Risk posed by different intimate partner violence offender types: Findings
from a representative police sample
José Luis Gonzélez-Alvarez*®, Virginia Soldino®", Jorge Santos-Hermoso¢ and

Enrique J. Carbonell-Vaya©

@ Cabinet for Coordination and Studies, Secretary of State for Security. Ministry for Home
Affairs, Spain;

b Institute of Forensic and Security Sciences. Autonomous University of Madrid (UAM),
Spain;

¢ University Research Institute of Criminology and Criminal Science. University of Valencia,
Spain

4 Department of Biological and Health Psychology, School of Psychology. Autonomous
University of Madrid (UAM), Spain;

* virginia.soldino@uv.es Instituto Universitario de Investigacion en Criminologia y Ciencias

Penales. Facultad de Derecho. Edifico Departamental Central / Despacho 1P03. Campus
Tarongers s/n E-46071 Valencia (Espana).
Funding: This research was partially supported by the University Research Institute of

Criminology and Criminal Science of the University of Valencia.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank all members of the Spanish law

enforcement agencies, users of the Viogén System, for their meticulous work.

This is an Accepted Manuscript of an article published by SAGE in Crime &
Delinquency on August 2379, 2022, available online:

https://doi.org/10.1177/00111287221120184



mailto:virginia.soldino@uv.es

Matching batterer typologies with recidivism risk

José Luis Gonzalez-Alvarez (jlga@interior.es), PhD, is a Colonel Psychologist of Guardia

Civil and founder of the Criminal Behaviour Analysis Section (SACD; 1995) and the
Woman-Minor Teams (EMUMEs; 1996). He holds the position of Head of the Cabinet for
Coordination and Studies of the Spanish Secretary of State for Security, where he is in charge
of the coordination of criminological research projects.

Virginia Soldino (virginia.soldino@uv.es), PhD, is an Assistant Professor in the department

of Criminal Law and a researcher at the University Research Institute of Criminology and
Criminal Science of the University of Valencia. Her research is focused on the study of
offending behavior from a criminological perspective, with a special emphasis on the
development of cross-cultural validation studies in Spain.

Jorge Santos-Hermoso (jorge.santos@icfs-uam.es). BA in Sociology; PhD student in

Psychology. Researcher at the Institute for Forensic and Security Sciences (ICFS;
Autonomous University of Madrid). Specialized in criminal — particularly, violent — behavior.
His research interests include homicide, intimate partner violence, sexual aggression and
terrorism.

Enrique J. Carbonell-Vaya (enrique.carbonell@uv.es), PhD, is an Associate Professor at

the University of Valencia. He is an experienced Forensic Psychologist in Spain
(development of forensic assessments and consultation services in all jurisdictions), and the
academic coordinator in the Valencian Community of the National Project for the Detailed

Review of Intimate Partner Homicides.


mailto:jlga@interior.es
mailto:virginia.soldino@uv.es
mailto:jorge.santos@icfs-uam.es
mailto:enrique.carbonell@uv.es

Matching batterer typologies with recidivism risk

Risk posed by different intimate partner violence offender types: Findings from a

representative police sample

ABSTRACT. Spanish intimate partner violence against women offender types
(i.e., high instability/high antisociality, HiHa; low instability/high antisociality,
LiHa; high instability/low antisociality, HiLa; low instability/low antisociality,
LiLa) were matched with their police recidivism outcomes in a longitudinal
study of 9,672 cases. Our goal was to examine whether these subtypes differed
in (1) their recidivism rates, (2) the severity of the new violent episodes, and (3)
the evolution of their risk levels. Results showed that individuals with high
antisociality features where associated with the highest recidivism rates (26.5%
HiHa; 22.6% LiHa), and higher likelihood of new severe violent episodes. HiHa
offenders showed the highest risk over time, although the risk posed by all
subtypes decreased during follow-up. Implications for police work are

discussed.

Keywords: intimate partner violence; recidivism; risk; typology; VioGén

System; VPR.
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Introduction
According to the World Health Organization (2013), 30% of women worldwide have
suffered physical and/or sexual intimate partner violence. The physical, psychological, and
social consequences of intimate partner violence against women (IPVAW) on primary
victims, their families and the wider community have been widely acknowledged (Campbell,
2002; Ellsberg et al., 2008; Guedes et al., 2016; Loxton et al., 2017; Trabold et al., 2020;
Vilarifio et al., 2018; Vives-Cases et al., 2011), and researchers, professionals, and public
administrators are calling for more effective prevention strategies (Ellsberg et al., 2015;
Garcia-Moreno et al., 2015; Heise, 2011). In Spain, the country where this study was
conducted, the last macro survey on Violence Against Women (n = 9,568 women,
representative of the female population residing in Spain aged 16 years and older; Delegacion
del Gobierno contra la Violencia de Género, 2020) found 14.2% of women in the country had
suffered physical and/or sexual intimate partner violence, and 31.9% psychological intimate
partner violence, at some point in their lives. Nonetheless, the complexity of victim reporting
decision-making and help-seeking in IPVAW cases (Blay Gil, 2014; Morgan et al., 2022; Xie
& Baumer, 2019) makes it a largely unreported criminal phenomenon (78.3% of IPVAW
victims in Spain did not report their aggressor; Delegacion del Gobierno contra la Violencia
de Género, 2020), and thus prevalence data might be much higher if all submerged IPVAW
was accounted for (Gracia, 2004; Gracia et al., 2009).

