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Abstract
The objective of this study was to determine the variables that predict 
severe intimate partner violence (S-IPV) according to the typology of 
abusers. The data were derived from 1,610 police reports on intimate 
partner violence (IPV) in Catalonia (Spain) between 2016 and 2017 
obtained through the Police Risk Assessment Questionnaire. The study 
has compared a group of antisocial aggressors (n = 613) with a group of 
family-only perpetrators (n = 997). The chi-square test shows significant 
differences between antisocial and family-only groups for most of the 
variables analyzed. To determine the predictive variables of S-IPV in both 
groups, binary regression analyses were performed. In the antisocial 
group, death threats and degrading treatment by the aggressor significantly 
increased the probability of S-IPV, as did the victim’s minimization or 
justification of the abuse, living together with the aggressor, isolation, and 
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drug or alcohol abuse. In the family-only group, an increase in the severity 
of the abuse and death threats against partners significantly increased 
the likelihood of perpetrating S-IPV. For the victims, being abused by a 
previous partner and fear for her physical integrity were found to increase 
the probability of suffering S-IPV. On the other hand, having filed a prior 
complaint appears to protect women from S-IPV, but only when the 
victims have antisocial perpetrators. The findings show that S-IPV risk 
factors are common regardless of the sociocultural context. Modifying the 
weighting of the factors that make up the risk assessment tools according 
to the typology of the abuser is suggested, as well as improving knowledge 
of these factors to increase the accuracy of the estimated risk. Finally, 
adapting supervision and monitoring measures according to the type of 
aggressor and taking into consideration the woman’s own perception of 
the danger she is in are also suggested.

Keywords
predicting domestic violence, domestic violence, battered women, batterers, 
violent offenders, cultural contexts

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is considered a global public health problem 
of epidemic proportions that requires urgent measures to prevent (World 
Health Organization et al., 2013). Although IPV is also perpetrated by 
women, in its most extreme form, it is mainly exercised by men (Stöckl et al., 
2013). In Spain, approximately 60 women are killed at the hands of their 
partners or ex-partners every year, 10 of them in the Spanish region of 
Catalonia (General Council of the Judiciary, 2018). In addition, a macro sur-
vey of violence against women in Spain carried out by the Government 
Office for Gender Violence (2015) and based on interviews from a represen-
tative sample of 10,171 IPV victims revealed that 5% (n = 509) had suffered 
severe intimate partner violence (S-IPV). S-IPV was defined to include not 
only attempted or completed femicide but also assault that seriously endan-
gered the life of the woman, such as physical abuse resulting in broken bones 
or hospitalization. Recent reports have shown no differences between S-IPV 
in Spain and Catalonia with regard to sociodemographic characteristics and 
prevalence rate (General Council of the Judiciary, 2018).

The literature shows that IPV is not a homogeneous phenomenon, nor are 
the aggressors who perpetrate it homogeneous (Ali et al., 2016). Therefore, 
gaining a deeper understanding of the different taxonomies of abusers is 
essential for developing more effective therapeutic intervention programs 



Aguilar Ruiz and González-Calderón 3

and more accurate risk assessment tools, and for improving the measures 
applied in the field of justice (Boxall et al., 2015; Cavanaugh & Gelles, 
2005). Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) proposed an IPV perpetrator 
typology based on the severity and frequency of violence, generality of the 
violence (i.e., family-only or extra family violence), and psychopathology: 
the family-only, the dysphoric/borderline, and the generally violent/antiso-
cial perpetrators. However, Petersson and Strand (2018), in a systematic 
review of 30 studies, found that there is solid evidence for just two types of 
abusers: antisocial and family-only perpetrators. The discrepancy regarding 
the typologies of aggressors may be due to differences in the research designs 
of the studies under analysis (e.g., the use of different criteria to define the 
typology of the abuser, the use of samples that do not represent the full spec-
trum of the abusers, and the lack of comparison groups of nonviolent males), 
as has been pointed out in several studies (Ali et al., 2016; Herrero et al., 
2016; Petersson & Strand, 2018).

Although questions persist regarding typology, more consensus has 
emerged among researchers regarding vulnerability factors. Recent 
research has shown that femicide is an intentional and, in most cases, 
planned behavior and not a spontaneous and unpredictable crime of pas-
sion motivated by something the victim has done and which the perpetra-
tor perceives as intolerable (Monckton-Smith, 2019). However, there are 
some vulnerability characteristics that expose women to a higher risk of 
S-IPV (e.g., social isolation, ethnic origin, presenting psychological dis-
orders, substance abuse, disability, and pregnancy; Devries et al., 2014; 
Echeburúa et al., 2008; Government Office for Gender Violence, 2015). 
Furthermore, various IPV victim profiles have been identified according 
to the abuse patterns to which they have been subjected, with signifi-
cantly worse health outcomes for women who have suffered all forms of 
extreme cumulative abuse (i.e., emotional, physical, and sexual abuse as 
well as abuse of power and control; Davies et al., 2015; Hernández & 
Morales, 2019). Based on this diversity and heterogeneity of the victims, 
it seems necessary to develop strategies and policies to properly identify 
those women at high risk of S-IPV and to establish the most appropriate, 
specifically designed measures to protect, counsel, and support them, as 
Spencer and Stith (2018) suggested.

This study aims to examine the differences between the violence com-
mitted by two types of male aggressors, antisocial and family only, from 
the Spanish region of Catalonia. In addition, the study aims to analyze 
both the aggressors’ risk factors to perpetrate S-IPV and the female vic-
tims’ vulnerability factors to suffer S-IPV, in relation to the types of 
aggressors.
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Characteristics of Antisocial and Family-Only 
Perpetrators

Antisocial violence is embedded in a relationship-wide pattern of power, coer-
cion, and control and is generally perpetrated by men against women. Antisocial 
aggressors, compared with family-only perpetrators, have a broader criminal 
and violent history outside the family (Cantos et al., 2015; R. R. Johnson & 
Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015; Theobald et al., 2015). They have also been found to 
assault other relatives in addition to their partners (Boyle et al., 2008). In terms 
of the violence they perpetrate, antisocial aggressors, compared with family-
only perpetrators, commit a higher percentage of aggressions against their part-
ners or ex-partners, including physical (Chiffriller & Hennessy, 2006; Cunha & 
Gonçalves, 2013), psychological (Loinaz et al., 2011; Petersson et al., 2019), 
and sexual assaults (Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2003). They have also been 
found to be more jealous and controlling (Delsol et al., 2003), and the violence 
they exercise tends to increase over time, both in frequency and severity (Graña 
et al., 2014; Petersson et al., 2019; Serie et al., 2017). However, some studies 
have not found significant differences between the two abuser typologies in 
terms of the physical aggressions carried out (Boyle et al., 2008; Goldstein 
et al., 2016), the severity of violence, or the sexual assaults committed against 
the partner (Loinaz et al., 2011). The findings of these studies may be explained 
by the fact that the data were collected through self-reporting or interviews 
with the aggressors, even though it is well known that those who mistreat 
women tend to report in a socially desirable direction (e.g., they report less IPV 
against their partners) and also tend to minimize and justify their acts of vio-
lence (Goldstein et al., 2016; R. Johnson et al., 2006).

Regarding the abusers’ psychopathology, a higher proportion of antisocial 
aggressors, when compared with family-only perpetrators, have been found to 
have mental disorders (Graña et al., 2014; Loinaz et al., 2011; Serie et al., 
2017) and substance abuse problems (Cunha & Gonçalves, 2013; Herrero 
et al., 2016), and make threats of suicide or suicide attempts (R. Johnson et al., 
2006; Lawson et al., 2003). Nevertheless, other studies have not found differ-
ences between the two types of aggressors regarding the psychopathology they 
present (Cantos et al., 2015; Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2000). These con-
trasting results could be attributed to the facts that (a) these studies use clinical 
samples or samples from incarcerated persons who do not represent the full 
spectrum of abusers (Cantos et al., 2015; Herrero et al., 2016) and (b) these 
studies do not always use the same criteria to define the typology of abusers.

