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Abstract: Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a public health and widespread problem, and perpetrator
programmes are in a unique position to prevent it. Research on the outcomes of perpetrator pro-
grammes has advanced in recent years, but still some challenges remain. These challenges include
the absence of measures related to survivor safety and wellbeing as well as the impact on the victim.
Additionally, other contextual measures, such as motivation to change or taking responsibility, are
typically not included in outcome studies. The Impact Outcome Monitoring Toolkit was developed
to help overcome these challenges. The participants were 444 men enrolled in a perpetrator pro-
gramme and their (ex-)partners (n = 272). The results showed that all types of violence were reduced
significantly in terms of both frequency and presence, as reported by both the men enrolled in the
programme and their (ex-)partners. The impact of violence had been reduced for (ex-)partners, but
some still suffered impacts and felt afraid. The results on the impact of violence on children and
improved parenting were quite concerning. The Impact Toolkit makes it possible to measure the
outcomes of perpetrator programmes in a contextualised manner and has shown promising results,
supporting the inclusion of survivor-centric outcome measures.

Keywords: intimate partner violence; perpetrator programmes; outcome measurement; impact of
violence; victim safety

1. Introduction

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a public health and widespread problem affecting
almost one third (27%) of women aged 15–49 years (World Health Organization 2021). In
fact, is the most common form of violence against women, affecting around 641 million
women and girls globally (World Health Organization 2022). Therefore, IPV is a form of
gender-based violence. Preventing IPV has an impact on improving mental health (World
Health Organization 2022). In this context, perpetrator programmes are in a unique position
to work toward the end of gender-based violence.

Measuring IPV is a difficult endeavour that presents several challenges, both in
measuring its prevalence in the general population and in terms of measuring its severity
in clinical samples. On the one hand, in terms of measuring IPV prevalence in the general
population, traditional crime surveys were not designed to measure domestic violence;
thus, they produce underestimates of violence (Hester et al. 2023). New surveys to assess
IPV in the general population have been developed to overcome this situation (see, for
example, the work conducted in the context of the Crime Survey for England and Wales
(CSEW); Hester et al. 2023). On the other hand, the most widely used tool for measuring
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IPV in clinical samples is the Revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2, see Straus et al. 1996).
The CTS2 has been widely criticised for not considering the context of violence (i.e., the
impact of violence, reasons/motives for using violence, and initiation), thus resulting
in not capturing forms of resistance and coercive control (Ackerman 2016; Bender 2017;
DeKeseredy and Schwartz 1998; Hamby 2016; Hester et al. 2023).

IPV research has traditionally focused on physical violence, but when solely focusing
on this aspect, it is not easy to identify level of victimisation because both the frequency
and type of abuse are crucial to the different experiences of abuse (Skafida et al. 2023).
In the context of the perpetrator programme evaluation, for example, recidivism has
traditionally been considered as a measure of the outcome of programmes. However,
even recidivism rates may vary substantially depending on how recidivism is defined and
measured. For example, Aldarondo (2010) found that recidivism rates ranged from 7%
to 47%, with an average of 26% across all evaluations. Moreover, the average recidivism
rates differed depending on whether the victims or male perpetrators assessed it (24% and
34%, respectively); if police records were considered, the recidivism rates changed again,
with rates being reduced to approximately one-half of the rate obtained from women’s
reports (15%). Along the same lines, Lauch et al. (2017) pointed out to a similar average
recidivism rate according to court records (22%). Therefore, given the lack of consensus
in the scientific community on the assessment of recidivism and its real rate (Pinto e Silva
et al. 2023), it is crucial that IPV research includes not only a wide range of types of abuse
but also its frequency, motives, and impact to detect violence under coercive control and to
ensure the robust measurement of IPV (Hamberger et al. 2016; Hester et al. 2023).

Myhill (2017) proposed a twofold strategy, involving carefully assessing the frequency
and severity of physical violence one the one hand, and including a measurement of the
coercive and controlling context in which the violent acts might be immersed in on the
other hand. In this context, the model proposed by Hester and Myhill (see, for example,
Hester et al. 2010, 2023; Myhill 2015, 2017) that integrates the measurement of behaviours
(including non-physical forms of coercion such as isolation, intimidation, humiliation,
extreme jealousy, etc.) and the impacts that they produce (such as anxiety, extreme fear,
diminished space for action, etc.) is crucial to understand the different profiles of perpetra-
tion and victimisation (including the nature and severity of abuse and the identification
of primary victims and perpetrators) (Myhill 2017). On the one hand, it is important to
distinguish those experiencing behaviours with low impact and those experiencing more
severe impacts from coercive and controlling behaviours. On the other hand, it is crucial
to identify those exerting these behaviours and their awareness of the impact of their
behaviours. By following this twofold strategy, it will be possible to identify which type of
programme works better for different profiles of perpetrators.