One of the main concerns of law enforcement agencies is to ensure the protection of
victims who report their aggressors and to prevent a violent episode from occurring again
(Gonzélez-Alvarez et al., 2018). In this regard, several standardized measures that facilitate
risk classification according to the statistical likelihood of recidivism (new reported IPVAW
incident) have been developed in the international context for IPVAW offenders (e.g., the

Brief Spousal Assault Form for the Evaluation of Risk version 2 [B-SAFER], Kropp et al.,
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2010; the Ontario Domestic Assault Risk Assessment [ODARA], Hilton et al., 2008; the
Spousal Abuse Risk Assessment-Version 3 [SARA-V3], Kropp & Hart, 2015; and the

Violence Risk Screening—Police Version [V-RISK-POL], Roaldset et al., 2017). Recent
meta-analytical evidence supports the predictive value of such tools, especially actuarial

instruments (overall AUC =0.657; van der Put et al., 2019).

The Spanish Comprehensive Monitoring System of Gender-Based Violence Cases

In Spain, IPVAW is legally referred to as gender-based violence (see Organic Law 1/2004 of
28 December on Integrated Protection Measures against Gender Violence), and is considered
the manifestation of discrimination, the situation of inequality and the power relations of men
over women, exercised over them by those who are or have been their spouses or who are or
have been linked to them by similar relationships of affectivity, even without cohabitation.
The Organic Law 1/2004 spurred the police and judicial protection for women exposed to
IPVAW in the country and, in 2007, the Comprehensive Monitoring System of Gender-Based
Violence Cases (VioGén System; a computer application which gathers information on all
reported cases of gender-based violence in Spain) was created (Gonzalez-Alvarez et al.,
2018). Once a woman reports a man for gender-based violence, law enforcement investigate
the situation and prepare a detailed report for the judge. First, police officers investigating a
gender-based violence case in Spain use the data of their crime investigation to register and
activate the case on the VioGén System. Next, the risk level of each offender is initially
assessed with the Police Risk Assessment tool (Valoracion Policial del Riesgo [VPR]; an
actuarial protocol proven useful to predict and manage risk in cases of gender-based violence;
Lopez-Ossorio et al., 2019a, 2019b) and, according to the risk level detected (i.e., extreme,
high, medium, low, or no risk), proportional police protection measures for the victim are

adopted. In addition, the Spanish judges can use this police risk assessment to issue protective



Matching batterer typologies with recidivism risk

orders (Caballé-Pérez et al., 2020). During the time a case is active, the risk of [IPVAW is
reassessed with a second actuarial tool, the Police Assessment of Risk Evolution tool
(Valoracion Policial de la Evolucion del Riesgo; VPER), every time a significant incident
occurs (such as a new complaint), or in predetermined periods of time (Lopez-Ossorio et al.,
2019a). Cases remain active in the VioGén System until no recidivism risk is detected, which
may take from a few days to a few years, depending on the case (Gonzalez-Alvarez et al.,
2018). The goal of the VioGén System dual risk assessment protocol (VPR and VPER) s to
promptly identify reported individuals who pose a higher risk to their partners, in order to
assign victim protection resources in the most efficient way; additionally, the risk
management approach is oriented to the deactivation of the identified dynamic-relational risk
indicators. Based on official reports, Lopez-Ossorio et al. (2017) reported a police recidivism

rate of 7.4% in a six-month interval among arrested IPVAW offenders in Spain.

IPVAW offender typologies literature review

Prior research has pointed toward the heterogeneous nature of IPVAW, both in terms of the
psychological characteristics of the perpetrators and in relation to the type of violence that
can occur (Delsol et al., 2003; Dixon & Browne, 2003; Gonzalez-Alvarez et al., 2021;
Johnson, 2008), which represents a challenge for the development of effective protection
plans for victims. In this sense, typological approaches to classify IPVAW offenders have
been discussed on the basis of their validity and applicability in professional practice (i.e.,
tailoring batterer intervention programs, risk management procedures, or police and judicial
measures; Amor et al., 2009; Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart,
1994; Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2000; Lohr et al., 2005; Weber & Bouman, 2020);
although their practical use might not be comparable across countries and jurisdictions.

