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Characteristics and recidivism in relation to arrest:
differentiating between partner violent perpetrator subtypes
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ABSTRACT
This study aimed to describe and compare arrested and non-arrested
male intimate partner violence (IPV) perpetrators, in terms of individual
characteristics and variables related to the IPV incident, in a sample of
628 perpetrators reported to the Swedish police. We also explored
recidivism rates in relation to arrest within the total sample, as well as
among subtypes of partner violent men (i.e. generally violent [GV] and
partner only [PO] violent). The perpetrators in this longitudinal study
were reported to the police for male-to-female perpetrated IPV and
subjected to a structured violence risk assessment between 2011 and
2014. The results showed that arrested perpetrators were more likely
to be reported for severe forms of IPV, being assessed by the police
post-arrest with a higher risk for recidivism, and beingmore likely to be
prosecuted for the reported IPV incident. There was also a significant
interaction effect between subtypes and arrest for IPV recidivism
within 12 months post-arrest. Among those perpetrators who were
arrested, GV perpetrators were more than four times as likely as PO
violent perpetrators to recidivate in IPV. The results of this study high-
light the importance of differentiating between subtypes when exam-
ining the impact of sanctions on IPV recidivism.
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Prior findings of the effect of arrest on intimate partner violence (IPV) recidivism are incon-
clusive (Vigurs, Wire, Myhill, & Gough, 2016). Following the Minneapolis Domestic Violence
Experiment (Sherman & Berk, 1984), which showed arrest to be an effective deterrent for IPV
recidivism, subsequent replications have failed to replicate this result. For example, some
studies have found arrests to increase recidivism among IPV perpetrators (e.g. Dunford,
Huizinga, & Elliot, 1990). Moreover, despite the conclusion of Sherman and Berk (1984) that
arrest likely works better for specific types of perpetrators, there has still only been one
attempt to integrate the research on IPV perpetrator typologies with the arrest literature
(Johnson & Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015). Therefore, this study sought to explore differences
between arrested and non-arrested perpetrators in terms of demographics, case-related
variables and recidivism rates, using both the total sample as well as differentiating between
the two most consistently identified subtypes of partner violent men: the partner only (PO)
violent subtype and the generally violent (GV) subtype (Petersson & Strand, 2018).
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Over the last decades, the arrest of a perpetrator has been a commonly used legal
intervention imposed by the criminal justice system in response to IPV. The arrest rates are
difficult to compare, however, as countries and states have adopted different arrest
policies. Mainly, such policies dictate either mandatory arrests or arrests being made
based on the police officer’s discretion. In the United States, where several states have
mandatory arrest policies (Xie & Lynch, 2017), 32% of the perpetrators were arrested or
detained following a police report of IPV (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). The corresponding
arrest rate in England and Wales is reportedly 51% (Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services, 2017). In Sweden, the arrest rate for IPV
perpetrators is 25% (National Council for Crime Prevention [NCCP], 2008). Notably, unlike
parts of the United States, Sweden does not have mandatory arrest laws for IPV perpe-
trators. In Sweden, the decisions to arrest are based on the police officer’s discretion.

The use of arrest as a criminal justice sanction imposed on IPV perpetrators received
increased attention from scholars and policymakers following the findings of the
Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment (Sherman & Berk, 1984). In this experiment, police
officers responding to IPV incidents randomly applied one of three predetermined interven-
tions: arresting the alleged perpetrator, temporarily separating the couple, or giving some
form of advice (e.g. mediation). A 6-month follow-up, using both official recidivism data and
victim reports, indicated that IPV perpetrators who had been arrested were less likely to
recidivate in such violence compared to their non-arrested counterparts.

However, subsequent attempts to replicate the findings of the Sherman and Berk
(1984) study have disputed the deterrent effect of arrest on IPV recidivism. For example,
the Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment was replicated in five other American
cities. These replication attempts, known collectively as the Spousal Assault Replication
Program (SARP) studies, failed to uniformly replicate Sherman and Berk’s (1984) findings
(e.g. Berk, Campbell, Klap, & Western, 1992; Maxwell, Garner, & Fagan, 2001; Sherman
et al., 1992a). Although some studies demonstrated that arrest had a deterrent effect on
recidivism (Berk et al., 1992), other studies showed that arrest increased the rates of
recidivism (Dunford et al., 1990). In an effort to analyse data from all five replication
attempts, results showed that arrest had a modest deterrent effect when measuring
recidivism via victim reports (Maxwell et al., 2001). However, the same deterrent effect
disappeared when deriving recidivism data from official police records.

Although the examination of the causal effect of arrest on recidivism requires an
experimental design, such studies are associated with several legal and ethical challenges.
This includes, for example, withholding arrest in those cases where needed (e.g. due to
severe victim injuries: Hilton, Harris, & Rice, 2007). As such, the number of eligible cases in
the Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment was limited due to ethical and legal
considerations, such as excluding cases of severe violence where the victim had sustained
serious or life-threatening injuries. The number of eligible cases was also limited as the
study design required both the victim and the suspect to be present at the scene. Given
the abovementioned difficulties, Hilton et al. (2007) argued that non-experimental
designs are required for a full understanding of the effect of arrest on recidivism. To
this end, non-experimental studies have also produced conflicting results concerning the
deterrent effect of arrest on IPV recidivism. For example, studying the efficacy of arrest,
protection orders or a combination of both types of interventions, recidivism was found
not to differ between types of interventions (Broidy, Albright, & Denman, 2016). Moreover,
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using longitudinal crime victimization survey data, studies have suggested that the effect
of reporting IPV to the police serves as a stronger deterrent for recidivism compared to
a perpetrator’s arrest (Felson, Ackerman, & Gallagher, 2005; Xie & Lynch, 2017). However,
in another study also using survey data of crime victimization, arresting the perpetrator
was found to reduce the odds of recidivism by 45% (Cho & Wilke, 2010). Furthermore,
studying police-reported IPV, Hilton et al. (2007) concluded that arrested perpetrators
were more likely to recidivate than those perpetrators who were not arrested. However,
this result was explained by the police officers’ propensity to arrest perpetrators with
a higher risk for IPV recidivism (as measured by violence risk assessments). Thus, drawing
on previous studies with different research designs and data, the effects of arrest on IPV
recidivism has shown inconsistent results.

These conflicting results could be explained by the heterogeneity among IPV perpe-
trators. Detailed analyses of the data generated by the SARP studies showed that the
effect of arrest on IPV recidivism varied as a function of perpetrator characteristics. For
example, some studies reported that arrest was associated with lower recidivism rates
among employed and married perpetrators than among unemployed and unmarried
perpetrators (Berk et al., 1992; Sherman, Smith, Schmidt, & Rogan, 1992b). More specifi-
cally, Sherman et al. (1992b) noted that perpetrators who were unemployed and unmar-
ried were more likely to recidivate in IPV following an arrest, compared to perpetrators
who were unemployed and unmarried but not arrested. Conversely, arrested perpetrators
who were employed and married were less likely than their non-arrested counterparts to
recidivate. In support of the conclusion by Sherman et al. (1992b), other results from the
SARP studies showed that arrest was more likely deterrent for perpetrators with less
extensive arrest records compared to perpetrators with more extensive arrest records
(Sherman, 1992). Taken together, these results indicate that there is a differential effect of
arrest on IPV recidivism depending on the type of perpetrator.

Despite previous recognitions that the deterrent effect of legal interventions (e.g. arrest)
most likely depends on perpetrator type, as well as the recommendation for future research to
investigate this further (e.g. Sherman & Berk, 1984; Willams, 2005), only one prior study has
attempted to merge these research domains. Using data from three of the SARP studies,
Johnson and Goodlin-Fahncke (2015) clustered perpetrators into the four subtypes previously
identified by Holtzworth-Munroe, Meehan, Herron, Rehman, and Stuart (2000: i.e. the family-
only, the dysphoric/borderline, the generally violent/antisocial, and the low-level antisocial
subtype). Overall, the study found that arrest had no deterrent effect on any of the subtypes
(Johnson & Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015). In contrast, an arrest was found to increase IPV recidivism
among the generally violent and the low-level antisocial perpetrators.