As pointed out within the study of McGinn et al. (2021), perpetrator programs can
become perpetrator-centric and stray from their original conceptualisation as just one
part of an integrated response to IPV. To avoid this, it is crucial to include measures
of survivor safety and wellbeing as well as the impact and harm caused to victims in
programme evaluations (Gondolf and Beeman 2003; McGinn et al. 2021; Travers et al. 2021).
There are two main studies that have explored the impact of perpetrator programmes on
women’s and children’s outcomes. One is the Mirabal project, in which six new measures
of success were proposed: “respectful communication”, “expanded space for action”,
“safety and freedom from violence and abuse for women and children”, “safe, positive,
and shared parenting”, “awareness of self and others”, and “safer, healthier childhoods”.
The results showed that women had an improved space for action, with large decreases
in physical and sexual violence, whereas abuse and harassment changed less. Children’s
safety and wellbeing also improved to a small degree (Kelly and Westmarland 2015).
Previous best practices, such as the Mirabal project, have relied prominently on victims’
accounts. Therefore, different tools were used to assess changes in men in the programme
and victim’s safety. Moreover, men in the programme and victims included in the study
were not always related to each other (they were not partners or ex-partners). To assess the
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outcome of perpetrator programmes, it is important to include the (ex-)partners’/victims’
reports, following a dyadic approach. (Ex-)partners are first-hand informers of risks that the
programme might arise or mitigate and of the changes that the perpetrator has undergone
during the programme. It has been argued that the insights of first-hand informers might
be more objective than ones from perpetrators (McGinn et al. 2021), as the evidence has
shown that men tend to underestimate their perpetration (Ackerman 2016; Hamby 2016;
Myhill 2017). Despite this, the results from the Mirabal project showed that perpetrators’
accounts were more reliable than previous research suggested; therefore, in our study,
we included dyads to compare results, prioritising victims’ reports. The second study
included partners’ and children’s outcomes for the evaluation of the outcome of the Caring
Dads Safer Children (CDSC) programme (McConnell et al. 2017). The authors included
quantitative measures (some of which were the same for all informants, i.e., fathers in the
programme, children, and partners) and qualitative measures (interviews). Their measures
analysed changes in parenting skills and the safety and wellbeing of partners and children.
The authors found positive results in all of these aspects, but the children’s outcomes
presented some mixed results.

Other contextual measures are also crucial when analysing the outcome of perpetrator
programmes. Aspects such as motivation to change and/or motives to attend the pro-
gramme, the demographic characteristics of the men attending the programme (Butters et al.
2021), responsibility/accountability, and self-reported changes (Hester et al. 2023) must be
considered. In this context, one of the few studies that analysed these concepts found that
assuming responsibility for their own reactions was an essential step for men in treatment
(Rollero 2019). Moreover, men reported changes in their perception about violence, from
acknowledging just physical violence to understanding the broader conceptualisation of
coercive control (Rollero 2019). In their review, O’Connor et al. (2021) found that no articles
have examined the links between men’s accountability and responsibility to the safety and
wellbeing of women and children.

The aim of this article is to describe the Impact Outcome Monitoring Toolkit (Impact
Toolkit) (Vall et al. 2021), an innovative tool developed in the context of the Impact Project1.
The Impact Toolkit measures the outcome of perpetrator programmes in a contextualised
manner, including victim safety measures, and following a dyadic approach. This stan-
dardised tool is designed to assist in overcoming the limitations in measuring the outcomes
of perpetrator programs.

The Impact Toolkit was designed to assess possible changes in perpetrator behaviour
and the impact of that behaviour, as well as possible changes in the safety of victims
(drawing on the COHSAR approach—Hester et al. 2010).

2. Methods
2.1. Participants

Participants in this study included 444 clients enrolled in multiple European pro-
grammes for perpetrators of gender-based violence, specifically from the United Kingdom,
Italy, Greece, Bosnia, Albania, Serbia, Kosovo, and Bulgaria. Data were also collected from
272 (ex-)partners of the clients. All clients were heterosexual males. The range of ages was
wide (see Table 1), with the majority between the ages of 31 and 50 (61.3%). Most of them
were full-time workers (62.7%) and low-income level (56.1%). None of them had severe
mental disorders or cognitive impairment. Regarding the status of the intimate relationship
between the perpetrator and the victim (see Table 1), half of the clients reported being in
a relationship, either living together or apart (54.9%). One-third ended the relationship
or were in the process of breaking up (37%). In terms of the main hope or wish for the
relationship in the future, the majority reported the desire to continue the relationship and
live together (60%). In addition, the majority of clients reported having children (78.6%),
mainly between 5 and 9 years old (29.3%), but only 3.2% of children of those ages lived with
them. Also, a high proportion of children (66.9%) witnessed gender-based violence at some
point (33.1% “Never,” 51.3% “Sometimes,” and 15.6% “Often”). Clients were referred to the
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programme through a large variety of routes. A remarkable proportion (70.8%) attended
the perpetrator programme through mandatory referral routes: civil courts (injunction)
(19.4%), child protection (11.9%), restorative justice (11.5%), civil courts (custody/access)
(8.8%), criminal courts (8.6%), police (5.4%), or probation (5.2%). Also, there were a pro-
portion of clients that were pressured to attend by their partner/ex-partner (9.9%) and by
friends or family (6.3%). Last but not least, some clients were referred via the following
channels: publicity (poster or internet advertisements) (10.8%), helpline (5.9%), relationship
counselling service (3.8%), addiction service (3.6%), counselling/mental health service
(3.4%), or health services (2%). None of them were referred to the perpetrator programme
by a religious place.

Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of male perpetrators.