Longitudinal studies on classic IPVAW offender typologies have explored the stability of
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such types over time (i.e., family only [FO]; borderline/dysphoric [BD]; low-level antisocial
[LLA]; and generally violent/antisocial [GVA]; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000).
Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2003) analyzed changes over time in a sample of 102 husband-
violent couples (37 FO, 34 LLA, 16 GVA, and 15 BD offenders). After 1.5 and 3-year
follow-up periods, the four subtypes continued to differ in their levels of IPVAW severity,
with FO and LLA men displaying less severe violent episodes than BD and GVA men. The
FO subgroup was the most stable, suggesting that IPVAW would not inevitably escalate over
time; moreover, most LLA men who switched groups moved to the FO group as a result of
decreasing levels of reported IPVAW and antisocial behavior. One-third remained in the
LLA group, and almost one-fourth remained in the GVA over time (most moved to the FO or
LLA groups), whereas only one man remained in the BD group 3 years later. Among those
who had the opportunity for continued violence (they maintained contact with their partner),
93% of GVA, 86% of BD, 77% of LLA, and 60% of FO men engaged in new violent
behavior against their partners. Similar results were found by Thijssen and de Ruiter (2011),
who observed highest recidivism rates among GVA individuals and lowest rates among FO
men (average 27-month follow-up period), as observed by Llor-Esteban et al. (2015), who
labeled FO individuals as the lowest-risk group. In the same vein, after a 15-month follow-up
(Clements et al., 2002), GVA and BD individuals were more likely than LLA and FO men to
be rearrested for IPVAW (15% of GVA men, 22% of BD, 5.5% of LLA, and 5.5% of FO).
Furthermore, GVA individuals showed higher violent (47%; including IPVAW) and general
recidivism rates (i.e., any recidivism outcome; 62%) than the other IPVAW offender
subtypes. This would support the implicit assumption that lower levels of IPVAW are due to
dyadic, relationship, environmental or interactional factors (situational aggression among FO
individuals), while more severe IPVAW is primarily attributed to the man’s personal

characteristics that reflect biological and intrapersonal factors (stable aggression among GVA
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men). In this sense, recent research points toward a strong association between antisocial
personality traits and IPVAW recidivism (Hilton & Radatz, 2021).

In Spain, both theoretical (Amor et al., 2009; Torres et al., 2013) and empirical
research on [IPVAW offender typologies (Boira & Jodra, 2013; Garcia-Jiménez et al., 2014;
Herrero et al., 2016; Loinaz, 2014; Loinaz et al., 2011) has been conducted in the last decade.
Most recently, an empirical Spanish IPVAW offender typology was proposed using the VPR
risk indicators as clustering variables in a large-scale representative national sample of
gender-based violence cases (n =9,731; Gonzalez-Alvarez et al., 2021). Following this
typology, IPVAW arrested offenders might be classified according to their levels of
psychological instability (e.g., severe and very serious psychological violence, threats to
harm the victim, death threat, aggression escalation, exaggerated jealousy or suspicion of
infidelity, controlling behavior, stalking behavior) and antisociality (i.e., indicators related to
the aggressor’s criminal history), resulting in a four-group solution. High instability/low
antisociality (HiLa) and high instability/high antisociality (HiHa) individuals shared most risk
indicators related to the aggressor’s psychological instability; whereas HiHa and low
instability/high antisociality (LiHa) men endorsed more antisociality indicators. The low
instability/low antisociality (LiLa) group was characterized by the less presence of VPR risk
indicators. If compared with Holtzworth-Munroe et al.’s classic typology (2000), the LiLa
subtype would fit the FO classic type, HiLa subtype would correspond to the classic BD type,
LiHa would match the GVA classic group. The HiHa subtype did not resemble the classic
LLA type, as these individuals presented with much higher antisocial levels than it was
described for the LLA type but, instead, it could be considered a mixture of the BD and GVA
offender types (Gonzalez-Alvarez et al., 2021).

Little is known about the utility and applicability of IPVAW offender typologies in

increasing the effectiveness of police work for the prevention of new IPVAW episodes. One
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of the few works that deals with this question is Petersson and Strand’s (2020) longitudinal
study (28-month mean follow-up period), which describes and compares 628 arrested and
non-arrested male IPVAW perpetrators in Sweden, in terms of their individual characteristics
(i.e., generally violent [GV] and partner only [PO] violent), and variables related to the
IPVAW incident. Results showed that arrested perpetrators were more likely to be reported
for severe forms of IPVAW, being assessed by the police post-arrest with a higher recidivism
risk, and being more likely to be prosecuted for the reported IPVAW incident. Furthermore,
among those perpetrators who were arrested, GV perpetrators were four times more likely to

recidivate than PO violent individuals.

Purpose of the study
The main goal of the current study was to examine whether the four Spanish IPVAW
offender subtypes (i.e., HiHa, HiLa, LiHa, LiLa; Gonzalez-Alvarez et al., 2021) had different
recidivism rates, and if they differed in the severity of the new IPVAW episodes. To this end,
the offender subtypes were matched with their recidivism outcomes (including violation of
court protective orders) in a longitudinal study. The expectation was that the HiHa subgroup,
with high levels of instability and antisociality (corresponding to the BD and GVA classic
offender types), would present with higher recidivism rates and of a more severe nature than
the other subgroups. Conversely, the LiLa subgroup (i.e., low instability and low
antisociality, corresponding to the FO classic offender type), was expected to have the lowest
recidivism rate, with the less severe new IPVAW episodes.