Although a step in the right direction, a growing body of research (e.g. Cantos &
O’Leary, 2014; Petersson & Strand, 2018) has questioned the validity of the four-subtype
typology advocated by Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) and used in the Johnson and
Goodlin-Fahncke (2015) study. This four-subtype solution was the result of an attempt to
validate Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart’s (1994) proposed typology consisting of three
subtypes (i.e. family-only, borderline/dysphoric and generally violent/antisocial). These
subtypes were hypothesized to differ on three dimensions; the severity and frequency of
violence, the generality of violence, and psychopathology. The family-only subtype was
suggested to use less severe forms of violence infrequently, being violent only towards
their partner or family, and having no or few problems related to psychopathology. The

NORDIC JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGY 3



borderline/dysphoric subtype was suggested to use severe forms of violence (e.g. sexual
violence), being violent predominantly towards their partner but also occasionally
towards others outside of the relationship, as well as displaying traits of borderline
personality disorder or severe forms of depression. Finally, the generally violent/antisocial
subtype was thought to use severe forms of violence frequently, being violent towards
their partner but also against others (e.g. friends, strangers and co-workers), as well as
demonstrating traits of antisocial personality disorder and psychopathy.

However, validation attempts of the three-subtype solution proposed by Holtzworth-
Munroe and Stuart (1994) have produced conflicting results. This includes conflicting
results in terms of the number of subtypes and their characteristics. For example, the
identification of the low-level antisocial subtype was not in line with the researchers’
originally proposed three subtype-solution, nor has this subtype consistently been iden-
tified in other studies (e.g. Cunha & Gonçalves, 2013; Graña, Redondo, Muñoz-Rivas, &
Cantos, 2014). Moreover, studies have failed to differentiate between the borderline/
dysphoric subtype and the generally violent/antisocial subtype in terms of borderline
personality disorder traits (e.g. Delsol, Margolin, & John, 2003; Holtzworth-Munroe,
Meehan, Herron, Rehman, & Stuart, 2003; Huss & Ralston, 2008). Furthermore, the three
originally proposed subtypes have also proven difficult for clinicians to accurately identify
(Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Huss, & Ramsey, 2000; Lohr, Bonge, Witte, Hamberger, &
Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2005). For example, when asked to sort IPV perpetrators into
these subtypes, mental health professionals agreed on the subtype placement for only
26.6% of the perpetrators in the sample (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2000).

In light of this, a recent systematic review concluded that the two most consistently
identified subtypes of IPV perpetrators across typology research are the PO violent
subtype (resembling the family-only subtype) and the GV subtype (resembling the gen-
erally violent/antisocial subtype: Petersson & Strand, 2018). In their review, these two
subtypes were found in all 30 studies that were included. Given the consistency of which
these two subtypes appear this seems to be the most solid IPV perpetrator typology to
build upon. Furthermore, several studies have found that it is sufficient to categorize the
PO violent and GV subtypes using only the generality of violence dimension proposed by
Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994: e.g. Boyle et al., 2008; Cantos, Goldstein, Brenner,
O’Leary, & Verborg 2015; Herrero, Torres, Fernández-Suárez, & Rodríguez-Díaz, 2016;
Petersson et al., 2019). These studies have also found that the resulting PO violent subtype
and the GV subtype closely resembles the family-only and the generally violent/antisocial
subtypes, respectively, on the other dimensions (i.e. severity/frequency of violence and
psychopathology) described by Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994). As such, these two
subtypes differ in several behavioural and psychosocial characteristics. For example,
compared to the GV subtype, the PO violent subtype has been found to display lower
levels of psychological IPV (e.g. threats: Boyle, O’Leary, Rosenbaum, & Hassett-Walker,
2008; Petersson, Strand, & Selenius, 2019), aggression (Boyle et al., 2008), violent attitudes
and sexism (Herrero, Torres, Fernández-Suárez, & Rodríguez-Díaz, 2016; Petersson et al.,
2019) and substance abuse (e.g. Cantos, Goldstein, Brenner, O’Leary, & Verborg, 2015;
Herrero et al., 2016). Moreover, the PO violent subtype has been described as being more
socially well adjusted outside of the relationship compared to the GV subtype. For
example, the PO violent subtype has demonstrated higher levels of community integra-
tion and participation (Herrero et al., 2016), having higher levels of non-marital social skills
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(Johnson et al., 2006), as well as demonstrating higher levels of pro-social personality
traits (e.g. agreeableness and conscientiousness: Walsh et al., 2010). Noteworthy, some
studies have reported non-significant differences between the PO violent perpetrators
and non-violent control groups. These non-significant differences include levels of non-
marital and marital skills, marital satisfaction (as reported by both victim and perpetrator),
attitudes and beliefs about IPV, substance abuse, and negative life stress (e.g. Delsol et al.,
2003; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000).

Studying the effect of arrest on recidivism among the PO violent and the GV subtypes
holds important practical implications for reducing IPV. For example, studies have found
that arrest can deter or increase the risk for future IPV depending on perpetrator type. It is
therefore important to be able to identify and differentiate between such perpetrators so
that this form of legal sanction is used efficiently. As such, perpetrators who are deterred
by arrest might not need any further legal sanctions to prevent them from recidivating
after their release. In contrast, this does not imply that perpetrators for whom arrest is
non-deterrent or provocative should not be arrested. Rather, where possible, this would
imply the need for other follow-on actions such as pretrial detention, prosecution,
conviction, supervision or treatment for such perpetrators (Johnson & Goodlin-Fahncke,
2015). However, such follow-on actions are not always possible and in such cases, the
criminal justice system, together with other victim support organizations, should focus on
the victim. As such, identification of perpetrators who are most likely non-deterred by
arrest would also help to identify the cases where, during the perpetrator’s arrest, victim-
oriented protective measures should be implemented (e.g. restraining orders and pro-
tective living). Thus, in such cases, an arrest could serve as a temporary protective
intervention, enabling attention to be directed towards victim safety planning. Also,
arresting the perpetrator would in such cases create what Kelly et al. (2013) called
‘space for action and reflection’ for the victim to consider their options and receive
support, as well as provide an opportunity to empower the victim through coordinated
community responses (Johnson & Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015; Williams, 2005).

The aim of the present study was two-fold. First, we sought to describe and compare
arrested and non-arrested IPV perpetrators in terms of demographic characteristics and
variables related to the reported IPV incident. Second, we sought to explore and compare
recidivism rates in relation to arrest within the total sample, as well as among the PO
violent subtype and the GV subtype.

Method

Study design

The present study was of a longitudinal design and was conducted within the frame of
a 7-year prospective research project. This larger research project aimed to implement
and evaluate the use of structured violence risk assessments for various forms of family
violence within one rural and one remote police district in Sweden. By the time of the start
of the project in 2009, these two police districts did not perform structured violence risk
assessments for family violence as required by the National Police Board. Thus, the two
police districts were willing to co-operate with the research team in implementing such
risk assessments within their organizations.
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Sample

The sample consisted of 628 male alleged perpetrators reported to the police in the two
participating districts for an IPV related crime against a female intimate partner, between
2011 and 2014. The perpetrators were between the ages of 16 and 86 (M = 39.1, SD = 13.0).
In terms of immigrant background, 144 (22.9%) perpetrators were born in another country
than Sweden. The majority of perpetrators (n = 498, 79.6%) were cohabitating with their
female victims. The most common reported IPV incident was physical assault (45.4%),
followed by severe violation of a woman’s integrity (33.0%), illegal threats (11.8%), other
crimes (5.7%: e.g. stalking, arson, and non-physical violation of restraining orders), sexual
assault (2.4%) and attempted murder or manslaughter (0.3%).

