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Abstract 

The study investigated the effectiveness of court-mandated counseling in reducing 

repeat violence amongst men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence. A classical 

experimental design was used whereby all male defendants convicted of misdemeanor 

domestic violence in Broward County Courthouse between May 1 and September 30, 

1997 (N=404) were randomly assigned into either experimental (one year probation and 6 

months court-mandated counseling) or control (one year probation only) conditions. The 

study followed these individuals for 12 months in the community. Information was 

provided through offender self-reports, victim reports and official measures on minor and 

severe abuse, violations of probation and rearrests. We analyzed the data in terms of 

both Treatment Assigned (assigned treatment versus no-treatment groups) as well as 

Treatment Received (since a man could be assigned to treatment and not go or, 

alternately, not be assigned to counseling and go). 

Findings indicate no significant differences between the experimental and control 

groups in their attitudes, beliefs and behaviors regarding domestic violence. The 

experimental and control groups are equally likely to engage in both minor and severe 

partner abuse according to offender self-reports and victim reports. Furthermore, no 

significant differences maintained between the two groups in official measures of recidivism 

such as violations of probation (VOP) and rearrests. While no differences were found, a 

closer look revealed that completing the battered program lessened the likelihood of VOPs 

and rearrests for both those in the experimental and control conditions. However, this gain 

was offset by the increased likelihood of violation of probation and arrests that were 

associated with assignment into the counseling group. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

Domestic violence is defined as assaultive behavior involving adults who are 

married, cohabitating, or who have an ongoing or prior intimate relationship (Goolkasian, 

1986). As the literature all too amply indicates, violence against women has a long 

tradition in western civilizatidrn (Cromwell and Burgess, 1996; Davidson 1977). 

Unfortunately, this practice continues today. Based upon crimes reported to the police in 

1996, the FBI indicates that 30% of all female victims of murders were slain by their 

husbands, ex-husbands or boyfriends (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1998). 

However, these numbers greatly undercount the true extent of domestic violence 

since most domestic violence victimizations are never reported to the police (Berk, Berk, 

and Newton, 1984; Dutton, 1987; Hirschel, Hutchison and Dean, 1992). The National 

Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) uses a national sample of households in America to 

gather data on criminal victimization regardless of whether the event came to the police's 

attention. NCVS estimates indicated that in 1996 there were about one million rapes, 

sexual assaults, robberies, aggravated assaults and simple assaults in which the victim 

and the offender had an intimate relationship (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1998). 

Until recently, NCVS was described to respondents as a "crime" survey. Therefore, 

individuals may not have answered affirmatively because they did not view victimization 

happening at the hands of an intimate as a crime. To avoid this problem, Straus and his 

colleagues surveyed a representative sample of couples within the United States asking 

them ways in which they resolved disputes. Their survey indicated that approximately 8.7 
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million domestic assaults occurred yearly (Gelles and Straus, 1985: 29). This equates to 

16% of cohabiting couples in the United States being involved in one or more incidents of 

domestic violence yearly (Straus, 1991). Additionally, results from the National Violence 

Against Women Survey (NVAW), based upon a nationally representative telephone 

survey of men and women, found women significantly more likely than men to be at risk of 

intimate partner violence (Tjaden and Thoennes, 1998). In comparison to the above FBI 

statistics on homicide, the NVAW found that 76% of all women who were raped and/or 

physically assaulted reported that the assailant was a current or former husband, partner 

or boyfriend (Tjaden and Thoennes, 1998). 

These numbers demonstrate the extent of this problem in terms of both the amount 

and severity of violence that women face. Additionally, research indicates that women 

who have been victims of domestic violence are at greater risk of future violence 

(Hilberman, 1980; Hirschel and Hutchinson, 1992; Langan and Innes, 1986). The cost to 

society is enormous. Domestic crime accounts for almost 15% of the total crime costs -- 
about $67 billion per year (Miller, Cohen and Wiersema, 1996). Note also that this 

estimate does not include the effect on the children living in these families. The results 

from national studies demonstrating that violent homes produce violent adults thereby 

continuing this "cycle of violence" speak even more forcefully to the importance of finding 

meaningful interventions (Brisson, 1981 ; Dutton, 1988; Widom, 1992). 

One of the earliest societal responses to domestic violence was the development of 

shelters for women who were battered (Johnson and Kanzler, 1993). Ironically, the idea 

of counseling men developed directly out of the women's shelter movement. The first 

shelter for battered women opened in the London suburb of Cheswick in 1971. In 1976, 
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they founded the "Men's Aid House" as a support facility for battering men (Jennings, 

1987). 

Though the first program started in England, domestic violence shelters quickly 

spread to the United States (Jennings, 1987) with spouse abuse abatement programs 

(SAAPs) following a similar pattern in the US. Specifically, they were started in direct 

response to requests from female advocates working with battered women at shelters in 

the late 1970s (Adams and McCormick, 1982; Gondolf, 1997; Jennings, 1987). These 

programs were founded upon a two-fold realization: (1) that a large percentage of abused 

women returned to their abusive partners (Gondolf, 1987; Hamberger and Hastings, 1993; 

Snyder and Scheer, 1981 ); and (2) even where separation occurred, these men typically 

continued their abusive patterns with a different partner (Gondolf, 1987; Farley and Magill, 

1988). The conclusion seemed clear: the only way to stop the cycle of violence was to 

change the behavior of the abuser (Feazell, Mayers and Deschner, 1984). 

In 1977 at the request of women working with battered women in the local shelters 

in Boston, a group of men joined together to form Project Emerge. This collective worked 

with men who were abusive to their partners through a combination of consciousness- 

raising and peer self-help (Adams and McCormick, 1982; Johnson and Kanzler, 1993). 

Innovative programs to treat battering men continued to develop independently at various 

sites across the country each offering something new and distinct. For instance, the Stop 

Abuse by Males (SAM) was created in Champaign, Illinois in 1978. This program was 

unique in that the administrators were former batterers themselves (Jennings, 1987). The 

Abusive Men Exploring New Directions (AMEND) was established in Denver and the 

Domestic Violence Program (DVP) in Massachusetts, both using structured psycho- 
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educational sessions followed by supportive group counseling (Jennings, 1987; Saunders, 

1996). 

By January 1981 , a national survey of treatment programs for batterers revealed 

that there were over 80 programs throughout the United States offering intervention 

services for violent men (Roberts, 1982). By 1985, another national survey of treatment 

programs for men who batter identified more than 200 programs nationwide (Roberts] 

1982). But by far the greatest growth in these programs was brought about by the rise in 

pro-arrest laws in the late 1980s (Hotaling and Sugarman, 1986; Gondolf, 1997; Johnson 

and Kanzler, 1993). With increasing numbers of jurisdictions presuming or mandating 

arrest for misdemeanor domestic violence, growing numbers of men were being 

prosecuted and subsequently convicted. As police increased their rates of arrest for 

domestic violent offenses (Dutton and McGregor, 1991 ; Feder, 1997), pressure was 

placed on courts to deal with these offenders (Chen, Bersani, Myers and Denton, 1989; 

Ford and Regoli, 1993; Pence, 1983). 

At the same time, this client population was proving difficult to work with, 

evidencing high rates of attrition (DeMaris, 1989; Gondolf, 1991). Court-mandated 

counseling was therefore viewed as one method to ensure greater compliance when 

treating this population (Dutton, 1984; Hamberger and Hastings, 1988; Gondolf, 1991). 

Mandating counseling was also viewed as beneficial to the court. Specifically, it furnished 

them with an appropriate alternative to the sanction of incarceration for domestic violence 

offenders (Dutton, 1984; Dutton and McGregor, 1991 ; Harrell, 1991 ). This was especially 

important given the premium placed on jail and prison beds during this time of extensive 

overcrowding. Additionally, given overloaded court dockets, mandated counseling offered 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
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the promise of shortening court proceedings (Gondolf, 1991 ). Court-mandated counseling 

was also believed to add to the deterrent effects of arrest (Dutton, 1986). And all of this 

was done while holding out the hope of changing the behavior of domestic violence 

offenders and in that way ending the cycle of violence (Farley and Magill, 1988; Gondolf, 

1987). 

In 1980, California was the first state to mandate counseling for men convicted of 

domestic violence (Johnson and Kanzler, 1993; Sonkin, 1988). But jurisdictions all over 

the country turned to this method as pro-arrest arrest laws put increasing numbers of 

batterers into the criminal justice system throughout the late 1980s (Davis, Taylor and 

Maxwell, 1999; Gondolf, 1997; Healey, Smith and O’Sullivan, 1998; Sonkin, 1988). And 

with the increase in the number of jurisdictions mandating counseling for men convicted of 

misdemeanor domestic violence, there was an increase in the number of spouse abuse 

abatement programs nationally. A recent survey of S M P s  nationally found that 80% of 

men in these programs attended because they were court-mandated to do so (Healey, 

Smith and O’Sullivan, 1998). 

Since the earliest programs dealing with batterers grew directly out of the women’s 

shelter movement, it is not surprising that they borrowed heavily from this feminist 

orientation. In 1985, a national survey of batterers’ interventions found that 81 % of 

responding programs listed changing the batterers’ attitudes about traditional sex roles as 

one of their goals (Pirog-Good and Stets-Kealey, 1985). However, over time, the 

structure and processes used to deliver this message changed. These unstructured 

consciousness-raising groups were eventually replaced by more structured groups using 

cognitive behavioral techniques. Still, all of this was done within a feminist context 
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(Gondolf, 1997; Healey et al., 1998; Jennings, 1987). Typically, the various programs 

encouraged men to confront their sexist beliefs and accept responsibility for their past 

abuse, while teaching them alternative behaviors and reactions (e.g., anger management, 

assertiveness, relaxation techniques and communication skills) (Davis et al., 1999; 

Jennings, 1987). 

The most popular of these feminist cognitive psycho-educational approaches is the 

Domestic Abuse Intervention Project (DAIP) out of Duluth, Minnesota (Davis et al., 1999). 

Referred to simply as the Duluth Model, it developed around an understanding of how 

battering is part of a range of male behaviors used to control women. According to Healey 

and her colleagues, "The curriculum is taught in classes that emphasize the development 

of critical thinking skills around eight themes: (1) nonviolence; (2) non-threatening 

behavior; (3) respect; (4) support and trust; (5) honesty and accountability; (6) sexual 

respect; (7) partnership; and (8) negotiation and fairness " (Healey et al., 1998: 47). And 

all of this is done within a context that recognizes battering as a problem that must be met 

by a broader coordinated community response. 

What has not been settled is whether these programs lead to changes in a 

batterer's attitudes and, if so, whether this then translates to changes in his behavior 

(Shepard, 1991 ; Harrell, 1991). Speaking about the field's current treatment of choice 

(e.g., a structured cognitive behavioral approach), Jennings has noted the harm that 

accrues from the field's heavy emphasis on these specific types of programs. "First, 

premature closure on this topic may be potentially harmful and delimiting. Second, there 

is a severe lack of empirical evidence, especially controlled therapy outcome studies, in 

support of current assertions regarding the most effective therapeutic approach with 
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batterers. . . On the contrary, it is important to be flexible and open to new ideas at this 

early exploratory stage in the field" (Jennings, 1987: 194). 

But the question of the effectiveness of interventions can be equally applied to 

programs other than the Duluth Model. As the National Research Council has noted, "The 

urgency and magnitude of the problem of family violence have caused policy makers, 

service providers, and advocates to take action in the absence of scientific knowledge that 

could inform policy and pracflce" (Chalk and King, 1998:2). 

Soon after spouse abuse abatement programs began appearing, studies 

evaluating their efficacy began surfacing. In this first wave of evaluation research, the 

results indicated suspiciously high rates of success in reducing the frequency and/or 

severity of subsequent violence amongst this offender population (Deschner and McNeil, 

1986; Neidig, Friedman and Collins, 1985; Rosenfeld, 1992). A number of researchers 

have since noted that these findings more reflected the methodological shortcomings 

inherent in these studies rather than the programs' actual efficacy in reducing violence 

(Chen et al., 1989; Ford and Regoli, 1993; Gondolf, 1987). These deficiencies included 

small sample sizes (and therefore lower power), failure to study the total population to be 

evaluated (as opposed to only those who complete the program), failure to use random 

assignment to treatment, lack of appropriate comparison groups, inadequate or variable 

specification of the primary outcome measures, use of unreliable measures or 

questionable sources of data to measure treatment outcome, use of inadequate follow-up 

intervals, and failure to control for the batterer's accessibility to the victim when computing 

the "success" of the intervention (Hamberger and Hastings, 1993; Harrell, 1991 ; Tolman 

and Bennett, 1990). 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
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This led one prominent team of researchers to lament, “After reviewing much of the 

research literature, what do we ‘know’ about the short and long-term effects of treatment 

on wife assault? The answer, unfortunately, is ‘not much’. . . We cannot confidently say 

whether ‘Treatment works.’ We should be well beyond that question, asking instead, 

‘What treatment works best on which types of client and under what conditions?’ 

(Hamberger and Hastings, 1993: 220). And, as Klein has astutely noted, “After dealing 

with hundreds of batterers on probation for more than a decade, I have strong opinions on 

batterers treatment. I am a firm agnostic. . . . Remember, batterers treatment was 

adopted not because there was any evidence it worked, but because police, prosecutors 

and judges refused, in effect, to proceed against batterers unless there was some place to 

put them after arrest, prosecution and sentencing. . . The criminal justice system didn’t 

move against drunk drivers until development of drunk-driver education programs 

provided a place to send them after conviction. Like batterers treatment, there was no 

evidence these programs worked. Nevertheless, they were adopted with enthusiasm in 

almost every state” (Klein, 1997: 1). 

As more communities are called upon to develop coordinated responses to the 

problem of domestic violence we will most likely see a continued increase in the number 

of court-mandated treatment programs (Chen et at., 1989). Evaluation of these programs, 

therefore, becomes increasingly important. The possibility that these interventions may 

not only be ineffective in reducing violence but may provide a disservice to victims must 

be considered. To continue mandating counseling for convicted abusers necessarily 

means that limited resources will be diverted away from alternative programs for battered 

women and their children (Gondolf, 1987; Tolman and Bennett, 1990). And, even more 
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problematic, is the possibility that ineffective treatment may be  more dangerous for the 

victim than no treatment at all. Specifically, research indicates that the most influential 

predictor of an abused spouse's return to her  husband is his participation in counseling 

(Feazell, Mayers, and Deschner, 1984; Gondolf, 1987). However, if treatment is 

essentially ineffective in decreasing recidivism than we may inadvertently be providing 

these victims with a false sense of security which, in the end, may lead to a higher 

likelihood of future injury (Harrell, 1391 ; Hamberger and Hastings, 1993). 

There is no doubt that there is a, "tremendous sense of urgency and alarm in the 

treatment of domestic violence - and rightly so. After all, protecting the physical and 

emotional safety of women and their children is the  first priority. Consequently, clinicians 

feel a primary obligation to "do something" immediately and decisively to halt and prevent 

violence" (Jennings, 1987: 204). But as the above has indicated, doing something may 

not help and may even harm. Therefore, we need to be guided by rigorous research in 

helping u s  set our course. As Saunders (1988) has so elegantly written, "One source of 

tension seems to arise from the  simple fact that social action usually means immediate 

action, whereas the  knowledge gained from science takes a long time to acquire.. Yet 

action that is not well informed can be less than optimal, ineffective, or worse, counter- 

productive. Movements for social justice, then,  need to use the scientific search for truth 

as a guide" (Saunders, 1988: 92). 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
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CHAPTER TWO 

EVALUATIONS OF SPOUSE ABUSE ABATEMENT PROGRAMS 

Does mandating treatment for batterers reduce the future likelihood of violent 

reoccurrences among this population? As noted previously, a plethora of studies have 

investigated this question. Some surveyed the batterers' programs asking them to provide 

their overall rate of "treatment failure". In one survey, the 90 treatment programs 

responding reported that 25% to 34% of their couples experienced repeated violence one 

year after counseling (Feazell et al., 1984). A second and later survey of treatment 

programs indicated a recidivism rate of 16% over a four-month period for the 59 treatment 

programs responding (Pirog-Good, and Stets-Kealey, 1 985). 

Given the problems with the validity of this type of survey research to answer the 

question of program efficacy, we instead turn our attention to evaluations that investigate 

the effectiveness of a specific program using precise outcomes. Undoubtedly, there are a 

large number of studies measuring batterers pre- and post- an intervention (see for 

instance Deschner and McNeil, 1986; Farley and Magill, 1988; Saunders and Hanusa, 

1986). These use a wide variety of non- behavioral outcome measures (e.g., those 

assessing marital satisfaction, social functioning, depression, and attitudes toward 

women). These studies are listed in Table One. It is difficult to assess program efficacy 

using these studies because of the wide variety of (other than behavioral) outcome 

measures used. 

Fortunately, there are a sizable number of studies speaking to the efficacy of court- 

mandated counseling for men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence using 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
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Length of 
Follow-Up 

4 mths to 1 
year after 
completing tx 

NIP 

6 weeks 

NIP 

NIP 

Page 11 

Non-Behavioral Outcomes 

Subjects reported being less 
angry 8 depressed. Only 15% 
said they used violence. 

Post-test revealed normal 
functioning as per HSSF 

Couples were significantly < 
angry and jealous and 
significantly > assertive 

Improvement in both male 
batterers and female victim 
scores 

Significant differences 
between pre- and post-test 

Study 
Deschner & 
McNeil. 
1986 

Farley & 
McGill. 1988 

Lindquist. 
Feesenden 
& Taylor, 
1983' 

Rynerson 8 
Fishel. 1993 

Saunders 8 
Hanusa, 
1986 

Treatment 
Typed 

Anger 
control 
training for 
couples 
NIP 

Cognitive 
behavioral 
for couples 

Cognitive 
behavioral 
for couples 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Population 
Frame 

Men & women 
attending 4 or 
more sessions 

All men 
attending 12 
SAAP sessions 
and attending 

Mild to 
moderate 
abusive 
couples who 
completed 
SAAP 
All men and 
some of the 
women who 
agreed to 
participate in 
SAAP 
Men who 
completed tx 
program 

follow-up 

Table One 
Pre-Experimental Design 

One Group Pre- and Post-Test on Non-Behavioral Outcomes 

Sample 
Size/ # in 
Study 
82/69 

17/17 

818 

85153 

NIP192 

Reason for 
Difference 

Where 
usable 
data 
provided 
NIA 

NIA 

Not all 
men 
completed 
Dost-test 

N/A 

Client 
Type 

Self-referred 
for spouse or 
child abuse 

Self-referred 

Self and court- 
referred 

Self-referred 

Self. agency or 
court referred 

Information 
Source 

Self-reports 

Self-reports 

Batlerers 
Victims 

Self-reports 

Pre- 8 post- 
test scores 
from men 

Criteria 

Subjects rate themselves 
on anger, depression and 
likelihood to aggress 

Pre- and post-testing on 
Heimler Scale of Social 
Functioning 

Shortened Marital 
Adjustment Test 

Newicki-Strickland Locus of 
Control 
Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

Anger Toward Partner, 
WorkJFriend 
Male Threat From Female 
Competence 
Beck Depression Inventory 
Attitudes Towards Women 
Jealousy Scale 

NA Not Applicable 
NIP No Information Provided 

Reports a sister study 
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behavioral outcomes. The large number of studies in this area requires a method for 

organizing t h e s e  studies a n d  their results. This is because ,  as  She rman  and  his 

colleagues have  noted, not all study results should be given equal  weight (Sherman, 

Gottfredson, MacKenzie, Eck, Reuter and  Bushway, 1997). Instead, s o m e  studies u s e  

more  rigorous research methodology and ,  therefore, their results should be given greater 

weight when making policy determinations. 

The National Research  Council (NRC) spoke  of a hierarchy of s tudy designs when 

they evaluated intervention programs in family violence. They organized all studies in 

te rms  of those  using pre-experimental designs,  quasi-experimental designs and  

experimental designs (Chalk a n d  King, 1998). The more rigorous research designs allow 

for greater  confidence in the  validity of the results observed a n d  their generalizability to 

the  larger population. As noted by many, the classical Experimental Design, with random 

assignment  to experimental a n d  control groups,  provides the  most  rigorous tes t  of a n  

intervention (Berk, Boruch, Chambers ,  Rossi and  Witte, 1985; Chalk a n d  King, 1998; 

Farrington, 1983). Therefore, all other things equal,  findings from experiments should be 

given greater weight than those  from lower level designs.  

W e  will borrow from the  NRC’s typology. T o  further clarify, quasi-experimental 

designs will be split into those  that u s e  non-equivalent control groups a n d  those  with 

matched control groups. Therefore, all studies a s ses s ing  the  efficacy of treatment for 

men convicted of misdemeanor  domestic violence shall be organized and  discussed in 

o n e  of the  following four study designs: 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
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Table Two: Pre-Experimental Design 

Table Three: Quasi-Experimental DesignlNon-Equivalent Control Group 

Table Four: Quasi-Experimental DesigdMatched Control Group 

Table Five: Experimental Design 

Tables Two through Five correspond t o  each of t h e s e  categories  of design. A few 

things must  be noted about  t he  s tudies  a n d  how they have  been  listed. First, s o m e  

authors note that they have  used  o n e  type of research methodology but then only present  

partial information. For instance,  Edleson a n d  his colleagues note  that they used  a pre- 

a n d  post-test design but then only provide da t a  on  the post-test (Edleson, Miller, S tone  

and  Chapman,  1985). In such  situations, w e  organized according to  the  information 

provided. Additionally, many s tudies  omit important information such  as  the  population 

frame used, the  client type, t he  information source  for a s ses s ing  outcome a n d  even  t h e  

specific outcome used.  This information, therefore, is provided where  possible. However, 

if it is not found in the  original report, it is not inferred. Another common omission is the 

failure to provide whether observed differences a r e  statistically significant. Again, the  

authors report what is provided in t h e s e  reports and  note where  the  information is missing. 