Moreover, we were interested in observing whether reoffending rates remained stable
within IPVAW offender types over time, as measured by the VPER. Considering that the
VioGén System allocates proportional police protection measures based on the risk level

detected, it was hypothesized that the risk levels of all subtypes would decrease in the course
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of time, but perhaps at a different pace: the risk of HiHa individuals would take longer to
decline than would be the case for the LiLa subgroup. This study would contribute to our
knowledge of the risk posed over time by each offender type, which could be helpful in
improving the police and judicial protection of IPVAW victims, by the adoption of early
protective measures matched to the risk posed by each subgroup (e.g., low-risk IPVAW
subtypes would need less surveillance/victim protection than high-risk offender subtypes);

which in turn would optimize the scarce resources available.

Method

Participants
For this study, we collected all gender-based violence cases registered in the VioGén System
between October and December 2016 (first complaints made by female victims), provided by
the Secretary of State for Security (Spanish Ministry of Home Affairs). In total, 10,623 cases
were extracted in January 2018, resulting in a follow-up period ranging between 13 and 15
months (depending on the date of the initial complaint). All cases analyzed in our study
included some sociodemographic information on victims and offenders (to describe the
sample), as well as all the VPRs and VPERs conducted by the police officers and all the
available data regarding compliance with the protective orders (in order to code risk levels
and recidivism outcomes). Data extraction was refined, excluding those cases not including a
VPR (cases recorded by a law enforcement agency that did not use this tool) and duplicated
cases, resulting in a total sample of 9,672 valid cases.

In all cases, the offender was a man and the victim a woman. The mean age of the
perpetrators was 39.1 years (SD = 12.4; range = 14-93), and they were mostly Spanish
nationals (78.5%; i.e., individuals born in Spain and those who have legally acquired the

nationality subsequently). Victims were also mostly Spanish nationals (75.6%) and their
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mean age was 36.1 years (SD = 11.7; range = 12-72). All the cases in this sample were
included in the one used for the Spanish IPVAW typology development study (n =9,731;
Gonzélez-Alvarez et al., 2021). The following distribution of IPVAW offender subtypes
resulted in the current sample: LiLa (n = 3,926; 40.6%); HilLa (n = 2,672; 27.6%); HiHa (n =
2,068; 21.4%); and LiHa (n = 1,006; 10.4%). These percentages were equivalent to those of

the development sample.

Instruments
The risk of recidivism of all cases included in our sample was assessed using version 4.0 of
the VPR and the VPER (the most current version at the time of data extraction). Both are
validated actuarial police IPVAW recidivism risk assessment tools integrated in the
VioGén System and used by Spanish law enforcement agencies (see Lopez-Ossorio et al.,
2019a). The VPR is completed immediately by a police officer after the victim has filed the
complaint, whereas the VPER is used to reassess the risk level for as long as the case is active
in the VioGén System, every time a significant incident occurs (such as a new complaint or a
violation of a protective order) or in predetermined periods of time according to the case risk
level'. VPR4,o (area under the curve [AUC] = .658; 95% CI = [.625, .692]) includes 39
dichotomous risk indicators grouped in four dimensions (i.e., severity of the reported IPVAW
episode, aggressor-related factors, victim vulnerability and aggravating circumstances;
Lopez-Ossorio et al., 2017), resulting in five police recidivism risk levels (i.e., extreme, high,
medium, low, or no risk).

VPERu4includes 34 risk and 9 protective indicators, including variables related to the
aggressor’s good prognosis, the adjustment and disposition of the victim towards protection
measures, the degree of implication of the victim in her own protection and her own risk

perception (Lépez-Ossorio et al., 2017). There are two types of VPER4.0 (Lopez-Ossorio et
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al., 2019a): the VPER-S (AUC = .824; 95% CI =[.797, .851]), used to reassess risk in
predetermined periods of time (as part of the risk management procedure); and the VPER-C
(AUC = .823; 95% CI =[.796, .849]), adapted to reassess risk each time a new significant
incident occurs between the perpetrator and his victim (i.e., each time the victim files a new
complaint against her partner for an episode of intimate partner violence or a police officer
becomes aware of a new incident involving the same two parties as the original report).
Therefore, when a case includes a risk assessment with the VPER-C, it would be indicating

that there has been a police recidivism event.

Measures

The allocation of cases to each of the IPVAW offender subtypes (i.e., LiLa, LiHa, HiLa,
HiHa) was retrieved from a previous study (Gonzélez-Alvarez et al., 2021). To account for
recidivism outcomes, two dichotomous variables (yes/no) were created: recidivism, coded
positively when the case included (at least) one VPER-C risk assessment (reflecting a new
reported IPVAW episode: physical, sexual, psychological violence or threats towards his
victim?, including violations of court protective orders); and multi-recidivism, coded
positively when more than one VPER-C risk assessment was conducted. Furthermore, a
specific variable was created to account for the violation of court protective orders, along
with five additional dichotomous variables detailing the characteristics of such violation
(physical approach, virtual contact, with physical violence, with psychological violence, and
stalking; Caballé-Pérez et al., 2020). Finally, the severity of the new IPVAW episode was
coded dichotomously (severe/not severe) as indicated by the police officers in the first 4
factors of the first VPER-C of each case (i.e., the recidivism event was coded as severe when
any of the indicators of physical, sexual, psychological violence or threats was annotated as

“severe” or “very severe”?).