Data

The material in this study consisted of information on male-to-female perpetrated IPV
retrieved from structured risk assessments for such violence, as well as from a separate coding
sheet that the police were requested to fill in for the overall longitudinal research project.

Risk assessments
The risk assessments were performed by Swedish police officers using the Swedish
version of the Brief Spousal Assault Form for the Evaluation of Risk (B-SAFER: Kropp,
Hart, & Belfrage, 2008). The B-SAFER contains a total of 10 perpetrator risk factors for IPV
recidivism and five victim vulnerability factors. These risk and victim vulnerability factors
in the B-SAFER are rated as either present, partially present, or absent, based on several
sources of information. These sources include interviews with the victim, interviews with
the alleged suspect, and a review of register data (e.g. previous convictions). Based on the
presence and absence of risk and victim vulnerability factors, two summary risk ratings are
made: one for acute IPV (i.e. recidivism within a month) and one for severe or lethal IPV.
These summary risk ratings are estimated as low risk, moderate risk or high risk, based on
the presence and relevance of risk and victim vulnerability factors (Kropp et al., 2008). In
this study, the B-SAFER summary risk ratings for both acute and severe or lethal IPV were
dichotomized as elevated risk (i.e. combining ratings of moderate and high risk) and low
risk. The B-SAFER has been reported to have good to excellent interrater reliability and
predictive validity (e.g. Gerbrandij, Rosenfeld, Nijdam-Jones, & Galietta, 2018; Serie, van
Tilburg, van Dam, & de Ruiter, 2015), as well as shown valid and reliable results for the
Swedish police (Belfrage & Strand, 2008; Storey, Kropp, Hart, Belfrage, & Strand, 2014).

From the B-SAFER assessments, we used information on the risk factor measuring the
perpetrator’s involvement in general criminality and violence to categorize the perpetra-
tors into the PO violent and the GV subtypes (see the Procedure section). Moreover, we
also used the two summary risk ratings for IPV recidivism.

Case-related variables
A separate coding sheet was developed by the authors of this study and was used to
collect case-related information regarding the perpetrator and the reported IPV incident.
Information used in this study consisted of demographics, details of the reported IPV
incident, if the perpetrator was arrested, prosecuted and sentenced to prison or forensic
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psychiatric care, the level of risk management strategies initiated by the police in each
case, and if a restraining order was initiated in each case. Demographics of the perpe-
trators included age, immigrant background (0 = no; 1 = yes), marital status (0 = unmarried;
1 = married), children younger than 18 years in common with the victim living at home
(0 = no; 1 = yes) and if the perpetrator was cohabitating with the victim by the time of the
reported IPV (0 = no; 1 = yes).

The other case-related variables concerned the reported IPV incident. Of specific relevance
for the current study, we had access to information concerning a perpetrator’s arrest for the
reported IPV incident (0 = no; 1 = yes). We did not have data on the length of the arrest, but in
Sweden, this can vary between a couple of hours to a maximum of three days. Moreover, the
IPV incidents were categorized as either non-physically (0: e.g. threats and harassment) or
physically violent (1: e.g. assault, aggravated assault and attempted homicide), where physi-
cally violent IPV was considered as more severe due to its potential to cause physical injuries.
Other case-related variables included whether the perpetrator was prosecuted for the
reported incident (0 = no; 1 = yes), and if the perpetrator received a prison sentence or
forensic psychiatric care for the reported IPV incident (0 = no; 1 = yes). The level of risk
management strategies initiated by the police was measured as standard (0) or more than
standard (1). A standard level of risk management included passive protective actions such as
holding a security talk with the victim or making referrals to other victim support organiza-
tions (e.g. women’s shelters). More than standard levels of risk management included pro-
tective actions such as restraining orders, protected living or receiving an alarm package.
Finally, we examined whether a restraining order was initiated in each case (0 = no; 1 = yes).

Procedure

The data for this study were collected in the two police districts involved in the research
project. The B-SAFER assessments were carried out by the police between 2011 and 2014.
In Sweden, the National Police Board’s guidelines state that all reported IPV crimes must
be subjected to an initial, unstructured, risk assessment to assess the risk for future
violence (The Swedish National Police Board, 2010). This risk assessment is unstructured
as the police officer has to make a subjective assessment of the risk for further violence
towards the victim, based on his or her knowledge and experience. Those IPV cases where
the risk for future violence is assessed as present must, in turn, be subjected to
a structured violence risk assessment using the B-SAFER. Thus, cases where the police
officer deems the risk for further IPV as very low or absent are not subjected to
a structured risk assessment. This means that the B-SAFER assessments concern more
severe forms of violence reported to the police.

Since the decision to arrest a perpetrator is made by the police at the time of the police
report, a possible arrest precedes the B-SAFER assessment. The police stored the B-SAFER
assessments in paper and/or digital form and these assessments were accessible only
within each district’s police headquarters.

Subtype classification
Following previous studies (e.g. Boyle et al., 2008; Cantos et al., 2015; Herrero et al., 2016;
Petersson et al., 2019), the perpetrators in this study were categorized as either GV or PO
violent based on their use of general criminality and violence. To this end, the B-SAFER
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requires the assessor to collect information about a perpetrator’s previous and current use
of general criminality and violence, using both official records and interviews with the
victim and the perpetrator. As this risk factor is rated in terms of present, partially present,
or absent, we dichotomized this risk factor as either present (i.e. combining ratings of
present and partially present) or absent. Perpetrators who were assessed by the police as
generally criminal/violent were designated as GV (n = 327). The remaining perpetrators (i.e.
assessed as not being generally criminal/violent) were classified as PO violent (n = 301). As
such, in contrast to the GV perpetrators, the PO violent perpetrators in this study had never
been convicted nor accused by their partner to be generally violent/criminal.

Recidivism and follow-up
Recidivism data consisted of official records accessed via the Swedish national police
crime register. This register contains information about convictions as well as if a person is
subject to a pending criminal investigation. In the present study, we examined the overall
recidivism as well as IPV recidivism. Overall recidivism was defined as being convicted or
suspected for any type of crime (including IPV). IPV recidivism was defined as having been
either convicted or suspected for an IPV related crime (either against the same female
partner as in the initially reported incident or towards a new intimate female partner).

As the perpetrators in this sample were reported to the police between 2011 and 2014, the
follow-up period differed between subjects. However, the mean follow-up time in this study
was 28 months (SD = 11.0, range = 5–50 months). Although using various time-periods for
follow-up, themajority of previous studies examining the effect of arrest have used a 6-month
follow-up to measure recidivism (e.g. Johnson & Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015; Sherman & Berk,
1984). In this study, we used three follow-up time-periods. First, we examined recidivism
within the first 6 months following the police report of the IPV incident. Second, we examined
recidivism within 7–12 months following the reported IPV incident. Finally, we also analysed
recidivism rates combining the 6-month and the 7–12 month follow-up to an overall follow-
up time period. The rationale for also analysing recidivism rates for a longer follow-up period
than the first 6 months stems from findings that the first year post-intervention is a critical
period where the majority of IPV perpetrators recidivate (e.g. Goldstein, Cantos, Brenner,
Verborg, & Kosson, 2016; Petersson & Strand, 2017).

Statistical analysis

Statistical comparisons were carried out using chi-square tests and odds ratios (OR) with
95% confidence intervals (CI) for categorical, dichotomous, variables. Comparisons of
continuous variables were made using independent sample t tests. Effect sizes were
calculated using phi for chi-square tests, and Cohen’s d for the independent t tests. We
also carried out direct binary logistic regressions, using subtype and arrest as predictors
for different measures of recidivism (i.e. the dependent variables). For these analyses,
subtype was coded as 1 = ‘generally violent’ and 0 = ‘partner only violent’, whereas arrest
was coded as 1 = ‘arrested by the time of the police report’ and 0 = ‘not arrested by the
time of the police report’. The dependent dichotomous variables of recidivismwere coded
as 1 = ‘recidivated’ and 0 = ‘did not recidivate’. Before running the logistic regression
analyses, the multicollinearity assumption was examined and was found not to be
violated.
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The significance level used in this study was p < .05. All statistical analyses were
computed using IBM SPSS (version 26). This study received ethical approval from the
Swedish Ethical Review Board.

