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Background 

 

Late 1970s, per 
society and law 
enforcement, 
IPV no longer 

private 

Alternatives to 
incarceration 
were needed, 
so BIPs were 

started 

Disagreement 
on best 

treatment model 
to use 

(Dutton & Sonkin, 2006) 



The Duluth Model 



Background of Study 

Ineffectiveness of 
current IPV 
treatment  

Importance of 
community to 

challenge norms 
supporting IPV 

The need for 
collaboration 

The effect collaboration between Probation, Victim 
Services, and Treatment Providers has on IPV Offender 

Outcomes 

Although research exists regarding:  

Research is lacking regarding: 

(Day, Chung, O’Leary & Carson, 2009; Gondolf, 2009; Hess, Allen & Todd, 2011; Salem & Dunford-Jackson, 2008) 

 



The Problem 

 In 2010, IPV contributed to 1,295 deaths, accounting           

 for 10% of all homicides for that year  

 Every year, nearly two million injuries and 1,300 deaths,      

 result from IPV 

 

 

 

 

 

                                 (CDC, 2014) 



The Problem 

U.S. 

• IPV is a serious and preventable health problem affecting more than thirty 
million Americans annually  

• 1 in 4 women in the U.S. (approximately 39 million) have experienced 
severe physical harm from a partner or ex-partner during their lifetimes  

AZ 

• Every three days in Arizona, someone dies in an IPV-related incident 

• In a 24-hour period in 2012, Arizona programs served 1,487 victims, but 
due to limited funding, 152 requests went unmet 

Research 

• In a meta-analysis of Batterer Intervention Programs from 1975 to 2013 
(N=18,941), treatment showed a non-significant positive effect and 
intervention type was not a significant moderator of recidivism (Arias, Arce, 
& Vilarino, 2013)  

(Iyengar & Sabik, 2009; Black et al., 2011; Arizona Coalition Against Domestic Violence, 2012)  

 



Problem Summary 

 IPV is a societal issue with a long history, but 

no clear direction for the future.   

 The ways of addressing IPV have not 

provided confident results in reducing the 

issue. 

 Collaboration could increase the 

effectiveness of our current system’s 

responses. 

 



Purpose 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to 

examine the impact of collaboration and 

determine if there is a significant difference in 

outcomes for males who have been 

convicted of IPV offenses (offenders) who 

attend collaborative treatment programs, 

versus offenders who did not attend 

collaborative treatment programs.  



Variables 

 Dependent 

– Recidivism  

 Probation violations 

 Re-arrests 

 Violent re-arrests 

 Requested orders of protection 

– Successful completion of probation 

– Successful completion of treatment  

 Independent   

– Did the offender participate in treatment at an 

agency that collaborates? 

 



Abstract 

 Quasi-experimental ex-post facto quantitative research 

study  

 Conducted to determine if there is a significant difference in 

outcomes for male offenders who attended treatment 

programs that collaborated with the probation department 

and victim services versus those who did not 

 Data review through probation department information 

 Offenders on probation during specific time frames 

 Data analyzed in SPSS using chi-square tests 

 Collaboration was significant for some dependent 

variables, but not others 

 



Research Question 

 Is there a significant difference in offender outcomes 

regarding recidivism (probation violations, re-arrests, 

violent re-offenses, and/or requested orders of protection 

against the offender), successful completion of probation, 

and successful completion of treatment with offenders 

who attended mandated treatment at an agency that is 

part of the structured collaboration with Pima County 

Probation, treatment providers, and the victim services’ 

organization versus those who attended mandated 

treatment at an agency that does not participate in the 

structured collaboration with the county probation 

department and local victim services? 



Hypotheses 

 Hı: µ1 ≠µ2 a significant difference in outcomes was found in the 

dependent variables of numbers of recidivism (probation violations, re-

arrests, violent re-offenses, and/or requested orders of protection 

against the offender), successful completion of treatment, and 

successful completion of probation when offenders attended domestic 

violence offender treatment at an agency that collaborates with victim 

services and probation versus an agency that does not collaborate 

(independent variable). 