Finally, s o m e  s tudies  have  multiple listings in o n e  table ( s e e  for  instance Edleson a n d  

Grusznski, 1988; Gondolf, 1998)  or are listed in two tables  (see Lindquist, Fessenden-  

Telch, a n d  Taylor, 1983; Shupe ,  S t acey  a n d  Hazlewood, 1987). This w a s  necessary  

where o n e  study reported nested s tudies  using different comparison groups or 

methodologies. 
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Two things are immediately apparent when looking through these four tables. First 

is the very large amount of missing information that is fundamental to interpreting what 

these results mean. This speaks to Boruch's (1997) call for the need to report basic 

information in evaluation research. Interestingly, the amount of missing information 

decreases as researchers use more rigorous research methodology. Also, of note, there 

clearly is a negative relationship between rigor of research and the number of studies 

falling under each category. Clearly, these tables show that most studies have used less 

rigorous methods. 

Pre-Experimental Design 

Results from non-experimental studies are thought to be the least persuasive 

because we cannot infer that changes in respondents are due to the introduction of the 

experimental stimulus. All fourteen studies listed in Table Two would be labeled the One 

Shot Case Study (Campbell and Stanley, 1963). Each study measures respondents' 

standing on the dependent variable (reoccurrence of violence) after applying the 

experimental intervention (batterers' treatment). All these studies assessed the efficacy of 

the cognitive behavioral approach. Most applied this intervention only to the batterer. 

Some, however, used a cognitive behavioral approach when counseling the couple (see 

for instance Deschner, McNeil and Moore, 1986; Harris, 1986; Neidig, Friedman and 

Collins, 1985). The sample size used in these studies is typically small (not unusually in 

the single digits) though a few use samples of 100 and more (see Johnson and Kanzler, 

1993; Shupe et al., 1987). While one study failed to note the client source (Deschner, 
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McNeil and Moore, 1986), four other studies use mostly (Rosenbaum, 1986) or 

exclusively (Edleson et al., 1985; Farley and Magill, 1988; Rynerson and Fishel, 1993) 

self-referred clients. All others used court-referred and/or court and self-referred clients. 

Where noted, the length of follow-up varies from 6 weeks to 5 years. In a similar manner, 

there is wide variation in the outcome used to assess the treatment's efficacy. 

Some studies in Table Two used additional police contacts, victim reports of threats 

or reoccurring minor or severe violence, or batterers' self-reports of violence or abuse as 

their operationalization of treatment failure. Surprisingly, three studies do not note the 

criteria used to assess treatment success or failure (Edelson and Syers, 1991; Harris, 

1986; Neidig, Friedman and Collins, 1985). While one study (Harris, 1986) fails to note 

the source of information on the outcome variable, another four studies use batterers' self- 

report to measure repeat violence (see Beninati, 1989; Demaris and Jackson, 1987; 

Edleson et al., 1985; Rosenbaurn, 1986). One study uses official records exclusively (see 

Shepard, 1992) and three use victims' reports (Edleson and Grusznski, 1988; Johnson 

and Kanzler, 1993; Tolman and Gauri, 1991). The remaining studies use some 

combination of batterer self-report, victim report and official measures (Deschner, McNeil 

and Moore, 1986; Edelson and Syers, 1991; Lindquist et al., 1983; Neidig, Friedman and 

Collins, 1985; Shupe et al., 1987). These studies find a rate of recidivism (however 

measured in the study) varying from a low of 7% (Johnson and Kanzler, 1993) to a high of 

100% (Lindquist et at., 1983). The recidivism rate weighted by sample size provides an 

average rate of 21 YO of the batterers "failing" (as variously defined) for these fourteen 

studies. 
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Population 
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Sample 
Size/ # in 

Study 
Bennati. 

1989 

Reason for 
Difference 

NIP 

Mail 
survey with 

17% 
response 

rate 
Did not 

respond to 
mail 

survey 

N/A 

DeMaris 8 
Jackson, 

1987 

Client 
Type 

Self and court- 
referred 

Self and court- 
referred 

NIP 

Self-referred 

Deschner. 
McNeil 8 

Moore, 1986 

into program 
who completed 

it 
Of 550 men, 

those 312 with 
complete 
addresses 

Couples who 
completed 

program and 
who had 

addresses 
Men who 

completed 
program 

Men who 
completed 
program 

Men who 
completed 
program 

Edleson. 
Miller, Stone 
8 Chapman, 

1985 
Edleson 8 
Grusznski, 

1988 

312/53 

2811 5 

919 

86/42 

i 53/70 Edleson 8 
Syers. 1991 

Batterer 

Victims 

Mostly 
victim, but 
batterer in 

9% 

Treatment 
Typed 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Men self-report physical 
battering 

7 to 21 weeks 

Direct or severe violence 9 mths post- 
(excludes threats w/o treatment 

violence) completion 

NIP 18 mths 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 
for couples 

Cognitive 
Behavioral/ 

educational 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Psycho- 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Frame I Study 
Men accepted I 1619 

Table Two 
Pre-Experimental Design 

One Group Post-Test Only 

through 
victims 

could not referred 
be located 

I 

I I 
Information Criteria Length of 

FoIIow-U Source 
Batterer New violence 

incidents 

Outcome 

19% recidivate 

35% self-reported repeat 
violence 

33% minor violence 
13% severe violence 

22% recidivsm 

33% recidivated 

33% violence 
80% continued threatening 
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Cognitive 
Behavioral 
for Couples 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 
for couples 

Couple 
Counseling 

Psycho- 
educational 

Group 

Page 17 

Of 200 couples 
who completed 

program, 40 
selected and 
30 available for 

follow-up 

First time DV 
offenders who 

completed 
program where 
victim could be 

reached 
Mild to 

moderate 
abusive 

couples who 
complete 
program 

NIP 

Men completing 
all 4 workshops 

Harris, 1986 

I 
Johnson 8 r- Kanzler. 

Lindquist et 
a\., 1983 

Friedman 8 

, 1986 

I Shepard, 

I lgg2 

Stacer 8 
Hazelwood. 

Gauri. 1991 

I 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Men who had 
contact with 

program during 
3 mth pd of 

entered and 
completed 

program who 

completing 
program where 
woman could 

200130 

6871485 

818 

100+INlP 

1219 

NIP1100 

71102 

99153 

Selected to 
study diff 
tx types. 

Then 25% 
not 

available 
for follow- 

up 
Could not 
locate the 
women 

NIA 

NIP 

FOIIOW-UP 
info only 
avialable 
for 9 men 

NIP 

N/A 

Could not 
locate 

women 

NIP 

Court-referred 

Self-referred 

Mandated by 
Marine Corps 

"Most" self- 
referred 

court- 
Mandated 

Self and court- 
referred 

Self and court- 
referred 

NIP 

Victim 

Batterer 

Batterer 
Victim 
Official 
Batterer 

Official 

Batterer 

Victim 

NIP 

Further abuse 

Physical threats or violence 

NIP 

"Recurrence of violence" 

Police contacts andlor 
convictions for DV, orders 

for protection 

NIP 

Modified Straus Conflict 
Tactics Scale 

2 mths to 3 
Yrs 

NIP 

6 wks to 5 
mths 

NIP 

6 to 18 mths 

5 years 

NIP 

NIP 

27% labeled treatment failures 

7% abuse 

50% recidivism at 6 wks 
100% recidivism at 6 mths 

23% recidivated 

1 1  YO self-reported repeat 
violence 

40% recidivated 
22% convicted for DV 

16% of offenders self-report 
violence 

30% of victims report violence 

41.5% physically aggressive 

NA Not Applicable 
NIP No Information Provided 

Reports a sister study 
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Quasi-Experimental Design - Non-Equivalent Control Group 

This design introduces a control or comparison group to study the impact of the 

experimental stimulus in relation to a group that did not receive the intervention. The 

individuals are selected or self-select themselves into one or the other of the groups. The 

experimental group receives the intervention and the control group does not. All 

respondents are measured on the outcome post-intervention. Any differences in the two 

groups' performance are assumed to be due to the experimental intervention. As listed in 

Table Three, seven studies use this methodology. Again, most of these studies focus on 

a batterers' intervention program using a cognitive behavioral approach. The number of 

respondents included in these studies is typically larger than those in the Pre- 

Experimental Design. The smallest sample noted is 62 and the largest is 446. All of 

these studies follow court-referred and/or court and self-referred men (Dobash, Dobash, 

Cavanagh and Lewis, 1996; Dutton, Bodnarchuk, Kropp, Hart and Ogloff, 1997; Edleson 

and Grusznski, 1988; Hamberger and Hastings, 1988; Shupe et al., 1987; Syers and 

Edelson, 1992; Waldo, 1987). The length of follow-up of individuals ranges from 4 

months (Dutton et al., 1997) to 11 years (Dutton et al., 1997). Regarding measurement 

tools, one study fails to list the source of outcome measurement (Waldo, 1987) and no 

study exclusively uses batterers as the source of information on outcomes. One study 

exclusively uses victim reports (Edleson and Grusznski, 1988) and another official 

measures (Dutton et al., 1997). The remaining studies use some combination of batterer 

self-reports, victim reports and official measures. The groups studied are typically 

comprised of program completers versus program dropouts from the batterer intervention 
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Population 
Frame 

DV convictions/ 
Where it was 
possible to trace 
cases and 
sample 

Men assessed 
for SAAPRnJhose 
records could be 
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Sample 
Size/ # in 
Study 
9321256 

5181446 

1 Treatment 

Dobash, 
Cavanagh 8 
Lewis, 1996 

Dutton, 
Bodnarchuk, 
Kropp, Hart & 

Study I Typed 
Dobash. I Coonitive 

Be;avioral 

NIP 

Her report of 
his use of 
violence 

Edleson & Cognitive 
Grusznski. Behavioral 

4.7 mths 
for 
completers 
8.9 mths 
for non- 

Grusznski. Behavioral 
1988 

agency 
andcourt- 
referred 

Self, 
agency 
andcourt- 
referred 

Edleson 8 Cognitive 
Grusznski, Behavioral 

. .  
completers 

completers 
(2) Txnon- 

(1) Tx 

(2) Txnon- 
completers 

completers 

Table Three 
Quasi-Experimental Design 

Non-Equivalent Control Group Design 

without 
violence 

completer 

Treatment (tx) 86/62 
completers and 
non- 
completershvher 
e offenders 
located 
Treatment (tx) 159/121 
completers and 
ratgom sample 
of non- 
completersl 
Where victims 
located 

Type I 
court- I (1) Men 
referred I convicted 8 

sentenced to 
SAAP 

convicted 8 
given other 

(2) Men 

than SAAP 
Self and I (1) Men referred 
court- 
referred 

who never 
appeared for 

(2) Men referred 
8 deemed 
inappropriat 
e 

(3) Txnon- 
completers 

(4) Tx 
I completers 

Self, I (1) Tx 

Criteria 

Conviction for 
additional DV 
offense with 
same victim 

Police arrests 
for assaults 
on women 

Length of 
Follow-Up 
12 mths 

4 mths to 
1 l y rs  

I completer 
Direct or 1 6-7 mths 
severe 
violence 
excluding 
threats 

for 
completers 
12 mths for 
non- 

lnforma ti0 
n 

Source 
3fficial 

Official 

Victim 

Victim 

Outcome 

(1) 7% recidivated 

recidivated 
(2) 10% 

( S W  

(1) 230 per 1000 
(2) 290 per 1000 
(3) 500 per 1000 
(4) 230 per 1000 

( N W  

(1) 33% 

(2) 46% 
recidivated 

recidivated 
(SI 

(1) 41% 
recidivated 

recidivated 
(2) 49% 

(NS) 
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Hamberger & 
Hastings, 
1988 

Shupe, Stacey 
8 Hazelwood, 
1987 

Syers & 
Edleson, 1992 

Waldo, 1987 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

NIP 

Psycho- 
educational 

NA Not Applicable 
NIP No Information Provided 

(SI Findings Significant 
(NS) Findings Not Significant 
(SNR) Significance Not Reported 

Reports a sister study 

3 or more 
assessment 
sessionslSubject 
s not lost to 

3 SAAPslThose 
located who 
completed 

contract with 
police for 
domestic 
violencelWhere 
victim located 

Men convicted of I NIP 

I 

Self or 
court- 
referred 

Court- 
referred 

court- 
mandated 

court- 
referred 

(1) Tx 

(2) Txnon- 
completers 

completers 

(1) Menwho 
completed 
program 

terminated 
from SAAP 

(2) Men 

(1 )Police 
Contacts-No 
Arrest 
(2)Arrest-No 
Court-Ordered 
Treatment 
(3)Arrest-Court- 
Mandated 
Counseling 
(1) Men . .  

arrested for 
DV 
completing 
SAAP 

(2) Untreated 
men 

Reporting on 
CTS anything 
more than 
pushing and 
UP 

NIP 

Any source 
indicated 
additional act 
of violence 
against same 
victim 

NIP 

1 year 

NIP 

12 mths 

12 mths 

Batterer 
Victim 
Official 

Batterer 

Victim 

Victim 
Offcial 

NIP 

(1) 28% 
recidivated 

recidivated 
(2) 47% 

(S) 

(1) 16% 
recidivated 

recidivated 
(2) 45% 

(SNR) 
(1) 16% 

(2) 45% 
recidivated 

recidivated 
(SNR) 

(1) 39% 
recidivated 

recidivated 

recidivated 

(2) 45% 

(3) 43% 

(SNR) 

(1) 0% recidivated 

recidivated 
(2) 20% 

(SNR) 
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program (see for instance Edleson and Grusznksi, 1988; Hamberger and Hastings, 1986). 

The comparison is therefore biased since it is based on self-selection. 

However, some of these studies make comparisons between men convicted and 

court-mandated into counseling with those convicted and given an alternative sanction 

and/or rejected from battering counseling (see for instance Dobash et al., 1996; Shupe et 

al., 1987; Syers and Edelson, 1992; Waldo, 1987). Again, these studies have introduced 

bias since external sources have selected out those men deemed appropriate for the 

batterer treatment. One study uses a combination of men completing, dropping-out and 

being rejected from treatment (Dutton et al., 1997). 

The recidivism rate weighted by sample size (excluding for measures on batterers' 

self-reported violence) is 36% for the experimental and 57% for the control group. 

However, taking these numbers as an indication of the effectiveness of spouse abuse 

abatement programs in reducing violence, while regularly done, is incorrect. The problem 

is that we cannot necessarily assume that the comparison group was comparable to the 

experimental group prior to the introduction of the intervention. Unless we know that the 

groups were comparable prior to the experimental stimulus (batterer treatment), then 

differences observed post-intervention may be due to the intervention itself or it may be 

due to the differences between the two groups prior to the introduction of the experimental 

stimulus. 

For instance, a plethora of studies indicate that there are significant differences 

between batterers who complete treatment and those who dropout of treatment (Phillips, 

1987; Saunders, 1995; Steer, 1983; Wierzbicki and Pekarik, 1993). Treatment non- 

completers are more likely to be young (Leigh, Ogborne and Cleland, 1984; Saunders and 
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Hanusa, 1986; Tolman and Bennett, 1990), unemployed (Grusznski, and Carrillo, 1988; 

Hamberger and Hastings, 1989; Pirog-Good and Stets, 1986), less educated (Hamberger 

and Hastings, 1993; Harrell, 1991; Saunders and Parker, 1989), have lower incomes 

(Cadsky, Hanson, Crawford and Lalonde, 1996; Demaris, 1989; Wierzbicki and Pekarik, 

1993), less psychopathology (Cadsky et.al, 1996; Hamberger and Hastings, 1989) more 

prior criminal justice contacts (Demaris, 1989; Hamberger and Hastings, 1989; Steer, 

1983) and more drug or alcohol problems (Demaris, 1989; Leigh et.al, 1984; Steer, 1983). 

It is interesting to note how similar these factors are to the correlates associated with 

spouse assault (see Edleson, Eisikovits and Guttmann, 1985; Hotaling and Sugarman, 

1986; Straus and Gelles, 1986) and the correlates associated with recidivism amongst 

domestic violence offenders (see Hamberger and Hastings, 1990; Shepard, 1992). 

As Palmer and her colleagues stated, ". . . because attendance is a confounding 

variable; that is, since better attendance can be taken as an indication of higher motivation 

to change, even before treatment, differential recidivism could be attributed to previous 

differences in the men, rather than the treatment" (Palmer, Brown and Barrera, 1992: 

277). And Cadsky and his colleagues have noted, "Given the similarity between the 

factors associated with attrition and with spouse assault itself, it is not surprising that the 

recidivism rates for men who drop out of treatment are higher than for treatment 

completers" (Cadsky et.al, 1996: 61). 

In a similar manner, where judges assigned some men to the court-mandated 

counseling programs and others to some other sanction, we must ask ourselves whether 

the judges were reacting to differences between these individuals that affected who was 

court-mandated into counseling and who was given an alternative sanction (e.g., prison 
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time). It is imminently feasible that judges may decide that more serious and/or frequent 

domestic violence offenders, or those with alcohol or drug problems, may make poor 

candidates for court-mandated counseling. The few studies that have provided 

comparisons between those mandated into counseling versus those given an alternate 

disposition lend credence to this interpretation (see for instance Dobash et al., 1996; 

Dutton et al., 1997). 

Therefore, this design leads to serious problems with internal validity. In other 

words, we may draw conclusions from the study's results that do not accurately reflect 

what has actually occurred in the study. In this case, we would incorrectly conclude that 

differences between the two groups post-intervention were due to the introduction of the 

experimental treatment rather than the fact that the groups were different from the study's 

inception. To guard against problems with internal validity, researchers sometimes match 

subjects so that they are then comparable prior to the introduction of the experimental 

stimulus. 

Quasi-Experimental Design - Matched Control Group 

In this design, the experimental group is provided with the intervention while it is 

withheld from the control group. However, to ensure that the two groups are comparable 

prior to the intervention, the control group is matched to the experimental group on factors 

thought to be associated with the dependent variable. As can be seen in Table Four, four 

studies were located using this design. All of these studies tested the efficacy of a 

cognitive behavioral batterer intervention to reduce future likelihood of repeat assault. 

The smallest study had a sample size of 100 (Dutton, 1986) and the largest had 840 
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(Gondolf, 1998). One used a combination of court and self-referred clients (Gondolf, 

1998) while the other three exclusively used court-referred clients (Chen et al., 1989; 

Dutton, 1986; Harrell, 1991). The men were then followed in the community from 6 

months (Dutton, 1986; Harrell, 1991) to 3 years (Dutton, 1986). Two studies used official 

measures exclusively (Chen et al., 1989; Dutton, 1986) and two used batterer self-reports, 

victim reports and official measures (Gondolf, 1998; Harrell, 1991). Each of the studies is 

described below. 

Dutton, 7986: Fifty men who completed a spouse abuse abatement program were 

compared with 50 men who did not complete the program (due to dropping-out or 

rejection by the program administrators or probation). However, Dutton notes that the 

groups were similar in terms of variables related to demographics and prior criminality. 

Only 4% of the treatment completers had a police report of a repeat assault. In 

comparison, fully 40% of "comparable" treatment non-completers had one or more reports 

of assault. This difference was reported as significant. 

Chen, Bersani, Myers and Denton, 7989: This study compared 120 men 

convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence and court-mandated into counseling with 

101 men similarly convicted but not mandated into counseling. Though the authors 

engage in a complex modeling equation to control for the effects of selection bias, no 

information is provided on how control subjects were "proportionately matched" to those in 

the experimental condition. Based on official measures, 5% of the treated group had 

subsequent domestic violence charges within the follow-up period versus 10% of the 
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Criteria 

Subsequent 
charges (DV 
and non-DV 
assaults) 

Police reports 
of repeat 
assaults 

Reassault of 
this victim or 
new victim 

Reports by 
victim of 
physical 
aggression 
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Information 
Source 

Official 

Official 

Batterer 
Victim 
Official 

Batterer 
Victim 

Study 
Chen. 
Bersani, 
Myers 8 
Denton, 1989 

Dutton. 1986 

Gondolf, 1998 

Harrell. 1991 

Treatment 
Typed 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Population 
Frame 

Men convicted 
of DV some 
who have been 
court-referred 
to SAAP 8 
control group 
who has not 

Men arrested 
for domestic 
violence 

200 men at 
each of 4 sites 
involved in 
SAAPS 

Meh convicted 
of 
misdemeanor 
DV - some 
court-ordered 
into SAAP 

NA Not Applicable 
NIP No Information Provided 

(SI Findings Significant 
(NS) Findings Not Significant 
(SNR) Significance Not Reported 

Reports a sister study 

Sample 
Size/ # 
in Study 
22 1122 1 

10011 00 

8401840 

3481348 

-a. 

Table Four 
Quasi-Experimental Design 

Matched Control Group Design 

Client 
TY Pe 

Court-referred 

Court-referred 

Self and 
court-referred 

Court-referred 

Comparison 
Groups 

(1) 120men 
convicted of 
DV and 
mandated into 
SAAP 

convicted of 
DV and not 
mandated into 
counseling 

(1 ) Tx completers 
(2) Tx non- 

(2) 101 men 

completers B 
those rejected 
for program 

(1) Tx completers 
(2) Txnon- 

completers 

(1) Those 
convicted of 
DV and 
ordered into 
SAAP 

(2) Those 
convicted of 
DV but 
through 
judges not 
using SAAP 

Matching on 
Groups 

Proportionately 
matched though 
never says how 
they have been 
matched 

Groups similar 
demographically 
8 on prior 
criminal records 

Controlling for 
background 
variables 

Groups matched 
on marital 
status, prior 
crimes and 
unemployment 

Length of 
Follow-Up 

NIP 

6 mths to 3 
Yrs 

15 mths 

6 mths 

29 rnths 
charges charges 

I 

Outcome 

(1) 5% recidivated 
(2) 10% recidivated 

(NS) 

(1) 4% recidivated 
(2) 40% recidivated 

( S )  

(1) 28% reassault 

(2) 40% reassault 
5% rearrest 

20% rearrest 
(Sl 

(SI 

(1) 43% recidivated 
(2) 12% recidivated 

(1) 19% recidivated 
(2) 7% recidivated 

(NS) 
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untreated group. While this difference is not statistically significant, Chen and his 

colleagues found that, "abusers who attend 75% or more of the sessions were 

[significantly] less likely to be recidivists" (Chen et al., 1989: 320). However, they also 

found that a significantly higher percentage of those attending 75% or more of the 

sessions were employed in comparison to those who failed to attend 75% of the sessions. 