Results

Comparison between arrested and non-arrested perpetrators

In the overall sample, 26.1% (n = 164) of the perpetrators were arrested following the
police reported IPV incident. Before any further analyses were carried out we excluded
those perpetrators in the sample who were sentenced to prison (n = 60) or forensic
psychiatric care (n = 6) for the reported IPV incident. The rationale for this exclusion was
that these perpetrators’ time at risk (for recidivating) was limited due to them being
incarcerated either for parts of the follow-up period or the full follow-up period. The
number of arrested perpetrators eligible for the remaining analyses of this study was
reduced to 124, as 40 perpetrators were arrested by the time of the police report and later
sentenced to prison or forensic psychiatric care. Additionally, 26 perpetrators in the
sample were not arrested by the time of the police report but later sentenced to prison
or forensic psychiatric care.

For the first set of analyses, we compared arrested and non-arrested IPV perpetrators in
terms of demographic and incident-related variables (see Table 1). A significant difference
was found for having children younger than 18 years together with the victim. As such,
arrested perpetrators were less likely to have children together with the victim. Moreover,
arrested and non-arrested perpetrators differed on all but two variables related to the
reported IPV incident. Arrested perpetrators were more than three times as likely to be
reported for physical IPV, as well as prosecuted for the IPV incident. Arrested perpetrators
were also nearly three times more likely to be assessed by the police with elevated

Table 1. Differences between arrested and non-arrested IPV perpetrators (n = 550).

Arrested
(n = 124)

Non-
arrested
(n = 426)

M SD M SD t df p d

Demographics
Age 39.4 12.5 39.4 13.1 −0.48 548 .962 0.0

n % n % Chi-2 df p OR 95% CI phi

Immigrant background 31 25.0 95 22.4 0.38 1 .537 1.2 [0.7, 1.8] .03
Married 29 23.4 106 24.9 0.12 1 .724 1.1 [0.7, 1.7] .02
Children (< 18 years) with victim* 49 39.5 211 50.2 4.41 1 .036 0.6 [0.4, 1.0] −.09
Cohabitating with victim 101 81.5 343 80.7 0.04 1 .853 1.1 [0.6, 1.8] .01

IPV incident related variables
Physical violence* 114 91.9 328 78.5 11.53 1 .001 3.1 [1.6, 6.2] .15
Elevated risk for IPV Recidivism* 79 65.8 168 41.6 21.83 1 .000 2.7 [1.8, 4.1] .20
Elevated risk for severe/lethal IPV recidivism* 52 43.3 90 22.3 20.76 1 .000 2.7 [1.7, 4.1] .20
Prosecuted for IPV incident* 47 38.2 69 16.8 25.55 1 .000 3.1 [2.0, 4.8] .22
Standard level of risk managementa 53 54.1 201 51.0 0.30 1 .587 0.9 [0.6, 1.4] −.03
Restraining orders initiated 36 32.7 214 30.8 0.15 1 .694 1.1 [0.7, 1.7] .02

IPV = Intimate partner violence; OR = odds ratios; CI = confidence intervals.
aThis includes ‘passive’ protective measures such as security talks with the victim and referrals to crime victim support
organizations.

*Indicates statistically significant results
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summary risk ratings for acute IPV recidivism and severe or lethal such recidivism.
However, there were no differences between arrested and non-arrested perpetrators in
terms of the level of risk management strategies initiated by the police and whether
a restraining order was initiated or not.

Arrest and recidivism in the total sample

Since perpetrators in this sample had varying follow-up periods, as they were reported to the
police between 2011 and 2014, initial analysis on mean follow-up time between arrested and
non-arrested perpetrators was carried out. An independent samples t test revealed
a significant difference in follow-up time in months between arrested (M = 25.9; SD = 10.8)
and non-arrested (M = 28.1; SD = 10.7) perpetrators, t(548) = 1.99, p = .047, eta = .01. However,
this difference was not considered problematic given that both groups were followed-up, on
average, for a longer time than the longest follow-up period used in this study (i.e. 12months).
As can be seen in Table 2, there were no significant differences between arrested and non-
arrested perpetrators in terms of recidivism.

Main and interaction effects of arrest and subtype on recidivism

Next, we conducted a series of binary logistic regressions to examine the main and
interaction effects of arrest and offender subtype on the various measures of recidivism.
As can be seen in Table 3, there was a main effect for subtype on the following recidivism
measures in the logistic regression models: overall recidivism within 6 months, overall
recidivism within 7–12 months, and overall recidivism within 12 months. These results
demonstrate that GV perpetrators were more likely than PO violent perpetrators to
recidivate in overall criminality (including IPV) within the previously mentioned periods.

More importantly, although there were no significant main effects for either arrest or
subtype on IPV recidivism, we found a significant interaction effect in the binary logistic
regression analyses between subtype and arrest for IPV recidivism within 12 months (see
Table 3). Drawing on the results from the logistic regression, GV perpetrators who were
arrested by the time of the police report were more than four times as likely as arrested PO
violent perpetrators to recidivate in IPV within the first 12 months post-arrest. In an
attempt to explain this interaction effect we repeated the logistic regression analysis,
this time also controlling for violence severity (1 = initially reported for physical IPV,

Table 2. Recidivism rates among arrested and non-arrested IPV perpetrators (n = 550).
Arrested (n = 124) Non-arrested (n = 426)

n % n % Chi-2 df p OR 95% CI Phi

Six-month follow-up
IPV recidivism 9 7.3 39 9.2 0.43 1 .510 0.8 [0.4, 1.6] −.03
Overall recidivism 21 16.9 83 19.5 0.41 1 .524 0.8 [0.5, 1.4] −.03
7–12 month follow-up
IPV recidivism 12 9.7 24 5.6 2.57 1 .109 1.8 [0.9, 3.7] .07
Overall recidivism 26 21.0 59 13.8 3.72 1 .054 1.6 [0.9, 2.7] .08
Overall follow-up
IPV recidivism 21 16.9 63 14.8 0.34 1 .559 1.2 [0.7, 2.0] .02
Overall recidivism 42 33.9 125 29.3 0.93 1 .334 1.2 [0.8, 1.9] .04

IPV = intimate partner violence; OR = odds ratios; CI = confidence intervals.
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0 = initially reported for non-physical IPV) as this variable was previously shown to differ
between arrested and non-arrested perpetrators in this sample (see Table 1). However,
the results remained the same, demonstrating nomain effects but a significant interaction
effect between arrest and subtype on IPV recidivism (β = 1.5, p = .040, OR = 4.3; 95%
CI = 1.1–17.4).

Arrest and recidivism within subtypes

Finally, we also studied the recidivism rates among arrested and non-arrested perpetra-
tors separately for the two subtypes (i.e. within-groups analysis). As can be seen in Table 4,
a significant result was found within the PO violent subtype for IPV recidivism within the
first 6 months following the police report. PO violent perpetrators who were not arrested
were more likely to recidivate in IPV compared to those PO violent perpetrators who were
arrested. However, no other differences in recidivism rates were found between arrested
and non-arrested PO violent perpetrators.

Table 3. Binary logistic regression analyses of the main effects and interaction effect (*) of subtype and
arrest on recidivism (n = 550).