Variable Level Freq N %

Age

18–21 4 444 0.9
22–30 51 444 11.5
31–40 130 444 29.3
41–50 142 444 32.0
51–60 89 444 20.0
over 60 28 444 6.3

Employment status

Full-time employment 276 444 62.2
Full-time caring for children/family 2 444 0.5
Part-time employment 51 444 11.5
Part-time caring for children/family 7 444 1.6
Unemployed 84 444 18.9
Unemployed caring for children/family 5 444 1.1
In education or training 3 444 0.7
Unable to work because of sickness 6 444 1.4
Retired 10 444 2.3

Income level

High income 9 444 2.0
Comfortably managing 38 444 8.6
Regular treats and saving or holiday 41 444 9.2
Occasional treat or save 107 444 24.1
Managing essentials, no left over 111 444 25.0
Struggling essentials 138 444 31.1

Relationship status

Together and living together 151 444 34.0
Together but living apart 93 444 20.9
Relationship ended and living apart 117 444 26.4
In the process of splitting up 47 444 10.6
Not sure 36 444 8.1

Hope for the relationship
in the future

That we will be together and living together 260 433 60.0
That this relationship will end 68 433 15.7
In another relationship already 21 433 4.8
Not sure 84 433 19.4

The reasons for joining the programme were also diverse. Despite the majority re-
ferring to both external and internal reasons, half of the clients declared external reasons,
such as being referred as part of criminal court (25%) or family court (16.9%) sentences or
being referred by child protection services (8.3%). In addition, a high variety of internal
reasons was obtained: to improve their couple relationship (32.9%), to stop using violence
(26.6%) and/or abusive behaviour (23.6%), wanting their (ex-)partner to feel safe around
them (22.3%), wanting their (ex-)partner (25%) and/or child(ren) (16.7%) to not be afraid
of them, and being a better father to their children (21.6%). Also, a small number of men
indicated the fear of being left by their partner (18.2%) or the fear of going back to prison
again as reasons for joining the programme (6.3%).
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2.2. Measures

The Impact Outcome Monitoring Toolkit questionnaire of the “European Network for
the Work with Perpetrators of Domestic Violence (WWP EN)” was used in this study. This
instrument comprises ten versions of the questionnaire, slightly adapted in relation to the
treatment phase (five versions: T0—before starting the programme, T1—at the beginning of
the programme, T2—in the middle, T3—at the end of the programme, and T4—follow-up)
and in relation to the respondent (two versions: client and (ex-)partner). Due to the low
response rates obtained in the follow-up measurement (T4), we focused on the responses
to the questionnaire for perpetrators and (ex-)partners at Times 1, 2, and 3. The scales
included were as follows: violent behaviour (emotional, physical, and sexual), impact of
the violence on the victim and child(ren), victim’s safety, perpetrator’s self-responsibility
for violence, and perpetrator’s positive changes. All the items of violent behaviour, impacts,
police calls, (ex-)partner’s fear, and positive changes scales were equivalent across the
clients’ and (ex-)partners’ questionnaires. Anxious and depressed feelings were reported by
(ex-)partners, and the self-responsibility for violence was reported by clients. The first scale
(violent behaviour) contains 29 items divided into three sub-scales regarding three types of
IPV: emotional (13), physical (14), and sexual behaviour (8). These sub-scales assessed the
frequency of each violent behaviour through a 3-point Likert scale (“Never”, “Sometimes”,
“Often”). The second scale (impact of violence on victim) comprises 16 items about physical
and emotional impacts on the (ex-)partner, measured through a dichotomic scale (“Yes”,
“No). The third scale (impact of violence on children) includes 11 items about the situation
and angry feelings toward the parents of the child(ren), also measured with a dichotomic
scale. The fourth scale (victim’s safety) includes three frequency sub-scales: police calls
(“Not at all”, “Once”, “2–5 times”, “6–10 times”, “More than 10 times”), as well as (ex-
)partner’s anxious and depressed feeling (“Never”, “Not often”, “Sometimes”, “Often”,
“Always”). The fifth scale (perpetrator’s self-responsibility for violence) is composed
of 17 items about the internal or external attribution (locus of control) of the reasons
for violence. Finally, the sixth scale (Perpetrator’s positive changes) includes 23 items
about changes made by the client, such as stopping using violence or improving their
parenting skills.

2.3. Data Collection and Analysis

The data were obtained by intentional sampling (Hibberts et al. 2012) in the context
of the Impact Project2. Responses from the clients and (ex-)partners were collected at the
beginning of each round of the programme. The procedure used to collect the answers
was different for each group. On the one hand, clients responded to the questionnaire
on-site and on paper. They did it alone, but a facilitator was present in the room to assist
with any questions or clarifications they might have. On the other hand, partners and
ex-partners were contacted at the beginning of the programme to inform them about the
content and methods of the programme, to provide support services in case they needed
them, and to learn about their experience of violence and their assessment of the outcome
of the programme. Thus, (ex-)partners responded to the questionnaire because of their
involvement in the process. Responses were collected either over the phone or face-to-face
depending on the availability of each case.

