioral addiction, economic hardship, financial disputes, unemployment or
retirement, lack of support, continuing anger, and perceived likelihood of being
assaulted or killed. Additional items reflected practitioners’ judgments regarding the
perpetrator’s and victim’s mental condition and the likelihood of future harm.

Using screening criteria of statistical significance or ROC values of at least .60, the
authors identified a smaller set of items associated with concurrent lethality. Among
static factors, a prior suicide attempt was significant. Threatening to kill the victim
also demonstrated significant predictive value and was later retained for practical
reasons. Among dynamic variables, recent mental instability, continuing anger, the
victim’s perceived likelihood of being assaulted in the next three months, the victim’s
perceived likelihood of being killed in the next three months, and the victim’s belief
that the perpetrator would actually kill them all emerged as significant. Among



IFRERIRRER DBk hEREI 117
DOI : 10.30269/AJDVS0.202512_20(1).0004

practitioner-rated items, suspected perpetrator mental abnormality, practitioners’
intuition about the likelihood of the perpetrator causing injury within six months, and
practitioners’ judgment that the victim might be killed within three months were
significant. The authors compared weighting methods and concluded that an
unweighted Burgess approach was preferable for practice. A 9-item version reached
ROC = .84, but after the authors retained two practically important static items—
threatening to kill and prior suicide attempt—the final 10-item intake lethality
assessment scale achieved ROC = .77, with significant gamma statistics and a three-
level risk classification.

The first-stage data also provided descriptive evidence of the seriousness of these
cases. Among the 1,205 valid first-stage cases, 6.47% were coded as involving lethal
behavior. On the final 10-item intake instrument, total scores were divided into low,
medium, and high danger groups. The low-risk category comprised 53.8% of cases
and had a lethality rate of about 2%. The medium-risk category comprised 36.2% of
cases and had a lethality rate of 7.8%. The high-risk category comprised 10% of cases
and had a lethality rate of 23.1%. These gradients support the usefulness of the scale
for practical triage at initial intake, even though the final 10-item version sacrificed
some predictive accuracy in order to include clinically meaningful and actionable
items.

The second stage focused on predictive validity over time. Through follow-up
procedures, the authors examined whether sampled cases were re-reported and
whether subsequent lethal or nonlethal violence occurred. In the valid follow-up
sample of 896 individuals, 15 cases involved lethal behavior during follow-up,
yielding a base rate of 1.67%. For prediction of lethal violence within six months after
intake, four variables were initially significant: recent economic hardship, practitioner
judgment that the perpetrator had mental abnormality, practitioner intuition that the
perpetrator would injure the victim within six months, and practitioner judgment that
the victim might be killed within three months. Because the latter two practitioner-
intuition items were highly overlapping, and one had relatively lower ROC, the
authors retained three items for the final follow-up lethality instrument. This 3-item
scale yielded ROC = .79 and a significant correlation coefficient, indicating moderate
to high predictive validity. In its graded form, 88.6% of cases fell into the low-risk
category with a lethality rate of 0.7%, 8.9% were medium risk with a lethality rate of
3.7%, and the small high-risk group had a lethality rate of 26.1%.

The authors also developed a second follow-up instrument to predict repeated
assaultive behavior within six months. Here the outcome base rate was reported as
26%. Six items met the screening criteria: recent mental instability, recent
alcohol/drug/gambling/internet addiction, continuing anger, the victim’s perceived
likelihood of being assaulted in the next three months, practitioner judgment that the
perpetrator felt the victim was nagging or provoking, and practitioner intuition that
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the perpetrator would re-injure the victim within six months. Three of these items
were categorized into low, medium, and high levels according to optimal cut points.
The final 6-item repeated-assault scale achieved ROC = .88 and a significant
correlation coefficient, which the authors interpret as high predictive validity. In the
risk classification, 85.3% of cases were in the low-risk group with an 18.8% repeat-
assault rate, 7.8% were in the medium-risk group with a 20% rate, and 6.9% were in
the high-risk group with a 48.7% rate. These findings suggest that repeat assault in
non-intimate family violence is substantially more common than subsequent lethal
violence and that it can be predicted with especially strong accuracy using a brief
structured instrument.

A notable contribution of the study is that it does not treat risk assessment as merely
classificatory. In line with the fourth-generation RNR approach, the authors explicitly
connect assessment to intervention planning. The manuscript argues that the
integrated set of scales enables practitioners working with victims, perpetrators, and
families to assess static risk, dynamic risk, and intervention responsivity in a
coordinated way. The paper further recommends appending the “Six Questions of
Benevolent Communication” to the assessment process. The rationale is that
interpersonal conflict often arises because each party experiences anger when
important needs are not recognized or cared for by the other. Accordingly,
practitioners are encouraged to ask both parties which unmet needs were involved and
how the discomfort of each side might be addressed more harmoniously, with gradual
improvement supported by relevant agencies. In this sense, the study combines
structured actuarial assessment with a relational and needs-oriented practice
perspective.

The study has several strengths. It addresses a sizable and growing domestic violence
population that had previously lacked a specialized lethality instrument. It employs a
large multi-site sample, includes both intake and follow-up assessments, distinguishes
between lethal violence and repeated assault, and uses a transparent statistical
approach based on correlation and ROC values. It also develops tools designed for
real-world use by police, hospital staff, and social service practitioners rather than
only for research settings. At the same time, the manuscript also implies limitations
that readers should keep in mind. The sampling strategy was purposive rather than
nationally representative. Some subgroup categories, such as same-sex cohabiting
relationships within the broader non-intimate frame, were too small to analyze. The
second-stage follow-up sample was smaller than the first-stage sample, and lethal
follow-up events were rare, which may affect the stability of estimates. In addition,
some scale items depend on practitioner judgment or victim self-appraisal, which may
vary by training or context.

Overall, the study concludes that non-intimate family violence in Taiwan warrants a
dedicated structured assessment system and that the scales developed here represent
an important step toward such a system. The 10-item intake lethality instrument
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demonstrated moderate to high predictive validity, the 3-item follow-up lethality scale
also reached moderate to high predictive validity, and the 6-item repeated-assault
scale achieved high predictive validity. Together, these instruments offer an integrated
framework for identifying immediate lethality risk, monitoring change after case
intake, and guiding differentiated intervention. The findings suggest that structured
assessment in non-intimate family violence can improve frontline decision-making,
strengthen case triage, and support a more responsive blend of protection, supervision,
and treatment. In that respect, the study not only fills a gap in the Taiwanese domestic
violence system but also contributes a model for other jurisdictions facing similar
challenges in assessing risk among non-intimate family members.