 Ho: µ1 = µ2 a significant difference in outcomes was not found in the 

dependent variables of numbers of recidivism (probation violations, re-

arrests, violent re-offenses, and/or requested orders of protection 

against the offender), successful completion of treatment, and 

successful completion of probation when offenders attended domestic 

violence offender treatment at an agency that collaborates with victim 

services and probation versus an agency that does not collaborate 

(independent variable). 



Theoretical Framework 

Ecological Systems Theory 
(Bronfenbrenner,1977) 

Environmental 
systems, which may 

affect human 
development (micro-, 

meso-, exo-, and 
macro -systems) 

suggests a reciprocal 
relationship within and 
between the different 
layers of environment 

Changes in one 
environment may 

affect other 
environments. 

Changes occur 
between people and 

environment in 
systems terms. 

Adopted by the World 
Health Organization to  

understand risk 
factors of violence and 

for preventive 
measures  

(Tonsing, 2010) 



Theoretical Framework 



Method 

 Ex-post facto comparative quantitative research 

study  

 Convenience sample 

 Use data available through records review 

 Provide information without having to disrupt 

offenders’ lives  

 Does not rely on self-report  

 



Participants  

 Group A consisted of offenders (N=126) from July 

1, 2007 through June 30, 2008, with a two-year+ 

follow-up for outcomes.  

 The collaboration between victim services, 

treatment providers and probation began in 2009.  

 Group B consisted of offenders (N=126) from July 

1, 2010 through June 30, 2012, with a two-year+ 

follow-up for outcomes. 

 

 



Sample Size 

 N=252 

 

 A priori, two-tailed, with an effect size of .05, and 

power of .95, G*Power suggested two sample sizes of 

105, for a total sample size of 210. 

 

 Due to availability of data and wanting to have a 

stronger study, larger sample size was used. 

 

 

 



Data Collection 

 Pima County Probation (PCP) IT Department provided a 

randomly-selected list of IPV offenders from 2007 to 2012 

 Used PCP’s database to research dependent and 

independent variables 

 Provided the names of complete information to PCP 

dispatch unit to check for requested orders of protection 

 The names were cross-referenced with the Pima County 

Justice Court website for court information 

 Confidentiality assurances 

 Coded all information and entered into Excel spreadsheet 

 

 



Data Collection Technique Plans 

 

Once information was gathered, names were deleted.  

Efforts were made to protect confidentiality by keeping information at the probation office, 

or using password protected electronic devices. 

Completed treatment and probation, or not 
Re-arrests, violent re-offenses, probation violations 

Collaboration, or not 
Recidivism: 

PCP provided information on orders of protection to protect victim 
confidentiality  

PCP provided limited access to their data base to research outcomes 

Pima County Probation (PCP) IT Department provided a randomly-selected list of male IPV 
offenders with parameters: 

All sentenced by the same judge; No absconders  According to timeframe of being on probation/study 

Researched outcomes via Justice Court website to also check for recidivism 



Data Analysis 

 Information was coded with 1s for “yes” and 0s for 

“no” on the Excel spreadsheet. 

 The information for each offender was coded for: (a) 

collaboration, or not, (b) recidivism or not, and if so, 

which type – probation violations, re-arrests, violent 

re-offenses, requested orders of protection (each 

within two years of completing probation and after 

two years of completing probation, c) completion of 

probation, and d) completion of treatment.  

 Chi-square tests were ran for each of the categories. 

 



Presentation of Findings 

Evidence found to support the probability that the differences between 
offenders who attended treatment that was part of the collaboration, 
compared to those who did not, is not due to chance regarding probation 
completion, treatment completion, re-arrest within two years after 
probation termination, and violent re-offenses.   

Evidence also found to support the probability that the differences 
between offenders who attended treatment that was part of the 
collaboration, compared to those who did not, is due to chance regarding 
probation violations, re-arrest during probation, re-arrest after two years 
following probation termination, and orders of protection. 

•    For these variables, the null hypothesis was failed to be rejected. 

• For these variables, the alternative hypothesis is accepted. 