Statistical analyses were performed using the SPSS program, v. 29.0. Responses
from clients were paired with the data from their (ex-)partners. Within-group comparison
tests were carried out to analyse the outcome of the programme, examining the time
differences at T1, T2, and T3. Between-group comparison tests were performed to analyse
possible differences between clients and (ex-)partners perceptions. Due to the response rate
obtained (see Table 2) and as a result of time and group pairings, within-groups analyses
included a sub-sample of 133 males and 71 of their (ex-)partners, which were adjusted for
between-group comparisons (n = 71). The Kolmogorov–Smirnov test was performed to
ascertain the normality in the sample distribution. Because the data were not normally
distributed (p < 0.05), the Friedman test was performed to assess a within-group analysis



Soc. Sci. 2023, 12, 613 6 of 17

across the programme time points. The Bonferroni post hoc test was also performed to
analyse paired-time comparisons. Also, the corrected Cohen effect sizes (Cohen 1992)
were calculated by subtracting the mean difference between the T1 and T3 measures. The
Mann–Whitney U test was carried out to analyse the between-group comparison. Finally,
Spearman’s correlation coefficient was computed to analyse the possible linear relationship
between the types of violent behaviours reported by clients and (ex-)partners.

Table 2. Frequency and rate of responses at each time point.

Time Client (Ex-)partner

Freq Response Rate (%) Freq Response Rate (%)

T0—Before starting 271 61.0 112 41.2
T1—At the beginning 444 100 272 100
T2—In the middle 277 62.4 153 56.3
T3—At the end 220 49.6 118 43.4
T4—Follow-up (6 m.) 34 7.7 15 5.5

2.4. Ethical and Safety Measures

All the information was gathered through community-based services to ensure safety
procedures (Bender 2017). This was a crucial measure to ensure victim safety because all of
the organisations involved in this project had procedures in place in case of escalation of
violence or if the safety of the victim was threatened. Moreover, the researchers involved
in this research did not have direct access to either the victims or the perpetrators. In this
sense, the team of researchers involved in this study received anonymised data through
alphanumeric codes assigned by each organisation. All the organisations that implemented
the Impact Outcome Monitoring Toolkit in their perpetrator programs were responsible for
contacting the victims (ensuring their safety) as well as for maintaining the psychoethical
guarantees of confidentiality, anonymity, and privacy. In order to guarantee this, all the
involved staff of these organisations (coordinators, facilitators, and administrators) were
trained before gathering data using the Impact Outcome Monitoring Toolkit questionnaire.
This training was delivered by the professional responsible of the Impact Project in WWP
EN. The training focused on understanding the structure and content of the tool and how to
implement it in a safe way. Recommendations for contacting the victim were discussed in
light of the quality standards for victim-safety-oriented perpetrator programmes developed
by WWP EN.

3. Results

For each type of outcome measured, the within-group comparison was used to deter-
mine the effectiveness of the programmes. Gender-based violence, impact on (ex-)partners
and children, police calls, and (ex-)partner fear variables were assessed according to infor-
mation reported by both clients and (ex-)partners. Feelings of anxiety and depression were
reported only by the (ex-)partner. Clients’ self-responsibility for violence was also assessed
longitudinally. Moreover, a between-group comparison was used to assess possible differ-
ences in the perception of clients and their (ex-)partners at each time point on the following
variables: violent behaviour and its impact, the victim’s safety, and the positive changes
made by the perpetrator.

3.1. Violent Behaviour
3.1.1. Longitudinal Programme Outcomes

The obtained outcomes (see Table 3) showed that all types of violence (emotional,
physical, and sexual) decreased significantly (p < 0.001) along the three measures, according
to both clients and (ex-)partners. The effect size (Cohen’s d) obtained was high for emotional
and physical violence. For sexual violence, a medium effect size was observed for the
client data and a high effect size for the (ex-)partner data. As can be seen in Table 3, it is
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noteworthy that the decrease in emotional violence was very pronounced according to
(ex-)partners, with a global frequency decrease from “Sometimes” at the beginning of the
programme (T1) to “Never” at the end (T3). Conover’s post hoc tests were carried out
to analyse paired-time differences. On the one hand, the results obtained demonstrated
that emotional violence (see Figure 1) decreased significatively at each paired-time group
(T1–T2, T2–T3, T1–T3) according to both clients and (ex-)partners (p < 0.001). On the other
hand, physical violence (see Figure 2) decreased significantly in the T1–T2 and T1–T3 paired
groups according to both clients and (ex-)partners (p < 0.001). Finally, a significant decrease
in sexual violence (p < 0.001) was also obtained in the T1–T2 and T1–T3 paired groups,
although the decrease was greater for (ex-)partners due to the low levels reported by clients
at the beginning of the programme (see Figure 3). As seen, both groups perceived the
decrease in emotional and physical violence more pronouncedly between the beginning
(T1) and the middle of the programme (T2), while men’s perceptions of sexual violence
was more linear (see Figures 1–3).

Table 3. Within-group comparisons for violence.