12
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Follow-up time was calculated as the difference between the date of the first
complaint and the date when cases were extracted (January 2018). Time in custody (i.e., time
spent in prison after the date of the first complaint) was subtracted, so follow-up time
represented the individual’s opportunity to recidivate while residing in the community. We
also calculated time at risk as the difference between the date of the first complaint and the
date of the first police recidivism event, subtracting the time spent in prison (when
applicable). The evolution of risk levels was analyzed taking into account the successive risk
assessments (from the first to the last VPER) conducted for each case. Risk levels were

categorized quantitatively (i.e., extreme = 5; high = 4; medium = 3; low = 2; no risk = 1).

Data analysis
First, we conducted a descriptive analysis of all variables for the total sample. Second, Chi-
square tests were conducted to analyze the relationship between IPVAW offender types and
recidivism outcomes. When > was significant, corrected standardized residuals (CSR; < -2; >
2; a value above 2 means that in that cell values are higher than expected, whereas a value
below -2 means that in that cell values are lower than expected) were used to determine
which observed cells mainly contributed to this significance. Furthermore, Cramér’s V was
used as the effect size measure (7 values of .10, .30, and .50 were considered small,
moderate, and large effect sizes, respectively; Cohen, 1988). Due to violations of the
normality assumption, non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests were
conducted for the analysis of quantitative variables (e.g., number of prison records).
Bonferroni adjusted pairwise comparisons were used to investigate differences among
IPVAW offender subtypes.

As there was no fixed follow-up time for the sample, differences in police recidivism

rates among the four subgroups were examined employing the log-rank Kaplan-Meier

13
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method with log-rank (Mantel-Cox) test for significance, to explore the notion that the four
groups recidivated at equal rates at the follow-up period. All statistical analyses were

performed using SPSS Version 21 statistical software Package.

Results
Police recidivism
The mean duration of follow-up for this longitudinal study was 1.2 years (SD = 0.11; range
0-1.33). 144 individuals (1.5% of the whole sample) served time in one of the prisons
managed by the Spanish General Secretary of Penitentiary Institutions during the follow-up
period: 53.5% were HiHa offenders, 24.3% LiHa, 16.7% LiLa and 5.6% HiLa (¥*[3, N =
9672] =143.963, p =.000, V' = .12). Of these, seven individuals (5 HiHa and 2 LiHa) were in
custody during the whole follow-up period, and thus they did not have the opportunity to
recidivate while residing in the community. Therefore, all subsequent analyses of recidivism
variables were performed excluding such individuals (rn = 9,665).

First, 25.3% of cases (n = 2,444) did not include any VPER risk assessment (neither
VPER-S nor VPER-C). This was due to an immediate deactivation of the case in the VioGén
System, as a result of cessation of subsequent police or judicial measures (i.e., risk of
recidivism was not estimated and/or the suspect was acquitted).> The absence of VPER risk
assessments was statistically related to the offender type (¥*[3, N =9,665] = 946.11, p = .000,
J'=.31): LiLa cases were less likely to include a VPER than expected (59.3%), whereas
HiHa (90.6%) and HiLa cases (85.8%) included more than expected. No statistically
significant differences were found for the LiHa subgroup (72.8%).

Second, 1,717 cases included (at least) one VPER-C risk assessment, meaning the
IPVAW recidivism rate for an average follow-up of 1.2 years (in days: M =438.9; SD = 38.6;

range = 1-486) was 17.8%. IPVAW repeat offenders took, on average, 133.92 days to
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reoffend (Mdn = 105; SD = 110.67; range = 0—458; those individuals with zero days at risk
were reported again the same day of their index arrest). Among these cases, 551 (5.7% of the
total sample) included more than one VPER-C risk assessment, and they were labeled as
multi-recidivism cases. In 465 cases (4.8%), the new reported incident was labeled as
“severe”.

IPVAW recidivism rates for each offender type and differences in the severity of the
new violent episodes are reported in Table 1. Significant (but small) differences in recidivism
outcomes were observed between IPVAW offender subtypes. HiHa and LiHa individuals
were more likely to be reported for new IPV episodes (single and multiple) against their
victims, and to use severe violence (more likely among LiHa than among HiHa offenders). In
contrast, the LiLa subgroup showed the smallest percentage of recidivism variables, followed
by the HiLa subgroup.

[Table 1 about here]

The follow-up period for each case was significantly different depending on the
offender type (H[3, 9672] = 12.545, p = .006): HiLa cases were the ones with the longest
follow-up period (M = 441.70; SD = 29.85; range: 1-486); conversely, HiHa cases had the
shortest follow-up time (M = 435.26; SD = 50.64; range: 1-486; Bonferroni-adjusted alpha
level of 0.008). Nonetheless, the log-rank Kaplan-Meier survival estimator confirmed that,
controlling for individual differences in follow-up time, the survival rates of the four IPVAW
offender subtypes differed significantly for any new reported IPVAW incident (y*[3, N =
9,665] =220.897, p = .000; see Figure 1). No statistically significant differences were
detected among IPVAW offender subtypes for the amount of time repeat offenders (n =
1,717) took to reoffend.