β Wald p OR 95% CI

IPV recidivism within 6 monthsa

Subtype 0.6 2.7 .099
Arrest −18.6 0.0 .997
Subtype*arrest 18.8 0.0 .997
Constant −2.6 94.8 .000

Overall recidivism within 6 monthsb

Subtype 1.2 19.2 .000 3.2 [1.9, 5.4]
Arrest −0.8 1.6 .205
Subtype*arrest 0.7 1.1 .304
Constant −2.1 93.3 .000

IPV recidivism 7–12 monthsc

Subtype 0.2 0.3 .591
Arrest 0.0 0.0 .947
Subtype*arrest 0.8 1.0 .324
Constant −2.9 90.0 .000

Overall recidivism 7–12 monthsd

Subtype 0.7 5.2 .023 1.9 [1.1, 3.4]
Arrest −0.2 0.1 .766
Subtype*arrest 0.9 2.2 .139
Constant −2.2 94.6 .000

Overall IPV recidivisme

Subtype 0.5 2.9 .090
Arrest −0.9 2.0 .157
Subtype*arrest 1.4 4.0 .046 4.1 [1.0, 16.6]
Constant −2.0 91.5 .000

Overall recidivismf

Subtype 0.9 17.6 .000 2.5 [1.6, 3.9]
Arrest −0.4 1.1 .294
Subtype*arrest 0.9 3.3 .069
Constant −1.4 66.4 .000

IPV = Intimate partner violence; OR = odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.
aOmnibus test = χ2 (3) = 14.92, p = .002. Cox & Snell R square = .027. Nagelkerke R square = .060
bOmnibus test = χ2 (3) = 32.66, p = .000. Cox & Snell R square = .058. Nagelkerke R square = .093
cOmnibus test = χ2 (3) = 5.12, p = .163. Cox & Snell R square = .009. Nagelkerke R square = .024
dOmnibus test = χ2 (3) = 18.98, p = .000. Cox & Snell R square = .034. Nagelkerke R square = .059
eOmnibus test = χ2 (3) = 14.57, p = .002. Cox & Snell R square = .026. Nagelkerke R square = .045
fOmnibus test = χ2 (3) = 38.83, p = .000. Cox & Snell R square = .068. Nagelkerke R square = .096
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As can be seen in Table 5, we also found a significant differencewithin the GV subtype. This
result implied that arrested GV perpetrators were more likely to recidivate in any type of
offence within the 7–12 month follow-up period, compared to non-arrested GV perpetrators.
In an attempt to explain these results, and since we did not have data on perpetrators’ arrest
for the recidivism crimes, we controlled for available data regarding the subsequent prosecu-
tion of GV perpetrators who recidivated within the first 6 months, as this could have affected
their possibility to recidivate during the 7–12 month follow-up (e.g. due to being arrested).
The analysis showed no difference in proportions between arrested (60.0%) and non-arrested
(65.5%) GV perpetrators who were prosecuted for the recidivism crime that occurred within
the first 6 months, χ2(1, 70) = 0.15, p = .696 (OR = 0.8; 95% CI = 0.2, 2.6), phi = −.05.

Discussion

This study aimed to describe and compare arrested and non-arrested perpetrators on
demographic and incident-related variables, as well as to explore and compare recidivism
rates in relation to arrest in the total sample but specifically for the PO violent subtype and
the GV subtype.

Table 4. Recidivism rates among arrested and non-arrested PO violent perpetrators (n = 275).
Arrested (n = 57) Non-arrested (n = 218)

n % n % Chi-2 df p OR 95% CI Phi

Six-month follow-up
IPV recidivism* 0 0.0 15 6.9 4.15 1 .042 1.3 [1.2, 1.4] −.12
Overall recidivism 3 5.3 24 11.0 1.68 1 .194 0.4 [0.1, 1.5] −.08
7–12 month follow-up
IPV recidivism 3 5.3 11 5.0 0.00 1 .947 1.0 [0.3, 3.9] .00
Overall recidivism 5 8.8 22 10.1 0.89 1 .766 0.9 [0.3, 2.4] −.02
Overall follow-up
IPV recidivism 3 5.3 26 11.9 2.13 1 .145 0.4 [0.1, 1.4] −.09
Overall recidivism 8 14.0 44 20.2 1.11 1 .291 0.7 [0.3, 1.5] −.06

PO = partner only; IPV = intimate partner violence; OR = odds ratios; CI = confidence intervals. The figures under ‘overall
follow-up’ represents unique perpetrators who recidivated at any point in time during the follow-up. The figures for the
other two follow-up periods represent the number of recidivism crimes. As such, some perpetrators recidivated in more
than one crime.

*Indicates statistically significant results

Table 5. Recidivism rates among arrested and non-arrested GV perpetrators (n = 275).
Arrested (n = 67) Non-arrested (n = 208)

n % n % Chi-2 df p OR 95% CI Phi

Six-month follow-up
IPV recidivism 9 13.4 24 11.5 0.17 1 .678 1.2 [0.5, 2.7] .03
Overall recidivism 18 26.9 59 28.4 0.06 1 .812 0.9 [0.5, 1.7] −.01
7–12 month follow-up
IPV recidivism 9 13.4 13 6.3 3.55 1 .059 2.3 [0.9, 5.7] .11
Overall recidivism* 21 31.3 37 17.8 6.00 1 .018 2.1 [1.1, 4.0] .14
Overall follow-up
IPV recidivism 18 26.9 37 17.8 2.61 1 .106 1.7 [0.9, 3.2] .10
Overall recidivism 34 50.7 81 38.9 2.90 1 .088 1.6 [0.9, 2.8] .10

GV = generally violent; IPV = intimate partner violence; OR = odds ratios; CI = confidence intervals. The figures under
‘overall follow-up’ represents unique perpetrators who recidivated at any point in time during the follow-up. The
figures for the other two follow-up periods represent the number of recidivism crimes. As such, several perpetrators
recidivated in more than one crime.

*Indicates statistically significant results.
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The overall arrest rate in this sample, 26.1%, was in line with previous Swedish studies
(NCCP, 2008). The findings show that, compared to the non-arrested perpetrators, arrested
perpetrators were less likely to have children together with the victim, more likely to be
reported for severe IPV (i.e. physical violence), being assessed by the police post-arrest with
a higher risk for IPV recidivism, as well as being more likely to be prosecuted for the reported
IPV incident. However, the level of risk management initiated by the police and the initiation
of a restraining order did not differ between cases with arrested and non-arrested perpetra-
tors. Furthermore, we found no differences between arrested and non-arrested perpetrators
in the total sample in terms of recidivism rates. However, we did find an interaction effect
between subtype and arrest on IPV recidivism within 12 months post-arrest. Among those
perpetrators who were arrested by the time of the police report, GV perpetrators were more
than four times as likely as the PO violent perpetrators to recidivate. Moreover, although
based on a small number of observations, the within-groups analyses suggested a possible
deterrent and provocative effect of arrest on recidivism for the PO violent and the GV subtype,
respectively.

Overall, this study demonstrates that the police had a propensity to arrest high-risk
perpetrators who had committed more severe forms of IPV (i.e. physical violence). These
results mirror the findings of Hilton et al. (2007) who reported that arrest was positively
associatedwith a higher assessed risk for recidivism and greater incident severity. Noteworthy,
the risk assessment for recidivism made by the police in this study was carried out after the
perpetrator’s arrest and did therefore not guide decisions to arrest. In addition, our results are
similar to previous research that demonstrated that police are more prone to arrest IPV
perpetrators who have physically assaulted the victim (e.g. O’Neal & Spohn, 2017). This
suggests that the police are more likely to arrest alleged perpetrators in those cases where
the victim has sustained greater levels of injury (e.g. visible bruises or lacerations), thus leading
the police to have probable cause to suspect that a crime has been committed.

The main finding of this paper was the usefulness of incorporating IPV perpetrator
subtypes into the analyses when studying the effect of arrest on recidivism. Thus, our
results support the suggestions that the effect of arrest on recidivism varies as a function
of perpetrator type (e.g. Sherman & Berk, 1984; Williams, 2005). As such, the initial results
showed no difference in recidivism rates when comparing arrested with non-arrested
perpetrators in the total sample. However, when we accounted for the subtype classifica-
tion in the analyses (i.e. the PO violent and the GV perpetrators), important results
emerged. Among those perpetrators who were arrested by the time of the reported IPV
incident, GV perpetrators were more than four times as likely as the PO violent perpe-
trators to recidivate in IPV.