Variable Group/Time a Mean SD Friedman’s
Value p-Value b Cohen’s d c

Emotional
violence

C1 1.44 0.34
99.105 <0.001 *** 1.420C2 1.17 0.20

C3 1.09 0.16
P1 1.82 0.42

101.401 <0.001 *** 2.244P2 1.24 0.25
P3 1.13 0.19

Physical
violence

C1 1.17 0.20
129.442 <0.001 *** 1.147C2 1.04 0.09

C3 1.01 0.05
P1 1.38 0.32

108.432 <0.001 *** 1.807P2 1.05 0.10
P3 1.02 0.08

Sexual
violence

C1 1.04 0.13
19.520 <0.001 *** 0.311C2 1.01 0.01

C3 1.01 0.01
P1 1.22 0.34

43.709 <0.001 *** 0.857P2 1.05 0.16
P3 1.02 0.13

a C = Client/men in the programme; P = (ex-)partner; 1 = Time 1 (at the beginning of the programme); 2 = Time 2
(in the middle of the programme); 3 = Time 3 (at the end of the programme). b *** p < 0.001. c Cohen’s d
(Cohen 1992) indicates the size effect between Time 1 (pre) and Time 3 (post): d = 0.2 (small); d = 0.5 (medium);
d = 0.8 (large).
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3.1.2. Between-Group Comparisons: Perceptions of Clients and (Ex-)partners

At the beginning of the programme (T1), the Mann–Whitney U test showed a signifi-
cant difference in all types of violence (emotional, physical, and sexual) between groups
(p < 0.001). (Ex-)partners reported a higher frequency of violence than clients in this mea-
surement. In the middle of the programme (T2), a significant difference was only obtained
in terms of sexual violence (U = 5337.0; p < 0.001), also with higher rates reported by
(ex-)partners. At the end (T3), perceptions of emotional violence differed significantly
between the groups. The relationship between the frequency of violence reported by clients
and (ex-)partners was also assessed. Spearman’s correlation (see Table 4) demonstrated a
significant correlation between emotional, physical, and sexual violence according to both
clients and (ex-)partners. However, violence reported by clients and (ex-)partners was not
significantly related, which is consistent with the results obtained in the Mann–Whitney U
test and reinforces the found differences.
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Table 4. Spearman’s correlations among the frequency of violent behaviour of both groups.

Type of Violence Emotional
Client

Physical
Client

Sexual
Client

Emotional
(Ex-)partner

Physical
(Ex-)partner

Physical client 0.625 *** —
Sexual client 0.259 ** 0.236 ** —

Emotional (ex-)partner −0.024 0.008 −0.111 —
Physical (ex-)partner −0.041 0.147 −0.077 0.652 *** —
Sexual (ex-)partner −0.137 −0.089 −0.132 0.500 *** 0.255 *

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

3.2. Impact of Violence on the Victim and Child(ren)
3.2.1. Longitudinal Programme Outcomes

According to the client data, the impacts on the (ex-)partner and child(ren) were
sustained over time (p > 0.05). However, based on the (ex-)partner data, the impact on
themselves was significantly reduced (p < 0.001) with a high effect size (see Table 5).
Specifically, Conover’s post hoc test showed a significant decrease (p < 0.001) at each
paired-time group (T1–T2, T2–T3, and T1–T3). In addition, the impact of the violence on
children increased significantly according to (ex-)partners, although with a low effect size.
Specifically, Conover’s post hoc test showed that the increase was significant (T-Stat = 2.739;
p = 0.008) from the beginning to the end of the programme (T1–T3). Figures 4 and 5 show
the difference in the impacts perceived by clients and (ex-)partners. In this sense, the
clients’ perception of the impact increased slightly, but (ex-)partners reported a progressive
decrease in the impacts (see Figure 4)3. Also, although the differences between the time
measures were minimal, clients and partners had diametrically opposed views toward the
impact on children (see Figure 5).

Table 5. Within-group comparisons for violence and its impacts.

Variable Group/Time a Mean SD Friedman’s
Value p-Value b Cohen’s d c

Impact on
(ex-)partner

C1 1.21 0.16
3.979 0.137 −0.166C2 1.25 0.21

C3 1.24 0.20
P1 1.34 0.21

50.129 <0.001 *** 1.318P2 1.20 0.16
P3 1.12 0.13

Impact on
child(ren)

C1 1.32 0.10
5.317 0.070 0.454C2 1.30 0.09

C3 1.28 0.07
P1 1.27 0.11

7.376 0.025 * −0.419P2 1.28 0.05
P3 1.31 0.08

a C= Client/men in the programme; P = (ex-)partner; 1 = Time 1 (at the beginning of the programme); 2 = Time 2
(in the middle of the programme); 3 = Time 3 (at the end of the programme). b * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001. c Cohen’s d
(Cohen 1992) indicates the size effect between Time 1 (pre) and Time 3 (post): d = 0.2 (small); d = 0.5 (medium);
d = 0.8 (large).

3.2.2. Between-Group Comparisons: Perceptions of Clients and (Ex-)partners

Regarding the effects of violence, the perception of the impact on the (ex-)partner
was significantly different at T1 (U = 6578.0; p < 0.001) and T3 (U = 2538.0; p < 0.001).
Interestingly, while (ex-)partners reported a higher impact at T1, clients had a higher mean
than (ex-)partners at the end of the programme (T3). This result denotes a greater awareness
of the clients of the impact of their violence on their (ex-)partner. On the other hand, the
impact on children was significantly different at T1 (U = 1795.0; p = 0.008), with clients
reporting a higher impact. At the beginning of the programme, men and their (ex-)partners
differed in the following impacts, which were relevant according the to the (ex-)partners
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but not according to the men: “felt unable to cope”, “felt worthless or lost confidence”,
“felt isolated/stopped going out”, and “feared for life”. At the end of the programme, all of
these impacts were reduced for the (ex-)partners. Therefore, the most commonly reported
impacts by both at the end of the programme were the same (“lost respect for your partner”,
“felt sadness”, and “felt angry/shocked”). The only impact that was relevant for some
(ex-)partners but not for the men in the programme referred to “being careful what you say
or do”4 (see Appendix A, Table A1).
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3.3. Victim Safety and Wellbeing
3.3.1. Longitudinal Programme Outcomes