Despite the disparity in aggressors, certain similarities in the etiology of 
IPV have been found, which derive from gender inequality beliefs that 
sanction the use of certain control strategies within the intimate partner 
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relationship (Bosch & Ferrer, 2013; Stark, 2009). In accordance with that 
finding, a recent meta-analysis has shown that some characteristics (i.e., 
control, power, jealousy, and patriarchal beliefs) are common to all IPV 
aggressors (Love et al., 2018).

Risk Factors for Perpetrating S-IPV

In heterosexual relationships, the strongest correlate of IPV type is gender 
(Stöckl et al., 2013). According to the male proprietariness theory, men 
believe that women belong to them, so if a woman behaves in a way that 
threatens that belief, she incurs a high risk of being hurt or even killed 
(Adinkrah, 2008; Dobash et al., 2007). The patriarchal system has entitled 
men to control and dominate women within their intimate relationships, 
resulting in unequal power relationships between them (Serran & Firestone, 
2004). From this approach, violence is a tactic used in the attempt to take or 
maintain general control over one’s intimate partner (M. P. Johnson, 2008; 
Monckton-Smith, 2019). This may explain why some meta-analytic studies 
have found that controlling behaviors, jealousy, stalking, power display, and 
patriarchal beliefs are strong risk markers for S-IPV (Bendlin & Sheridan, 
2019; Love et al., 2018; Spencer & Stith, 2018). Recent research has also 
identified other aggressor-related risk factors for S-IPV, such as an increase 
in the severity of the abuse, severe physical abuse, suicide threats or attempts 
(Campbell et al., 2009), degrading treatment, a breakdown of victim protec-
tion measures, aggressions against other relatives (Echeburúa et al., 2009), 
sexual assault or abuse, death threats, substance abuse, and mental disorders 
(Spencer & Stith, 2018).

Vulnerability Factors of the Female Victim of 
S-IPV

With regard to the type of IPV women experience, M. P. Johnson (2008) iden-
tified two categories of gender-based violence against women within an inti-
mate relationship: (a) intimate terrorism or coercive controlling violence, 
which seems to be mainly perpetrated by antisocial aggressors; and (b) situa-
tional couple violence. This term refers to a kind of violence inflicted by men 
on women, characterized by lower control levels by the male aggressor. 
Situational couple violence seems to be committed to a greater extent by fam-
ily-only perpetrators. Men who are involved in coercive controlling violence 
usually show misogynistic attitudes toward women based on a belief in male 
superiority (Love et al., 2018). In comparison with those who experience situ-
ational couple violence, victims of abusers who are also violent outside the 



6 Journal of Interpersonal Violence 00(0)

family (antisocial aggressors) are more likely to suffer from depression, anxi-
ety, and fear (M. P. Johnson, 2008), and to show great fear of being seriously 
attacked (Delsol et al., 2003). They also suffer aggressions while they are 
pregnant or after they have recently given birth (Campbell et al., 2009), and 
are more likely than those whose abusers are family-only perpetrators to suffer 
the most serious violence if they have a chronic disease or economic depen-
dence (Echeburúa et al., 2008).

The consequences for the physical and psychological health of S-IPV vic-
tims, such as depression, anxiety, fear, substance abuse, suicide attempts, 
minimizing or justifying the abuse, and social isolation, have also been con-
sidered vulnerability factors for S-IPV and, therefore, are included in most 
instruments that assess lethal aggression (Davies et al., 2015; Spencer & 
Stith, 2018; Yakubovich et al., 2018). Presenting with a physical or mental 
disability, as well as having experienced IPV during pregnancy, also seem to 
increase the probability of S-IPV (Campbell et al., 2009; Government Office 
for Gender Violence, 2015). Another factor that calls for consideration during 
risk assessment is that, on many occasions, violence does not cease when the 
relationship is over. On the contrary, the risk of S-IPV increases after marital 
separation (Bendlin & Sheridan, 2019; Messing et al., 2017), when the victim 
enters a new romantic relationship (Adinkrah, 2008), and when the victim 
files or withdraws a complaint against the aggressor (Adinkrah, 2008; 
Echeburúa et al., 2008). However, recent research has found that those vic-
tims at high risk of S-IPV who file a complaint are less likely to be further 
assaulted than those at low risk of S-IPV (López-Ossorio et al., 2019).

Unfortunately, research on the typologies of IPV victims is not as broad as 
the investigation into the categories of abusers (Ali et al., 2016; Hernández & 
Morales, 2019). This has contributed to a failure to pay the necessary atten-
tion to the vulnerability characteristics of battered women in the risk assess-
ment and management processes (Cook et al., 2014), which ultimately makes 
it difficult to establish the most appropriate measures to prevent future 
aggression (Goldstein et al., 2016).

Despite the heterogeneity of both victims and aggressors, the risk and vul-
nerability factors included in the instruments used to detect S-IPV are applied 
homogeneously, with the assumption that the factors being evaluated are com-
mon to all types of violence or all aggressors (Ali et al., 2016; Boxall et al., 
2015). For instance, most studies on the risk factors of S-IPV have focused on 
antisocial aggressors although it is well known that family-only aggressors 
also perpetrate severe violence (Herrero et al., 2016; Petersson & Strand, 
2018). For this reason, these assessment instruments may be useful to detect 
S-IPV in antisocial aggressors who meet numerous risk criteria, but not accu-
rate enough to predict this extreme violence in family-only abusers (Dobash 
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et al., 2007; Goussinsky & Yassour-Borochowitz, 2012). Furthermore, some 
studies suggest that certain sources of conflict in intimate relationships, such 
as marital dissatisfaction, children’s education, economic issues, and threats, 
could be the most relevant risk factors of S-IPV in family-only aggressors (M. 
P. Johnson, 2008; Love et al., 2018; Petersson & Strand, 2018). As for the 
victims, based on a systematic review, Graham et al. (2019) concluded that 
risk assessment instruments should not only focus on factors related to the 
psychological and social adjustment of perpetrators and the nature of their past 
violence but also focus on the vulnerabilities of potential high-risk victims to 
be able to refer them to services that address their particular needs, as also 
previously noted by Cook et al. (2014).

Due to the important advantages that could be gained by better under-
standing the characteristics of both types of abusers and their partners, and to 
overcome the limitations indicated above, the present study addresses the 
following research questions:

Research Question 1: Do antisocial and family-only aggressors differ 
from each other in the risk factors for S-IPV?
Research Question 2: What risk factors predict S-IPV in antisocial and 
family-only perpetrators?
Research Question 3: Do victims of antisocial and family-only aggres-
sors differ from each other in the vulnerability factors prior to suffering 
S-IPV?
Research Question 4: What vulnerability factors predict suffering S-IPV 
in victims of antisocial and family-only perpetrators?

Based on the literature reviewed in respect to S-IPV aggressors, the fol-
lowing were hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1: This study would find differences between antisocial and 
family-only aggressors in regard to S-IPV risk factors, with antisocial 
aggressors being more likely to perpetrate various types of violence (e.g., 
sexual aggression, death threats, degrading treatment, and controlling 
behavior) against their partners.
Hypothesis 2: This study would find some risk factors (e.g., death threats 
and jealousy or controlling behavior) predicting S-IPV in both antisocial 
and family-only abuse and other factors predicting only one type of vio-
lence (either antisocial or family only).

With regard to the vulnerability factors of the S-IPV victim, it was hypothe-
sized that
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Hypothesis 3: Differences between victims of antisocial and family-only 
perpetrators would be found, with victims of antisocial perpetrators being 
significantly more likely to report substance abuse, isolation from their 
environment, and vulnerability due to a mental disorder or disability, and 
with victims of family-only abusers being more likely to report their abus-
ers and continue with the judicial process.