Harrell, 7991: In this study, 171 men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence 

and court-ordered into a SAAP were compared to 177 men convicted of misdemeanor 

domestic violence who were not so ordered. Harrell thought the groups would be 

comparable since a small cadre of judges was exclusively responsible for mandating men 

into counseling. Convicted men from the other judges, she reasoned, could be used as 

her control group. In the end, the two groups showed significant differences in terms of 

marital status, employment and criminal record (those in the experimental group were 

more likely to be married, employed and less likely to have a criminal record than those in 

the control group). She therefore controlled for these variables when studying recidivism 

between the groups. Based on victim reports, she found 43% of those in the experimental 

group physically aggressed compared to 12% in the control condition. Official reports 

indicated a similar picture. Fully 19% of the men in batterers' treatment had new domestic 

assault charges compared to 7% of those not in counseling. Both differences achieved 

stat is t i ca I significance. 

Gondolf, 7998: This study compared 840 men, most court-mandated but some 

self-referred, from four different SAAPs. Program completers were compared to program 
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dropouts controlling for "background variables." They are then followed for 15 months in 

the community. Based on victim reports, 28% of the men who completed the treatment 

reassaulted. In comparison, 40% of the program non-completers reassaulted. A similar 

picture emerges when studying official measures. Only 5% of the men who completed 

treatment versus 20% of the non-completers were rearrested during the follow-up 

(Gondolf, 1998). Both differences were reported as statistically significant. 

Again, computing a failure rate and weighting it by sample size indicates that the 

experimental group failed on average 19% of the time in comparison to the control group 

failing 23% of the time over the four studies in the Quasi-Experimental Matched Control 

Group design. 

The problem with this design, though, is that when researchers match the groups 

on variables thought to be related to the outcome variable, they cannot be sure that there 

aren't other variables that they did not know and therefore take into account when 

matching. As such, it is always possible that there were other unmeasured differences 

between the two groups that went unnoticed and therefore uncontrolled that really 

accounted for differences observed between the groups post-intervention. 

This criticism applies equally to each of the four matched control group studies 

above. Whether talking about Gondolfs comparisons between program completers and 

drop-outs "controlling for background variables" (Gondolf, 1998: 79) or Harrell's use of, 

"statistical techniques . . . to control for observed differences in factors potentially 

related to violence and/or the tendency to continue abuse" (Harrell, 1991: 24). There is 

always the possibility that the researcher failed to control for factors that truly affect 

recidivism in domestic violence offenders. 
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In fact, the only way to avoid this problem and to ensure that the groups being 

compared are truly comparable prior to the intervention is to randomly assign subjects to 

experimental and control groups. Random assignment, the hallmark of an experimental 

design, guarantees that the two groups, prior to the intervention, are comparable. As 

Wesiburd has noted, "Only experimental designs allow researchers to make an 

unambiguous link between effects and their causes. Random assignment of subjects into 

treatment and "control" groups - the defining feature of experimental research - provides a 

statistical basis for making the assumption that the outcomes observed in an experiment 

result from the interventions that are studied. In contrast, correlational or quasi- 

experimental designs are always plagued by the possibility that some important 

confounding factor has not been taken into account by researchers" (Weisburd, 1993: 

337). 

Experimental Design 

In an experimental design, subjects are randomly assigned to experimental and 

control groups. Since the groups are comparable prior to the intervention, any differences 

observed between the groups post-intervention can be said to be due to the introduction 

of the intervention. In this manner, experiments are high on internal validity. As Table 

Five indicates, there are presently four studies that have used an experimental design to 

test the efficacy of court-mandated counseling in reducing future likelihood of violence 

amongst men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence. As with all the above 

research, each study has limitations that need to be recognized to understand more fully 

the meaning of the study's results and its applicability. 
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All tested a cognitive behavioral approach for batterers though one included an 

additional group targeted to couples (Dunford, forthcoming). The Ford and Regoli (1993) 

study is an evaluation of prosecution policies. Since these prosecutorial policies included 

diversion to a spouse abuse abatement program or probation with a recommendation to a 

SAAP, it provides an additional test of the efficacy of court-mandated counseling (whether 

it is associated with pre-trial diversion or post-conviction as a recommendation to 

probation). 

The sample size in these studies is typically large. The smallest study has 59 

subjects (Palmer et at., 1992) and the largest 861 (Dunford, forthcoming). The men are 

court-referred though the sampling frame differs widely from study to study in regards to 

the specific type of court-referred men in the sample. One study uses official records 

exclusively (Palmer et at., 1992) while another uses victim reports (Ford and Regoli, 

1993). The remaining two studies use a combination of victim reports and official 

measures (Davis et at., 1999; Dunford, forthcoming). 

Palmer, Brown and Barrera, 7992: Palmer and her colleagues conducted the first 

experiment testing the efficacy of court-mandated counseling. Fifty-nine men were 

randomly assigned to control (n=29) or experimental (n=30) groups. They used a block 

random procedure whereby individuals were assigned to the experimental condition if a 

new batterer group was to begin within three weeks. Otherwise, the individual was 

assigned into the control group. To deal with the strong ethical concerns those attached 

to the court system had about assigning men into the no-treatment control group, 

probation officers were allowed to refer control subjects to treatment. In fact, two control 
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subjects volunteered for treatment thereby bringing down the control sample to twenty- 

seven individuals. 

A psycho-educational approach was used in the court-mandated treatment 

program emphasizing skill building in dealing with anger and modeling values. Seventy 

percent of the men completed treatment as defined by attending seven or more of the ten 

sessions. Palmer and her colleagues gathered data from men’s self-reports, victim 

reports and police reports. Because information was collected twelve months after 

treatment ended, not surprisingly they had low response rates from the batterers and their 

victims, 55% and 22% respectively. 

Though the study collected information from batterers and their victims, only 

information from police reports are provided in the results. According to police reports, 

men in the control group were significantly more likely to recidivate than those in the 

experimental group. (Recidivism was defined as evidence of physical abuse or serious 

threats to partners according to police reports.) While 31% of the men assigned into the 

control group recidivated, only 10% of those assigned into the experimental group failed. 

Palmer and her colleagues note that the results suggest ‘ I . .  ..that a short-term 

treatment program following conviction for wife abuse can reduce abusive behavior in 

men over the long term” (Palmer et al., 1992: 281). However, they are quick to qualify 

these results by noting that their reliance exclusively on police reports is problematic. 

They end by stating, “In measuring outcome, it is essential to engage the victimized 

partners of the men” (Palmer et al., 1992: 282). 
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Table Five 
Experimental Design 

Study 
Palmer, Brown 
and Earrera. 
1992 

Ford and 
Regoli, 1993 

Davis, Taylor 
and Maxwell, 
1999 

Dunford, 
Forthcoming 

Treatment 
Typed 

educational 
Psycho- 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Cognitive 
Behavioral 

Population Frame 

Men convicted of DV 
minus those in control 
who went to tx on their 
own 

All men charged with 
misdemeanor DV 
excepting those where 
defendant previously 
prosecuted (for 
violence against 
women or felony) or 
prosecutor thinks too 
dangerous 
All men convicted of 
misdemeanor DV in 
one county where 
judge, prosecutor and 
defense agree to 
SAAP 

All married men in 
navy where an incident 
of physical abuse 
substantiated and men 
not getting divorced, 
without alcohol or 
severe mental- 
problems 

Sample 
Size/ # 
in Study 
59/56 

6781590 

11,000 
1376 

8611861 

Client 
Type 

court- 
referred 

court- 
referred 

court- 
referred 

Referral 
by Navy 
Family 
Advocac 
y Center 

Comparison 
Groups 

(1) Men court-mandated 

(2) Men not court- 
into tx 

mandated into tx who 
did not attend SAAP 
on their own 

(1 1 Pre-trial diversions to . .  
SAAP 

to SAAP as condition 
of probation 

(3) Conviction and reck 
for presumptive 
sentencing (not 

(2) Conviction with reck 

including iounseling) 
Men assigned to 8 f 1) . .  
week intensive SAAP 

(2) Men assigned to 26 
week SAAP 

(3) Men assigned into a 
40 hour community 
service group 

(1) Men assigned 1 yr Tx 
(2) Men assigned 1 yr 

cognitive behavioral 
cojoint Tx 

(3) Men assigned to 
rigorous monitoring 

(4) Men assigned no Tx 

Length of 
Follow-Up 

Up to 24 
mths post- 
treatment 

6 mths post- 
adjudication 

12 mths 

12 mrha 

Criteria 

Police records 
indicating 
further abuse 
or serious 
threats 

Victim 
indicates a 
reassault 

Reports of a 
further 
incident bv 
victim 
ReDorts to 
police of new 
incidents 
in v o I v i n g 
same victim 
Victim reports 
of continued 
abuse 

DV rearrests 
with original 
victim 

Info 
Source 

Official 

Victim 

Victim 

Official 

Victim 

Official 

Outcome 

(1 ) 10% recidivated 
(2) 31% recidivated 

(SI 

Approximately 20% of 
men recidivated - same 
for men receiving tx and 
those not receiving tx 

(NS) 

(1) 18% recidivated 
(2) 15% recidivated 
(3) 22% recidivated . ,  

(NS) 
(1 \ 25% recidivated 
i2 j  10% recidivated 
(3) 26% recidivated 

6) 
(1 ) 29% recidivated 
(2) 29% recidivated 
(3) 27% recidivated 
(4) 35% recidivated 

(1 ) 5% recidivated 
(2) 4% recidivated 
(3) 6% recidivated 
(4) 5% recidivated 

(NS) 

(NS) 

NA Not Applicable 
NIP No Information Provided 

6) Findings Significant 
(NS) Findings Not Significant 
(SNR) Significance Not Reported 

Reports a sister study 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment Page 32 

Indeed, apart from the small sample size, there is another troubling aspect to this 

study. Specifically, we are not told how this sample of 59 men was derived. We are told 

that the sampling period took place over a seventeen-month period. And we are also 

informed that there were strong ethical concerns about the experiment. The small sample 

size (N=59) may mean that all men convicted of wife abuse and placed on probation in 

this jurisdiction were not necessarily included in this experiment. Since we do not know 

the sampling frame, it is impossible to know whether the individuals in the sample 

represent only those where there was a consensus amongst court professionals that they 

could be involved in the experiment. Alternately, it may be that the batterers themselves 

had to consent to the treatment program and being part of this study before they were 

placed in the sample. In the former case, we have issues with external selection whereas 

with the latter we have questions dealing with self-selection. These problems have been 

covered previously (see Quasi-Experimental Deigns, Non-Equivalent Control Groups) so 

they will not be discussed now. Suffice it is to say, that both alternatives could lead to a 

higher likelihood of finding treatment effects since the sample may have included the 

“better” or “more motivated’’ candidates for treatment. 

Finally, Palmer and her colleagues failed to find a relationship between attendance 

and recidivism. If treatment, per se, were responsible for decreasing the likelihood of 

future violence among these men, one would expect attendance at treatment to correlate 

with recidivism. 

Ford and Regoli, 7993: As previously noted, Ford and Regoli’s study did not set 

out to test the efficacy of court-mandated counseling per se. However, in testing different 
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prosecutorial responses to domestic violence, their experiment randomly assigned 

subjects to one of three groups: (1) pre-trial diversion to a spouse abuse abatement 

program; (2) conviction with a recommendation to a SAAP as a condition of probation; or 

a (3) recommendation for presumptive sentencing not including counseling. Again, the 

spouse abuse abatement program in their study used a cognitive behavioral approach 

emphasizing values clarification and anger management. 

Included in the sample were all men formally charged with a misdemeanor assault 

against a female conjugal partner during a thirteen-month period where the defendant had 

not previously been prosecuted for a violent act against the same victim, did not have a 

criminal history of felony violence or was not viewed by the prosecutor as posing a serious 

threat of imminent danger to the victim (N=678). However, despite the noidrop 

prosecutorial policy in this jurisdiction, approximately 13% of the cases were dismissed 

because of an uncooperative victim. 

Failure was defined as assaulting the original victim. Information was gathered from 

victim reports six months post-adjudication. Ford and Regoli report a victim survey 

response rate of 63%. They found no significant differences in the rate of reassault for 

batterers in any of the three groups whether in terms of treatment assigned or treatment 

received. They conclude, "Mandated counseling appears to be a successful rehabilitative 

treatment for up to 80% of the assailants in the Indianapolis experiments. Those who 

received no counseling, however, were equally likely to desist for the six-month follow-up 

period. The point, then, is that any intervention helps, not necessarily counseling" (Ford 

and Regoli, 1993: 157). 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment Page 34 

There are two limitations with the Ford and Regoli study. First, though the sample 

size is large, we are not told how many of the batterers were rejected from sample 

inclusion because the prosecutor viewed them as posing “such a serious threat of 

imminent danger that the prosecutor took immediate action against the suspect prior to his 

inclusion in the experiment” (Ford and Regoli, 1993: 150). The language makes it clear 

that the more violent men convicted of misdemeanor domestic assault in this population 

frame were likely to be weeded out of this sample. In so doing, they may have made it 

more difficult to find a treatment effect since the men who could have theoretically most 

benefited from the program were not included in the study. 

Equally problematic in interpreting their findings, victim interviews occurred six 

months post-adjudication. Since we cannot assume that men immediately began their 

counseling upon adjudication, we do not know .how many had completed their counseling 

(versus those still in counseling) when the interviews occurred. 

Davis, Taylor and Maxwell, 7999: This recently completed experiment tested the 

efficacy of court-mandated counseling for batterers in Kings County Criminal Court 

(Brooklyn). Three hundred and seventy-six men convicted of misdemeanor domestic 

violence where the judge, prosecutor and defendant agreed to batterer treatment were 

randomly assigned to a forty-hour spouse abuse abatement program based on the Ouluth 

Model (offered in a 26 week, and later, an 8 week format) or to a control condition of forty 

hours of community service. While 23% of the men were on probation for six months, the 

remainder served one year. Batterers, victims and official records were used to track 

differences in the three groups’ performance. 
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Davis and his colleagues (1999) report a misassignment rate of 14%. That is, in 52 

of the cases, random assignment was overridden. According to the researchers, the 

direction of this misassignment was always for the judges to place individuals assigned 

into the control group into the experimental group. A comparison of characteristics 

between those in the control and the override group indicated no significant differences in 

characteristics. Additionally, while only 7% of the victims refused to be surveyed, victim 

response rates were 50% for the first interview, 46% for the second interview and 50% for 

the third interview. 

Their results indicated that men were more likely to complete the shorter (n= 61) 

than longer (N=l29) counseling program (67% versus 27% respectively). Despite more of 

the men from the 8-week session graduating, those from the 26-week program did 

significantly better in terms of new criminal justice incidents than those from either the 

shorter program or the control group (IO%, 25% and 26% respectively). Though not 

significant, the researchers note that victim interviews indicated a similar pattern with men 

mandated into the longer programs being reported as engaging in less new incidents than 

either those ordered into the shorter treatment program or those given community service 

(1 5%, 18% and 22% respectively). 

In placing the results from their study within the context of other relevant research 

included in their literature review, the authors concluded, "Taken together, these studies 

provide a case for rejecting the null hypothesis that treatment has no effect on violent 

behavior toward spouses" (Davis et al., 1999: 76). 

There are a few limitations to the Davis et al. study that need to be noted. First, 

their population frame included all men adjudicated for misdemeanor domestic violence in 
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Brooklyn during a one-year period of time where the judge, prosecutor and defendant 

agreed to batterer treatment. Though there were more than 11,000 domestic violence 

cases adjudicated in that time period, in only 376 cases did all parties agree to the 

treatment program and were therefore eligible for inclusion in their sample. As such, 

these individuals are not necessarily representative of all batterers but instead only those 

who are willing to be in this treatment program. This selection bias makes it more likely to 

find a treatment effect since those without interest were not included in the experiment. 

Most jurisdictions adopting court-mandated counseling programs do not set such a 

threshold for inclusion into a batterer program. This therefore threatens external validity in 

that we cannot assume that results from this experiment can be applied to what occurs 

outside of this experiment. Indeed, the authors seemed to realize this problem with their 

study's external validity (see Davis et al., 1999: 23). 

More importantly is the researchers' assumption that forty hours of community 

service is an adequate control condition to a court-mandated batterer intervention 

program. Though they state that a community service program is "irrelevant to the 

problem of violence" (Davis et al., 1999: 24), no information is provided supporting this 

appraisal. Specifically, we are not provided with information that tells us that men 

mandated into the 40 hour community service program versus those mandated to attend 

the 26 week batterer treatment program are provided with the same degree and duration 

of criminal justice monitoring. Without this information we cannot assume that the groups 

being compared received the same things in all ways save the introduction of being 

mandated into counseling. This point is critical in assessing the internal validity of Davis 

and his colleagues' experiment. 
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In fact, their results (see Table Five for outcomes of Davis et al.'s study) fit an 

alternative interpretation that focuses not on treatment but instead on criminal justice 

monitoring. Specifically, it is easy to imagine that men mandated into a 40 hour 

community service program may complete that judicial sanction much more quickly than 

those mandated to attend a 26 week batterer intervention program. If criminal justice 

oversight realistically ends at the point that the men meet the requirements of their 

sanction, then those mandat'ed into the 26 week batterer program would receive more 

criminal justice supervision than those told to attend the 8 week batterer program who 

receive more monitoring than those given a 40 hour community service sanction. 

4 

Such an interpretation fits with the results presented by the authors. First, there 

was no indication that treatment led to changes in batterers' attitudes about domestic 

violence, conflict resolution or responsibility for their actions. Second, since more men 

completed the 8 week batterers program in comparison to the 26 week program, one 

would expect the men assigned into the shorter program to perform as well or better than 

those mandated into the longer program. Yet, the men in the longer counseling program 

performed consistently better than the two other groups. Additionally, the performance of 

those ordered into the shorter counseling program is more similar to those mandated into 

the community service (control) group. Finally, Davis and Taylor (1 998) had previously 

reported that attendance at the counseling sessions was not related to recidivism. (Men 

assigned to counseling who attended all of the sessions and those who attended few or 

none of the sessions did equally well.) Again, such a finding runs contrary to logic. If 

treatment were effective in reducing the likelihood of future violence among men convicted 
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of misdemeanor domestic violence, then one would expect attendance at treatment to 

correlate with recidivism. 

Dunford, forthcoming: Dunford recently completed what is the largest of the 

experiments reviewed on efficacy of mandated counseling. Working out of a naval base, 

with the full cooperation of the Navy, all men who had a substantiated physical assault 

against their wives, who were not divorcing, had more than 6 months left to serve and 

were not severely alcoholic or mentally ill were included in this study. Eight hundred and 

sixty-one men met this criteria and they were randomly assigned to one of four groups: (1) 

a men's group based on a cognitive behavioral model; (2) a conjoint counseling group 

also based on the cognitive behavioral model; (3) a rigorously monitored though untreated 

group; and (4) a control group who received neither the treatment or the rigorous 

monitoring. Batterer and victim reports, in addition to official measures, were used to 

measure the performance of the subjects for one year. 

Because Dunford had the full cooperation of the Navy, he had more control over 

the implementation of the experiment than is typically afforded a researcher working in a 

social science setting (for discussion, see Berk, Smyth and Sherman, 1988; Orwin, 

Sonnefeld, Garrison-Mogren, and Smith, 1994; Petersilia, 1989). As such, he was able 

to ensure high treatment fidelity with a low misassignment rate. Only 23 cases (2.7%) 

were not delivered as assigned. Additionally, his study had one of the highest victim 

response rates of all of the experiments reviewed. Eight-six percent of the victims 

completed the first interview; 82% the second, 78% the third and 75% the fourth and final 

interview. These high rates of victim survey completion were probably due to the study 
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being set within a naval base, inherently a much more structured environment than one 

finds in a non-military setting. This, in turn, made it easier to follow victims over time. 

Victim reports indicated no significant differences in outcomes between the four 

groups in the one-year follow-up period: 29.3% versus 29.7% versus 26.5% versus 34.5% 

of the men were reported by their wives as reassaulting (as defined as pushing or hitting 

or more) in the batterers' group, couples' group, rigorously monitored group or control 

group respectively. Official measures of rearrest indicated a similar pattern of no 

significant differences between groups: 5.4% versus 3.9% versus 6.4% versus 5.3% of 

the men were rearrested in the batterers' group, couples' group, rigorously monitored 

group or control group respectively. Dunford concludes, "Findings from this study indicate 

that the cognitive behavioral model, as implemented, demonstrated little power to foster 

change in men receiving treatment for spouse abuse. All of the assessments made, 

including comparisons of victim reports of continued abuse, perpetrator reports of 

continued abuse, official arrest records, and survival analyses, point to the same 

conclusion: The intervention of the cognitive behavioral model failed to produce 

meaningful changes in the behavior they were designed to impact'' (Dunford, forthcoming: 

27). 

While Dunford's study is undoubtedly one of the strongest in terms of issues 

dealing with internal validity, there are important concerns regarding the external validity 

of his findings. Specifically, can the findings from a population of enlisted men living on a 

naval base be generalized to men in the general population who do not live in such a 

structured setting? 
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Study Overview 

The purpose of the present study was to rigorously test the efficacy of court- 

mandated counseling as implemented in jurisdictions throughout the country for men 

convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence. As such, the study included men from the 

general population rather than a smaller specified subpopulation. Additionally, it included 

all men and not just those where they or others first agreed to a batterers' treatment 

program. In so doing, we ensured that the two groups were not only comparable prior to 

implementation of the experimental stimulus but, additionally, that this experiment 

approximated the population and conditions existing in most jurisdictions nationwide. 