The within-group comparisons (see Table 6) showed that the frequency of calls to the
police and (ex-)partners’ fear decreased significantly (p < 0.001), according to both the clients
and (ex-)partners, with a high effect size. More precisely, Conover’s test demonstrated a
significant decrease in police calls between T1–T2 and T1–T3, according to both groups
(p < 0.001). Also, (ex-)partners’ fear decreased significantly at each paired-time group
(T1–T2, T2–T3, and T1–T3) according to both clients and (ex-)partners (p < 0.05). Both
variables followed similar patterns of decline in clients and (ex-)partners. According to (ex-
)partners, their anxious and depressed feelings decreased significantly over time (p < 0.001)
with a high effect size. Interestingly, Conover’s test showed that the decrease in anxiety was
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significant at each time measure (p < 0.01), while depression did not decrease significantly
between the middle and the end of the programme. This difference indicates an abrupt
decrease in depressive feelings in the early phases of the programme, while anxious feelings
decreased more gradually (see Figure 6).

Table 6. Within-group comparisons for (ex-)partner’s safety and wellbeing.

Variable Time/Group a Mean SD Friedman’s Value p-Value b Cohen’s d c

Police call-outs

C1 1.69 0.76
116.319 <0.001 *** 1.304C2 1.11 0.38

C3 1.04 0.19
P1 1.85 0.94

58.975 <0.001 *** 1.235P2 1.18 0.49
P3 1.07 0.26

(Ex-)partner’s fear

C1 2.13 1.03
44.513 <0.001 *** 0.869C2 1.61 0.76

C3 1.39 0.74
P1 2.97 0.96

59.164 <0.001 *** 1.244P2 2.27 0.84
P3 1.87 0.84

(Ex-)partner’s anxious
feeling

P1 3.47 0.71
66.363 <0.001 *** 1.621P2 2.75 0.75

P3 2.24 0.80

(Ex-)partner’s depressed
feeling

P1 2.73 0.86
45.324 <0.001 *** 1.123P2 2.03 0.77

P3 1.85 0.73
a C = Client/men in the programme; P = (ex-)partner; 1 = Time 1 (at the beginning of the programme); 2 = Time 2
(in the middle of the programme); 3 = Time 3 (at the end of the programme). b *** p < 0.001. c Cohen’s d
(Cohen 1992) indicates the size effect between Time 1 (pre) and Time 3 (post): d = 0.2 (small); d = 0.5 (medium);
d = 0.8 (large).
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3.3.2. Between-Group Comparisons: Perceptions of Clients and (Ex-)partners

In terms of victim safety, similar perceptions were obtained between groups in terms
of the frequency of calls to the police (p > 0.05). However, the results of (ex-)partners’ fear
were statistically different in the three measurements (p < 0.001). Specifically, (ex-)partners
reported greater fear than that perceived by the clients.
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3.4. Perpetrator Self-Responsibility for Violence
Longitudinal Programme Outcomes

As seen in Table 7, the clients’ assumptions of the responsibility of their perpetrated
violence remained stable over time (p > 0.05). Therefore, neither a significant decrease
nor an increase in the internal or external locus of control was obtained. In this sense, the
proportion of men who reported using violence to feel in control remained stable between
T1 (24.1%) and T3 (18%). However, coercive motives (“To make her do something I want her to
do”) increased slightly from T1 (16.5%) to T3 (25.6%). Similarly, at T1, only 34.6% of clients
reported being jealous and possessive as a reason for their violence in contrast to 45.9%
obtained at T3. These results could indicate an increase in the internal locus of control of
the violence. Nevertheless, other external motives for violence, such as drug or alcohol use,
remained stable on the pre and post measures (21.8%; 19.5%).

Table 7. Within-group comparisons for client’s responsibility variables.

Variable Time/Group a Mean SD Friedman’s
Value p-Value b Cohen’s d c

Reason for
violence

C1 1.38 0.13
2.830 0.243 *** 0.000C2 1.40 0.16

C3 1.38 0.15
a C = Client/men in the programme; P = (ex-)partner; 1 = Time 1 (at the beginning of the programme); 2 = Time 2
(in the middle of the programme); 3 = Time 3 (at the end of the programme). b *** p < 0.001. c Cohen’s d
(Cohen 1992) indicates the size effect between Time 1 (pre) and Time 3 (post): d = 0.2 (small); d = 0.5 (medium);
d = 0.8 (large).

3.5. Perpetrator Changes
Between-Group Comparisons: Perceptions of Clients and (Ex-)partners

Regarding the changes reported by clients and (ex-)partners at the end of the pro-
gramme (T3), a significant difference was obtained (U = 5795.0; p = 0.007). It is important to
note that clients reported more changes than (ex-)partners. In this sense, 66.2% of clients
and 49.3% of (ex-)partners stated that the client had stopped using violence. Also, a greater
proportion of perpetrators (97%) than victims (87.3%) reported that the (ex-)partners were
no longer afraid of the clients. The difference in the perception of the children’s fear of
the perpetrator was more marked. Whereas almost half of the men (39.8%) reported that
their child was no longer afraid of them, only 16.9% of the women felt this to be the case.
However, similar proportions were obtained in terms of the parenting improvement of the
client, as was reported by 40.6% of clients and 38% of (ex-)partners.