The final aim of this research addresses a question not yet conclusively 
answered by the literature to date, which is what vulnerability factors would 
predict suffering S-IPV in victims by each type of perpetrator (antisocial or 
family only). Therefore, a hypothesis in this regard cannot be made based on 
prior research.

Method

Participants

The sample consists of 1,610 men who were reported to the Catalan police 
for committing IPV in 2016 and 2017 in Catalonia (Spain), and their corre-
sponding 1,610 victims. Fifty percent of those aggressors (n = 805) had com-
mitted S-IPV, in other words, severe physical aggression or attempted 
homicide, and the other half (n = 805) had committed less severe intimate 
partner violence (LS-IPV), or less severe physical violence or psychological 
abuse. To assess the severity of the violence perpetrated, police agents con-
sider the victim’s statement as well as other sources of information. These 
sources include witnesses’ testimonies, phone records in cases where the vic-
tim or another person had called an emergency number, medical reports of 
the victim’s injuries, and information provided by other police agents who 
may have been present in the moment of the aggression.

The sample was divided into two groups for the purpose of analysis, 
antisocial perpetrators (n = 613, 38.1%) and family-only perpetrators  
(n = 997, 61.9%), based on the information collected from the item “has 
a criminal record outside the domestic sphere” from the Police Risk 
Assessment Questionnaire (PRAQ; Policia de la Generalitat Mossos 
d’Esquadra [Catalan Police], 2016), which assesses the presence or 
absence of violent behavior or crimes against people outside the family 
(e.g., disorderly conduct, injuries, threats, reckless driving of vehicles, 
attacks on police officers, robberies with violence or intimidation). In the 
antisocial perpetrator group, cases were included in which this variable 
was present, whereas in the family-only perpetrator group, cases were 
included in which this variable was absent.
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Instrument

This study used an ad hoc form that has not yet been commercialized, the 
PRAQ (Policia de la Generalitat Mossos d’Esquadra, 2016), which is an actu-
arial method for S-IPV risk assessment that automatically assigns a risk level 
(not detected, low, moderate, high, or extremely high) to a complaint case. 
The component items were established based on review of the literature and 
the study of homicide cases. When the initial version of the PRAQ was devel-
oped, some police officers were trained on how to use this questionnaire 
before assessing a pilot sample representative of IPV complaints in Catalonia. 
Subsequently, the interrater reliability of that preliminary study was analyzed 
by a group of experts on IPV, who detected what items raised doubts and 
deleted or improved those that were confusing or unclear. In addition, the 
consistency between both measures of IPV risk levels, that is, the one auto-
matically assigned by the PRAQ and the one perceived by the trained police 
officers, was assessed and evaluated as high. Once the final version of the 
PRAQ was prepared, a manual was developed with the description of each 
item as well as several practical examples to be used in case of doubt by the 
agents dealing with IPV complaints.

When Catalan police respond to an IPV complaint, it is compulsory for 
them to assess IPV risk to ensure that from the very beginning, every potential 
victim of this type of violence is assigned to a specific security program that is 
adequate to the detected risk level. As a part of this assessment, police agents 
complete the PRAQ forms at the time of the complaint based on the victim’s 
statement and information from police computer databases with records from 
the last 20 years. The police officers, who have undergone specialized train-
ing, indicate the presence (e.g., the aggressor has mistreated a previous part-
ner) or absence (e.g., the aggressor has not mistreated a previous partner) of a 
certain item. The information obtained helps police officers assess the risk of 
S-IPV and informs the corresponding judge and victim care services about the 
main vulnerability characteristics of the victim. Thus, the risk management 
and intervention measures are adapted to the case in question. When high or 
extremely high risk levels of S-IPV are detected, monitoring and supervision 
of the aggressor increase. As for the victim, she is interviewed to establish the 
most accurate protection measures. These may include police officers calling 
her routinely to check on her well-being, providing an escort for increased 
safety of movement, and guarding her home or workplace.

The first item, previously described, assesses whether the aggressor has a 
criminal record outside the domestic sphere or not (antisocial perpetrator  
or family-only perpetrator). To ascertain the presence or absence of other 
violent behaviors, the police analyze the victim’s statement, in addition to 
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scanning police databases for prior complaints and detentions of the aggres-
sor. The remaining 27 items evaluate the following variables, which are 
grouped into two categories:

Risk factors associated with the aggressor (13 items): “severity of the 
reported aggression,” “severity of the abuse has increased in the last year,” 
“perpetrates sexual assault or abuse,” “subjects victim to degrading treat-
ment,” “commits physical aggressions against other relatives,” “makes 
death threats,” “threatens to harm the victim’s children,” “shows jealousy 
or controlling behavior,” “has broken victim protection measures,” “has 
mistreated a previous partner,” “has threatened to commit suicide or has 
attempted it,” “abuses drugs and/or alcohol,” and “suffers from a mental 
disorder.”
Vulnerability factors of the victim (14 items): “lives together with the 
aggressor at the time of the complaint”; “intends to withdraw the com-
plaint”; “has indicated her intention to end the relationship to the aggres-
sor or the relationship has ended”; “is in a new relationship”; “is isolated 
from her family, work and social environments”; “minimizes or justifies 
the abuse”; “fears for her physical integrity or believes that the aggressor 
may kill her”; “abuses drugs and/or alcohol”; “presents a mental disorder 
or suicidal behavior”; “has a physical or mental disability”; “is pregnant or 
has recently given birth”; “has filed prior complaints”; “has been a victim 
of abuse by a previous partner”; and “has confronted the abuser to defend 
her opinion or will.”

Procedure

Once the appropriate permits to use the collected data were obtained from the 
Catalan police, the information gathered by police officers in the PRAQ form 
was analyzed to assess the risk of S-IPV in Catalonia over the years 2016 and 
2017. Due to the exclusion criteria, only 1,610 of the 25,241 complaints filed 
in the Autonomous Community of Catalonia in the period under study were 
finally analyzed. Risk assessment forms that were unfinished due to com-
puter-related issues (4,981 of cases) were not used (first exclusion criterion). 
To avoid introducing duplicate cases or multiple forms regarding the same 
woman into the analysis, due to other complaints against the same aggressor 
or other aggressors during the study period, only the first form for each vic-
tim was selected, and the subsequent ones were eliminated (second exclusion 
criterion). A total of 3,775 forms were eliminated in this way, which reduced 
the sample to 16,485 victims. To ensure the highest quality for the cases ana-
lyzed, forms on which more than 20% of the items were left unanswered 
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were also eliminated (third exclusion criterion), excluding 100 additional 
cases. In addition, because of the sensitivity of the chi-square test to large 
sample sizes and following the recommendation by Hair et al. (1999) that 
equally sized groups lead to better comparison when applying multivariate 
statistical techniques, a final sample of 1,610 cases was selected according to 
the following criteria: The S-IPV group consisted of all the forms corre-
sponding to complaints of severe physical aggression or attempted homicide 
(n = 805), and the LS-IPV group was composed of a random sample of 805 
of the 15,580 total forms in which the complaints were characterized by psy-
chological or less severe physical abuse.

Outcome Variable

The outcome variable “severity of the reported aggression” was assessed by 
means of the first item of the PRAQ. It evaluates the severity of the aggres-
sion perpetrated by the abuser that motivates the complaint, that is, S-IPV or 
LS-IPV. The attempted murder of a woman by a former or current male inti-
mate partner, as well as physical abuse resulting in broken bones or hospital-
ization, are considered S-IPV. Stabbing, strangling, defenestrating, beating, 
running over, and setting fire to a woman are examples of this type of vio-
lence. However, insults, humiliation, threats, coercion, and less severe physi-
cal aggression are considered LS-IPV. All kinds of psychological abuse, as 
well as physical aggression such as slapping, pushing, punching, and kicking 
are included in this category of violence as long as they do not cause serious 
injuries or hospitalization.