Just as critical to the integrity of the design, though, was the need to be certain that 

the two groups continued to receive the same things in the same amount - save the 

experimental stimulus - throughout the study. For instance, men in both experimental and 

control conditions had to receive the same amount and duration of criminal justice 

supervision, monitoring and non-treatment contact so that the only differences between 

the two groups continued to be that one group was mandated to receive counseling and 

the other was not. Only if these criteria were met could we conclude that differences 

observed between the two groups were due to the spouse abuse abatement program. 

The study sought to answer an important policy question. Can courts effect 

change by mandating men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence into 

batterer treatment? This question dictates both who is to be studied and how. 

Specifically, it must include all men mandated into counseling whether or not they 

attended and/or completed treatment. It was also understood that men might not be 
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mandated into counseling but may go on their own. Therefore, the study had to be able to 

analyze for treatment assigned as well as treatment received. 
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The study used a classical experimental design whereby men convicted of 

misdemeanor domestic violence were randomly assigned into an experimental versus 

control condition. The study took place in Broward County (an area encompassing Fort 

Lauderdale, Florida) in the two courts exclusively charged with handling domestic violence 

cases in that jurisdiction. In each court, upon being sentenced, the judges would, based 

on the random assignment, order the men into either the control or experimental 

conditions. 

Men placed in the control group were sentenced to one-year probation. Men 

placed in the experimental condition were sentenced to one-year probation and a six- 

month batterers' intervention program. At the time of sentencing, the judge would refer the 

defendant into one of five county certified batterers' treatment programs. Each program 

used the Duluth Model. As already noted, the Duluth Model is based on a feminist 

cognitive psycho-educational approach. 

The batterers were interviewed at time of sentencing and again six months later. 

Victims were interviewed at time of sentencing, and six and twelve-months post- 

sentencing. Probation records were used to track the defendants for one-year post- 

sentencing. 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment Page 43 

Sampling Frame 

All men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence and sentenced to one-year 

probation during the period of May 1 1997 through September 30, 1997 in Broward 

County were included in the study. Note that the terms “convicted” or “adjudicated” have 

legal significance. The population we used included men who had either (1) pled guilty or 

no contest to domestic violence battery charges or who were found guilty after trial and 

were placed on probation, or (2) persons placed on probation, whether adjudicated guilty 
f 

or not, for the offense of domestic violence battery, or (3) persons found guilty of or placed 

on probation for crimes of domestic violence. In fact, the vast majority of defendants 

(96%) pled no contest to the charges. For ease of use, throughout this report we refer to 

this entire group of men as those adjudicated or convicted of a misdemeanor domestic 

violence charge. 

During this five-month period, all domestic violence cases were included in the 

sample where they involved a male defendant and a female victim both of whom were or 

had been involved in a romantic relationship. Violations of Probation and Violations of 

Injunctions were not included in the sampling frame. The only misdemeanor domestic 

violence cases processed during this time in this jurisdiction that were excluded from our 

study were those where: 

either defendant or victim did not speak either English or Spanish; 

either defendant or victim were not 18 years of age or older; 

1 the defendant was severely mentally ill; or 

at the time of sentencing, the judge allowed the defendant to move to another 

jurisdiction and serve his probation through mail contact. 
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All individuals not meeting the above exclusions were included in the experiment. 

While individuals could consent or withhold their consent in regards to being interviewed 

for the study, their consent was not thought necessary in order to place them into the 

batterer treatment program. This was based on the fact that Florida statute required 

judges, upon convicting for misdemeanor domestic violence, to sentence defendants into 

a six-month batterers’ treatment program unless the judges made a note on the record as 

to why this treatment was not appropriate.‘ Therefore, all cases meeting the above criteria 

would have otherwise been mandated into the batterers’ treatment program had it not 

been for this experiment. In terms of the research design, this means that all individuals 

were included in the study and not merely those who agreed to be placed in the study. 

During this five-month period, 446 individuals were placed in the sample. Forty-two 

cases were later excluded because they did not meet the above criteria. A listing of the 

reasons for these exclusions indicates that the majority involved family members (n=25) 

rather than individuals who were or had been involved in a romantic relationship. Of these 

family relationships, the majority were brother to sister (n=11) and son to mother (n=4). 

Another four cases were omitted from the sample because they involved male defendants 

and victims (n=3) or because it involved a female defendant and a male victim (n=l). 

Three cases involved a violation of injunction and in another three the defendant was 

given a jail sentence rather than probation. In five cases the charges were dropped, in 

’ Florida State Statute 741.281 reads, “If a person is found guilty of, has had adjudication withheld on, 
or has pled nolo contendere to a crime of domestic violence, as defined in s. 741 2 8 ,  that person shall 
be ordered by the court to a minimum term of 1 year’s probation and the court shall order that the 
defendant attend a batterers’ intervention program as a condition of probation. . . The court must 
impose the condition of the batterers’ intervention program for a defendant placed on probation or 
pretrial diversion under this section, but the court, in its discretion, may determine not to impose the 
condition if it states on the record why a batterers’ intervention program might be inappropriate.’ . 
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one the individual was allowed to move out of the jurisdiction and in another case the 

individual was deemed severely mentally ill and therefore inappropriate for the 

study. 

Random Assignment Process 

After each defendant was adjudicated, but before he was sentenced, the judges 

would read or refer to their court order explaining the need for an experiment to study the 

effects of batterers' programs in reducing future violence. (See Appendix Three for the 

judges' court order following random assignment and thereby implementing the 

experimental design.) The judges would then follow the random assignment process and 

place the defendants into either the control (one year probation) or experimental (one year 

probation and six months treatment at a batterers' intervention program) groups. Random 

assignment was based on the court docket number assigned to the case - a number 

randomly generated by the court computer. The defendant was placed in the 

experimental condition if his court docket number ended in an even number; control 

condition if the last digit was odd. This method was thought to be superior to the use of a 

random numbers generator for two reasons. First, due to financial constraints, a person 

from the research team could not be present in both courtrooms at all times when a 

defendant might be sentenced. This process therefore allowed the judges to quickly 

implement the random assignment process. Just as critical, though, this method also 

allowed the researchers to know when departures from the random assignment process 

occurred in the course of the experiment. 
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Experimental and Control Condition 

All individuals convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence - both those in the 

control and those in the experimental groups - were given a one-year sentence under 

probation supervision. Those who were assigned to the experimental group were given 

the additional mandate of attending a six-months batterers' program. As with all 

conditions of probation, the county's probation office was charged with monitoring the 

individuals' progress in meeting the judges' sentence. 

The judges' sentence included the particular batterer intervention center that the 

defendant was ordered to report to once he began probation. The specific referral was 

based on the treatment center closest to the individual's home or work. However, the 

defendant could, upon being referred by the judge to one or the other center, easily 

request and attend a different center. This could be done at time of sentencing or any 

time subsequently. 

The five batterer intervention programs receiving referrals from the court had all 

passed the county's certification procedures. Though the state also had a separate 

certification procedure, the county had previously decided to continue with their 

certification requirements2 (Appendix One provides the certification criteria for county 

and state as well as a comparison between the two procedures for certification.) 

Of note, depending upon the information the judges had, he might at the time of 

sentencing require an alcohol or drug evaluation, order random alcohol or drug testing or, 

alternately, mandate the man into alcohol or drug counseling. The experiment did not 

change this aspect of the judges' sentencing discretion. The judges continued to make 

' In discussing batterers' interventions programs, Florida State Statute 741.281 notes, "It is preferred, 
but not mandatory, that such programs be certified." 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment Page 47 

independent decisions regarding the need for alcohol or drug evaluation, monitoring or 

treatment without regard to whether the individual was mandated into experimental or 

control conditions. In this manner, the two groups could receive exactly the same kind 

and amount of supervision and monitoring save for the introduction of the batterer 

treatment for those assigned into the experimental group. 

Outcome Measures 

In an effort to capture the true amount of change in individuals undergoing court- 

mandated counseling, the researcher included various measures from several different 

sources. The batterer was interviewed at time of sentencing and again six months after 

sentencing. The victim was interviewed at sentencing and six and twelve months post- 

sentencing. Standardized measures were used whenever possible since they have a 

known reliability. Additionally, the researcher always attempted to use several different 

measures for each particular phenomenon so as to provide further checks on the validity 

of the information provided. 

Many in the field have recently urged researchers to clearly specify the underlying 

theories driving their experimental study (Berk et al., 1985; Boruch, 1997; Petrosino, 

forthcoming). This model of research builds knowledge within the discipline in addition to 

answering the policy question at hand. Therefore, while we were ultimately looking at 

whether or not court-mandated counseling for men convicted of misdemeanor domestic 

violence was effective in reducing their likelihood of future violence (in terms of frequency 

and/or severity), we were also looking to expand the knowledge base in the area of 

domestic violence. As such, several different theoretical underpinnings guided the 

information collected on our surveys and interviews. These assumptions included: 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment Page 48 

Measuring the offenders' perceptions of the proper roles of women, the 

correctness of wife battering, whether the behavior that brought them to court 

should be considered criminal and who was responsible for this instant incident. 

There are a number of studies indicating that men who batter hold more 

traditional views about woman and their proper roles (Alexander, Moore and 

Alexander, 1991 ; Saunders, Lynch, Grayson and Linz, 1987; Holtzworth- 

Munroe and Stuart, 1994). The cognitive behavioral approach underlying 

most batterer treatment programs - including the Duluth Model - is based on 

the assumption that educating men about the illegitimacy of using violence 

to gain control over women will lead to changes in their attitudes. Changed 

attitudes will then lead to changed behaviors. These questions therefore 

serve as a measure of the program's effectiveness in changing the attitudes 

of batterers. 

Our hypothesis is that men who are mandated into andlor complete 

the batterer program will demonstrate changes in their attitudes 

towards women and the correctness of using violence to gain control 

when compared to those in the no treatment control group. 

Testing the underlying theory arising from the meta-analyses of the Minneapolis 

Experiment and Spouse Abuse Abatement Programs (SARPs) that stake in 
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conformity variables explain when an intervention is effective in reducing the 

likelihood of subsequent violence. 

Here we were guided by the findings that an intervention might mean 

different things to different offenders 

1992; Sherman, Smith, Schmidt and 
P 

(Berk, Campbell, Klap and Western, 

Rogan, 1992). As such, we felt it 

important to study whether men who demonstrated high stake in conformity 

performed better than those with low stake in conformity in terms of the 

outcome variables. 

Our hypothesis is that men with high stake in conformity will have a 

lower likelihood of recidivating then offenders with low stake in 

conformity for each of the two groups. 

Given the above hypotheses, we collected a wide array of information from 

offender self-reports, victim interviews and official measures. This information included: 

First Coding of Probation Records: Probation records were coded at the time 

that the individual was sentenced. The information collected by Probation came from their 

interview with the defendant as well as information from the police report and a separate 

check on his criminal record done through the National Crime Information Center. 

Research assistants coded for defendant demographics (e.g., date of birth, race, 

birthplace etc.), stake in conformity variables (e.g., marital status, ownslrents residence, 
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number of years county resident, employment status, length of employment, educational 

level etc.), criminal record (e.g., number of adult misdemeanor or felony arrests or 

convictions, number of juvenile misdemeanor or felony arrests, number of prior domestic 

violence arrests, etc), incident-related variables (e.g., evidence of alcohol or drug use, 

injury, assailant taken into custody etc) and sentence outcome (e.g., how adjudicated and 

programs ordered into). 

Defendant Interviews at Time of Sentencing and Six Months Later: The 

defendant interviews asked questions to assess the defendant's stake in conformity 

including those dealing with his relationship to the victim (their marital status, years 

together, children present in home, how many were his versus hers, etc.), his employment 

(what he does, how long he has done it, how many months within the last twelve he has 

been without a job, etc.), his residential stability and his relationship to others (e.g., do 

they regularly see his extended family, her extended family, his friends, neighbors etc.). 

Included in these interviews were questions from an abbreviated version of the 

Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirability Scale (Greenwald and Satow, 1970). This 

standardized measure assesses how likely respondents are to answer questions in a 

socially desirable manner so as to portray themselves in a positive light. Questions were 

also asked from the Shortened Attitudes Towards Women Scale (Spence, Helmreich and 

Stapp, 1973) and the Inventory of Beliefs About Wife Beating (IBWB) (Saunders et al., 

1987). The first measures the offender's perception of the proper roles of women on a 

continuum of traditional to less traditional while the IBWB measures the offender's belief 

about the correctness of controlling women through physical force. We also included 
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questions dealing with offenders' perceptions of the fairness of the criminal justice process 

they had just been through, who they believed was responsible for the instant offense that 

brought them to court and whether they felt coerced into the batterer's program. 

To capture defendant's self-reported use of verbal, physical and sexual abuse and 

the injury accruing from these acts, we included the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale. The 

original Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) was criticized for failing to measure the context, 

consequences and outcomes of violent acts. Specifically, critics noted that the CTS did 

not consider verbal abuse and controlling behaviors, assumed an equivalence of violent 

acts (e.g., kicking a woman in the shins was the same as kicking a pregnant woman in the 

abdomen), failed to measure the injury sustained and did not distinguish violent behavior 

by women that was reactive rather than proactive (Browning and Dutton, 1986; Currie, 

1998; Gelles, 1985; Kurz, 1991). In response, Straus revised his Conflict Tactics Scale to 

answer to many of the criticisms of the CTS. As such, the revised Conflict Tactics Scale 

(CTS2) is twice as long as the CTS. They revised the wording to increase clarity, better 

distinguish between minor and severe acts within each scale, include measures of sexual 

coercion and include measures on the resulting injury (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy and 

Sugarman, 1996). 

I 

Victim Interviews at Time of  Sentencing and Six and Twelve Months Lafec 

The victim interviews were similar to the defendants though most of the questions asked 

the victim to provide information about the offender (his use of alcohol and drugs, his 

standing on the revised Conflict Tactics Scale, etc.) and his relationship with her. 

However, we also asked the woman to provide information on her work history (to 
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measure her economic dependence on him), who she regularly spent time with (so as to 

assess social isolation), whether she had spoken with family, friends, and neighbors about 

her relationship with the offender and, if she had, if they were critical of her or her 

partner's actions in the particular incident leading to this court case (to measure whether 

there was support for her among her peer group). Similar to the offender's interviews, we 

asked her about the history of violence in her home of origin. Regarding the particular 

incident bringing the offender to court, we asked the woman whether she thought what be 

did should be considered a crime, who she viewed as responsible for the event, how likely 

it was that he would engage in physical force again, how safe she felt with him and 

whether she thought he could quit being violent with and without counseling. 

Final Coding of Probation Records: The probation reports provided information 

on the offender's behavior in the community for the year while under supervision. As 

such, these records followed his residential and employment history. Necessarily, it also 

followed his criminal history (violations of probation, new arrests and new convictions) 

through Probation's monitoring of any new arrests and convictions for the offender in and 

outside of this county. 

We also collected information on the offender's compliance with the special terms 

of his probation as set by the judge. If he had been sentenced to random alcohol or drug 

testing or supervision, we collected information on how often the monitoring took place 

and its findings. In a similar manner, we were told by Probation that they monitored the 

offender's compliance with the batterer program through monthly reports regarding the 

defendant's attendance and progress provided by these programs. We coded for the 
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number of these reports as well as the information they provided (punctuality, 

participation, attitude and progress). 

To capture the amount of monitoring and supervision the offenders were provided 

while under probation supervision, we also collected the number of probation meetings 

they attended, missed and rescheduled as noted in the probation records. Additionally, 

we collected the number of months the men were out in the community under probation 

supervision free from problems, not coming into probation though not violated and violated 

though still in the community but not under probation supervision. (A man might still be in 

the community even though he had been violated and was therefore no longer actively 

under probation’s supervision.) 

Appendix Two provides all the survey instruments and coding forms used to collect 

this information. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

EXPERIMENTAL INTEGRITY 

Page 54 

Many persons working with experimental designs note how they are more difficult 

to implement than other types of research (Berk, Boruch, Chambers, Rossi and Witte, 

1985; Petersilia, 1989; Devine, Wright and Joyner, 1994). Given the many problems 

inherent in running an experiment, it becomes imperative to separately address the 

question of the integrity of the experiment as implemented. We take Dr. Robert Boruch's 

caution, "Chartas meas omnes in tabulam ponam" (Latin for "1'11 put all my cards on the 

table") to heart and fully delineate the many ways in which this experiment both achieved 

and failed to achieve its objectives. The reason for such a full elaboration is twofold. The 

reader needs to have this information so that they can know the limitations of the results 

as reported. Additionally, in fully disclosing the limits of our study we are hoping that 

others will learn from our mistakes and design and implement stronger experiments. As 

Boruch has noted, "No randomized field test is perfectly run, just as services are never 

perfectly provided. Mistakes ought to be expected and, when understood, exploited: They 

are a vehicle for building new knowledge" (Boruch, 1997: 234). 

Sampling Frame and Statistical Power 

Sample Size: As stated previously, all men convicted of misdemeanor domestic 

violence and sentenced to one-year probation during the period of May 1, 1997 through 

September 30, 1997 in Broward County were included in the study. When we originally 

designed the study, we were told by Probation that we could expect 200 men meeting our 
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criteria monthly. We therefore anticipated a sample size of 600 men (300 in control and 

300 and experimental groups). Instead we found that approximately 90 men monthly met 

our criteria and could be included in the sample. Just as an aside, it is interesting to note 

that Boruch quotes an anonymous source that notes, "As soon as the contract is signed, 

or the grant is awarded, the size of the target group available for the experiment drops in 

half' (Boruch, 1997: 71). In fact, our mistake of overestimating the number of cases that 

would be considered eligible for the study seems to be a common occurrence in the 
k 

running of an experiment (see for instance Petersilia, 1989; Boruch, Dennis and Carter- 

Greer, 1988; Devine, Wright, and Joyner, 1994). 

Statistical Power: When making our calculations of sample size and power for the 

Broward Experiment we must make some assumptions about the magnitude of effect of 

treatment by the batterers' intervention programs. Effect size measures the influence of 

treatment by comparing differences in the treatment and control groups to the standard 

deviations of their differences (Cohen, 1970). Even with the reduced sample size of 404 

men, power analysis indicates that there is very little likelihood that we would falsely 

accept the null hypothesis of a no difference finding if in fact there were differences in 

outcomes between the two groups. Davis and Taylor (Davis and Taylor, 1998 cited in 

1999) found a treatment effect size of .287 in their experiment of court-mandated 

counseling. With a sample size of 404, this provides a power for our experiment of -98. 

Therefore, based on what seems to be a rather conservative effect size (Davis and Taylor 

note even larger effect sizes in their literature review), our study, even under the most 

rigorous standards, seems to provide a fair test of whether court-mandated treatment 
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reduces the likelihood of future violence in men convicted of misdemeanor domestic 

violence. 

Random Assign men t 

Outcome of Random Assignment If assignment of men into the experimental 

and control groups was completely random we would expect a 50/50 percentage split of 

men into the two groups. A one-sample t-test of all the pre-assignments to the two groups 

based on the last digit of the court docket number shows that 238 men (53.4%) were 

assigned into the experimental group and 208 men (46.6%) to the control group. This 

split of cases does not differ from chance (t=l.40, p>.05). However, 42 of these cases 

were dropped from the sample because they failed to meet the criteria for inclusion (see 

Chapter Three, Sampling Frame). This left 216 men (53.5%) in the experimental group 

and 188 men (46.5%) assigned into the control condition. Again, there was no significant 

difference from chance if all men had been assigned to the correct condition (t=l.42, 

p>.05). Therefore, the court docket number was indeed randomly generated. 

There is an important caveat. In 390 of the 404 cases (96.5%) the judges followed 

the rules of random assignment and placed the men in the groups as dictated by the last 

digit of their court number. However, in 14 cases (3.5%) the judges overrode the random 

assignment. This rate of misassignment, although not the lowest (see Dunford's rate of 

2.7%), is definitely one of the lowest and well within the 0 to 10% range noted by Boruch 

as acceptable (Boruch, 1997). 

In each of the fourteen misassigned cases, the judge overrode the initial 

assignment into the control (no-treatment) group and instead placed the man into the 
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Control 
Actual Group 

Assignment Experimental 
Group 

experimental condition. As Table Six indicates, this led to a 56.9% to 43.1 YO split between 

the experimental (n=230) and control (n=174) groups. The likelihood of a random split of 

this magnitude is very low (t=2.81 , pc.01). Therefore, additional analysis is necessary to 

determine whether the men who were moved from the pre-assigned control group to the 

Pre-assigned Group 
Control Experimental Total 

174 0 174 

14 216 230 
7.4% 100.0% 56.9% 
188 216 404 

92.6% 0.0% 43.1 yo 

experimental group differed significantly from other men in the control group. 

Table Six 
Actual experimental assignment by preassigned group 

Total 1 46.5% I 53.5% I 100% 

Analysis of Misassignmenfs: As previously noted, the fourteen misassignments 

were all in the same direction. They always involved men who had originally been 

assigned into the control condition but the judge overrode random assignment and instead 

placed them into the experimental group. Based on our courtroom observation, we 

believe that this situation almost always occurred after the victim pleaded with the judge to 

place the defendant into the batterer program. Typically, an attorney also accompanied 

the woman. 

Table Seven compares the fourteen misassigned cases to the remaining 174 

control cases on the information available to Probation and the Court at the time the 

offender was sentenced. The table is broken down into the following categories of 

variables: (1 ) offender demographics; (2) stake in conformity variables; (3) criminal record; 
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and (4) incident related. It must be noted that these results are only suggestive due to the 

small number of cases that were misassigned and the fact that some of these cases had 

missing information. 