4. Discussion

In this article, we showed a procedure and a tool to evaluate the outcome of perpetrator
programmes for IPV in a contextualised way. By including several types of violence, the
impact of violence and other contextual aspects and by including men in the programme
and (ex-)partners as informants in our study, we found several interesting results.

First, the types of violence were significantly reduced in terms of both frequency and
presence, as reported by both the men enrolled in the programme and their (ex-)partners.
This reduction was particularly noticeable during the first half of the programme. This is in
line with previous results from the few studies that have included information from men
in the programme and their (ex-)partners (McConnell et al. 2017; Kelly and Westmarland
2015). Moreover, according to our results, the views about violence were very different from
each other, especially at the beginning of the programme. At the end of the programme,
the views were more similar, but the (ex-)partners still identified a higher frequency of
emotionally violent behaviour than the men. This finding aligns with previous studies
that suggested that emotional abuse, while reduced, remained present after perpetrator
programs, according to (ex-)partners (McConnell et al. 2017; Kelly and Westmarland 2015).
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Finally, it was possible to identify that all types of violence measured in this study were
related to one another, so they were not isolated.

Second, the impact of violence measured according to the men in the programme
and their (ex-)partners was reduced significantly according to the (ex-)partners. At the
same time, men in programme experienced a slight increase in the awareness of the impact
of their violence toward their (ex-)partners. It is important than nearly one-third of the
(ex-)partners still thought they had to be careful about what they said and did and still
felt sad. This reflects how the coercive control might still be present even if the violence
has been significantly reduced. Similarly, the results from the Mirabal project showed that
women felt they gained space for action; however, this achievement was mostly attributed
to their efforts and not to the men’s changes, and some women still remained cautious
and felt afraid of doing/saying certain things (Kelly and Westmarland 2015). This study
found that the impact of violence on children was quite concerning, particularly from the
perspective of (ex-)partners who detected more impacts on the children after the perpetrator
programme. Many children were still reported to be afraid of the men, especially according
to (ex-)partners. Furthermore, even if the parenting seemed to improve for a few men, the
majority of the men did not improve their parenting (according to the men themselves
and their (ex-)partners). Previous research has rarely considered children when evaluating
the outcome of perpetrator programmes. As mentioned in the introduction, Kelly and
Westmarland (2015) and McConnell et al. (2017) have analysed children’s wellbeing as an
outcome measure of perpetrator programmes by gathering information from the children
directly. The second study found that children and partners described positive changes in
the fathers’ behaviour; however, some fathers continued to pose a risk as their behaviours
had not changed or had only changed partially. The previous study found slightly better
outcomes for children than our study, which might suggest that more focus on parenting
should be included in perpetrator programmes. The Mirabal project found discrepant
results; in terms of parenting, some improvement was detected, although women were
still worried about leaving the child with the man alone. Better results were found in
terms of the men’s awareness of the impact of their behaviour on children (with 16% of
women stating that the man did not understand this impact). However, in terms of safety
and impact, women reported many impacts on children. More than half of the women
stated that children were nervous, anxious, afraid of IPV, or worried about the mother’s
safety. This was the measure with less change. Therefore, more focus on children should be
included in programmes for perpetrators of IPV, especially considering that survivors are
more concerned about the effects of violence on their children than about the incidents of
physical violence (McGinn et al. 2021).

Third, safety has traditionally been measured with indicators such as programme
completion and re-assault statistics as the main measures (Gondolf 1999; Dobash et al.
1999). Similar to the Mirabal project (Kelly and Westmarland 2015), our study focused on
survivor wellbeing and feelings of safety. According to our results, while survivors’ feelings
of safety increased over the course of the program, (ex-)partners continued to experience
fear throughout the programme, even at the end. Again, this result suggests that coercive
control may still be present even when physical violence is reduced. A qualitative study
analysing victims’ fear found that memories of past abuse, as well as the realisation that
their (ex-)partner would probably not become the partner they wanted him to be, resulted
in different levels of fear (McGinn et al. 2021). Moreover, previous studies have shown that
survivors did not fully believe the changes made by the men and thought that it was a way
for them to show improvement to the facilitators (McGinn et al. 2021). Similarly, in our
study, we observed that the men in the programme reported higher levels of change than
their (ex-)partners, presenting a more positive view of their own changes.