Statistical Analyses

To investigate the differences between antisocial and family-only perpetrators, 
chi-square tests were used in the categorical variables, and the effect size was 
calculated using Cramer’s V according to the guidelines suggested by Cohen 
(1988; .10 = small effect, .30 = medium effect, and .50 = large effect). A 
regression analysis using the whole sample of aggressors was carried out to 
identify a model predicting S-IPV. Once this model showed that most of the 
risk and vulnerability factors predicted this type of violence, two additional 
binary logistic regression models were carried out to identify the predictive 
factors of S-IPV in the antisocial and family-only perpetrator groups sepa-
rately and thus to test whether the model performs differently in each group.

Analysis of intercorrelations among the included predictors revealed no 
violations of the multicollinearity assumption. Only those variables where 
significant differences between the two groups of aggressors were detected 
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in chi-square tests could be included in the logistic regression analysis. 
However, before the regression analyses were carried out, the relationships 
between predictors and the outcome variable were tested, and those vari-
ables showing a nonsignificant relationship were also discarded. In the 
three models, the outcome variable was “severity of the reported aggres-
sion,” which had two values, S-IPV and LS-IPV. The logistic regression 
estimated the odds of S-IPV occurring versus LS-IPV occurring. The pre-
dictor variables were divided into two groups, namely, the vulnerability 
factors of the victim and the risk factors associated with the aggressor. As 
recommended by Koziol-McLain et al. (2006), the variables were intro-
duced in groups. The vulnerability factors of the victim were entered first 
(Step 1), followed by the risk factors associated with the aggressor (Step 2). 
In Step 2, only those variables that were significantly related to S-IPV in 
Step 1 were introduced. In previous research on S-IPV risk assessment 
instruments, vulnerability factors of the victim have been studied to a lesser 
extent than risk factors associated with the aggressor (Cook et al., 2014; 
Spencer & Stith, 2018). Therefore, in this study, the variables related to the 
victim were introduced first to better analyze the effect each of them had 
(odds ratio [OR]) before and after entering the variables associated with the 
aggressor. The level of significance was set to p ≤ .05. All statistical analy-
ses were performed using SPSS version 21.0 for Windows, except for the 
estimation of the statistical power, which was performed using G*Power 
version 3.0.10 for Windows.

Results

Differences Between Antisocial and Family-Only Perpetrators

Compared with family-only aggressors, a significantly greater number of 
antisocial abusers perpetrate S-IPV, suffer from a mental disorder or sub-
stance abuse, commit or attempt suicide, show jealousy and controlling 
behaviors, make death threats, treat the victim in a degrading way, mis-
treated previous partners, abuse other relatives, break restraining orders, 
and threaten to harm the victims’ children (see Table 1). Furthermore, the 
severity of the abuse by antisocial perpetrators had increased in a higher 
proportion. Although the differences between both groups of aggressors 
are statistically significant, the effect size is small in all variables, with 
the exception of drug and alcohol abuse. According to the effect size 
range cutoffs defined by Cohen (1988), this variable lies closer to a 
medium-size effect. However, no significant differences between antiso-
cial and family-only perpetrators were found regarding sexual assault or 
abuse.
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Differences Between Victims of Antisocial and Family-Only 
Perpetrators

As for the victims, a significantly greater number of victims of antisocial 
perpetrators, compared with victims of family-only aggressors, presented 
the following vulnerability characteristics: isolation, minimizing or justify-
ing the abuse, fear for their physical integrity, substance abuse, disability, 
and abuse by a previous partner (see Table 2). In addition, victims of anti-
social aggressors who incurred the abuse leading to the police complaint 
after they were no longer living with the aggressor or when the relationship 
was already over were more likely than victims of family-only abusers to 
have made prior complaints and to have had the intention of withdrawing 
those complaints. However, the effect size of these differences is small. In 
contrast, no significant differences between antisocial and family-only vic-
tims were found concerning confronting the abuser, suffering a mental dis-
order or suicidal behavior, pregnancy or recent childbirth, and having 
started a new relationship.

Predictors of S-IPV in the Antisocial Perpetrator Group

The results of the logistic regression analyses suggest that in antisocial 
aggressors, degrading treatment (OR = 1.72, 95% confidence interval 

Table 1. Differences Between Antisocial and Family-Only Perpetrators.

Characteristics of the 
Aggressor

Family Only
(n = 997)

Antisocial
(n = 613) χ2 (df) p

Cramer’s 
V

Severe intimate partner 
violence

451 (45.20) 354 (57.70) 23.77 (1) <.001 .12

Increased severity of the abuse 467 (46.80) 360 (58.7) 21.47 (1) <.001 .11
Sexual assault or abuse 119 (11.90) 93 (15.2) 3.47 (1) .062 Ns
Degrading treatment 280 (28.10) 205 (33.4) 5.18 (1) .023 .06
Aggression against other 

relatives
94 (10.10) 110 (19.20) 25.81 (1) <.001 .13

Death threats 436 (43.7) 357 (58.20) 31.96 (1) <.001 .14
Threats of harming the victim’s 

children
67 (6.70) 84 (13.70) 21.88 (1) <.001 .12

Jealousy or controlling behavior 464 (46.50) 406 (66.30) 59.86 (1) <.001 .19
Victim protection measures 

breakdown
39 (3.90) 54 (8.80) 16.73 (1) <.001 .10

Previous partner mistreatment 162 (16.20) 195 (31.90) 53.55 (1) <.001 .18
Suicide (committed or 

attempted)
183 (18.40) 164 (26.8) 15.75 (1) <.001 .10

Drug and/or alcohol abuse 438 (47.60) 415 (72.90) 92.55 (1) <.001 .25
Mental disorders 80 (9.60) 99 (20.3) 30.08 (1) <.001 .15

Note. ns = not significant association.
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[CI] = [1.12, 2.64], p = .013) and death threats (OR = 1.56, 95%  
CI = [1.02, 2.40], p = .040) increase the probability of suffering S-IPV 
(see Table 3). As for the victims, living with the aggressor (OR = 2.08, 
95% CI = [1.37, 3.14], p = .001), isolation (OR = 2.06, 95% CI = [1.16, 
3.66], p = .013), minimizing or justifying the abuse (OR = 1.98, 95% CI 
= [1.01, 3.56], p = .022), and substance abuse (OR = 2.60, 95%  
CI = [1.03, 6.58], p = .043) were found to increase the probability of 
suffering S-IPV. In contrast, having filed prior complaints against the 
aggressor (OR = 0.64, 95% CI = [0.42, 0.97], p = .036) decreases the 
probability that these victims will have suffered S-IPV; that is, this behav-
ior serves as a buffer or protective factor against this kind of extreme 
violence. The logistic regression model, which was statistically signifi-
cant (χ2(14) = 87.19, p < .001), correctly classified 66.9% of all cases 
(sensitivity = 77.7%, specificity = 52.0%).

Predictors of S-IPV in the Family-Only Perpetrator Group

The results of the logistic regression analyses show that in this group, 
death threats (OR = 1.72, 95% CI = [1.62, 2.33], p = .001) and an increase 
in the severity of the abuse (OR = 1.44, 95% CI = [1.07, 1.93], p = .016) 
increase the likelihood of perpetrating S-IPV. Regarding the victims, the 

Table 2. Differences Between Victims of Antisocial and Family-Only Perpetrators.