Table Seven 
Comparison of the 14 Misassigned Cases and the Control Group 

Offender Demographics 

I 

Stake in Conformity 
Married 
County resident 
State resident 
Home ownership 
Education 
Employed 
Type of work* 

I Employed 
1 Income 

Arrest 
Felony 
Arrest 
Misdemeanor 
Conviction 

Conviction 
Misdemeanor 
Juvenile arrests 

Prior Criminal Record 

. Felony 

I Missassigned Cases 
(n=14) 

I Oh or I SD 1 Valid 

Months 
Month1 

Number .09 .30 11 

Number .73 1.10 11 

Number .09 .30 11 

Number .36 .81 11 

Number .oo -- 11 

Control Group 
(n=174) 

% or I SD I Valid 

20.2 23 

22.8 26 

10.5 12 

7.0 8 
1.8 2 
2.6 3 
9.6 1 1  

.57 1.41 157 

. I8  154 
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Notes: * pc.10 
** pe.05 

As Table Seven indicates, there are no significant differences between the 

misassigned cases (those individuals who should have been assigned into the no 

treatment control group but instead were assigned into the experimental group) and those 

assigned into the control group. However, two variables showed a tendency towards 

significance of p< . I O .  The cases involving the misassigned individuals were more likely 

to result in visible victim injuries. Additionally, individuals from the misassigned group 

demonstrated higher occupational status with fewer hired in the service or unskilled labor 

ranks. 

Overall, we suggest that the 14 misassigned cases do not pose a threat to the 

internal validity of the results from this experiment. Still, we proceed with a comparison of 

the experimental and control groups as assigned to further test that the two groups were 

comparable prior to the experimental intervention. 
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Employed 
Income 

Page 60 

91 193 30 Months 36.9 48.9 19 
Monthly 1784 1550 79 1771 135 90 

0 

Analysis of Equivalency of Experimental and Control Groups: Table Eight 

provides a comparison of the two groups on all information that Probation and the Courts 

had at time of adjudication. As the table indicates, there were no significant differences 

between individuals assigned to the control and those assigned to the experimental 

groups on variables associated with offender demographics, stake in conformity, criminal 

record and instant incident with one exception. 

Table Eight 
Comparison of Experimental and Control Groups 
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Prior Crimir 31 Record 
Arrest Number .30 .98 157 .52 1.54 219 
Felony 
Arrest Number .94 1.94 158 1.01 2.14 218 
Misdemeanor I 
Conviction I Number I .22 I .89 I157 [ .27 I .82 I217 
Felony 
Conviction I Number 1.57 11.41 I157 I .45 11.18 I215 
Misdemeanor 
Juvenile arrests % Yes .02 .I8 154 .01 .12 216 
Prior prison Number .I4 .55 155 .10 .45 216 
sentences 
Prior jail I Number 1 1.01 I 1.88 I 155 I 1.09 I 1.67 I213 
sentences 
First arrest ffr % Yes 84.1 157 85.9 
DV 

Notes: * p 
** p<.05 

As Table Eight indicates, the only variable that significantly distinguished the 

experimental from the control group was the offender's age. Specifically, the control 

group, averaging 33.9 years of age, was two years younger than the experimental group, 

averaging 35.9 years of age. Age is a factor that has consistently been found to 

negatively relate to spouse abuse and recidivism in the domestic violence research 

literature (Edleson et al., 1985; Hamberger and Hastings, 1990; Hotaling and Sugarman, 

1986). Therefore, our finding that the control group is significantly younger than those in 

the experimental group should make it easier to disprove the null hypothesis of a no 
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treatment difference. (In other words, this difference between those in the experimental 

and control groups should make it easier to find treatment effectiveness.) 

Survey Response Rates 

As noted, the study relied on information provided by both the batterers and their 

victims. We coded each offender's probation folder at time of adjudication and again one 

year later after they had completed their time on probation. In this endeavor, we 

encountered some of the problems that researchers typically find when conducting 

experiments. Additionally, we experienced problems that seemed unique to our study. 

We have previously discussed the fact that individuals did not have to volunteer to 

be part of the experiment though they had to consent before we could interview them. 

Though all defendants meeting sample criteria were included in the sample, not all 

defendants and their victims consented to be interviewed. Other experimental studies 

conducting research in this area have noted that most of their non-response was due to 

failure to locate the individuals in the experiment (Davis et al., 1999). While a large 

percentage of our victim non-response was due to problems in tracking the victims, a high 

percentage of defendant non-response was due instead to their refusal to be interviewed. 

We worked out of the probation office so as to have access to these probationers 

after their monthly meeting. However, there were a few probation officers who were 

hostile to our study. On more than one occasion, we would begin talking with the men 

about the interview when a probation officer would tell the individual that he did not have 

to agree to be interviewed by us. (It needs to be noted that we always began interviews 

with this information and had defendants sign consent forms prior to starting an interview.) 
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News of these incidents spread and, consequently, it became increasingly difficult to gain 

consent from defendants to be interviewed. For this reason, we decided against 

continuing to place tremendous amounts of our resources to interview defendants for the 

final interview at twelve months post-adjudication. Our response rates for defendant 

surveys was as follows: 

1 st defendant interview at time of adjudication 80% (n=321) 

2nd defendant interview six months post-adjudication 50% (n=203) 

Sample attrition analysis investigates whether there are differences between the 

types of defendants who responded to the survey in the experimental versus control 

groups. In this way, it attends to whether those who responded to the survey were 

equivalent. Analysis conducted indicates that there was no difference in the response 

rates of defendants at Time 1 (x2 = .01, df=l , p > .05) and Time 2 (x2 = 1.70, df=l, p > 

.05) indicating equivalency of response rates between men in the experimental and 

control conditions. 

Opposition to our experiment also hurt our efforts at obtaining high victim response 

rates. When we worked out of the courtroom at time of adjudication, we were able to 

interview most of the victims who were present for the proceedings. (Only approximately 

6% of victims refused to be interviewed when asked during our time at the courthouse.) 

Where the victim did not accompany the defendant to court, we would try to call them 

using the telephone number noted in the police reports. However, if a woman moved 

following the incident and did not leave a forwarding number, it became very difficult to 
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contact her. Since the prosecutor's office was opposed to the study, and the victim 

advocates were located within this office, we could not expect their office to work with us 

to track victims. The following represents our victim response rates: 

1st victim interview at time of adjudication 

2nd victim interview six months post-adjudication 

3rd victim interview twelve months post-adjudication 

49% (n=l99) 

30% (n=122) 

22% (n=87) 

Again, sample attrition analysis of the victim interview was conducted in order to 

ascertain whether there are differences in response rates between victims whose partners 

were assigned into the experimental group and those whose partners were assigned into 

the control group. The analysis showed no significant differences between the response 

rates of these two groups at Time 1 (x2 = .77, df=l, p > .05), Time 2 (x2 = .07, df=l, p > 

.05) and Time 3 (x2 = .72, df=l , p > .05). Therefore, this indicates equivalency of 

response rates between women in these two conditions. 

While such low response rates are typical when working with victims of domestic 

violence (Hirschel and Hutchinson, 1992; Palmer et al., 1992; Steinman, 1991; Tolman 

and Weisz, 1996), there is no doubt that this presents a serious limitation to our study. 

Research consistently indicates that men under-report the amount of violence against 

their victims (Edleson and Brygger, 1995; Harrell, 1991 ; Straus, 1977-1 978). In a similar 

manner, official measures also undercount the true amount of physical, sexual, verbal and 

psychological abuse that she may be experiencing since only a small percentage of all 
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domestic assaults end up being reported to the authorities (Dutton, 1987). Therefore, 

women's accounts are probably the best measure of his continued abuse. 

Further complicating the matter is the fact that the victims who responded to our 

questions cannot be assumed to be representative of all victims in the study. As Graham 

and Donaldson note (1993), where attrition is due to respondents' inaccessibility (as is the 

case with victims of domestic violence) it poses a serious threat to both the internal and 

external validity of the study. In fact, Sullivan and her colleagues' study (1 996) of victims 

of domestic violence lend credence to this concern. In a comparison of those victims who 

were more and less difficult to contact, she found, "Not surprisingly, the women who were 

easier to locate were more likely to be white, were more highly educated, were more likely 

to have access to cars, were less depressed, and had experienced less psychological and 

physical abuse compared to the women who were more difficult to find" (Sullivan, Rumptz, 

Campbell, Eby and Davidson, 1996: 273). Though the low victim response rate is a 

serious limitation of this study, we triangulated by collecting information from multiple 

sources. To the extent that findings indicate similar conclusions, we can have greater 

faith in the results from each separate measure (Babbie, 1998) 

As one would expect, it was much easier to track defendants' progress through the 

use of official measures. We were able to code all the probation folders at the time that 

defendants were sentenced. At twelve months post-adjudication, we were able to code 

403 of the 404 probation folders. (Probation was unable to locate one of the folders.) As 

a further check, we also ran each defendant's name against the computerized files from 

the county's sheriffs office providing all arrests for defendants in their county. We found 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



Page 66 The Broward Experiment 

that 92 men (24%) were rearrested during the follow-up period for crimes ranging from 

littering to motor vehicle infractions to domestic battery and false imprisonment. 

Integrity of Experimental and Control Conditions 

As already noted, at time of sentencing the judges had the ability to order the 

offenders to be evaluated for alcohol abuse or drug use, randomly tested for alcohol or 

drug use and/or mandated into an alcohol or drug treatment program. Since the only 

intervention being tested in this study was the court-mandated batterers’ treatment 

program, we had to continue to allow the judges their discretion in ordering men into these 

other monitoring and/or treatment programs. 

The literature provides examples where knowledge of the experiment changed the 

control condition (Petersilia, 1989). Babbie (1 998) speaks specifically about the problem 

of “compensation” as a threat to internal validity. He defines it as, “In experiments in real- 

life situations, subjects in the control group are often deprived of something considered of 

value. In such cases, there may be pressures to offer some form of compensation. For 

example, hospital staff might feel sorry for medical control group patients and give them 

extra “tender loving care.” In such a situation, the control group is no longer a genuine 

control group” (Babbie, 1998: 243). 

In this case, judges’ discretion in mandating alcohol or drug monitoring (through a 

court-ordered evaluation) or treatment for men in the sample provided one possible way 

that the control condition might be changed to more closely approach the experimental 

condition and thereby confound the experimental design. Specifically, judges could have 

used their discretion to assign men placed in the control (no treatment) condition into 
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Programs I No 

alcohol or drug evaluation, testing or treatment in an effort to compensate for the reduced 

level of treatment that they were now receiving by not being placed into the batterer 

programs. To test this possibility, Table Nine provides a comparison of the likelihood of 

Actual experimental assignment 
Control group Experiment Total 

(n=174) group 
(n=230) 

155 21 1 366 

judges to assign the men in each of the two groups into alcohol or drug evaluation, testing 

or treatment. 

ordered: 
AlcohoVDrug 

i Table Nine 
Alcohol or Drug Evaluation, Testing or Treatment Ordered for Each Group 

90.1 Yo 92.5% 91 5% 
Yes 17 17 34 

Evaluation 

ordered: 
Programs 

Alcohol/Drug 

Programs 
Testing 

9.9% 7.5% 8.5% 

82.0% 78.1% 79.8% 

18.0% 21.9% 20.2% 

No 141 178 31 9 

Yes 31 50 81 

No 166 21 5 38 1 
ordered: 

AlcohoVDrug 
96.5% 94.3% 9 5.3 O/o 

Yes 6 13 19 
Treatment I 

Total 

Approximately 10% of the men in the study were required to undergo alcohol 

and/or drug evaluation. In Table Nine, there were no significant differences between the 

experimental and control groups on the likelihood of the men being ordered to undergo 

evaluation for alcohol or drugs (x2 = 0.74, df=l, p>.05). The judges ordered a somewhat 

larger number of men in the study to undergo random testing for alcohol and/or drug use 

(approximately 20%). Again the table indicates that there were no significant differences 

3.5% 5.7% 4.7% 
172 228 400 

43.0% 57.0% loo.oo/o 
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7.1 

between the two groups in the judges' likelihood to mandate them to be randomly tested 

for alcohol or drugs (x2 = 0.93, df=l I p>.05). Finally, there were also no significant 

differences in the judges' likelihood to order men into alcohol and/or drug treatment. Our 

analysis indicates that 5.7% of the experimental group and 3.5% of the control group were 

ordered into alcohol and/or drug treatment programs (x2 = 1.06, df=l p>.05). In all, our 

results indicate that the judges equivalently assigned alcohol and/or drug evaluation, 

supervision and treatment programs to men in the experimental and control groups. 

4.3 227 

Table Ten 
Comparison of Probation Supervision for Control and Experimental Groups 

Probation variables: 

# Mths not 
coming to 
probation and 
not violated 
## of Probation 
meetings 
scheduled 
## of Probation 
meetings 
attended 
## of Probation 
meetings 
missed 
Months with 
Written Mthly 
Repts 
Alco hol/Drug 
testing done 
Number times 
AlcohoVDrug 
Testina 

Months 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

% Yes 

Number 

Control 

2.0 1 .o 

Valid 
N 

173 

173 

173 

173 

173 

173 

33 

Experimental 
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The results in this section suggest that the judges strongly followed the procedures 

of random assignment of men to experimental and control conditions. When they were 

called upon to assign men to the control group, they did not seek to add additional 

programs to replace the batterer intervention program that the experimental group was 

mandated to receive. 

In a similar manner, probation officers could theoretically have supplied more 

monitoring to those batterers placed in the control condition so as to compensate for their 

decreased monitoring and/or treatment in the batterers' programs. We compared the two 

groups on the number of months they were not reporting to Probation and were not 

violated, the number of probation meetings scheduled, missed and rescheduled, the 

number of months there were Written Monthly Reports for each probationer, whether they 

had alcohol or drug testing done and the number of times they were alcohol or drug 

tested. 

Table Ten provides a comparison of these variables for each of the two groups. 

None of these comparisons were significant or showed a tendency towards significance. 

Therefore, there is no reason to conclude that the two groups were treated differently by 

Probation. 

Potentially, there is an alternative possibility, that Probation may not have 

sufficiently monitored the attendance of men placed into the experimental condition (court- 

mandated spouse abuse abatement program). Men placed into counseling would not 

necessarily have been sanctioned for failing to comply with the court-mandate. This 

would render the results from this experiment moot since it had not allowed a true test of 

the efficacy of court-mandated counseling. To test for this possibility, we looked at men 
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placed into the experimental group and their attendance history in terms of whether they 

were subsequently violated. Our results indicate that in instances where men failed to 

attend any batterers’ intervention sessions, 89% (n=70) were violated on one or more 

occasions. Furthermore, of the nine individuals (1 1 %) who did not attend all twenty-six 

batterers’ intervention sessions and were not violated, four missed only one session and 

, one missed only two sessions. Therefore, our analyses indicate that Probation 

adequately monitored and sanctioned these men to ensure compliance with the court- 

mandated spouse abuse abatement program. 

Finally, there is the possibility that men court-mandated into a batterers’ 

intervention program may not complete or even attend any of the sessions. In other 

words, the batterers will self-select themselves into being “program completers” versus 

“program drop-outs.” This selection, though, did not concern us in that we were 

evaluating the efficacy of court-mandated counseling as it is realistically, as opposed to 

theoretically, implemented and run. Probation was charged with monitoring compliance 

with all court orders for probationers. As we have seen, sanctions were applied when a 

batterer failed to fulfill the conditions of his probation. Therefore, men self-selecting in or 

out of treatment does not decrease the validity of the experiment we designed to answer 

the question, “Can courts effect change by mandating men convicted of misdemeanor 

domestic violence into batterer treatment?’’ As such, we believe that this site provided the 

most that a jurisdiction could be realistically expected to provide in order to ensure 

compliance with an order to attend a spouse abuse abatement program. 
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Overview of the Integrity of Experimental Design 

The results of our analyses indicate that random assignment was successful in 

ensuring that the experimental and control groups were comparable prior to the 

implementation of the treatment. Furthermore, our analyses indicates that there is no 

reason to believe that the two groups did not continue to receive the same amounts and 

kinds of monitoring, supervision and treatment throughout the test period with one 

exception. Specifically, the experimental group was mandated to receive the batterers' 

treatment program while the control group was not. We now turn to the question of 

treatment efficacy for those mandated to attend a batterers' intervention program. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RESULTS 

Page 72 

Chapter Four demonstrated that age was the only significant difference between 

the experimental and control groups prior to implementation of the intervention. The 

control group was two years younger, on average, than those assigned into the 

experimental group. No other differences were evident between the experimental and 

control groups at time of sentencing. This, therefore, establishes that the groups were 

comparable prior to the implementation of the experimental treatment. 

Additionally, the analyses indicated that the judges did not “circumvent” the random 

assignment by placing those in the control (no treatment) group into other programs that 

would provide alternative forms of monitoring, supervision or treatment to these offenders. 

Nor did Probation “compensate” by providing batterers placed into the control group with 

additional supervision or monitoring. 

comparable in terms of monitoring and supervision with one exception: those placed in the 

experimental group were court-mandated to attend a batterers’ intervention program at 

one of five sites. 

Therefore, the two groups continued to be 

Below we provide a profile of batterers in our sample followed by a profile of their 

victims. We then proceed with information regarding treatment delivery for those in the 

experimental group. We next turn our attention to analyzing group performance measures 

beginning with the batterers’ self-reports followed by victim reports. We conclude with our 

analyses of outcomes for the two groups using official measures. 
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B a ttere r Prof i I e 

The typical offender was 35 years old (SD=lO) ranging from 19 to 71 years. In 

terms of a racial or ethnic breakdown, 57% were White, 36% Black and 6% Hispanic. 

Almost equal amounts said they were married (45%) or single (43%) with another 13% 

reporting being separated or divorced. 

In terms of variables related to their stability, most of the men were long-term 

county residents averagingfl60 months (SD=142). Only 25% reported that they failed to 

complete high school and 9% said that they had graduated college. Most of the men 

rented (67%) as compared to owning (33%) their own homes. Seventy-two percent 

reported being employed at the time of sentencing with most of these saying that they 

were at this place of employment for two years or less. Forty-seven percent of the men 

reported working in an unskilled or semi-skilled position. However, 8% of the men 

reported working as officials and managers. The wide range in these batterers’ monthly 

income is consistent with this finding. For those working, their salary ranged from a low of 

$250 to a high of $10,000 per month with an average income of $1777 per month. 

A large number of the men had a criminal record prior to this instant offense. Forty 

percent of the sample had one or more misdemeanor arrests (averaging about 0.9 

misdemeanor offenses per individual) and 20% had one or more felony arrest (averaging 

0.3 prior felony arrests per offender). Additionally, though fewer in number, there were a 

substantial numbers of convictions and incarcerations in jail (44% of the men had one or 

more jail stays) and prison (7% of the men had one or more imprisonment). Finally, for 

85% of the men in the sample, this was their first domestic violence arrest. 
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Turning our attention to the instant offense, police reports noted approximately 28% 

of the instant incidents involved alcohol and another 3% involved drugs. Police reports 

also noted victim injuries in 74% of the cases. Of incidents with injuries, these incidents 

consisted most often of black and blue marks (58%) though 8% were severe enough to 

require hospitalization of the victim. Men were taken into custody 99% of the time. 

The reader can get a bearing on the profile of the typical batterer in our sample by 

referring back to Table Eight and looking at information on the control subjects (which 

were statistically equivalent to the experimental group). 

Victim Profile 

A profile of the women involved in this study is drawn from women's' responses to 

the victim survey at time of adjudication. The typical victim was 34 years old (SD=9) 

ranging from 18 to 63 years of age. Comparing his age to her age, women averaged two 

years younger than men (SD=6) with these differences ranging from her being 23 years 

younger to 14 years older. About 53% of women reported that the defendant was their 

husband and 37% said he was their live-in boyfriend. Victims reported the average length 

of their relationship with the defendant as 7 years (SD=7). 

About 23% of women reported that they had less than a grade 12 education, and 

about 10% had graduated from college. Forty-seven percent said they were employed 

full-time, 19% reported part-time employment, 1 1 % said they were a homemaker and 

approximately 3% said they were unemployed and looking for a job. Of those who were 

working, 63% reported they were in unskilled or semi-skilled positions. Yet there were 

almost 20% who reported they were in professional or managerial positions. This finding 
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0 
Missed 1 

sessions 2 
3 

suggests that the victim sample included the range of women in the sample. However, we 

suspect that higher occupational status women were over-represented in our victim 

sample. We say this because 90% of the time these women reported that their husband 

or boyfriend was working. This is substantially higher than the 72% of men who reported 

they were working at the time of sentencing. 

Frequency Percent Percent 
56 13.9 28.9 
32 7.9 16.5 
28 6.9 14.4 
34 8.4 17.5 

Treatment Delivery Measures 

24 1 0.2 0.5 
26 4 1 .o 2.1 

Total 194 48.0 100.0 
Not 181 44.8 

applicable 

Table Eleven 
Attendance at Batterer’s Program: Number of Missed Sessions 

I Missing 29 
Total 404 

I Valid ] 

7.2 
100.0 

I I 

The men were usually assigned to attend 26 group counseling sessions (97 %) 

although this ranged from 8 sessions (1 individual) to 50 sessions (1 individual). If a man 

missed a session, he was required to make up that class. Table Eleven shows that most 

men went to the vast majority of sessions when they were mandated into counseling. 
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Completed program 
Terminated -too many 

Almost 29% made all their sessions without missing any of them and approximately 95% 

Frequency Percent 
115 74.7 
31 20.1 

missed five or fewer sessions. 

Reason 
for 

discharge 

Of the 230 men placed into the batterers’ program, information on the reason for 

absences 
Terminated - violation 2 1.3 

of pro bat ion 
Terminated - 5 3.2 
noncompliant 
Other reason 1 .6 

their discharge was available from the probation folders in 67% (n=154) of the cases. 

Total 

Table Twelve shows that, where information is available, approximately three-quarters of 

154 100.0 

the sample completed the counseling program. 