Fourth, our results indicate an increase in the internal locus of control of men in
the programme and more awareness of the reasons for violence related to coercive con-
trol, indicating an expanded understanding of violence (Kelly and Westmarland 2015;
Rollero 2019).
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Limitations and Proposals for Future Research

This study has some limitations, with the loss of participants over time being an
important one. This research was based on the data available for each time point, with
fewer (ex-)partner responses in each time point and few responses at a follow-up. For this
reason, to compare results within couples, we had to dismiss the information from men that
did not have answers from (ex-)partners. Moreover, we could not analyse the data from the
follow-up surveys. As the objective of this paper was to showcase the new methodology
for measuring the outcome of perpetrator programmes in a contextualised manner, further
analyses were out of the scope of this article. In future research, it is recommended to
analyse data from all men and compare men that have (ex-)partner information and those
that do not in order to establish different profiles. It is important to mention that this
study focused on heterosexual relationships and, hence, the results should be considered
in caution. Future research should extend the scope and include participants form the
LGBTQ++ communities. Another limitation is that the study did not consider the different
profiles of the men in the programme and of the victims when performing the analysis.
Future research should focus on thoroughly analysing the demographic data and integrat-
ing this information with the programme outcome. Also, in addition to sociodemographic
information on perpetrators, it would be essential to take into account the importance
of other environmental variables related to violence, highlighting the importance of the
ecological model in order to understand violence in a more comprehensive way. Finally,
in future research, it would be important to further analyse the outcomes considering the
programme characteristics, making it possible to detect different types of programmes that
work better for specific perpetrator profiles.

5. Conclusions

The procedure presented in this article for measuring the outcome of perpetrator
programmes in a contextualised manner has shown promising results in detecting changes
in violence and the impact of this violence, making it possible to identify different profiles
of perpetrators and victims in future research. Moreover, by including several measures of
success, it indicates the importance of measuring victim safety and of including a thorough
assessment of children’s’ wellbeing. Including information from the (ex-)partners has
proven to be crucial when analysing perpetrator programme outcomes. Therefore, when
conducting this type of research, a linkage with community-based services is essential for a
safe data collection process.

Longitudinal measures of outcome have made it possible to distinguish when change
happens and how the process of change occurs during perpetrator programmes. This
information can inform practitioners in making decisions about the programme char-
acteristics. Finally, the Impact Outcome Monitoring Toolkit gathers not only thorough
information about demographic data of perpetrators and victims but also information
about the programme characteristics, making it possible to analyse the outcome of per-
petrator programmes according to the perpetrator and victim profiles and programme
characteristics.

All in all, this study is in line with previous studies in supporting evidence for includ-
ing survivor-centric outcome measures.
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Appendix A

Table A1 with a Description of the Prevalence of Impacts Reported by Clients and
(Ex-)partners at T1 (Pre) and T3 (Post).

Table A1. Prevalence of impacts reported by clients and (ex-)partners at T1 (pre) and T3 (post).

Pre Post

Client (Ex-)partner Client (Ex-)partner

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

(Partner) felt sadness *** 72 54.1 58 81.7 76 57.1 20 28.2
(Partner) felt angry/shocked ** 61 45.9 36 50.7 61 45.9 14 19.7

(Partner) lost respect for (client) ** 53 39.8 30 42.3 58 43.6 12 16.9
(Partner) stopped trusting (client) ** 51 38.3 34 47.9 59 44.4 9 12.7
Made (partner) feel afraid of you ** 39 29.3 27 38.0 43 32.3 8 11.3

Made (partner) want to leave (client) ** 37 27.8 21 29.6 33 24.8 8 11.3
(Partner suffered) injuries such as
bruises/scratches/minor cuts *** 32 24.1 33 46.5 36 27.1 4 5.6

(Partner) felt anxious/panic/lost concentration * 28 21.1 25 35.2 33 24.8 11 15.5
(Partner suffered) depression/sleeping problems *** 22 16.5 28 39.4 30 22.6 5 7.0

(Partner) felt worthless or lost confidence * 19 14.3 22 31.0 26 19.5 8 11.3
(Partner) felt isolated/stopped going out *** 17 12.8 22 31.0 24 18.0 5 7.0

(Partner) feared for their life * 16 12.0 27 38.0 11 8.3 2 2.8
(Partner) had to be careful of what they said/did * 15 11.3 31 43.7 34 25.6 19 26.8

(Partner) felt unable to cope * 14 10.5 28 39.4 26 19.5 7 9.9
(Partner suffered) injuries needing help from

doctor/hospital ** 12 9.0 14 19.7 8 6.0 1 1.4

Made (partner) worried (client) might leave 6 4.5 8 11.3 9 6.8 2 2.8
Made (partner) defend self/children/pets * 5 3.8 16 22.5 10 7.5 5 7.5

(Partner) self-harmed/felt suicidal 4 3.0 2 2.8 3 2.3 0 0.0

Note. Items are ordered according to the prevalence of impact reported by clients at T1 (pre). Between-group
comparisons are displayed for both measurements and marked as follows: * p < 0.05 (pre-measurement); ** p < 0.05
(post-measurement); *** p < 0.05 (both measurements).

Notes
1 Project “IMPACT: Evaluation of European Perpetrator Programmes” funded by the European Commission (Daphne III Pro-

gramme) 2013–2014.
2 See: https://www.work-with-perpetrators.eu/impact (accessed on 20 September 2023).
3 This difference is attributable to the fact that for the men in the programme, the question about the impact referred to the impact

that the (ex-)partner might have suffered at any time, with the objective of detecting if there was more awareness of the impact of
his behaviour through the programme. Oppositely, for the (ex-)partner, the question was time-sensitive and it asked about the
impact she had suffered since the last time she answered the questionnaire.

4 Although this impact was marked by approximately 20% of the sample of men and (ex-)partners, this was the most relevant
impact for the (ex-)partners and for the men it was not. Men in the programme increased their awareness of this impact (from
12% to 26% men that were aware of this impact), but not significantly.

https://www.work-with-perpetrators.eu/impact
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