Characteristics of the Victim
Family Only
(n = 997)

Antisocial
(n = 613) χ2 (df) p

Cramer’s 
V

Living together with the aggressor 440 (44.10) 212 (34.60) 14.36 (1) <.001 .09
Intending to withdraw a complaint 164 (16.40) 145 (23.70) 12.70 (1) <.001 .09
Ending the relationship 516 (51.80) 362 (59.10) 8.16 (1) .004 .07
New relationship 104 (10.40) 76 (12.40) 1.48 (1) .224 ns
Isolation 139 (13.90) 111 (18.10) 5.02 (1) .025 .06
Minimizing or justifying the abuse 107 (10.70) 92 (15.00) 6.41 (1) .011 .06
Fear for her physical integrity 544 (54.60) 441 (71.90) 48.27 (1) <.001 .17
Drug and/or alcohol abuse 29 (2.90) 39 (6.40) 11.19 (1) .001 .08
Mental disorder or suicidal 

behavior
36 (3.60) 32 (5.20) 2.43 (1) .119 ns

Physical or mental disability 19 (1.90) 22 (3.60) 4.33 (1) .037 .05
Pregnancy or recent postpartum 24 (2.40) 17 (2.80) 0.20 (1) .651 ns
Prior complaints 231 (23.20) 184 (30.00) 9.30 (1) .002 .08
Being abused by a previous 

partner
143 (14.30) 129 (21.00) 12.14 (1) .872 .09

Confronting the abuser 601 (60.30) 372 (60.70) 0.26 (1) <.001 ns

Note. ns = not significant association.
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Table 3. Predictors of Severe Intimate Partner Violence in the Family-Only and 
Antisocial Perpetrators Groups.

Predictor Variables

Perpetrators

All Sample
(n = 1,610)

Family Only
(n = 997)

Antisocial
(n = 613)

Characteristics of the victim (Step 1)
 Living together with the 

aggressor
1.33* [1.07, 1.65] ns 1.94** [1.32, 2.83]

 Ending the relationship ns ns Ns
 Isolation 1.93*** [1.42, 2.61] 1.57* [1.08, 2.31] 2.53** [1.50, 4.27]
 Minimizing or justifying the 

abuse
1.71** [1.23, 2.36] ns 1.94* [1.14, 3.30]

 Fear for her physical integrity 2.43*** [1.96, 3.01] 2.51*** [1.92, 3.29] 2.07*** [1.41, 3.03]
 Drug and/or alcohol abuse 2.30** [1.32, 4.01] ns 2.93* [1.27, 6.74]
 Physical or mental disability ns ns Ns
 Prior complaints 0.71** [0.55, 0.89] ns 0.61** [0.49, 0.88]
 Being abused by a previous 

partner
1.60** [1.21, 2.12] 1.81** [1.24, 2.64] Ns

Characteristics of the victim and the aggressor (Step 2)
 Characteristics of the victim
  Living together with the 

aggressor
1.41** [1.12, 1.78] — 2.08** [1.37, 3.14]

  Ending the relationship — — —
  Isolation 1.59** [1.11, 2.15] ns 2.06* [1.16, 3.66]
  Minimizing or justifying the 

abuse
1.79** [1.26, 2.55] — 1.98* [1.10, 3.56]

  Fear for her physical integrity 1.57** [1.21, 2.07] 1.55** [1.41, 2.11] Ns
  Drug and/or alcohol abuse 1.93* [1.06, 3.52] — 2.60* [1.03, 6.58]
  Physical or mental disability — — —
  Prior complaints 0.67** [0.52, 0.87] — 0.64* [0.42, 0.097]
  Being abused by a previous 

partner
1.47* [1.08, 2.01] 1.74** [1.17, 2.60] —

 Characteristics of the aggressor
  Increased severity of the 

abuse
ns 1.44* [1.07, 1.93] Ns

  Degrading treatment 1.37* [1.06, 1.77] ns 1.72* [1.12, 2.64]
  Aggression against other 

relatives
ns ns Ns

  Death threats 1.65*** [1.29, 2.12] 1.72** [1.26, 2.33] 1.56* [1.02, 2.40]
  Threats of harming the 

victim’s children
ns ns Ns

  Jealousy or controlling 
behavior

1.40** [1.11, 1.78] ns Ns

  Previous partner 
mistreatment

ns ns Ns

  Drug and/or alcohol abuse ns ns Ns

(continued)
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fear of suffering a lethal assault (OR = 1.55, 95% CI = [1.14, 2.11],  
p = .005) and being abused by a previous partner (OR = 1.74, 95%  
CI = [1.16, 2.60], p = .007) were found to increase the probability of suf-
fering S-IPV. The logistic regression model, which was statistically sig-
nificant (χ2(11) = 93.84, p < .001), correctly classified 64.2% of all cases 
(sensitivity = 54.7%, specificity = 72.4%).

In summary, the results concerning the regression analyses suggest that 
the models for the two groups of aggressors are actually quite different. 
Only one variable that was significant in the overall model (jealousy and 
controlling behaviors) was not found to be significant in either subsample. 
This may indicate that it did not have a particularly strong relationship in 
either subsample, but that the increased power in the total sample analysis 
allowed it to become positively related. This differs from most of the other 
variables, whose relationship either became nonsignificant or strengthened 
when examined independently in each subsample, thereby indicating that 
the result in the total sample was simply an amalgamation of a weak and a 
strong relationship in each of the subsamples.

Discussion

As hypothesized, and similar to the findings of Petersson and Strand (2018) 
in a recent systematic review, the results of the present study show significant 
differences between antisocial and family-only perpetrators for most of the 
variables analyzed.

Note. Outcome variable: violence severity (0 = LS-IPV, 1 = S-IPV). Data in the cells correspond to the 
adjusted odds ratios (ORs) and the confidence intervals. Step 1—all sample: −2log likelihood = 2,064.86, 
R2 = .099 (Cox & Snell), .131 (Nagelkerke), n = 1,418, χ2(9) = 167.07, p < .001, Hosmer & Lemeshow 
= χ2(8) = 7.18, p = .518, correctly predicted: 62.9% (sensitivity = 64.5%, specificity = 61.4%). Family 
only: −2log likelihood = 1,287.85, R2 = .082 (Cox & Snell), .110 (Nagelkerke), n = 997, χ2(9) = 85.22, 
p < .001, Hosmer & Lemeshow = χ2(8) = 12.41, p = .134, correctly predicted: 62.6% (sensitivity 
= 56.3%, specificity = 67.8%). Antisocial: −2log likelihood = 752.96, R2 = .125 (Cox & Snell), .168 
(Nagelkerke), n = 613, χ2(9) = 82.5, p < .001, Hosmer & Lemeshow = χ2(8) = 5.39, p = .715, 
correctly predicted: 65.9% (sensitivity = 79.1%, specificity = 47.9%). Step 2—all sample: −2log likelihood 
= 1,779.49, R2 = .123 (Cox & Snell), .164 (Nagelkerke), n = 1,418, χ2(15) = 186.09, p < .001, Hosmer 
& Lemeshow = χ2(8) = 3.67, p = .886, correctly predicted: 64.3% (sensitivity = 66.2%, specificity = 
62.3%). Family only: −2log likelihood = 1,128.88, R2 = .100 (Cox & Snell), .134 (Nagelkerke), n = 997, 
χ2(11) = 93.84, p < .001, Hosmer & Lemeshow = χ2(8) = 4.50, p = .810, correctly predicted: 64.2% 
(sensitivity = 54.7%, specificity = 72.4%). Antisocial: −2log likelihood = 636.35, R2 = .151 (Cox & Snell), 
.203 (Nagelkerke), n = 613, χ2(14) = 87.19, p < .001, Hosmer & Lemeshow = χ2(8) = 5.87, p = .662, 
correctly predicted: 66.9% (sensitivity = 77.7%, specificity = 52.0%). ns = not significant association.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 3. (continued)
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Differences Between Antisocial and Family-Only Perpetrators

The abuser’s psychopathology. Regarding the abusers’ psychopathology, the 
results of the present study are consistent with previous research indicating 
that a higher proportion of antisocial aggressors, when compared with fam-
ily-only perpetrators, present a mental disorder (Graña et al., 2014; Loinaz 
et al., 2011; Serie et al., 2017), substance abuse (Cunha & Gonçalves, 2013; 
Herrero et al., 2016), and make threats of suicide or suicide attempts (R. 
Johnson et al., 2006; Lawson et al., 2003).