There are several possible explanations for the significant interaction effect found in
this study. Previous studies have established that the GV perpetrators constitute a more
violent, high-risk, subtype compared to the PO violent perpetrators. For example, the GV
perpetrators have demonstrated higher levels of severe physical and psychological
violence, a higher propensity to escalate their violent behaviour, as well as displaying
violent attitudes (Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000; Petersson &
Strand, 2018). Furthermore, the GV perpetrators have also been found to display more
problems related to psychosocial adjustment than the PO violent perpetrators, including
more problems with substance use, employment and mental health (Petersson et al.,
2019). Unsurprisingly, previous studies have also demonstrated that GV perpetrators are
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more likely to recidivate than PO violent perpetrators (Goldstein et al., 2016; Huss &
Ralston, 2008; Petersson & Strand, 2017). Given the GV perpetrators’more violent disposi-
tion and psychosocial problems, it is highly likely that these perpetrators simply do not
care about being arrested. Thus, drawing on their antisocial lifestyle, the prospect of
punishment is of little concern to them. Relatedly, as opposed to the PO violent perpe-
trators, GV perpetrators have been found to have a more extensive arrest history (e.g.
Cantos et al., 2015; Theobald, Farrington, Coid, & Piquero, 2015). Although we did not
have access to such data in this study, the GV perpetrators in our sample may have
previously been arrested for other crimes (including IPV). In turn, this could have sensi-
tized them and, thus, diminished the deterrent effect of being arrested.

It is also possible to explain the differences in recidivism between the arrested PO
violent perpetrators and the arrested GV perpetrators from a theoretical viewpoint, using
the stake in conformity theory (Toby, 1957). As outlined in Toby’s (1957) theory of stake in
conformity, individuals who have strong ties to society (e.g. by being employed and
married) risk to lose more by being arrested for criminal conduct than those individuals
who lack such stakes in conformity (i.e. individuals who are unemployed and unmarried).
Expectedly, the PO violent perpetrators and the GV perpetrators have been found to differ
on many characteristics related to the level of stake in conformity. As such, the lower
levels of recidivism among the PO violent perpetrators found in this study could be
related to findings that the PO violent subtype is more socially well adjusted outside of
their relationship. For example, this subtype has a higher degree of community participa-
tion and integration than the GV subtype (Herrero et al., 2016). The PO violent subtype has
also been described as being similar to non-violent control groups on traits such as levels
of non-marital and marital skills, marital satisfaction, attitudes and beliefs about IPV,
substance abuse, and negative life stress (e.g. Delsol et al., 2003; Holtzworth-Munroe
et al., 2000). Coupled with findings that the PO violent subtype has a higher stake in
conformity, in terms of employment rates, education levels and is more likely to be
married to their partner (e.g. Cantos et al., 2015; Goldstein et al., 2016; Mach, Cantos,
Weber, & Kosson, 2017), arrest may have a deterrent effect on recidivism for this subtype.
For the PO violent perpetrator, an arrest could entail losing his employment, relationship,
and his social status and position. Being more socially well adjusted outside of their
relationship and having higher levels of community integration and participation (Herrero
et al., 2016), the anticipated reactions of the surrounding society to their arrest may act as
a strong specific deterrent for recidivism. Moreover, given that the PO violent subtype can
be considered as having a high stake in conformity, the results in this study are similar to
the results presented in the SARP studies. As such, Sherman et al. (1992b) concluded that
four of the SARP studies demonstrated that arrest had a deterrent effect for those
perpetrators who had a high stake in conformity.

On the other hand, the GV perpetrators are less socially well adjusted outside of their
relationship and have more problems related to psychosocial adjustments such as mental
health problems, substance abuse and employment issues (e.g. Petersson et al., 2019).
The GV subtype has also been described in previous studies as having a lower stake in
conformity (e.g. Cantos et al., 2015; Goldstein et al., 2016; Mach et al., 2017). From
a theoretical perspective, these perpetrators do not risk losing their employment, social
status or social position to the same extent as the PO violent perpetrators, as the GV
perpetrators often already lack these features. Thus, the lack of strong ties to conventional
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society, mainly through their poor psychosocial adjustment, could lower their threshold
for violating the law. Relatedly, due to their low degree of integration with conventional
society and their poor psychosocial adjustment, perpetrators with a low stake in con-
formity may be more likely to feel wronged by the victim and the criminal justice system
for being arrested for the reported IPV. Therefore, they may also feel less obliged to
suppress their anger at the victim after being arrested and thus be more inclined to
recidivate (Sherman et al., 1992b).

Interestingly, despite the results showing that arrested perpetrators in this sample had
committed more severe forms of IPV, and were assessed by the police as being more likely
to recidivate in both acute and severe forms of IPV, arrested PO violent perpetrators were
less likely to recidivate in IPV. This indicates that violence severity and the assessed risk for
future IPV is not predictive for recidivism for this subtype. In contrast, the GV perpetrators
who were arrested were more likely to recidivate. Thus, violence severity and assessed risk
for future IPV seem to be predictive for this subtype. These results are identical to previous
research that concluded that violence severity was predictive for the GV subtype, but not
for the PO violent subtype (Goldstein et al., 2016). According to Goldstein et al. (2016),
these results were not surprising for the GV perpetrators as they, due to their antisocial
and violent disposition, were hypothesized to be more likely to recidivate regardless of
initial violence severity. A possible explanation as to why violence severity was not
predictive for the PO violent perpetrators could be that victims of such perpetrators,
who are usually exposed to less severe forms of IPV (Petersson & Strand, 2018), may wait
with reporting their partner to the police until a more severe incident occurs. Thus,
although being reported for severe forms of IPV, given their otherwise less violent
disposition and their higher stake in conformity, an arrest could have a deterrent effect
making PO violent perpetrators reluctant to recidivate.

Finally, the within-groups analyses carried out in this study indicate that there might be
within-subtype differences in recidivism between arrested and non-arrested perpetrators.
These results demonstrated that arrested PO violent perpetrators were less likely than non-
arrested PO violent perpetrators to recidivate in IPV for the first 6 months of follow-up.
Furthermore, arrested GV perpetrators were more likely than non-arrested GV perpetrators
to recidivate in overall criminality (including IPV) within the 7–12 months follow-up. These
results are partially in line with the only previous study to examine the effect of arrest on
recidivism among subtypes of partner violent men (Johnson & Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015). In
their analyses of data retrieved from an experimental study, Johnson and Goodlin-Fahncke
(2015) reported that arrest had no deterrent effect for neither the PO violent nor the GV
subtypes. However, arrest seemed to increase recidivism rates among the GV subtype –
indicating a provocative effect of arrest on recidivism for this subtype. However, two major
methodological limitations preclude us from drawing any conclusions related to the deter-
rent and provocative effects of arrest on recidivism in the present study. First, this study was
not conducted with an experimental design. Second, the within-groups analyses were
based on a small number of observations and need to be replicated using a larger sample.
However, the within-group analyses suggest that future research on this topic also should
account for within-subtype variation to receive a full understanding of the effect of arrest on
recidivism.
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Limitations

This paper is not without limitations. First, this study was non-experimental, meaning that we
cannot make any statements of the causal effects of arrest on recidivism. In this longitudinal
study, however, we could control for several variables previously found to pose as possible
confounders, including the severity of IPV, the perpetrator’s risk for recidivism, and several
other demographical variables (e.g. Hilton et al., 2007). Moreover, we also controlled for
additional possible confounders that could have affected recidivism such as incarceration,
level of risk management strategies initiated by the police as well as if the case proceeded to
prosecution. Nevertheless, the current study and its results are exploratory and should be
seen as a starting point for more methodologically rigorous studies to replicate.