Table Twelve 
Reason for Discharge from Counseling Program 

Valid 1 

The batterers’ treatment programs were supposed to provide Probation with 

monthly reports indicating each man’s attendance, attitude towards the group, and an 

independent evaluation of their performance in the weekly sessions. These reports were 

then to go into the batterers’ probation folders. Our information comes from these folders. 

The qualitative assessment of their progress indicates that the programs described the 

men as having made satisfactory or rapid progress in their group counseling sessions 

(see Table Thirteen). The reliability of this estimate, however, is questionable given that a 

low number of reports (n=75 of 216) were available in the folders. 
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Frequency Percent 
Little 5 1.2 
Slow 12 3.0 

Satisfactory 34 8.4 
Level of Rapid 24 5.9 
progress Total 75 18.6 

Not 31 6 78.2 

Page 77 

Valid 
Percent 

6.7 
16.0 
45.3 
32.0 
100.0 

Table Thirteen 
Progress As Per Monthly Batterer Program Form 

applicable 
Missing 

Total 
13 3.2 

404 100.0 

Experimental and Control Groups’ Standing on Outcome Measures 

A number of standardized scales were used in the offender and victim interviews to 

assess the outcomes of the experimental intervention. These included an abbreviated 

version of the Inventory of Beliefs about Wife Beating and Attitudes Towards Women. 

Additionally, we asked whether the batterer believed that the offense should be 

considered criminal, whether he thought he was responsible for the instant offense and 

how likely he was to engage in physical abuse again. We also used the revised Conflict 

Tactics Scale (CTS2) to assess his self-reported use of verbal, physical or sexual abuse 

within the previous six months. Information on the CTS2 has previously been supplied 

(see Chapter Three, Defendant Interviews) and therefore will not be discussed here. The 

truthfulness of his responses was gauged using the shortened version of the Crowne- 

Marlow Social Desirability Scale. 

A parallel interview was developed for the victims asking them about the batterer’s 

behavior and their beliefs about who was responsible and whether they thought another 

physical incident was likely. The study design asked offenders questions about self- 
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reported partner abuse at time of sentencing and six months post-sentencing. Victim 

surveys were to be administered at time of sentencing, six months, and one-year post- 

sentencing. The information of survey data presented in this chapter analyzes differences 

between the experimental group and control group at each point of time, and then looks to 

see whether there were changes over time. 

This chapter also reports on official indicators of violation of parole (VOP), arrest, 

and violent arrest (including domestic violence arrest) at one-year post-sentencing. We 

investigate whether there are differences between the experimental and control groups 

and whether attending batterers’ intervention programs significantly impacts for each 

outcome. 

We now turn to the results of this experiment. We begin by looking at offender’s 

attitudes toward wife beating and women. 

Offender Attitudes 

The Defendant’s First Interview typically took place at time of adjudication in the 

courthouse. Defendant’s Second Interview was conducted at Probation at least six 

months post-adjudication. At the time of their second interview, 30% (n=35) of these 

batterers had concluded their entire counseling program. More importantly, our sample 

had completed an average of 22 of the 26 mandated counseling sessions. This means 

that these men had already received approximately 85% of the intended “dosage” of 

counseling. The first and second interviews looked at defendants’ veracity, attitudes, 

beliefs and their self-reported continuing abusive behavior. 
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Socia/ Desirability Scale: As stated, to check for significant differences in 

offenders answering truthfully, we included eight items from the Crowne-Marlowe Social 

Desirability Scale. The shortened social desirability scale assesses the extent to which 

respondents are less than truthful in an effort to present themselves in a positive light. 

The scale ranges from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (4). Items were recoded 

during analysis so that responses indicating a pro-social response would receive a higher 

number. The results of the t&t fall at a neutral level indicating that men's responses were 

relatively truthful. Further, based on standings at time of sentencing (Time I), we failed to 

find significant differences between the experimental and control groups in their scores on 

the scale (t=-1.4, df= 288, p>.05). The experimental group averaged 2.3 (SD = 0.3) and 

the control group 2.2 (SD = 0.3). 

Beliefs About Wife Beating: We compared defendants' responses on eleven 

items pulled from a thirty-item Inventory of Beliefs About Wife Beating (IBWB). These 

questions provided the respondent's view of the appropriateness of wife battering and the 

correctness of the government intervening when such incidents came to light. The scale 

ranges from 1 indicating that wife-beating is viewed as acceptable behavior to 2 indicating 

that wife-beating is viewed as wholly unacceptable. We compare the two groups at time 

of sentencing and six-months post-sentencing. 

As Table Fourteen indicates, approximately half of the men view wife-beating as an 

acceptable behavior in various situations. The results of this study suggest that there 

were no differences between the experimental and control groups in their beliefs about 
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Group 
Control 
Experimental 

wife beating at Time 1 or Time 2. T-tests, looking at individual differences, also suggest 

Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
1.54 .04 126 1.59 . I3 90 .04 . I4  80 
1.54 .05 165 1.57 .14 103 .02 .I 3 90 

that offenders’ beliefs did not change over time (t=0.9, df=168, p>.05). 

Table Fourteen 
Comparison of Offenders’ Beliefs Regarding Wife Beating 

for Control and Experimental Groups 

Atfifudes Towards Women: As previously noted, the Duluth program is a highly 

structured cognitive behavioral program provided to batterers within a feminist framework. 

A number of studies indicate that men who batter hold more traditional views about 

woman and their proper roles (see Chapter Three, Outcome Measures). The cognitive 

behavioral approach is based on the assumption that educating men about women’s 

historic subservience and their male privilege will lead to changes in their attitudes 

towards women and this, in turn, will lead to changes in their behavior. 

The shortened Attitude Towards Women (ATW) scale measures male perceptions 

of the appropriate roles for women scaled from traditional to liberal. These were coded for 

analysis as agree (2) and disagree (1) with agreement indicating greater support for liberal 

roles. We report the average value across ATW items at Time 1 and Time 2 in Table 

Fifteen. 

As the table indicates, there were no differences between the control and 

experimental groups at Time 1 or at Time 2. Furthermore, these attitudes did not change 

over time (t=-0.6,df=l70, p>.05). Again, results from these analyses indicate that men’s 
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I 

Time 1 Time 2 Difference 
Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 

Experimental 1.50 .06 166 1.42 .18 103 -.08 . I8  91 
Control 1.49 .02 128 1.41 .I6 90 - . I O  . I5 81 

attitudes towards women did not significantly change for those court-mandated into the 

Group 
Control 
Experimental 

batterers’ intervention programs in comparison to the no-treatment control group. 

Time 1 Time 2 Difference 
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
1.26 .44 133 1.34 5 4  90 0.00 .47 82 
1.27 .45 174 1.34 .48 100 0.06 .46 92 

Attitudes Towards Treating Domestic Violence As A Crime: Offenders were 

asked whether the domestic violence incident that brought them to court should be treated 

as a crime. Response categories were yes (2) and no (1). Table Sixteen shows the 

responses for the two groups at time of sentencing and six months after sentencing. 

Table Sixteen 
Comparison of Offenders’ Attitudes Towards Treating Domestic 

Violence as Crime for Control and Experimental Groups 

As Table Sixteen indicates, there were no significant differences between the 

groups on their view about whether the instant offense that led them to court should be 

viewed as criminal. Each group’s view on this matter also failed to change over time. 
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Attitudes About Partner’s Responsibility for the Instant Offense: Offenders 

were asked to rate the responsibility of their wife or girlfriend for the occurrence of the 

instant incident. Response categories were not at all responsible (1 ), somewhat 

responsible (2), equally responsible (3), and completely responsible (4). Table Seventeen 

shows the offenders’ responses. 

Table Seventeen 
Comparison of Offenders’ Attitudes About Partner’s Responsibility for 

Instant Offense for Control and Experimental Groups 

As the table indicates, there were no significant differences between the 

experimental and control groups at Time 1 or Time 2. The offenders tended to say that 

their partners were equally responsible with the average closer to 3 (offender views his 

partner as equally responsible) than to 2 (offender views his partner as somewhat 

responsible). There was, however, a significant difference over time (t=2.3, df=175, 

pc.05). Whereas, those in the control group tended to view their partners as increasingly 

responsible over time, those in the experimental condition reported a slight decrease in 

their perception of their partner’s responsibility for the instant offense six months after 

sentencing. This suggests that men in the experimental condition were more likely to take 

responsibility for the incident. However, it needs to be noted that even with this increased 

awareness, those in the experimental group were still viewing their partners as more than 

“somewhat responsible” but less than “equally responsible.” 
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Time 1 Time 2 
Group Mean SD N Mean SD N 
Control 6.7 17.9 128 1.9 8.4 85 
Experimental 4.0 12.6 176 3.8 14.4 99 

Self-Reported Likelihood to Hit Partner Again Within Next Year: Offenders 

were asked to rate the likelihood that they would hit their partner again within the next 

year. Response categories ranged from zero to one hundred shown in increments of 10% 

and labeled with anchors of no chance (O%), 50/50 chance (50%), and sure to happen 

(1 00%). Table Eighteen shows the offenders’ reports on the likelihood of their hitting their 

wife or girlfriend again. The differences noted in the table take into account situations 

when the offenders no longer have contact with their wife or girlfriend. 

Difference 
Mean SD N 
-4.5 18.0 75 
0.6 16.5 96 

Table Eighteen 
Comparison of Offenders’ Self-Reported Likelihood to Hit Their 

Partners Again for Control and Experimental Groups 

As the table indicates, there were no significant differences in men’s perceptions of 

their likelihood that they will hit their partner for the experimental and control groups and 

comparing Time 1 to Time 2. Note that there are wide variations in offenders’ estimates of 

the likelihood of hitting their wife or girlfriend at both points in time. This variation is 

evident in the large standard deviations relative to the size of the means. There also is a 

marginally significant difference over time as the control group states that there is a much 

lower likelihood (about 45 % lower than at Time 1) that they will hit their partner than the 

experimental group whose responses did not change substantially. A t-test suggests this 

difference, though not significant, is tending towards significance (t=-I .9, df=l69, pe.06). 
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Group 
Control 

While this finding may at first seem like a failing on the part of those in the 

experimental group, these results may really be indicating improvement on the part of 

those mandated into counseling. Specifically, the results may suggest that men who 

undergo counseling become more aware of the danger that they present to their partner 

whereas those in the control group continue to over-estimate the extent that they are no 

longer a risk to their wives and girlfriends. However, caution is necessary in that the 

findings reported showed only a tendency rather than significance. 

Mean SD N 
1.90 .09 85 

Victim Attitudes 

Beliefs About Wife Beating: The women were also asked to respond to the 

Inventory of Beliefs About Wife Beating (IBWB) at his time of sentencing. These 

questions provided the women’s’ views of the appropriateness of wife battering and the 

correctness of governmental intervention. 

Table Nineteen 
Comparison of Women’s’ Beliefs Regarding Wife Beating 

for Control and Experimental Groups 

IBWB 

[ Experimental 1 1.88 1 . I4  I 110 I 

As Table Nineteen shows, there were no differences between the experimental and 

control groups in women’s’ beliefs about wife beating (t=-.71, df=l93, p>.05). Note that 

the vast majority of women’s scores indicate that they view wife beating in most all 
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Group 
Control 
Experimental 

contexts as inappropriate behavior contrary to what was said by the offending men (see 

ATW 
Mean SD N 
1.87 . I5  85 
1.87 . I 5  110 

Table Fourteen). 

Attitudes Towards Women: The Attitude Towards Women (ATW) scale 

measures perceptions of the appropriate roles for women scaled from traditional to liberal. 

These were analyzed as agree (2) and disagree (1) with a higher value indicating greater 

support for liberal roles. Thd'results of the ATW items for women across groups are 

reported in Table Twenty. 

Table Twenty 
Comparison of Women's' Attitudes Towards Women 

for Control and Experimental Groups 

The victims' reported a score indicating a liberal view of women's roles. There were 

no differences in women's' attitudes about the appropriate role for women between the 

control and experimental groups (t=0.1 ,df=l93, p>.05). Comparing these results to Table 

Fifteen, women reported far more liberal opinions about attitudes towards women's' roles 

than had been reported by the men. 

Attitudes Towards Treating Domestic Violence As A Crime: Victims were 

asked about the domestic violence incident that brought them to court and to consider 

whether it should be treated as a crime. Response categories were yes (2) and no (I). 
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Grow 

Table Twenty-one shows the responses for the experimental and control groups at time of 

Treat DV as crime 
Mean I SD I N 

sentencing. 

L 

Control 1.58 .50 86 
ExDerimental 1.55 5 0  103 

Table Twenty-one 
Comparison of Victims’ Attitudes Towards Treating Domestic 

Violence as Crime for Control and Experimental Groups 

As Table Twenty-one indicates, there were no significant differences in victims’ 

perceptions of whether the instant offense that brought them to court should be viewed as 

criminal. About 57% of women felt the offense should be viewed as a crime. Comparing 

this result to Table Sixteen, we see that women (57%) are substantially more likely than 

men (26%) to perceive the event as criminal. 

Attitudes About Partner’s Responsibility for the lnstant Offense: Recall that 

men were asked to rate the responsibility of their wife or girlfriend for the occurrence of 

the instant incident. Women were asked to rate their own responsibility for the incident. 

Response categories were not at all responsible (I), somewhat responsible (2), equally 

responsible (3), and completely responsible (4). Table Twenty-two shows the victims’ 

responses. 

The victims rated their level of responsibility for the instant offense as falling 

between not at all responsible (1) and somewhat responsible (2) whereas men rated the 

women as almost equally responsible (see Table Seventeen). There were no significant 
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~ ~ 

Own responsibility 
Group Mean SD N 
Control 1.69 .83 86 
Experimental 1.69 .85 103 

differences in women’s’ perceptions of responsibility between the experimental and control 

Group 
Con trot 
Experimental 

groups (t=.03, df-196, p>.05). 

Time 1 Time 2 Difference 
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
19.4 28.4 86 9.5 22.5 52 -7.0 32.0 47 
21.4 28.4 105 14.0 24.2 65 -9.1 32.0 61 

Table Twenty-two 
Comparison of Victims’ Attitudes About Partner’s Responsibility for 

instant Offense for Control and Experimental Groups 

Likelihood Partner Would Hit Them Again Within Next Year; Victims were 

asked to rate the likelihood that their partner would hit them again within the next year. 

Response categories were the same as the offender question ranging from zero to one 

hundred shown in increments of 10%. Table Twenty-three shows the victims’ opinions on 

the likelihood of their partner hitting them again. The differences noted in the table take 

into account situations when the offenders in contact with their wife or girlfriend. 

Tab I e Twenty -t h ree 
Comparison of Victims’ Perception of Likelihood Their Partners 

Will Hit Them Again for Control and Experimental Groups 

Table Twenty-three shows that there were no significant differences in victims’ 

perceptions of the likelihood that their partner will hit them between the experimental and 
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control groups at Time 1, Time 2, or in the difference over time. Victims provide higher 

ratings than offenders on the likelihood that they would be hit again (see Table Eighteen). 

The results in Twenty-three also appear to indicate that there were improvements 

in victims' perceptions of the likelihood of their being hit again. A one sample t-test 

showed that there was an average 8% drop in the perceived likelihood of the victim being 

hit again. A 95% confidence interval on this estimated drop suggested that the drop might 

be as much as 14% and as little 3% (t=-2.9, df=108, pc.05). Note that these results at 

time 2 and for change between Time 1 and Time 2 are only for victims that are still living 

with the offender. And, again, there are no differences over time between the two groups. 

Self-Reports on Continued Physical Abuse 

So far in this chapter we have examined the attitudes of offenders and victims. 

Next, we examine the self-reports of offenders and victims on the reoccurrence of 

psychological and physical abuse in their relationship. We used the revised Conflict 

Tactics Scale (CTS2) as a measure of verbal, physical and sexual abuse in a relationship. 

Since the scale has previously been presented (see Chapter Three, Defendant 

Interviews), we will not discuss it great detail. Suffice it is to say that the CTS2, in 

comparison to the CTS, looks to enhance specificity and clarity of items thereby improving 

the measure's reliability and validity (Straus et al., 1996). 

The CTS2 was used in the offender and victim surveys. We estimated average 

responses for negotiation, psychological abuse, physical abuse, sexual coercion and 

injury. Response categories were coded using a normalized scale of never (0), one (I), 

two to five (2),  and six or more (3). 
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Mean 
iN) 

Offenders' Standing on the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale: Table Twenty-four 

shows the results from the offender surveys. We find that there are no significant 

differences ( a  = .05) on any of the CTS2 scales between the experimental and control 

groups when we compare information in the offender surveys at Time 1 or Time 2. 

Additional tests (means not shown) of the differences of the five scales of the CTS2 over 

time suggest that there were no significant differences over time. These results indicate 

that the offenders' self-reported abusive behavior did not change over time. 

Time 1 Time 2 

Table Twenty-four 
Offenders' Responses to the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale 

for Control and Experimental Groups 

Scale I Control I Exp Control Exp 
Negotiation 1 2.1 1 2.08 1.58 1.68 

Note: Response categories were O=Never, 1 =I 2=2-5, 3=6+ 

Psychological 

Physical 

Sexual 
coercion 

Injury 

Victims' Standing on the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale: Table Twenty-five 

reports the results from the offender surveys. As described in Chapter Three, there were 

three victim surveys and two offender surveys. Victims reported no differences on any of 

the CTS2 scales between the experimental and control groups comparing information 

from surveys at time of sentencing (Time I ) ,  six months later (Time 2)' or one year later 

(1 17) (1 53) (87) (90) 

(117) (155) (82) (93) 

(115) (1 43) (82) (90) 

.88 .83 .4 1 .30 

.27 ..25 .06 .03 

.ll .10 .07 .04 
(113) (1 54) (85) (88) 
.16 .16 .06 .02 

(123) (1 59) (86) (94) 
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Mean Time 1 
(N) 
Scale Control Exp 
Negotiation 1.77 1.75 

(81) (98) 
Psychological 1.23 1.43 

(79) (1 02) 
Physical .62 .65 

(80) (98) 
Sexual .21 .I7 
coercion (78) (97) 
Injury .37 .43 

(84) (103) 

(Time 3). Tests (means not shown) of the differences of the CTS2 over time suggest that 

there were no significant differences over time. These women's reports are another 

indicator that the offenders' abusive behavior did not differ between the experimental and 

control groups and that it did not change over time. Comparing Tables Twenty-four and 

Twenty-five, we find that women reported higher levels of being abused than reported by 

the men on the physical abuse and injury subscales. 

Time 2 Time 3 

Control Exp Control Exp 
1.99 1.86 1.82 1.86 
(45) (54) (34) (36) 
.84 1 .oo 0.95 0.97 

.13 . l l  .14 .15 

.06 .05 .03 .13 
(44) (57) (35) (36) 
.02 .06 .09 .08 
(45) (58) (35) (36) 

(45) (56) (35) (34) 

(42) (55) (33) (35) 

Table Twenty-five 
Comparison of Victims' Responses to the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale 

for Control and Experimental Groups 

Note: Response categories were O=Never, 1 =1, 2=2-5, 3=6+ 

Offenders' Self-Reported Prevalence of Severe Physical Abuse 

Dependent Variable: In line with Straus et al.'s (1996) suggestion that the revised 

Conflict Tactics Scale measures severe violence and minor violence, we combined 

information from the three subscales on physical assault, sexual coercion and injury to 

assess the prevalence of severe physical abuse. Severe physical abuse included items 

from physical assault such as used a knife or gun on my partner, choked my partner, beat 
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up my partner, and more items; and items from sexual coercion such as used force to 

make my partner have sex; and items from the injury scale such as she went to a doctor 

because of a fight we had. Minor physical abuse items included items such as grabbed 

my partner, slapped my partner; minor sexual abuse items included items such as made 

my partner have sex without a condom; and minor injury was measured using items such 

as my partner had a sprain, bruise, or cut because of a fight with we had. 

We summed the scmes on these three subscales to determine the prevalence of 

men’s physical abuse towards their partners within the last six months. Prevalence of 

offenders’ and victims’ reports refers to whether or not respondents reported any level of 

physical abuse by the offender (l=yes and O=no) on any of the severe physical abuse 

items on the subscales (see Straus et al., 1996: 308-309). 

The results indicated that men self-reported severe physical abuse against 8% of 

women (N=159) compared to victims’ reported prevalence of 14% (N=96). This finding 

that women reported a greater prevalence of severe physical violence than their partners 

is consistent with previous research on physical abuse using the original CTS (Browing 

and Dutton, 1986; Edleson and Brygger, 1995; Harrell, 1991 ; Straus, 1977-78). 

Comparing information where both individuals completed the second survey, we find that 

women and men agreed on self-reported severe physical abuse about 79% of the time. 

This result should be viewed with some caution because it is based on only 45 surveys. 

Looking at so-called minor physical abuse, we found that men self-reported a 

The inter-rater reliability for minor prevalence of 30% while victims reported 32%. 

violence was lower at only 49% based on 51 comparable surveys at time 2. 
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Additional analysis showed that when any physical abuse was self-reported that 

27% of men and 38% of victims said that both minor abuse and severe physical abuse 

occurred. Because there is a large overlap between minor and severe physical for 

victims, we choose to focus on severe physical violence in subsequent analyses in this 

report. 

While there were no significance differences on the subscales of the CTS2 for men 

or women between experimental and control group, the important question is whether 

men’s‘ self-reported use of severe physical abuse is related to the experimental 

assignment, domestic violence counseling or stake in conformity variables. An analysis of 

this issue was conducted using the information from the defendant’s second survey six 

months post-sentencing. 

before moving to a logistic regression model to predict men’s’ severe physical abuse. 

We will briefly describe the independent and control variables 

independent and control variables: The meta-analyses of the Minneapolis and 

SARP experiments indicated that criminal justice interventions might be mediated by 

variables related to an offender’s stake in conformity. Therefore, we next investigated the 

impact of the experimental intervention while controlling for stake in conformity variables. 