Violent and controlling behaviors perpetrated by the abuser. In terms of the vio-
lence they perpetrate, the findings from this study support previous research 
suggesting that antisocial aggressors, compared with family-only perpetra-
tors, commit several kinds of abuse against their partners or ex-partners in a 
higher proportion, such as degrading treatment, threatening to harm the vic-
tim’s children, and death threats (Chiffriller & Hennessy, 2006; Cunha & 
Gonçalves, 2013; Loinaz et al., 2011). In addition, comparable with other 
studies, this study finds that a significantly greater percentage of antisocial 
perpetrators present jealous and controlling behaviors (Delsol et al., 2003), 
partner mistreatment, victim protection measures breakdown, and assaults on 
other relatives (Boyle et al., 2008; Echeburúa et al., 2008). Moreover, consis-
tent with previous research, our findings indicate that the severity of the 
abuse these aggressors perpetrate is also more serious and tends to increase 
over time (Graña et al., 2014; Petersson et al., 2019; Serie et al., 2017).

The results of this study are in line with M. P. Johnson’s (2008) hypothe-
sis, which also indicated a higher incidence of coercive controlling violence 
in antisocial aggressors relative to family-only perpetrators. This violence is 
characterized by degrading treatment toward the victim, threats, and con-
trol—factors that are strongly associated with S-IPV (Petersson et al., 2019). 
Dobash and Dobash (2011) warned that control, jealousy, and the belief that 
women belong to men are common factors in cases of femicide. This kind of 
violence based on gender inequality and the concurrent belief that women 
belong to men (Adinkrah, 2008; R. Johnson et al., 2006) have been thor-
oughly explained by the male proprietariness theory (Serran & Firestone, 
2004). In this sense, antisocial aggressors may present stronger patriarchal 
beliefs, although this has not been specifically examined in this study and 
would require further research.

Unlike similar studies (Echeburúa et al., 2008; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 
2003), this study found no significant difference between both types of 
aggressors regarding sexual violence committed against their partners. One 
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of the major expressions of power and control of men over women, sexual 
violence is considered by some to derive from the patriarchal notion of gen-
der traditionalism and male ownership of women (Serran & Firestone, 2004). 
However, some other previous studies have also not found such differences 
(Loinaz et al., 2011). In a 2015 study done by the Spanish Government Office 
for Gender Violence, no difference in the prevalence of sexual violence 
according to the typology of Spanish aggressors was found. The study also 
showed a similar ratio in the general population to that found in the present 
study (one out of 10 cases), suggesting the presence of gender inequality 
attitudes to be common in this country (Bosch & Ferrer, 2013). However, it 
must be noted that the number of sexual assaults perpetrated in Spain is most 
likely higher than what has been reported. The minimization or justification 
of this type of violence within an intimate partner relationship, the shame and 
guilt feelings experienced by the victim, and the difficulty to prove this kind 
of aggression in the legal process often discourage victims from filing a 
report (Government Office for Gender Violence, 2015).

Response of the aggressor to filing a complaint or ending a relationship. Among 
many other steps in a victim’s journey toward recovery, one of the most 
important ones is the decision to end the relationship with the aggressor. In 
the sample of the present study, many women (six out of 10) had decided to 
end the relationship, and some had filed a complaint against the abuser 
(three out of 10). Nevertheless, as the findings of this study reveal, S-IPV 
from antisocial aggressors hardly ever ends after the breakup; on the con-
trary, the antisocial aggressor usually increases his controlling behavior and 
stalking of the victim (Bendlin & Sheridan, 2019). In addition to the rea-
sons cited above that contribute to a victim’s decision not to file a com-
plaint against her aggressor (minimizing, guilt, and legal issues), the present 
study highlights the influence of the aggressor’s threats and coercive behav-
iors in making the victim withdraw the complaint, as Echeburúa et al. 
(2008) pointed out in a prior study.

Differences Between Victims of Antisocial and Family-Only 
Perpetrators

Health issues and isolation. In accordance with the findings of this study, it has 
been widely proven that antisocial aggressors who perpetrate coercive con-
trolling violence try to isolate the victim from her social environment and 
make her experience extreme fear, which then occasionally leads the victim 
to substance abuse in the effort to withstand the negative consequences of the 
abuse on her mental health (Delsol et al., 2003; M. P. Johnson, 2008; 
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Petersson et al., 2019). As other studies have also shown (Davies et al., 2015; 
Government Office for Gender Violence, 2015; Hernández & Morales, 2019; 
Yakubovich et al., 2018), victims exposed to this kind of violence suffer 
additional health issues. These health issues, in addition to presenting a pre-
existing disability and/or minimizing the abuse, are also factors that make 
them more vulnerable to abuse by future partners. In addition, and unlike 
previous research suggests (Davies et al., 2015; Devries et al., 2014), both 
groups of victims do not differ in relation to the mental disorders they pres-
ent, suicidal behavior, and being pregnant or having recently given birth 
while abused. It should be noted though that these vulnerability factors were 
only present in between 2% and 5% of the sample.

Behavior toward the abuser and decision to start a new relationship. In contrast 
with previous research on the Spanish population (Echeburúa et al., 2008), 
this study finds that victims of antisocial aggressors do not differ from vic-
tims of family-only perpetrators with regard to confronting the abuser or 
starting a new relationship.

In conclusion, the results provide empirical support for the hypothesized 
differences between antisocial and family-only perpetrators, except for sex-
ual abuse. They also confirm that the victims of both types of abusers signifi-
cantly differ from each other in some vulnerability factors, as expected. 
Furthermore, these results demonstrate that victims differ in most analyzed 
factors, with the exceptions of having started a new relationship, presenting a 
mental disorder, confronting the abuser, and being pregnant or having given 
birth recently.

Risk Factors for Perpetrating S-IPV

Regarding the abuser’s characteristics that predict S-IPV, the results show 
that death threats predict this type of extreme violence among both antiso-
cial and family-only perpetrators. This finding is consistent with a recent 
meta-analysis showing death threats are strong predictors of S-IPV, increas-
ing the probability of an intimate partner homicide approximately fivefold 
(Spencer & Stith, 2018). For this reason, this factor is usually included in 
risk assessment tools for S-IPV, regardless of the sociocultural context in 
which they are developed (Campbell et al., 2009; Echeburúa et al., 2009; 
Messing et al., 2017).

This study also identifies other specific risk factors for S-IPV in each 
group of abusers. Degrading treatment predicts S-IPV only in the antisocial 
perpetrator group. This factor, together with jealous and controlling behav-
iors, which this study found in higher proportion in the antisocial than in the 
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family-only perpetrators, are typical of the coercive controlling violence 
previously described (M. P. Johnson, 2008; Love et al., 2018). However, the 
data from this study indicate that an increase in the severity of abuse predicts 
S-IPV only in the family-only group. This finding runs contrary to other 
studies such as Petersson et al. (2019), who found that increased severity of 
abuse only predicts S-IPV in antisocial perpetrators. Yet, other recent studies 
have found that the escalation of violence perpetrated by family-only batter-
ers is a risk factor and can even lead to femicide (Herrero et al., 2016; M. P. 
Johnson, 2008).

The risk of femicide and how to discern that risk are the most pressing 
dilemmas related to S-IPV risk assessment. Although Monckton-Smith 
(2019) suggests that the majority of femicides result from power and control 
exercised by abusers over the women and that this crime is the culmination of 
a series of consecutive stages, she also admits that a significant number of 
cases do not fit the profile. Similarly, the findings of previous studies support 
neither the notion of a simple progression from nonlethal to lethal violence in 
every femicide case nor the idea that all perpetrators share common typologi-
cal characteristics (Dobash et al., 2007; M. P. Johnson, 2008). In response, 
we believe that investigating risk factors for S-IPV in each aggressor typol-
ogy separately may make it more feasible to evaluate S-IPV risk.