Other limitations of the present study concerned the nature of the data. First, relying
on official police records for recidivism data likely underestimates the amount of actual
recidivism (e.g. Goldstein et al., 2016). Although we did not have access to such data in the
present study, the use of victim reports to measure recidivism would have likely demon-
strated higher rates of recidivism. Second, since this study was based on cases of police-
reported IPV that the police deemed serious enough to warrant a structured violence risk
assessment, the type of IPV examined in this study most likely constitutes the most severe
forms of IPV. As such, generalizing the results of this study to less severe forms of IPV is not
recommended. Related to the discussion of the generalizability of the study’s results, the
current study was based on data from one rural and one remote police district in Sweden.
Therefore, it is uncertain if the results can be generalized to an urban setting in Sweden.
However, the results concerning the differences between the subtypes in this study are
partially in line with the results from the SARP studies, which were mainly based in urban
settings. Albeit, drawing on the exploratory nature of this study, replication attempts
should be made in urban settings as well. Moreover, it can also be contested that physical
IPV is to be considered as more severe than psychological IPV. As such, it has been
reported that psychological IPV can have an as deleterious and negative impact on the
victims as physical IPV (O’Leary, 1999). Still, we chose to consider physical IPV as more
severe, mainly due to the heightened risk for serious bodily injuries to victims.

Practical implications

Drawing on the results of this study, the effect of arrest on recidivism seems to differ
depending on the subtype. The results indicate that arrest is not a sufficient legal action to
reduce IPV for GV perpetrators, whereas relatively few arrested PO violent perpetrators
recidivated. Therefore, identifying the arrested IPV perpetrator as either PO violent or GV,
in connection to the arrest, could guide decisions related to the need for further legal
sanctions or protective measures to prevent recidivism.

For GV perpetrators, an arrest should be combined with other interventions, including
(if possible) pre-trial detention, conviction, sentencing, or supervision (Johnson &
Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015). When arresting GV perpetrators who are reported for severe
forms of IPV, the results of this study demonstrate that the Swedish police need to work
more diligently together with attorneys to extend the arrest into pre-trial detention. In
Sweden, a suspect can be arrested for a maximum of 72 hours. During this time, the
attorney is responsible for issuing a remand (i.e. pre-trial detention) order to the court,
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which decides whether or not to place the suspect on remand. There is no limit for time
on remand in Sweden, although the suspect on remand will have his or her case tried at
a new remand hearing every 2 weeks. However, many IPV cases do not proceed to court
(Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000), partially due to the victim’s refusal to cooperate in the
investigation. Data from the research project that this study was based on showed that
27% of the women victimized by IPV did not want to cooperate in the police investigation.
Therefore, many of the suggested follow-on interventions are not always applicable as
cases are dropped. Thus, during the arrest of a GV perpetrator, the focus should be
directed towards risk management aiming to protect and empower the victim. The
empowerment of victims can include motivating the victim to participate in the police
investigation, as this could increase the chance of charging the perpetrator for the crime,
as well as motivating the victim to participate in the risk management strategies provided
by the police and other community support agencies. Encouraging the victims of an
arrested GV perpetrator to participate in the police investigation is therefore crucial. For
example, according to O’Neal and Spohn (2017) prosecutors were nearly 13 times more
likely to file charges against the perpetrator if the victim cooperated in the investigation.

In the case of PO violent perpetrators, an arrest could act as a deterrent for recidivism.
The need for additional interventions might therefore not be as important. Important to
bear in mind, however, is the fact that there were only three (5.3%) arrested PO violent
perpetrators who recidivated in IPV in this study. As such, the conclusion about the need
for fewer interventions is based on a relatively small number of observations. Regardless,
research has shown that PO violent perpetrators are more likely to respond positively to
treatment interventions than GV perpetrators. For example, some studies have demon-
strated that PO violent perpetrators are more likely to attend and complete treatment
(e.g. Huss & Ralston, 2008; Mach et al., 2017). As such, referring such perpetrators to
treatment following their release from arrest could have favourable results in reducing IPV
recidivism. Furthermore, given this subtype’s higher stake in conformity and therefore
greater respect for the criminal justice system, a proactive talk by the police aiming to
inform the perpetrator of the consequences of violent behaviour could also help these
men desist from using violence towards their female partner following the release from
arrest. In Sweden, such proactive talks are held by the police with IPV perpetrators who
are deemed by the police as appropriate for such an intervention (NCCP, 2017). This
appraisal is based on the perpetrator’s psychosocial functioning and motivation to end
their violent behaviour, as the proactive talk aims to make the perpetrator understand the
negative outcomes associated with using violence towards an intimate partner.

Conclusions

The results of this study support the usefulness of incorporating IPV perpetrator typolo-
gies into the analyses when studying the effect of legal sanctions on recidivism. As such,
this study further cements the GV perpetrators as a high-risk subtype (e.g. Cavanaugh &
Gelles, 2005; Petersson et al., 2019), seemingly not deterred by arrest (Johnson & Goodlin-
Fahncke, 2015). Besides the need to replicate the within-group results of this study with
a larger sample, future studies could also favourably examine time to recidivism, using for
example survival analysis, to offer a more detailed description of the effect of arrest for the
two subtypes.

NORDIC JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGY 17



Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

References

Belfrage, H., & Strand, S. (2008). Structured spousal violence risk assessment: Combining risk factors
and victim vulnerability factors. International Journal of Forensic Mental Health, 7(1), 39–46.

Berk, R. A., Campbell, A., Klap, R., & Western, B. (1992). The deterrent effect of arrest in incidents of
domestic violence: A Bayesian analysis of four field experiments. American Sociological Review, 57,
698–708.

Boyle, D. J., O’Leary, K. D., Rosenbaum, A., & Hassett-Walker, C. (2008). Differentiating between
generally and partner-only violent subgroups: Lifetime antisocial behavior, family of origin
violence, and impulsivity. Journal of Family Violence, 23, 47–55.

Broidy, L., Albright, D., & Denman, K. (2016). Deterring future incidents of intimate partner violence:
Does type of formal intervention matter? Violence Against Women, 22(9), 1113–1133.

Cantos, A. L., Goldstein, D. A., Brenner, L., O’Leary, K. D., & Verborg, R. (2015). Correlates and program
completion of family-only and generally violent perpetrators of intimate partner violence.
Behavioral Psychology, 23(3), 549–569.

Cantos, A. L., & O’Leary, D. K. (2014). One size does not fit all in treatment of intimate partner
violence. Partner Abuse, 5(2), 204–236.

Cavanaugh, M. M., & Gelles, R. J. (2005). The utility of male domestic violence offender typologies.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20(2), 155–166.

Cho, H., & Wilke, D. J. (2010). Gender differences in the nature of the intimate partner violence and
effects of perpetrator arrest on revictimization. Journal of Family Violence, 25, 393–400.

Cunha, O., & Gonçalves, R. A. (2013). Intimate partner violence offenders: Generating a data-based
typology of batterers and implications for treatment. The European Journal of Psychology Applied
to Legal Context, 5, 131–139.

Delsol, C., Margolin, G., & John, R. S. (2003). A typology of maritally violent men and correlates of
violence in a community sample. Journal of Marriage and Family, 65(3), 635–651.

Dunford, F., Huizinga, D., & Elliot, D. S. (1990). The role of arrest in domestic assault: The Omaha
experiment. Criminology, 28, 183–206.

Felson, R. B., Ackerman, J. M., & Gallagher, C. A. (2005). Police intervention and the repeat of
domestic assault. Criminology, 43, 563–588.

Gerbrandij, J., Rosenfeld, B., Nijdam-Jones, A., & Galietta, M. (2018). Evaluating risk assessment
instruments for intimate partner stalking and intimate partner violence. Journal of Threat
Assessment and Management, 5(2), 103–118.

Goldstein, D. A., Cantos, A. L., Brenner, L. H., Verborg, R. J., & Kosson, D. S. (2016). Perpetrator type
moderates the relationship between severity of intimate partner violence and recidivism.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 43(7), 879–989.