Information was collected from the probation folders on the batterer‘s employment status 

(number of months employed in his current job), his residential stability (the number of 

times he moved while under probation supervision), marital status, and his age (calculated 

based on his year of birth). 

A man could be mandated to attend the batterers’ intervention program and not 

attend some or all of the sessions. Alternately, a batterer might have been placed in the 
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control (no treatment) group and attend counseling on his own. Therefore, we needed to 

include independent variables from the experimental manipulation to examine group 

assignment as well as treatment received. Towards those ends, we included the following 

variables: group assignment (experimental versus control) and the number of domestic 

violence sessions attended. We also included an interaction term of group assignment by 

number of domestic violence classes. The interaction term is important because the men 

were mandated to go to classes. Essentially the interaction term assesses mandatory 

attendance. 

The information necessary to conduct this analysis came from the probation folders 

and was available for the majority of cases (97%). First we present frequency 

distributions on variables in the model before moving to the logistic regression model. 

The independent variables for group assignment are coded as control group (0) and 

experimental group (1 ). 

The number of domestic violence classes attended varied from a minimum of zero 

to a maximum of 50. When a man was ordered to attend classes, he most always was 

ordered to attend 26 sessions (there were only a few exceptions). Of those mandated into 

counseling, eventually approximately two-thirds attended all of the sessions and about 

13% attended no classes. Of the control group, 97% attended no classes while 3% (N=5) 

did. 

Dummy variables were created to assess marital status examining married (44.6%) 

(coded as 1) versus others (coded as 0), and divorced or separated (12.8%; coded as 1) 

versus others (coded as zero). Year of birth varied from 1926 to 1978 with the average 

age of the defendant being 35 (SD=10). 
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Number of 2 
moves 3 

4 
5 
6 

Offenders' reports of severe physical abuse: Table Twenty-six shows the 

number of times that that these men moved while under probation. The mean number of 

moves was 0.8 (SD=l.2). The most common value was zero as the majority of men did 

not move during this time. The distribution is somewhat skewed (1.7) but not so severely 

that it would need to be normalized for analysis in logistic regression. 

Valid 
Percent 

21 3 52.7 57.3 
80 19.8 21.5 
39 9.7 10.5 
22 5.4 5.9 
13 3.2 3.5 
3 .7 .8 
1 .2 .3 

Frequency Percent 

Table Twenty-six 
Number of Residential Moves While Under Probation Supervision 

7 
Total 

Missing 
Total 

1 .2 .3 
372 92.1 100.0 
32 7.9 

404 I 00.00/n 

Table Twenty-seven shows the number of months that these men were working 

while under probation. The range is from zero to fourteen (some men were on probation 

for fourteen months). The mean number of months employed was 6.8 (SD=4.3). The 

most common values were eleven and twelve months. The distribution is normally 

distributed, 
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Valid 
Frequency Percent Percent 

Page 95 

0 40 

Table Twenty-seven 
Number of Months Employed While Under Probation Supervision 

9.9 10.8 

13 
14 

Total 
Missing 

Total 

18 4.5 4.8 
1 .2 .3 

372 92.1 100.0 
32 7.9 

404 100.0% 

The result of a logistic regression model predicting men's self-reported prevalence 

of severe physical abuse is shown in Table Twenty-eight. This model should be taken as 

suggestive because of a weak model fit. Additionally, the sample of men for this analysis 

do not include men who had already been violated on probation or were no longer 

showing for their probation appointments. The method of data collection was such that 

interviews were collected at probation and these individuals would not be reporting. 

These results suggest that age of the defendant and lack of residential stability 

were significant predictors of offenders' self-reported prevalence of severe physical abuse 

against their partners. Younger men and those who moved more self-reported greater 

prevalence of severe physical abuse. There are no differences based on experimental 

assignment, attendance in domestic violence classes, or the interaction of group by 
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domestic violence classes. 

predictors of physical abuse. 

Marital status and employment also were not significant 

Table Twenty-eight 
Logistic Regression Model of Offenders' Reports of the 

Prevalence of Severe Physical Violence 

Model Chi-square=12.4, p<.14 
N=164 

p<.lO ** pc.05 

There are two competing explanations for the results in this table. First is that the 

batterers' program is ineffective in changing the levels of severe physical abuse of men 

mandated to attend. Second is that the CTS2 is not adequately measuring the prevalence 

of violence of these men. The CTS2 grows out of the CTS, which is a standardized 

measure with known reliability and validity. Therefore, it seems more reasonable to assert 

that attendance in domestic violence classes is not effective in reducing the level of 

physical abuse. 
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Variable 6 
Assigned to experimental group 
Number of DV Classes Attended 

-1 .I45 
.476 

Group x DV classes -.460 
Age -.084** 
Married -1.354** 
Months employed -. 128* 
InterceDt 2.909 
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R 

-.I4 
-.11 
-.06 

Victims' Reported Prevalence of Severe Physical Abuse 

Victims' reports of severe physical abuse: The result of a logistic regression 

model of victims' reports predicting severe physical abuse is shown in Table Twenty-nine. 

This model should also be taken as suggestive because of a weak model fit. 

Table Twenty-nine 
Logistic Regression Model of Victims' Reports 
of the prevalence of Severe Physical Violence 

Model Chi-square=8.7, pe.19 
N=89 
* pc.10 ** pe.05 

Because of a very small N, divorced/separated and number of moves were also 

dropped from the model. These results indicate the primacy of stake in conformity 

variables. Age and marital status of the offender were significant predictors of victims' 

reports on the prevalence of severe physical abuse. Employment, though not significant, 

demonstrated a tendency to relate to severe physical violence. Specifically, younger men, 

not being married, and fewer months worked by the offender while on probation were 

associated with greater reports of severe physical abuse. Similar to the offender model, 
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there are no differences based on experimental assignment, attendance in domestic 

violence counseling classes, or the interaction of group by domestic violence classes. 

Note that it is necessary to qualify the findings in this table as tentative because of 

the small number of victim reports. Next, we examine the offenders’ behavior using 

official reports of violations of probation and arrest. 

Official Reports 

Violations of Probation: We collected information from the probation folders to 

assess if defendants were violated during their one year on probation and if so, the 

reason(s) for violation. The reasons for violation of probation (VOP) in this sample 

included: failure to report to probation; failure to pay for cost of supervision; use of 

controlled substances (or testing positive); failure to attend or enroll in a substance abuse 

program; failure to attend or enroll in a domestic violence program; violations of other 

conditions of probation; failure to complete other court ordered program(s); additional 

domestic violence arrest or other arrest; additional convictions and other reasons. 

As Table Thirty indicates, 46% of the men were violated on one or more occasions 

during their year on probation. The average number of VOPs was 2.1 (SD=l .O). Almost 

one-third of the men faced more than one violation during their one year on probation. A 

crosstabular analysis shows that approximately 45% of men (78 of 173) in the control 

group and 48% (1 09 of 227) in the experimental group were violated from probation on 

one or more occasion. There is no significant difference in the percentage of VOPs 

between the control and experimental groups (x2 = 34, df=4, p>.05). 
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One of the possible reasons for VOP was a failure to attend a batterers’ 

intervention program. Only those in the experimental group could be subjected to this 

requirement. As such, we must examine whether those mandated into counseling were 

violated for the sole reason of failing to attend counseling. If such a finding was true, men 

in the experimental group should not be compared to men in the control group. While the 

VOP rate was high, we found only one case where the violation was solely because of a 

failure to attend the batterer intervention program. Therefore, comparison between control 

and experimental groups on VOPs does not appear to be unfair. Those in the court- 

mandated group do not face a realistically increased likelihood of violation for this sole 

additional criterion. 

Table Thirty 
Violations of Probation 

I I I 

A logistic regression analysis was performed to investigate the impact of the 

experimental intervention while controlling for stake in conformity variables. These are the 

same variables that we used in estimating self-reports of severe physical abuse. The 

experimental intervention is modeled by estimating the impact of group assignment, 

whether he went to domestic violence classes, and an interaction effect which models 
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Variable 
Assigned to experimental group 
Number of DV Classes Attended 

group assignment by domestic violence classes (mandatory attendance). A number of 

other models may have been estimated to predict violation of probation, particularly using 

variables from the defendant interviews, but we limited our analysis in this report to 

variables where we have near complete information. The results of this analysis are 

presented in Table Thirty-one. 

B R 

-.303** -.I6 
2.841 ** .16 

Table Thirty-one 
Logistic Regression Model Predicting Violation of Probation 

* pe.05 ** p<.O1 

The logistic regression model estimates the structural relationships between 

variables with the beta coefficients representing the log odds for each variable. The R 

statistic, analogous to a standardized beta in OLS regression, is an indicator of the 

importance of a variable for the model. We will discuss the patterns in this table and then 

present the probabilities and log-odds ratios for some hypothetical situations. 

The results of the logistic regression model of violation of probation suggest that 

being in the experimental makes a difference. First, group assignment increases the log 
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odds of VOP by a factor of about 2.8 times. In other words, those assigned to the 

experimental group, all things equal, are 2.8 times more likely to be violated while on 

probation in comparison to those placed into the control condition. Second, there is an 

inverse relationship between the number of domestic violence classes and VOP. That is, 

the more classes attended, the less likely the man is to be violated on probation. And 

third, the positive coefficient for the interaction effect indicates that mandatory attendance 

of domestic violence classes somewhat offsets the estimated benefit of these classes. 

To help clarify, we will discuss these variables in more detail when we present some 

scenarios on VOP. 

The importance of stake in conformity variables in predicting successful completion 

of probation is clear. Looking at the R statistic, the number of months employed is the 

most important factor in prediction violation of probation. Residential stability, age, and 

marital status are also significantly related to VOP. A man who moves is more likely to be 

violated on probation. Younger men are more likely than older men to be violated on 

probation. And, married persons are less likely to be violated on probation. 

The information in Table Thirty-one can be used to estimate the probability that a 

man will be violated on probation. As an example, we will calculate the likelihood of a 

violation of probation for a man who is in the experimental group, goes to all of the 

mandatory domestic violence sessions, is married, age 35, with high residential stability 

(no moves) and worked his entire time on probation. We will use the estimated 

coefficients from Table Thirty-one to predict the likelihood that he will be violated on 

probation in Table Thirty-two. We change the coefficients to calculate probabilities 
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changing whether he is in the experimental or control group, the number of sessions he 

attended, and the number of months that he worked. 

Looking at Table Thirty-two, Cells A, B, and C vary the number of domestic 

violence classes attended (26, 20, 0) for a man in the experimental group who worked all 

twelve months while on probation. (We used 0 and 26 classes as the range of classes 

attended and also included 20 classes since this was a clear break point between those 

men who attended classes and those men who did not go to counseling.) This is similar 

to cells G, H, and I though these are men in the control group. Cells D, E and F again vary 

the number of domestic violence classes attended (26, 20 and 0) for men in the 

experimental group who were not employed throughout their probation. Alternately, cells 

J,K and L are control men attending varying amounts of counseling who were unemployed 

throughout their time on probation. 

The estimated probabilities of violation of probation for each cell allow us to assess 

the benefits of counseling and the relative importance of other variables. There are many 

other combinations of cells that the reader may estimate choosing their own criteria on 

each of the variables. (For instance, the relative impact of the batterer program for 

employed versus unemployed men in the experimental group and whether this is similar in 

comparison to employed versus unemployed men in the control group.) 

Let's begin by looking at the scenario of a man who was mandated to attend a batterers' 

program, attended all of the sessions, is married, age 35, has not moved during his time 

on probation though he has worked throughout this time. Cells A suggest that the man 

described above has an estimated probability of .048, or about a 5% chance, of violation 

of probation. We now compare to cells G profiling a man with the same characteristics 
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except he was assigned into the no treatment control group. This man is predicted to 

have an extremely low chance of VOP at .0001. More likely, the man assigned to the 

control (no treatment) group would not have voluntarily gone to any domestic violence 

classes. Therefore, we compare Cells A (a 35 year old man, married, employed with high 

residential stability who was mandated into counseling and attended all sessions) with 

Cells I (a batterer with the same characteristics who was placed into the control group and 

therefore attended no counseling sessions). Here we see the only situation in which the 

experimental group has a lower probability of a violation in comparison to the control 

group. Specifically, the man represented by Cells A has a 5% likelihood of violation in 

comparison to an 8% probability for the man placed in the control group. This is not a 

substantial difference. Comparisons between those in the experimental and control 

groups indicate that this is the only situation where those in the experimental group have a 

decreased likelihood of violating. 

The table can also be used to compare the impact of the number of domestic 

violence classes attended for each of the two groups. For instance, for the experimental 

group, the probability of VOP is predicted to increase if he goes to fewer sessions. 

Dropping the number of classes from 26 to 20 suggests an increase from 5% (.048) to 

about 21 YO (.207). If the man instead attends none of the domestic violence sessions, the 

probability of a violation of probation is expected to increase to about 59%. Similarly 

situated men who were assigned instead into the control group (cells G, H, I), would be 

expected to have a very low probability of VOP if they attend the batterer program and a 

relatively low VOP probability of about 8% even if they attended no domestic violence 

classes. 
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DV 
Classes 

Table Thirty-two 
Estimated Probabilities of Violation of Probation According to 

Treatment Assignment and Batterer Characteristics 

Age Cell 
Number Months Estimated 
of worked Constant E probability 
moves VOP 

A 
B 
C 

D 
E 
F 

G 
H 
I 

J 
K 
L 

Control 

Control 
Control 
Control 

Group 
by DV 
classes 
. 26 

20 
0 

26 
20 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

7 Married Div/Sep 

I 

Yes No 

1 I 
35 I Zero I 12 2.98 I .0001 I .0001 
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Let’s look now at what is expected to happen if the men were not working during 

this period. We find substantial changes in the probability of VOP for men in the 

experimental group (cells D, E, and F) at 43% for men who attended all the batterers’ 

intervention sessions, jumping to 62% at 20 domestic violence sessions, and extremely 

high at 96% if they attended no sessions. (Note, however, that there were no men who 

were unemployed the whole time and who fully attended the complete batterers’ 

intervention program.) This pattern is not found to the same extent for men in the control 

group (cells J, K, L) as they have very low predicted probabilities of VOP if they are 

attending domestic violence sessions, and a 56% VOP rate if they do not attend. 

It is recommended that the reader take some time to review Table Thirty-two at 

length and compare the likelihood of a violation of probation amongst various types of 

batterers (e.g., those in the control versus experimental groups, those employed versus 

unemployed, etc.). The results in this table suggest that assignment to a batterers’ 

program increases the likelihood of being violated. Furthermore, the only thing that can 

overcome this greater likelihood is if the batterer attends all the domestic violence classes. 

Next we examine these same variables to assess their effects on rearrests. 

Rearrests: We obtained information on rearrests for the time the men were on 

probation from probation folders and from the county’s Sheriffs Office using their crime 

control records. We were able to obtain information on the number of rearrests and type 

of arrests. Table Thirty-three shows a cross-tabulation of men rearrested by the 

experimental assignment. 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment 

Preassigned Group 
Control Experimental 

Yes 41 55 

No 132 172 

Total 173 227 

Arrested 23.7% 24.2% 

76.3% 75.8% 

100.0% loo.oo/o 
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Total 
96 
24.0% 
304 
76.0% 
400 
100% 

Table Th irty-t hree 
All Rearrests By Experimental Assignment 

As the table indicates, about 24% of the men in the study were rearrested on one 

or more occasions while they were on probation. At a bivariate level, there were no 

significant differences in likelihood of a future arrest between the experimental and control 

groups. 

A logistic regression was estimated using the same variables used in the analysis 

of violation of probation. Table Thirty-four indicates that attending domestic violence 

classes had a significant impact on rearrest. However, assignment to the experimental 

group was not significant in predicting the likelihood of a future rearrest. Instead, the 

number of domestic violence classes, the intervention between group assignment and 

domestic violence classes, and some of the stake in conformity variables were related to 

rearrest. While marital status and residential stability were not related to a rearrest, age 

and employment were. Specifically, younger men were more likely to face an arrest during 

their one year on probation. Additionally, the number of months employed significantly 

reduced the likelihood of an arrest. In fact, the logistic regression indicated that 

employment was the most important factor accounting for variation in a rearrest in this 

model. 
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As we did with violations of probation, we present estimates that men in different 

situations would be rearrested during their one year in the community. Table Thirty-five 

presents several different scenarios to illustrate the logistic regression model of rearrest 

for a number of scenarios. Cell A depicts a man in the experimental group who attended 

all classes, was married, age 35, with high residential stability and who worked all 12 

months while on probation. According to our estimates, he faces a 7% likelihood of 

rearrest. Compare this to cell I for a man with all of the same characteristics except that 

he was assigned into the control group and therefore attended none of the domestic 

violence classes (go/, likelihood of rearrest). As can be seen, these men have near equal 

probabilities of rearrest. 

Tab I e Thirty -f ou r 
Logistic Regression Model Predicting Rearrests 

I 
Model Chi-square=42.2, pc.001 
N=361 
* pc.05 ** p<.Ol 

A review of the table indicates that there are significant differences in the 

probability of rearrest based on attendance in the batterers’ program but it appears that 

these come with a substantial price to the probation system. A man in the experimental 
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group who attends 20 classes is twice (2.2 times) as likely to be rearrested than a man 

who attends all 26 classes (all other factors held equal in cells A and B). The ratio is 

calculated as the probability for cell B divided by the probability for cell A. The ratio for 

rearrest is about eleven times higher if he attends no classes than those attending all 

domestic violence classes. 

Looking at cells G, H, and I we do not see the dramatic benefits of attending the 

batterers’ intervention programs. Men who are not required to attend a domestic violence 

counseling have lower rearrest rates than men who are required to attend, all other factors 

held equal. Attendance does significantly reduce the probability of rearrest for men who 

voluntarily go to a batterers’ intervention program (dropping from 9% with no classes to 

near zero for attending all 26 classes). While the same is true for those in the 

experimental group (attendance reduces their probability of rearrest), just by virtue of 

being court-mandated into counseling, they begin with a higher likelihood of failure. This 

can only be overcome by attendance. In other words, for men in the experimental group, 

there is about a 73% difference in likelihood of rearrest comparing cells A (7% rearrested) 

and C (80%) simply because, in Cell C, he was in the experimental group and he refused 

to go to sessions. The similar man in the control group who was not required to attend 

was only predicted to be arrested in about 9% of cases. 

Note that it is stake in conformity variables that lead to the largest amount of 

variation in likelihood of re-arrest. To illustrate this point, take a look at a defendant in cell 

B who is assigned to counseling, has high stake in conformity and attends some but not 

all of his sessions. If you compare his rate of re-arrest with the rate of a similarly situated 

(on stake in conformity variables) man in cell I who is assigned into the control group, we 
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see a difference of 16% versus 9%, respectively, in their likelihood of being re-arrested. 

Notice that the man in this instance who was assigned to counseling is expected to have a 

higher likelihood of re-arrest than a comparable man who was not assigned into this 

treatment program. Next, comparing this high stake in conformity man (full employment) 

assigned to the experimental group who completes some but not all of his counseling (cell 

6) with a low stake in conformity man (no employment) assigned to the experimental 

condition who completes a similar amount of sessions (cell E) we see a difference in 

likelihood of re-arrest of 16% versus 57% respectively. 

These comparisons indicate two primary findings from our study. First, where the 

court assigns counseling and the individual fails to attend most or all of the sessions, there 

is an increased likelihood of re-arrest when compared to a similarly situated man who was 

never assigned counseling. Second, the above comparisons indicate the primacy of 

employment over attendance in predicting re-arrest amongst men convicted of 

misdemeanor domestic violence (see Table Thirty-four). 

In summary, for those assigned to the batterers’ intervention program, attending 

these classes can significantly reduce their likelihood of a re-arrest. The same is true with 

those placed into the control (no treatment) group. However, when comparing similarly 

situated men (in terms of marital status, employment, residential stability and age) from 

the experimental and control groups, we see that those in the control group almost always 

fare better then those in the experimental group on rearrests. 

It is important to note, however, that while attending classes may reduce the 

likelihood of re-arrest, this reduction will be modest (significant though not always 

substantial). There were larger differences in re-arrest based on stake in conformity 
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Cells 

A 
B 
C 

D 
E 
F 

G 
H 
I 

J 
K 
L 
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Variables 
DV Group by Number Months Estimated 

Group Classes DV Married DivlSep Age of worked Constant e probability 
classes moves Rearrest 

Exp 26 26 Yes No 35 Zero 12 .616 .0756 .0703 
Exp 20 20 Yes No 35 Zero 12 -p .616 .I898 .1595 
Exp 0 0 Yes No 35 Zero 12 .616 4.0886 .8035 

Exp 26 26 Yes No 35 Zero 0 .616 5 1  96 .3420 
Exp 20 20 Yes No 35 Zero 0 .616 1.3055 3663 
Exp 0 0 Yes No 35 Zero 0 .616 28.1233 .9657 

Control 26 0 Yes No 35 Zero 12 .616 ,001 7 .0017 
Control 20 0 Yes No 35 Zero 12 .616 ,0044 .0044 
Control 0 0 Yes No 35 Zero 12 .616 .0941 .0860 

Control 26 0 Yes No 35 Zero 0 .616 ,0120 .0018 
Control 20 0 Yes No 35 Zero 0 .616 .0301 .0292 
Control I 0 0 Yes No 35 Zero 0 .616 .6474 .3930 

Table Thirty-five 
Estimated Probabilities of Rearrests According to 

Treatment Assignment and Batterer Characteristics 
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variables (e.g., employment). While many people may assert that the State cannot control 

stake in conformity variables (for instance, whether or not a man is employed), the same 

counter would seem to apply to getting these men to attend the domestic violence 

sessions. Specifically, the State mandated domestic violence intervention and then 

monitored and sanctioned when men failed to comply (unlike the situation in Harrell’s 

site). Despite all of this, Probation was still unable to get all of the men to complete their 

sessions. Again, we recommend that the reader spend some time playing with various 

combinations of factors for men in the experimental and control groups using the table to 

assess probabilities. 