The main predictive risk factors for S-IPV related to the characteristics of 
the aggressors found in this study conducted in Spain, such as death threats, 
increased severity of the abuse and degrading treatment, are in line with most 
studies in United States, Europe, and Africa (Adinkrah, 2008; Echeburúa 
et al., 2009; Spencer & Stith, 2018). Thus, it seems that these risk factors are 
common regardless of the sociocultural context. The fact that some of the 
variables that predict S-IPV in the two typologies of abusers are different is a 
relevant aspect. Although these variables are included in some S-IPV risk 
assessment tools (Campbell et al., 2009; Echeburúa et al., 2009), it has been 
found that the predictive capacity of these guides is limited (Nicholls et al., 
2013). This reduced level of predictability is due, among other things, to the 
fact that all men who perpetrate S-IPV are considered to constitute a homo-
geneous group, when in fact this is not the case. Therefore, these guides may 
be useful in detecting the risk of S-IPV in antisocial perpetrators but ineffec-
tive in predicting it in those abusers without significant criminal history or 
psychopathology (Dobash et al., 2007; Goussinsky & Yassour-Borochowitz, 
2012). In fact, the findings of the present study are in line with previous 
research, as the regression model accurately predicts 66.9% of S-IPV cases in 
the antisocial group and 64.2% of cases of this extreme violence in the fam-
ily-only group. Moreover, the model explains 20.3% of the variance in the 
antisocial category and 13.4% in the family-only group. This could be due to 
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the fact that risk assessment tools for S-IPV primarily include so-called his-
torical risk factors, which are related to perpetrator profiles characterized by 
clinical and violent records, instead of including acute or situational factors 
(Cook et al., 2014; Dobash et al., 2007; Goussinsky & Yassour-Borochowitz, 
2012), such as communication and conflict resolution, demand–withdraw 
patterns, and relationship dissatisfaction, which are risk factors of situational 
IPV, which is typical of family-only perpetrators (Love et al., 2018). Although 
this study has not analyzed these situational factors either, we suggest inves-
tigating these and other S-IPV risk factors that may be more prevalent in the 
family-only perpetrator group.

Bosch and Ferrer (2013) stated in their pyramidal model that all types of 
IPV against women share some common features derived from patriarchal 
societies that justify control behaviors of men over women. However, they 
also state that a filtering process in each particular man may either elicit or 
inhibit the perpetration of IPV. As the results of this study suggest, in line 
with the recent meta-analysis of Love et al. (2018), Johnson’s typology may 
be interpreted as a continuum of violence, with intimate terrorism being 
more severe due to the controlling nature of the violence.

Although differences between antisocial and family-only aggressors 
have been found, the small effect size detected in most of the variables in 
this study (aside from substance abuse) does not allow us to consider the 
results as conclusive, and further research is still needed. This small effect 
size suggests that both typologies of aggressors share common features as 
far as the IPV characteristics are concerned. In this respect, the results of 
this study are partially in agreement with the findings of Johnson (2008) 
that antisocial perpetrators showed types of violence associated with coer-
cive control to a greater extent than family-only aggressors. Despite this 
finding, a higher than expected proportion of family-only aggressors dis-
played degrading treatment (three out of 10), death threats (four out of 10), 
and jealousy and controlling behaviors (almost five out of 10). Likewise, 
the percentage of S-IPV cases in the family-only group was just a bit lower 
than it was in the antisocial perpetrator group (45.2% vs. 57.7%). In this 
same way, Stark (2009) affirmed that coercive control, and not the severity 
of physical aggressions, represents more accurately the unseen psycho-
logical abuses victims experience in damaging relationships. Psychological 
violence, together with sexual violence, is the most common type of vio-
lence in intimate partner relationships experienced by victims in Spain 
(Government Office for Gender Violence, 2015). Enduring this type of 
violence may result in severe consequences affecting the victims’ long-
term well-being and mental health that will require a long and complex 
process of recovery.
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Vulnerability Factors of the Female Victim of S-IPV

As for the characteristics of victim vulnerability that best predict S-IPV based 
on the typology of their aggressors (antisocial or family-only perpetrators), it 
must be noted that none of them is common to both groups of victims. 
However, living with the aggressor, isolation, minimizing or justifying the 
abuse, and drug or alcohol abuse, which are considered risks factors for 
S-IPV (Government Office for Gender Violence, 2015; Spencer & Stith, 
2018) and are usually included in the risk assessment guides (Campbell et al., 
2009; Echeburúa et al., 2009), predict this extreme violence only in the anti-
social group. These factors are related to the coercive controlling violence 
that antisocial abusers perpetrate. The fact that the victims of antisocial 
aggressors abuse drugs, and minimize or justify the abuse, may indicate that 
these women are living in a context of intense coercion and are resorting to 
consuming mood-altering substances to alleviate the associated symptoms, 
such as anxiety, depression, and fear (Devries et al., 2014). Therefore, these 
women need social and psychological help services to a greater extent than 
other victims, as well as shelters available to get out of the abusive relation-
ship. However, being abused by a previous partner and fear for her physical 
integrity predict S-IPV only in the group of victims of family-only perpetra-
tors. In fact, evidence from community samples of Spanish women shows 
that one out of three abused women has been abused by several partners 
throughout their lives (Government Office for Gender Violence, 2015). 
Furthermore, there is strong evidence that fear of suffering a lethal attack is a 
good predictor of S-IPV (Vatnar & Bjørkly, 2013), with a predictive capacity 
equal to or even greater than that of some risk assessment guides for this type 
of violence (Roehl et al., 2005). Thus, in the process of assessing the risk of 
S-IPV, it is important to consider the woman’s own perception of the danger 
she is in, even if the level of risk determined through the chosen evaluation 
method is low. However, because victims of S-IPV sometimes minimize the 
risk of suffering a lethal aggression, professionals must help the woman rec-
ognize different forms of abuse, when they occur, and in what context vio-
lence can escalate, for example, by using a calendar, as indicated in the 
Danger Assessment Tool (Campbell et al., 2009), or by explaining the main 
characteristics of the eight stages that precede femicide in order to understand 
the dynamics of an increasing risk (Monckton-Smith, 2019).

Filing a Compliant, a Protective Factor Against S-IPV

With regard to protective factors against S-IPV, unlike other studies that have 
not found an association between filing a complaint and femicide, such as 
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Sanz-Barbero et al. (2016), the present study shows that having filed a prior 
complaint appears to protect women from S-IPV, but only when the victims 
have antisocial perpetrators. In this regard, although police detentions were 
found to increase recidivist IPV rates in American samples of antisocial per-
petrators (Johnson & Goodlin-Fahncke, 2015), a recent study in the Spanish 
context also shows that filing a complaint decreases the likelihood of suffer-
ing this extreme violence (López-Ossorio et al., 2019). The protective factor 
of filing a complaint may correspond to the fact that in high-risk cases of 
S-IPV, increased protective measures are usually applied to prevent further 
aggression from occurring (Belfrage et al., 2012). In particular, in Spain, fil-
ing a complaint seems to protect against S-IPV among victims who suffer 
mistreatment by antisocial perpetrators. This may be due to the policies 
established to combat IPV. Unlike in some areas of Africa, where the lack of 
social, health, and legal resources has been associated with intimate partner 
homicide (Adinkrah, 2008), in Spain, there have been important advances in 
the fight against IPV that facilitate the complaint process for victims. An 
important step in this process is the Organic Act 1/2004 of December 28, 
which regulates restraining orders for IPV victims and establishes novel sen-
sitivity, prevention, detection, and intervention measures in different spheres 
that make it easier to file a complaint and to request protection measures. 
Unfortunately, in this study’s sample, a higher percentage of victims of the 
antisocial perpetrator group, compared with the family-only group, tried to 
withdraw the complaint, a fact that is closely related to S-IPV (Echeburúa 
et al., 2009). Thus, once a woman decides to file a complaint against her 
aggressor, professionals involved in protection, as well as in social, health, 
and legal assistance, must work together to prevent the discouragement and 
attrition that criminal proceedings sometimes entail (Cala et al., 2016).