The Numbers 

Dependent 

Variables  

Collaboration 

(N = 126) 

 

No 

Collaboration 

(N = 126) 

Probation   

Completion 

87 63 

 

Treatment 

Completion 

 

87 

 

55 

 

Probation 

Violations 

 

102 

 

105 

 

Re-arrest during 

probation 

 

Re-arrest within 2 

years 

 

Re-arrest after 2 

years 

 

Order of Protection 

 

Violent re-offense 

 

100 

 

 

55 

 

 

78 

 

 

12 

 

48 

          

 

98 

 

 

86 

 

 

79 

 

 

15 

 

77 

 

69% compared to 50% 
 

 

69% compared to 44% 
 

 

81% compared to 83% 
 

 

79% compared to 78% 

 

44% compared to 68% 

 

63% compared to 62% 
 

 

10% compared to 12% 

 

38% compared to 61% 

 



Probation Completion 

Completed probation:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration: 

(no = blue, yes = green). 



Treatment Completion 

Completed treatment:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration:  

(no = blue, yes = green). 



Re-Arrest Within Two Years  
After Probation Completion 

Re-Arrest Within 2 Years:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration:  

(no = blue, yes = green). 



Violence-Related Offense 

Violence-Related Offense:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration: 

(no = blue, yes = green). 



Recidivism: Probation Violations 

Probation Violations:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration:  

(no = blue, yes = green). 

 



Re-Arrest During Probation 

Re-Arrest During Probation:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration: 

(no = blue, yes = green). 

 



Re-Arrest Two Years After Probation 

Re-Arrest Two Years 

Following Probation:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration:  

(no = blue, yes = green). 

 



Orders of Protection 
(During or After Probation) 

Re-Arrest Two Years 

Following Probation:  

(0 = no, 1 = yes).  

Part of the collaboration:  

(no = blue, yes = green). 

 



Mean of Dependent Variables 
Delineated by Collaboration (or not) 

0=No Collaboration 

1=Collaboration 



Mean of Dependent Variables 
Delineated by Collaboration (or not) 

0=No Collaboration 

1=Collaboration 

 



Recidivism Variables  
Delineated by Collaboration (or not) 

0=No Collaboration 

1=Collaboration 

 



Mean of Dependent Variables 
Delineated by Collaboration (or not) 

0=No Collaboration 

1=Collaboration 

 



Findings Related to the Literature 

 This study showed statistical significance found in outcomes 

regarding violent re-offending, re-arrests within two years after 

completing probation, and successfully completing probation 

and treatment.   

 Olver et al. (2011) found offenders who did not complete 

treatment were higher-risk offenders and attrition significantly 

predicted recidivism.  

 Kindness et al. (2009) identified significant predictors of 

recidivism as two or more court reports of noncompliance with 

treatment, two or more warrants issued for noncompliance 

(which could be probation violations), and two or more law 

enforcement reports of new criminal activity (re-arrest).  



Findings Related to Framework 

 Goal of a collaborative approach to IPV is societal-level 

change, which relates to Bronfenbrenner’s argument 

regarding the impact of one level affecting others (Salazar 

et al., 2007). 

 The macrosystem can be identified as Policy, Systems and 

Society, which relates to the current study and Pima 

County Justice Court, the court which sentences the 

offenders. 

 Ecologically-oriented CCRs bring together law 

enforcement, courts, and victim advocates to address the 

issue of IPV through sharing common goals, such as 

increasing victim safety and offender accountability 

(Salazar et al., 2007). 

 



How Data Relates to Professional 
Practice 

 Formal and informal groups used as 

environmental resources for clients 

 Community needs should be re-

conceptualized to include these groups 

(Pennington-Zoellner, 2009) 

 Starting educating about IPV earlier in life, 

such as in schools and community programs 



Implications for Social Change 

 Knowing offenders have received sufficient treatment 

could change communities’ attitudes about them and 

bring communities closer together 

 Related positive impact on offenders through better 

bonding and building of networks, trust, norms and values 

(Ohmer, Warner, & Beck, 2010) 

 Improved collaboration means increased communication 

between key players which could help hold offenders 

more accountable, and thus, could also increase victims’ 

safety 



Recommendations for Action 

 More studies and more efforts 

– Quantitative and Longitudinal needed 

 Community level first 

 Form collaborative relationships 

– How to do this? 

– What’s the focus? 



Summary and Closing  

 Take home message 

 Questions? 
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