Graña, J. L., Redondo, N., Muñoz-Rivas, M. J., & Cantos, A. L. (2014). Subtypes of batterers in
treatment: Empirical support for a distinction between Type I, Type II and Type III. PLos ONE, 9
(10), 1–9.

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services. (2017). A progress report on
the police response to domestic abuse. London: Author.

Herrero, J., Torres, A., Fernández-Suárez, A., & Rodríguez-Díaz, J. F. (2016). Generalist versus specia-
lists: Toward a typology of batterers in prison. The European Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal
Context, 8, 19–26.

Hilton, N. Z., Harris, G. T., & Rice, M. E. (2007). The effect of arrest on wife assault recidivism:
Controlling for pre-arrest risk. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34, 1334–1344.

Holtzworth-Munroe, A., Meehan, J. C., Herron, K., Rehman, U., & Stuart, G. L. (2000). Testing the
Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) batterer typology. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 68(6), 1000–1019.

18 J. PETERSSON AND S. STRAND



Holtzworth-Munroe, A., Meehan, J. C., Herron, K., Rehman, U., & Stuart, G. L. (2003). Do subtypes of
maritally violent men continue to differ over time? Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
71(4), 728–740.

Holtzworth-Munroe, A., & Stuart, G. L. (1994). Typologies of male batterers: Three subtypes and the
differences among them. Psychological Bulletin, 116(3), 476–497.

Huss, M. T., & Ralston, A. (2008). Do batterer subtypes actually matter? Treatment completion,
treatment response, and recidivism across a batterer typology. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 35
(6), 710–724.

Johnson, R., Gilchrist, E., Beech, A. R., Weston, S., Takriti, R., & Freeman, R. (2006). A psychometric
typology of U.K domestic violence offenders. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 21(10), 1270–1285.

Johnson, R. R., & Goodlin-Fahncke, W. (2015). Exploring the effect of arrest across a domestic
batterer typology. Juvenile & Family Court Journal, 66(1), 15–30.

Kelly, L., Adler, J. R., Horvath, M. A. H., Lovett, J., Coulson, M., Kernohan, D., & Gray, M. (2013).
Evaluation of the pilot of domestic violence protection orders. Research report 79. London: Home
Office.

Kropp, P. R., Hart, S. D., & Belfrage, H. (2008). Bedömning av risk för upprepat partnervåld (SARA:SV:
Version 2). Användarmanual. Sundsvall: Rättspsykiatriska Regionkliniken. [Swedish translation of
the Brief spousal assault form for the evaluation of risk (B-SAFER)]. User manual. Vancouver:
Proactive Resolutions.

Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J., Huss, M. T., & Ramsey, S. (2000). The clinical utility of batterer typologies.
Journal of Family Violence, 15(1), 37–53.

Lohr, J. M., Bonge, D., Witte, T. H., Hamberger, L. K., & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J. (2005). Consistency
and accuracy of batterer typology identification. Journal of Family Violence, 20(4), 253–258.

Mach, J. L., Cantos, A. L., Weber, E. N., & Kosson, D. S. (2017). The impact of perpetrator characteristics
on the completion of a partner abuse intervention program. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
1–27.

Maxwell, C. D., Garner, J. H., & Fagan, J. A. (2001). The effects of arrest on intimate partner violence:
New Evidence from the spouse assault replication program. Washington DC: National Institute of
Justice.

National Council for Crime Prevention. (2008). Polisens utredningar av våld mot kvinnor i nära
relationer. [Police investigations of violence against women]. Stockholm: Author.

National Council for Crime Prevention. (2017). Polisiära arbetssätt för att förebygga upprepat
partnervåld – Med fokus på våldsutövaren. [Police methods to prevent intimate partner violence
recidivism – Focusing on the perpetrator]. Stockholm: Author.

O’Leary, K. D. (1999). Psychological abuse: A variable deserving critical attention in domestic
violence. Violence and Victims, 14(1), 3–23.

O’Neal, E. N., & Spohn, C. (2017). When the perpetrator is a partner: Arrest and charging decisions in
intimate partner sexual assault cases – A focal concerns analysis. Violence Against Women, 23,
707–729.

Petersson, J., & Strand, S. (2017). Recidivism in intimate partner violence among antisocial and
family-only perpetrators. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 44(11), 1477–1495.

Petersson, J., & Strand, S. (2018). Family-only perpetrators of intimate partner violence: A systematic
review. Trauma, Violence & Abuse. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1177/1524838018770410.

Petersson, J., Strand, S., & Selenius, H. (2019). Risk factors for intimate partner violence: A comparison
of antisocial and family-only perpetrators. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 34(2), 219–239.

Serie, C. M. B., van Tilburg, C. A., van Dam, A., & de Ruiter, C. (2015). Spousal assaulters in outpatient
mental health care: The relevance of structured risk assessment. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
1, 1–20.

Sherman, L. W. (1992). Policing domestic violence: Experiments and dilemmas. New York, NY: Free
Press.

Sherman, L. W., & Berk, R. A. (1984). The specific deterrent effects of arrest for domestic assault.
American Sociological Review, 49(2), 261–272.

NORDIC JOURNAL OF CRIMINOLOGY 19

https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018770410


Sherman, L. W., Schmidt, J. D., Rogan, D. P., Smith, D. A., Gartin, P. R., Cohn, E. G., . . . Bacich, A. R.
(1992a). The variable effects of arrest on criminal careers: The Milwaukee domestic violence
experiment. The Journal of Criminal Law & Criminology, 83(1), 137–169.

Sherman, L. W., Smith, D. A., Schmidt, J. D., & Rogan, D. P. (1992b). Crime, punishment, and stake in
conformity: Legal and informal control of domestic violence. American Sociological Review, 57(5),
680–690.

Storey, J. E., Kropp, R. P., Hart, S. D., Belfrage, H., & Strand, S. (2014). Assessment and management of
risk for intimate partner violence by police officers using the brief spousal assault form for the
evaluation of risk. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 41(2), 256–271.

The Swedish National Police Board. (2010). Riktlinjer för polisiära riskanalyser vid våld på individnivå.
[Guidelines for police risk assessments of interpersonal violence.]. Stockholm: Swedish National
Police Board.

Theobald, D., Farrington, D. P., Coid, J. W., & Piquero, A. R. (2015). Are male perpetrators of intimate
partner violence different from convicted violent offenders? Examination of psychopathic traits
and life success in males from a community survey. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 31,
1687–1718.

Tjaden, P., & Thoennes, N. (2000). Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence, and consequences of violence
against women. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Toby, J. (1957). Social disorganization and stake in conformity: Complementary factors in the
predatory behavior of hoodlums. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 48(1), 12–17.

Vigurs, C., Wire, J., Myhill, A., & Gough, D. (2016). Police initial responses to domestic abuse:
A systematic review. London: College of Policing.

Walsh, Z., Swogger, M. T., O’Connor, B. P., Chatav Schonbrun, Y., Shea, M. T., & Stuart, G. L. (2010).
Subtypes of partner violence perpetrators amongmale and female psychiatric patients. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology, 119(3), 563–574.

Williams, K. R. (2005). Arrest and intimate partner violence: Toward a more complete application of
deterrence theory. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 10, 660–679.

Xie, M., & Lynch, J. P. (2017). The effects of arrest, reporting to the police, and victim services on
intimate partner violence. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 54, 338–378.

20 J. PETERSSON AND S. STRAND


	Abstract
	Method
	Study design
	Sample
	Data
	Risk assessments
	Case-related variables

	Procedure
	Subtype classification
	Recidivism and follow-up

	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Comparison between arrested and non-arrested perpetrators
	Arrest and recidivism in the total sample
	Main and interaction effects of arrest and subtype on recidivism
	Arrest and recidivism within subtypes

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Practical implications
	Conclusions

	Disclosure statement
	References