[Figure 1 about here]

15
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Protective Orders

In our sample, 49% of victims (n = 4,732) were issued a court order of protection (i.e.,
restraining orders and/or prohibition of communication with the victim). Such protective
orders were distributed differently across groups (¥2 (3, N=9,672) = 582.9, p =.000; V' =
.245): HiHa (67%; CSR = 18.5) and HiLa cases (55.1%; CSR = 7.4) accumulated the highest
percentages, in contrast with LiHa (47.2%; CSR =-1.2) and LiLa cases (35.8%; CSR = -
21.4). In relation to recidivism, details on the percentage of protective order violations and
the type of such violations are shown in Table 3. In this regard, statistically significant
differences were detected among IPVAW offender types, although with small effect sizes
associated. The highest proportion of protective order violations occurred in HiHa and LiHa
cases; furthermore, these offenders were more likely to be arrested for approaching the
victim. HiHa offenders were more likely to virtually contact their victims than the other
subtypes, whereas LiHa individuals stood out for displaying physical violence after the
breach of the order.

[Table 2 about here]

Risk levels and evolution of cases

At the time of a first complaint, all cases in the VioGén System are assessed with the VPR
tool, resulting in five police recidivism risk levels, which were distributed significantly
differently (medium effect size) across the IPVAW offender subtypes (see Table 3). The
HiHa cluster accumulated the higher proportion of cases with the three highest risk levels
(6% of the HiHa individuals were labeled as extreme risk offenders, 20.1% as high, and
45.1% as medium risk); followed by the HiLa subgroup, with a majority of individuals
classified in the medium (36.7%) and low risk levels (49.3%). LiHa individuals stood out for

their low risk level (52.7%), and no risk was assessed in 70.6% of LiLa offenders. No cases
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were coded as extreme in the LiHa and LiLa subgroups, and no high-risk cases were detected
among the LiLa offenders.
[Table 3 about here]

During the time a case is active in the VioGén System, police officers use the VPER
tool to follow the impact of the protection measures over the recidivism risk. Cases are only
deactivated when no risk is estimated and/or the suspect is acquitted. In this sense, the total
number of VPER risk assessments and their resulting risk levels give us a sense of the
evolution of risk in the cases analyzed: a large number of VPER risk assessments and high
risk levels over time indicate that the offender continues to pose a risk to his victim and that
the police protection measures cannot be withdrawn in a short period of time. In our sample,
during a follow-up period ranging between 13 and 15 months, the average number of VPER
risk assessments conducted per case was 4.03 (Mdn = 3; range = 0-51). In the specific case of
VPER-C risk assessments (conducted after a new relevant incident), the average number was
0.27 (Mdn = 0; range = 0—14). Taking into account each IPVAW offender type, the higher
amount of VPER risk assessments was observed among HiHa cases (M = 5.91; Mdn = 6,
range = 0-32), followed by HilLa (M = 4.58; Mdn = 4; range = 0-51), LiHa (M = 4.06; Mdn =
2; range = 0-30), and, finally, LiLa offenders (M = 2.66; Mdn = 1; range = 0-23). These
differences were statistically significant (H [3] = 1078.546, p =.000), as confirmed by all
post hoc pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni-adjusted alpha level of 0.008).

Resulting risk levels were coded quantitatively (from extreme = 5, to no risk = 1), and
the mean risk level for each IPVAW offender type was observed after a new VPER risk
assessment was conducted. As shown in Figure 2, the mean risk level of all offender types
decreased over time. Furthermore, differences in average risk levels over time were detected

among offender types: HiHa cases were coded as those with the highest risk over time,
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followed by LiHa and HiLa cases; conversely, at all times, LiLa cases were associated to the
lowest risk levels.

[Figure 2 about here]

Discussion
The main purpose of this study was to match Spanish IPVAW offender types (i.e., LilLa,
LiHa, HiHa, HiLa; Gonzalez-Alvarez et al., 2021) with their risk of recidivism. Reported
results showed that, during the follow-up period (M = 1.2 years), the police IPVAW
recidivism rate in our sample (n = 9,665) was 17.8% (higher than the recidivism rate reported
by Lopez-Ossorio et al. in 2017); furthermore, the multi-recidivism rate was 5.7%. New
IPVAW incidents occurred, on average, between 4 and 5 months after the first complaint,
which would highlight the importance of long-term police protection of the victims. As
expected, statistically significant differences were found among IPVAW offenders in terms
of their risk of recidivism, when they were classified according to the Spanish IPVAW
offender typology (Gonzélez-Alvarez et al., 2021).