Implications

This study has analyzed a large and representative sample that includes all 
types of IPV reported to the police in Catalonia (Spain). Besides, the data 
collected were based not only on the information recorded in databases on 
the perpetrators or previous complaints but also on the information given 
by victims. This is a relevant fact, because research on the typologies of 
abusers has found that they tend to minimize or fail to recognize their vio-
lent behavior, limiting the validity of the results obtained in those studies of 
S-IPV that only rely on self-reporting (Goldstein et al., 2016). The findings 
on the typological characteristics of aggressors also carry important practi-
cal implications for S-IPV risk assessment and management processes 
(Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005). Because antisocial aggressors, compared 
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with family-only perpetrators, have higher rates of recidivism (Petersson & 
Strand, 2017), it would be advisable to apply increased measures of super-
vision and monitoring to these aggressors, such as jail time, tracking 
devices, or restraining orders. Another factor to highlight in this study is 
that, in addition to identifying the risk factors associated with committing 
S-IPV in each type of abuser, the vulnerability factors associated with vic-
tims that predict suffering this kind of violence have also been identified 
based on the typology of the aggressor. We believe that the findings on 
these vulnerability factors could further increase the predictive capability 
of the IPV risk assessment process. Indeed, it is currently recommended 
that vulnerability factors of the victim be incorporated into the assessment 
and management of IPV risk to more effectively implement intervention 
measures for each case (Cook et al., 2014; Graham et al., 2019). We believe 
that one way of improving the IPV risk assessment would be to incorporate 
knowledge about the typologies of aggressors in professional practice as 
Boxall et al. (2015) suggested. In addition, the actuarial methods of the IPV 
risk assessment, based on a probabilistic estimate of risk based on mathe-
matical algorithms (Cook et al., 2014), could be improved by modifying the 
weighting of the factors that make up the risk assessment tool, which is 
used according to the typology of each abuser. For example, this would 
increase the score of the variable “degrading treatment” in antisocial perpe-
trators and “increased severity of the abuse” in family-only perpetrators. 
With regard to the structured professional judgment approach, in which the 
evaluator, with the help of a guide, assigns the level of risk based on clinical 
criteria, we believe that having a better understanding of the factors that 
predict S-IPV in each typology of abuser could also increase the accuracy 
of the risk estimate.

A better understanding of the characteristics of the abusers and the vulner-
ability factors of the victims would have important implications for the 
Catalan police regarding the establishment of the victim protection measures 
following a complaint and the assessment of the victim’s risk of suffering 
S-IPV. Likewise, having an accurate evaluation of the aggressors’ character-
istics may be useful in planning the most appropriate measures of prevention 
of further aggression and protection of the victim (e.g., incarceration or 
telematic control mechanisms).

Concerning the victims, the results of the present study, in line with the 
findings of previous research (Davies et al., 2015; Hernández & Morales, 
2019), support the existence of different patterns of victimization. In this 
respect, knowing the characteristics of the S-IPV victim by means of a risk 
assessment instrument at the time of lodging a complaint could be useful in 
categorizing the perpetrator. Therefore, victim assistance services would be 
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able to adapt their measures to the heterogeneity and particular needs of each 
woman. For instance, the police could apply a program with stronger protec-
tive measures for victims of antisocial perpetrators to protect and support 
them and to prevent future aggressions (e.g., surveillance of the victim’s 
home, police escort).

The differences mentioned may or may not be accentuated when some of 
the predictive variables suggested for each group of perpetrators are taken into 
consideration. Beyond this, the predictive model for the whole sample of 
aggressors has presented an accurate classification percentage of cases similar 
to the family-only group model, slightly lower than the antisocial group 
model. Nevertheless, the unique S-IPV predictive model for the whole sample 
has shown a better balance between sensitivity and specificity, a highly rec-
ommended feature for violence risk assessment instruments. In practice, a 
unique predictive model may be useful for frontline professionals, such as 
health care providers, police agents, mental health professionals, and social 
workers, who need to make decisions about protection of victims and preven-
tion of further aggression, but lack reliable information about the aggressor’s 
violent record. In other words, it could be easier for professionals to identify 
the risk of S-IPV if they had a unique model to predict violence severity, which 
could help to adequately plan for intervention and protection of the victim.

Limitations and Future Directions

The database provided by the Catalan police did not include data on sociode-
mographic variables, which prevented a study by age or socioeconomic sta-
tus, among other relevant aspects. It would have been interesting to determine 
whether risk factors are common regardless of the sociodemographic charac-
teristics of the victim and aggressor. Lacking these data, we could not verify 
whether our findings are generalizable to other Spanish abusers or victims 
with other characteristics in terms of socioeconomic status, race, ethnicity, 
gender identity, age, and culture. In this regard, although the results of this 
study carried out in Catalonia are very similar to those obtained in other 
regions in Spain, such as the Basque Country (Echeburúa et al., 2008), they 
may not be generalizable for other regions. In fact, some studies in Spain 
have found that S-IPV occurs in greater proportion in groups of foreign peo-
ple and in those residing in rural areas (Sanz-Barbero et al., 2016), a conclu-
sion that could not be verified in the present study. Replication in different 
regions with different regional characteristics is, therefore, warranted.

As of yet, there is no information on the psychometric properties of the 
PRAQ instrument, which could also have influenced the results. Thus, future 
research is needed to assess its reliability, validity, and feasibility. Owing to 
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the fact that variables such as patriarchal beliefs and the acceptance of gender 
roles and sexist stereotypes were not included in the protocol (PRAQ), this 
study could not test whether they are risk factors for S-IPV in both typologies 
of aggressors, as has been found in previous meta-analyses such as that by 
Love et al. (2018). As recent research on IPV perpetrated by Spanish incar-
cerated abusers noted that sexist attitudes are more prevalent among antiso-
cial perpetrators (Herrero et al., 2016), the absence of this relevant variable 
could have influenced the results. In addition, the mental disorder diagnoses 
of the aggressors were not known either; this information would have allowed 
to compare the most prevalent disorders in each of the typologies studied. In 
future studies, the police will be advised to modify the protocol used to 
include this relevant information.

In classifying aggressors as antisocial or family only, it may be that some 
family-only aggressors had actually committed crimes outside the family, 
but if these crimes had never been reported, police agents would have lacked 
that information. Besides, Catalan police officers are taught the differences 
between coercive violence and situational couple violence during their train-
ing process. However, recent studies such as that of Robinson et al. (2018) 
have found that police struggle to identify patterns of coercive control cor-
rectly in the industrialized world, a fact that could have influenced the results 
of this study.

The fact that the findings are based on retrospective data is another limita-
tion in this study, as is its capability to analyze only reported violence. 
According to surveys in Catalonia (Spain), only 26% of women who believe 
they have suffered IPV report it to the authorities (Department of the Interior, 
2016). For this reason, the results for the S-IPV group are representative, but 
those of the LS-IPV group may not be, as they may not record all the crimes 
in that category that actually occur.

In conclusion, this study does in fact indicate the presence of significant 
differences in the violence perpetrated by antisocial versus family-only 
aggressors. However, both groups also have some common characteristics. 
Further examination of these similarities and differences may contribute to 
the establishment of common interventions in certain situations of S-IPV. In 
addition, further examination may help with the development of specific pro-
cedures for other aspects of S-IPV, and prompt a promising line of future 
research with the goal of preventing S-IPV.
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