First, results from the analysis of IPVAW police recidivism outcomes confirmed our
hypothesis: IPVAW offenders with high levels of instability and antisociality (i.e., HiHa)
showed the highest recidivism (and multi-recidivism) rates (26.5%), followed by those with
low levels of instability and high levels of antisociality (i.e., LiHa; 22.6%). Likewise, such
IPVAW offender subtypes were more likely to be reported for new severe IPVAW episodes
against their victims (8.1% LiHa; 7.7% HiHa) than the other two subtypes. Furthermore,
these offenders were also more likely to violate the protective orders imposed (28.8% HiHa;
28.1% LiHa), and in such cases, the highest proportion of physical violence toward their
victim occurred in LiHa cases (20.3%). Conversely, IPVAW offenders with low levels of

instability and antisociality (i.e., LiLa) showed the lowest recidivism rates (11.9%). These
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results align with prior findings on Holtzworth-Munroe et al.’s classic typology (i.e., highest
recidivism rates among GVA individuals and lowest among FO men; Clements et al., 2002;
Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2003; Llor-Esteban et al., 2015; Petersson & Strand, 2020;
Thijssen & de Ruiter, 2011) and highlight the importance of individual level factors of
IPVAW offending (e.g., male’s antisocial tendencies, extensive criminal history,
psychological instability) on recidivism (Hanson & Wallace-Capretta, 2004; Hilton &
Radatz, 2021).

Given that the Spanish IPVAW offender typology was created incorporating some
IPVAW risk indicators related to the recidivism of the offenders, correspondence was found
among the risk levels estimated by the VPR risk assessment and the offender types. HiHa
offenders were labeled as those with the highest recidivism risk, followed by HilLa, LiHa and
LiLa offenders. In relation to the stability of the risk posed by IPVAW offenders, it was
predicted that all types would reduce their risk levels as a consequence of the adoption of
police protection measures. According to the hypothesis of the study by Holtzworth-Munroe
et al. (2003), FO offenders would present a greater decrease in their risk levels than BD and
GVA subtypes. According to our results, all the offender types showed a lower risk level over
time (follow-up period ranging between 13 and 15 months). Specifically, HiHa offenders
(corresponding to BD and GV A subtypes) were coded as those with the highest risk over
time and had a longer police follow-up (highest number of VPER risk assessments), followed
in descending order by the HiLa (i.e., BD), LiHa (i.e., GVA) and LiLa (i.e., FO) typologies.
Despite observing that some offenders recidivated during the follow-up period, the fact that
none of the offender types showed an increase in their risk levels confirms the usefulness of
the early adoption of protection measures by Spanish law enforcement agencies in IPVAW
cases, and, especially, the long-term maintenance of this type of measures in the cases that

are more resistant to change (i.e., HiHa cases).

19



Matching batterer typologies with recidivism risk

Limitations and implications for practice

A major concern for research based on police data is that the information gleaned from law
enforcement agencies may not represent the full extent of any offending (i.e., the police
cannot assume that no incriminating information has been hidden, deleted,

or remains otherwise undetected), especially when investigating IPVAW, where lack of
reporting does not necessarily mean reduced IPVAW (individual, relationship and abuse
characteristics may shape reporting rates; Blay Gil, 2014; Morgan et al., 2022; Xie &
Baumer, 2019). Considering the high percentage of unreported IPVAW in Spain (Delegacion
del Gobierno contra la Violencia de Género, 2020), studies including data from IPVAW
cases registered in the VioGén System can only offer a detailed analysis of the characteristics
of reported cases. On the other hand, taking into account the presumption of innocence of the
individuals arrested by the police, some of the cases incorporated into the VioGén System
may not end in a conviction (according to the Spanish State Attorney General’s Office report,
28.7% of IPVAW defendants tried in 2019 were not convicted; Fiscalia General del Estado,
2020), and thus, would no longer be considered as IPVAW cases. However, and unlike most
of the published studies on IPVAW offenders that inform as limitations the use of relatively
small, non-representative samples; the current sample represents, to date, the largest and most
representative sample used in typological studies.

Taking into account potential intercultural differences in the profile of IPVAW
offenders, we must highlight that our study was carried out with a Spanish sample, classified
according to the Spanish IPVAW offender typology (Gonzalez-Alvarez et al., 2021). In this
sense, we encourage new large-scale empirical typological studies in geographically and
culturally different samples, which might provide new evidence about the cross-cultural

validity of this suggested classification.
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This study offers empirical evidence of the potential utility of the Spanish IPVAW
offender typology (Gonzéilez-Alvarez et al., 2021) in police settings. From an applied
perspective, it could be useful to provide training to police officers in charge of victim
protection on the characteristics of IPVAW offender types and warn victims of the profile of
their aggressors, in order to allocate more police protection measures to the most dangerous
cases and improve the self-protection plans (especially in those cases where the perpetrator is
labeled as HiHa or LiHa). Furthermore, taking into account that in most cases resources are
scarce in day-to-day police practice, operational decision-making must be optimized. After
conducting the individual risk assessment of each offender using the VPR tool, police officers
often face the difficult situation of deciding which case to prioritize given an identical
estimated risk level (e.g., which victim to provide a telematic device that detects the
geolocation of the aggressor or which victim needs to move to a shelter more urgently). With
the individual risk being equal, knowledge of the type of IPVAW offender we are facing in
each investigated case could allow us to introduce a qualitative nuance that could improve

risk management operational decision-making.
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TABLE 1 Recidivism rates for each offender typology and severity of the new violent

episodes (N = 9,665)

Offender typology
Recidivism variables LiLa HilLa HiHa LiHa Ve Cramer’s V
(n=3,926) (n=2,672) (n=2,063) (n=1,004)
Presence (%) 11.9 17.8 26.5 22.6
Recidivism 214.042%** .149
CSR -12.4 0 11.7 4
i- Presence (% 2.7 5.7 10.2 8
Multi- %) 152087%%% 125
recidivism CSR -10.4 0.1 9.9 34
Presence (%) 32 3.8 7.7 8
Severe 88.681#** .096
CSR -6.2 -2.9 6.8 5

CSR = corrected standardized residuals.
*p<.05; *¥* p<.01; *** p<.001.
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TABLE 2 Violation of protective orders for each offender typology (N = 4,732)

Offender typology
Type of protective order violation LiLa HiLa HiHa LiHa x2 Cramer’s V'
(n=1,406) (n=1,472) (n=1,381) (n=472)
Protective order Presence (%) 16.6 22.8 28.8 28.1  64.800%** 117
violation CSR -7 -0.5 5.8 2.6
) Presence (%) 14.1 18.7 243 243 50.894%** .106
Physical approach
CSR -6 -0.9 52 2.7
) Presence (%) 34 6.3 9.8 5 41.902%** .104
Virtual contact
CSR -5 0 5.8 -1
With physical Presence (%) 12.3 10.4 15.4 20.3 9.366* .092
violence CSR -0.8 2.2 1.2 23
With psychological b onceh)  17.1 18.8 23.2 24.1 5.071 068
violence
Stalking Presence (%) 14.8 21.1 20.6 24.8 6.203 .075

CSR = corrected standardized residuals.
*p<.05;** p<.01; *** p <.001.
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TABLE 3 VPR police recidivism risk levels for each offender typology (N = 9,672)

Offender typology
VPR risk level LiLa HiLa HiHa LiHa 12 Crar;er s
(n=3,926) (®=2,672) (®=2,068) (n=1,006)
Presence (%) 0 1 6 0
Extreme
CSR -10.2 2.5 18.2 -4.2
. Presence (%) 0 7.5 20.1 0.8
High
CSR -21.3 2.7 28.4 -7.7
. Presence (%) 1.3 36.7 45.1 11.7
Medium 6031.005*** 456
CSR -40 22.5 29.4 -8
Presence (%) 28.1 49.3 28.3 52.7
Low
CSR -14.3 16.1 -8.8 11.2
. Presence (%) 70.6 54 0.6 34.9
No risk
CSR 63 -36.6 -36.1 0.7

CSR = corrected standardized residuals.
*p<.05; *¥* p<.01; *** p<.001.
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Survival Functions
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Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier survival plot for police recidivism distinguishing among IPVAW

offender subtypes
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Figure 2. Evolution of recidivism risk levels over time for each IPVAW offender subtype
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Endnotes

! Extreme risk: before 72 hours. High risk: before 7 days. Medium risk: before 30 days. Low
risk: before 60 days. No risk with protective order in force: before 70 days.

2 Physical violence: any non-accidental act that causes physical damage to the victim or that
has a high likelihood of causing it and places her in a situation of serious risk of suffering it.
Sexual violence: any sexual behavior completed or attempted by the aggressor without the
consent of the victim, or requests by the aggressor that cause the victim to feel sufficiently
pressured to engage in unwanted sexual practices (thus avoiding worse consequences),
through coercion or threats. Psychological violence: verbal or behavioral manifestations
(contemptuous looks, devaluing gestures, etc.) that damage the woman's self-esteem, devalue
and humiliate her, causing in most cases high emotional suffering, doubts about her worth
and annulment of her personality. Threats: existence of manifestations by the aggressor,
toward the victim or other people, of thoughts, desires, impulses or behaviors aimed at
causing any harm to the victim, regardless of the means used (in person, email, social media,
phone calls or messages).

3 Severe physical violence: injuries that require medical attention and aftercare, without the
need for hospitalization. Severe sexual violence: imposition of acts of a sexual nature through
the use of physical violence, but without causing injury to the victim. Severe psychological
violence: verbal and behavioral expressions that occur frequently and / or occur in front of
third parties, and cause serious discomfort and significant unease in the victim.

4 Very severe physical violence: injuries that require medical hospitalization and / or in
which the victim's life has been in danger. Very severe sexual violence: imposition of acts of
a sexual nature through the use of violence also leading to injuries (of any kind) to the victim.
Very severe psychological violence: verbal expressions that have been maintained over time

and have led to the total disposal of the victim.
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> It is important to bear in mind that the immediate deactivation of a case does not imply the
inability to detect a recidivism outcome by that perpetrator. The victim can report new
IPVAW episodes perpetrated by the same man during the follow-up period, which would

activate the case again in the VioGén System.
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