There are a large number of different tables that could be produced to show 

different combinations of variables and the predicted likelihood of re-arrest but concerns 

about space preclude such an approach. In presenting these combinations of variables, it 

is important to note that there is an effect where the number of domestic violence classes 

attended leads to a reduction in the likelihood of rearrest. However, it is critical to bear in 

mind that mandating classes is also associated with higher rates of rearrest for men who 

are required to take these classes. We need to look at the specific circumstances of 

these men, as mandating batterers’ interventions spouse abuse abatement programs led 

to higher likelihood of rearrest for some men (compare Cells C and I). Next we examine 

types of rearrest. 

Violent crimes: Information was collected on the types of rearrest while on 

probation (see Appendix Two for survey instruments). We assess the prevalence of 

arrests for violent crimes (stalking, domestic battery, non-domestic battery, false 
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Rearrested Yes 
Violent 
Crime No 

Total 

imprisonment) and domestic violence over the one year period. It is important to note that 

men might be rearrested for a domestic assault and it could be called a battery or assault. 

With that in mind, we found the prevalence (one or more arrests) of rearrest was about 

7.7% for violent crime and approximately 5.3% for domestic battery. 

Preassigned Group 
Control Experimental Total 
12 19 31 
6.9% 8.4% 7.7% 
161 208 369 
93. I Yo 91.6% 92.3% 
173 227 400 
100.0% 100.0% 100% 

Table Thirty-six 
All Violent Crime Rearrests By Experimental Assignment 

Crosstabular analyses were used to examine if the relatively rare prevalence of 

rearrests for violent crime were related to experimental assignment and to attendance in 

domestic violence group counseling. Tables Thirty-six indicates that 6.9% of the control 

group and 8.4% of the experimental group were rearrested for a violent crime on one or 

more occasion during their year on probation. This difference between groups was not 

found to be significant (x2 = 28, df=l, p>.05). Furthermore, Thirty-seven indicates that 

attending the domestic violence classes does not significantly lessen the likelihood of a 

violent arrest (x2 = =I .4, df=l , p>.05). 
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Attended DV Classes 
Yes No 

Rearrested Yes 12 19 
Violent 6.1% 9.3% 
Crime No 184 185 

Total 196 204 
93.9% 90.7% 

Table T h i rty-seven 
All Violent Crime Rearrests By Attended Counseling 

Total 
31 
7.7% 
369 
92.3% 
400 

Rearrested Yes 
Domestic 
Violence No 

Total 

I 100.0% 1 100.0% I 100% 

Preassigned Group 
Control Experimental Total 
10 11 21 
5.8% 4.8% 5.3% 
161 216 389 
94.2% 95.2% 94.7% 
173 227 400 
100.0% 100.0% 100% 

Tables Thirty-eight indicates that 5.8% of the control group and 4.8% of the 

experimental groups were rearrested one or more times for a new domestic violence 

offense during their one year on probation. Again, this difference was not found to be 

significant (x2 = 19, df=l , p>.05). And Thirty-nine shows that attendance at the batterers' 

intervention program does not significantly reduce the likelihood of a domestic violence 

arrest (x2 = 1.05, df=l, p>.05). 

Table Thirty-eight 
All Domestic Violence Rearrests By Experimental Assignment 
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Attended DV Classes 
Yes No 

Rearrested Yes 8 13 
Domestic 4.1 % 6.4% 
Violence No 188 191 
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Total 
21 
5.3% 
379 

Table Thirty-nine 
AI1 Domestic Violence Crime Rearrests By Attended Counseling 

Total 
95.9% 93.6% 94.7% 
196 204 400 

I 100.0% I 100.0% 1 100% 

Summary 

The primary purpose of this study was to test the efficacy of court-mandated 

counseling for domestic violence offenders. The results presented in this chapter have 

shown that there were not clear and demonstrable effects of counseling on the offenders' 

attitudes, beliefs and behaviors. The analysis of attitudinal data from the offender failed to 

show changes in his attitudes at six months post-sentencing. Analysis of self-reported 

and victim-reported psychological and physical abuse, using the revised Conflict Tactics 

Scales, suggested that his behavior had not changed over time. Of note, there was still 

evidence of severe physical abuse at six months post-sentencing. 

Looking at official reports, there was some evidence that men assigned into the 

counseling programs were more likely to be violated on probation. However, multivariate 

analysis of rearrest data failed to show a substantive effect of counseling on reducing 

rearrests. Bivariate analysis of violent crimes and domestic violence arrests found no 

effects of experimental assignment or of attending counseling. The results in this chapter 

suggest that stake in conformity variables may have an impact on severe physical abuse 

and rearrest. 
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The lack of a substantive impact of counseling and the importance of stake in 

conformity variables need to be discussed. In the following chapters we will discuss the 

results of the Broward Experiment to show how it fits into the literature on domestic 

violence. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

THE ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH THE EXPERIMENT TOOK PLACE 

AND ITS LIMITATIONS 

This chapter discusses the environment in which the Broward Experiment took 

place. The design and implementation of a randomized experiment in a criminal justice 

setting requires cooperatiorj from a large number of individuals across several different 

agencies. Below we speak about the politics that surrounded the Broward Experiment 

throughout the time that it ran. The resistance that the principal investigator encountered 

and the decisions that she made are all discussed. This leads logically to a discussion on 

the limitations of this study as it was designed and implemented. 

The Environment Surrounding the Broward Experiment 

In 1996, the principal investigator went to speak with Judge Geoffrey Cohen, one of 

the two domestic violence judges in Broward C ~ u n t y , ~  about the possibility of 

implementing an experiment to test the effectiveness of court-mandated counseling. At 

this first meeting, even before she had the opportunity to speak about why she had come, 

the judge began talking about an expert who had given him a listing of studies that 

“proved” the efficacy of counseling for men convicted of domestic violence. He candidly 

admitted that his experience as judge in a domestic violence court had led him to be less 

confident that treatment worked than had been this expert. His question to the principal 

’ It was understood at that time that the other domestic violence judge was moving to another court and 
that a new judge would be replacing him. 
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investigator was whether his jurisdiction was doing something different since it was not 

experiencing this overwhelming success with treating batterers. 

This question gave the principal investigator a wonderful opportunity to discuss 

evaluation research and how not all studies’ results should be given equal weight 

(Sherman et al., 1997). Some research designs are more rigorous than others and, as 

such, we have increased confidence in the more rigorous designs. But first the principal 

investigator borrowed the list of studies and did some research of her own. She 

investigated each study, paying close attention to the rigors of its design. Several weeks 

later she returned to the judge’s chamber and spoke about each study and its limitations. 

Before she could discuss very many studies, the judge demonstrated his savvy and began 

volunteering limitations on his own. Now more than ever, he wanted to know how we 

could test the efficacy of batterers’ treatment programs. 

The principal investigator discussed the need for a classical experimental design 

and the benefits from this type of study. Though at first hesitant about implementing 

random assignment, once the judge understood why other methods could not rule out 

competing explanations, he committed to the experiment. When the new domestic 

violence judge came on the bench (Judge Alfred Horowitz), he quickly understood why 

nothing less than an experimental design would adequately answer the question that 

concerned both judges. 

The Broward Experiment proposed using a classical experimental design to test 

the efficacy of court-mandated counseling for men convicted of misdemeanor domestic 

violence. As such, all men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence in Broward 

County during a five-month period meeting minimum criteria would be placed into either 
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experimental (one-year probation supervision and six months court-mandated counseling) 

or control (one-year probation supervision) conditions. 

After establishing relationships within the criminal justice community, we then 

sought funding from the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) to implement this study. Before 

writing the grant application, we began to build partnerships in the community. As word of 

our proposed research study spread, only the prosecutor’s office opposed the study. 

Their position was that random assignment was unethical. This opinion was based on 

their belief that victims whose husbands or boyfriends were not assigned into court- 

mandated counseling (the control group) would be at greater risk of being victimized. 

In meetings with the State Attorney and the head prosecutor of the Domestic 

Violence Unit, we were led to believe that while they were opposed to this study, they 

would not necessarily actively fight it if the judges proceeded. Their statement was that 

they were against random assignment of court dispositions but would not throw 

themselves on the “sword of Dam~cles.”~ Later we realized that it would have been better 

to have full support from all parties. At the time, though, we decided that we could live 

with the prosecutor’s decision to passively oppose the research and so we proceeded. 

We received the grant award and began the study. 

On the first day of random assignment, the prosecutor’s office called in the media 

to tell them about the experiment underway. When the newspapers finally called the 

Principle Investigator, they had already heard quite a lot about the experiment. Their 

questions indicated that they viewed the experiment as anti-victim. One reporter even 

It appears that the State Attorney had his Greek metaphors somewhat mixed. Damocles sat at a 
banquet with a sword suspended over his head by a single hair to show him the perilous nature of his 
happiness. On the other hand, Roman warriors would throw themselves on the sword rather than risk 
defeat in battle. 
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saw parallels to the experiments conducted in Nazi Germany. In each case, we tried to 

explain that we were doing this on behalfof victims. That we should not continue to 

assume that court-mandated counseling was effective in reducing future violence until that 

assumption had been rigorously tested. To our surprise, the reporters wrote articles that 

were not sensational and fairly described the study underway. Even more surprising, the 

editorial board of the largest newspaper in the area read the grant application and came 

out in full support of our research. 

But while the press was quieted, other problems loomed. Within the courthouse, 

the researchers worked within a hostile environment. Those in the prosecutor’s office 

(which included the victim advocates) felt that our experiment was placing victims in 

danger. Given this belief, it is understandable that we would be greeted with a great deal 

of antagonism. Instead of having their help in tracking victims who had not shown up in 

court when the defendant appeared, we were left trying to call them on the phone. 

Additionally, the visible opposition to the project led many who had previously 

supported the research to take a step back from our project. While they did not actively 

oppose the research, their lack of support (which they had previously committed to and 

upon which we were relying) strained our resources. The literature is replete with 

examples where agency staff intentionally or unintentionally, actively or passively, 

sabotaged an experiment (Boruch, 1997; Devine et al., 1994). Whether these efforts were 

done to protect the agency’s interests or because staff thought it would protect those of 

their client’s, there is no way of knowing. In the case of the Broward Experiment, the form 

staff resistance took was to make it difficult for the research team to gain access to 

defendants, victims and official records. While it was understood from the beginning that 
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the Prosecutor’s Office would not be assisting our efforts in running the experiment, what 

took us by surprise was the Domestic Violence Probation Unit’s distancing themselves 

from us once the controversy surrounding the study became known. 

In fact, before the experiment became controversial, a few of the Probation Officers 

(POs) had told us quite frankly that they opposed the study since they believed that it put 

victims whose partners were assigned the control group at greater risk. This belief 

continued despite our repeated attempts to point out that this was an assumption that 

needed to be tested. However, both the number of POs and their intensity of feelings in 

opposition to the study seemed to grow once the study became ensnared in controversy. 

Some of the POs made it difficult to gain access to defendants when it was time for 

interviews. The same POs also made obtaining the probation folders of the men in our 

sample much more difficult than it had to be. 

As noted elsewhere, “The heart of the program-research conflict is that researchers 

are interested in knowing whether a program worked whereas program people are 

interested in showing that the program worked: in that subtle distinction lies a world of 

pain” (Devine, Wright and Joyner, 1994: 32). On the one hand, what is especially 

interesting about the Broward Experiment is the fact that Probation was never being 

evaluated by the experiment. The court-mandated counseling programs were run outside 

of Probation by persons not connected to that office. Therefore, these POs’ strong and 

negative reactions to the experiment and the research team did not fit the usual pattern. 

On the other hand, much of the research was conducted out of their office (so that 

we could have access to the probationers for purposes of interviewing them). Their office 

space was already cramped without the addition of one or two research assistants 
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working on an experiment. Additionally, it was Probation’s responsibility to provide all the 

probation folders needed to track these offenders for their one-year period out in the 

community. No doubt, they probably felt that they had enough to do without having to 

provide us with these records for our study. Finally, since we worked in the Probation 

Office for over a year, it is also possible that some POs might have felt threatened that we 

were going to evaluate their performance. 

At the same time, it is important not to overstate the case. At no point in time were 

all POs actively hostile to the experiment. Throughout our tenure in their office, there 

were always POs who were helpful and supportive of the research endeavor. And 

towards the end an unspoken understanding seemed to be reached that the research 

team was not going to go away without the data that we had come to collect. The 

situation we experienced in this office speaks to the wisdom of Garner and Visher’s 

warning that experiments, in order to be successful, require the consent of mid-level 

managers as well as the top administrators. 

We continued to move forward with our research knowing that the prosecutor’s 

office was committed to appealing the judges’ decision. Pro bono counsel was arranged 

and all assumed that the university would serve as amicus curie (friend of the court) on 

the brief. When the university refused, noting that approval by their Institutional Review 

Board did not mean the university approved of the study, we began speaking with 

prominent professional organizations, state and federal agencies, and influential persons 

requesting that they read the grant proposal and, if supportive, serve as amicus. Our 

position was simple. Contrary to the prosecutor’s claim, the judges argued that it was 

within their discretion to place sentenced defendants in a control group on a random 
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basis. Additionally, we all argued that it was unethical to mandate an intervention that had 

not been rigorously tested such that we understood the possible positive and negative 

consequences of the treatment. In all, over forty organizations and numerous individuals 

were contacted. Though many associations were supportive of our research and offered 

help in various ways, only one - the American Society of Criminology - stepped forward 

and agreed to serve as a friend of the court for this case. 

In a surprising legal tyvist, we learned after the fact that the State Attorney appealed 

the actions of the judges in two cases where defendants were placed on probation but not 

ordered to participate in batterer intervention counseling as a condition of their probation. 

Both these cases had been decided eight days earlier. The circuit court, acting in their 

appellate capacity, ruled in favor of the prosecutor disapproving of the trial courts’ use of 

random assignment. The appellate court did not remand for resentencing but merely 

reversed the decisions of the trial judges. Since neither the researcher nor the judges 

were a party of record, none of us had been notified of the filing of notices of appeal, 

received the State’s brief, or was given the opportunity to respond in a court of law. 

The judges’ position was that in the absence of specific direction to re-sentence or 

remand, they had no authority or jurisdiction to re-sentence the remaining defendants. 

The judges denied the State’s Emergency Motion to Comply with the Mandate of the 

circuit Court and/or Motion to Impose Counseling. After failing in its efforts to compel the 

trial court to re-sentence the defendants, the State filed an Emergency Motion to Enforce 

the Mandate by which it requested the appellate court to compel the trial judges to re- 

sentence all defendants placed in the control group. The court denied the motion and 

subsequently dismissed the State’s Petition for a Writ of Mandamus. 
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By this time, one of the defendant’s term of probation had expired, and most of the 

men in our sample had completed or were close to completing their one year period of 

probation. Therefore, the adverse appellate decision had no effect on the experiment. 

During this time period, a man who had pled no contest to a domestic battery 

offense in this county brutally murdered his wife in front of his children and neighbors. 

Since the man had not been in our sample, he had been placed on probation and into the 

court-mandated counseling program. While this incident did not prove that court- 

mandated counseling was ineffective, it did speak loudly to the need to conduct rigorous 

research to determine this treatment’s impact on rates of recidivism. Other than those 

involved in the experiments, however, no one made that connection. At that point, more 

than ever before, those of us involved in the experiment knew just how much was at 

stake. While a death of any victim of domestic violence is a tragedy, we were sure that 

had the husband been in the control group (and therefore not mandated into counseling) 

the murder would have been blamed on the experiment and the judges would have been 

crucified in the local media. 

In all, even though we never knew from day to day if the experiment would be 

closed down, we continued going to the courthouse and to probation, and interviewing 

offenders and their victims. We were probably more surprised than anyone that we had 

been able to continue for the full seventeen months and complete the experiment. 

However, we paid a heavy toll to complete the experiment. The hostility that the research 

assistants were subjected to in the courthouse and in probation, along with the uncertainty 

from day to day regarding whether the experiment would be continued, led to low morale. 

This, in turn, led to high staff turnover. The Principal Investigator was almost constantly 
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engaged in training personnel because of this high staff turnover. She also found it 

necessary to have frequent staff meetings in order to boost spirit amongst the research 

assistants. Everyone on the research team was continually involved in efforts to educate 

agency personnel about the need for randomized experiments so as to minimize 

misunderstandings regarding our study and facilitate data collection efforts. For 

seventeen months, we learned and re-learned the same hard lesson --- that we had little 

control over events that affected the status of our experiment. 

As Boruch has said, “No design for a randomized field test can anticipate all the 

issues or obstacles that may emerge in its execution. . , The main lessons from these 

and other experiences is that the possibility of failure is real” (Boruch, 1997: 166,184) 

Limitations of the Study 

There is no doubt that the controversy surrounding the study impeded the research 

in many ways. It lowered response rates for both victims and defendants. It led to the 

primary researcher having to spend more time on the politics of the experiment (e.g., 

calling individuals and associations to enlist them to serve as amicus on the upcoming 

court case). It led to high staff turnover on the project. Undoubtedly, the researcher’s 

own inexperience in implementing and running an experimental design also led to some 

errors being made that a more experienced researcher might have been able to avoid. 

Below we list some of the important limitations of the study. Our frank discussion of these 

limitations is meant to provide the reader with an understanding of the parameters of this 

research. Additionally, we hope that others will use this knowledge to build stronger 

experimental designs. 
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Low Vicfim Response Rates: One important limitation to this study was the low 

victim response rate. Since the prosecutor’s ofice was opposed to this study, we were 

not able to use their victim advocates to get victim contact information. Therefore, we had 

no choice but to rely on women who came to court when their batterer was being tried. In 

a little less than half the cases, the victim never showed in court. When this happened, 

the only means at our disposal was to use the telephone number (if there was one) listed 

in the police reports. Since the incident might have happened weeks before the 

defendant’s appearance in court, many of these numbers were no longer valid. We found 

that once the woman was lost to the study, she could not easily be found. We searched 

updated telephone listings. We sent out letters asking that they contact us. We asked 

victim advocates from many different police agencies in the area to see if they knew how 

we could locate these women. Our response rates indicate the futility of the many 

approaches we tried. 

Because we had access to the largest pool of victims at the courthouse during 

adjudication, we achieved our largest survey response rate there (49% or 199 victims). 

Still we had to deal with actions taken by various courthouse personnel aimed at thwarting 

the study. So, for instance, we would begin speaking with a victim about the interview 

when one of the assistant prosecutors would come over to the woman and explain that we 

were the reason that the judge was not placing her partner into counseling. That it was 

our study that was responsible for placing her in danger. Even when a woman had 

already consented to be interviewed, there was never a time when she did not withdraw 

her consent after such an exchange. 
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Though we asked for follow-up information (telephone numbers and addresses 

where she could be reached) at the conclusion of the first interview, we found many of the 

women suspicious and reluctant to provide us with correct inf~rmation.~ In the second 

interview response rates dropped to 30% (n=122) and dropped again to 22% (n=87) for 

the third and final interview. 

As has already been noted, research indicates that offenders underreport their 

abusive behavior. Additionally, official reports capture only a small fraction of this abuse. 

Research consistently indicates that the victim is the best source for information on his 

abuse of her. The importance of getting and keeping victims in the experiment is critical. 

Palmer and her colleagues conducted an experiment testing the efficacy of court- 

mandated counseling. Despite the fact that she interviewed victims, her study reported 

only on official measures. She ends her study noting, “In measuring outcome, it is 

essential to engage the victimized partners of the men” (Palmer et al., 1992: 282). 

Though other studies have found similar problems with retaining victims of 

domestic violence (Graham and Donaldson, 1993; Rumptz, Sullivan, Davidson and Basta, 

1991 ; Steinman, 1991 ), there is no question that the low victim response rate presents a 

serious limitation to our study. Through intensive tracking procedures, Sullivan and her 

colleagues were able to retain 97% of the victims of domestic violence for a two-year 

follow-up period (Sullivan et al., 1996). However, they found that those victims who were 

more easily followed “. . were more likely to be white, were more highly educated, were 

more likely to have access to cars, were less depressed, and had experienced less 

’ It must be noted that about two dozen women called or wrote us to tell us that they appreciated that 
we were doing research on domestic violence. We had many more women who refused to take 
payment for the interview insisting, instead, that we put it back in our research fund so as to help other 
women. 
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psychological and physical abuse compared to the women who were more difficutt to find" 

(Sullivan, Rumptz, Campbell, Eby and Davidson, 1996:273). 

There is reason to believe that the women interviewed were not representative of 

all the women in our study. Our analyses indicated that women with more stake in 

conformity (higher occupational status, partner more likely to be employed) seemed to be 

overrepresented amongst women in the interviews. As Graham and Donaldson note 

(1993), where attrition is due to respondents' inaccessibility (as is the case with victims of 

domestic violence), it poses a serious threat to both the internal and external validity of the 

study. Specifically, loss of contact with the victims compromised the statistical power. But 

more importantly, it also introduced bias in estimating the differences based on victim 

reports in outcome measures between men in the control and experimental groups. 

While this is a serious limitation, the fact is that we used multiple sources of 

information on his abuse of her in an effort to triangulate. We utilized offender self-reports 

and official measures in addition to victim reports. Undoubtedly, each carries with them 

their own sets of limitations. However, as noted by Babbie (1 998), to the extent that all 

indicate similar findings (as they do), we have greater confidence in each measure. 

Timing of Defendant Interviews: The defendants were originally to be 

interviewed at time of adjudication and at six and twelve months post-adjudication. We 

worked out of the courtroom to interview victims and defendants after they were 

adjudicated. We were able to obtain a 80% (n=321) defendant response rate at this 

stage. We had counted upon Probation to provide us with access to the defendants in 

order to conduct the second and third interviews. When the relationship became strained, 
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we stationed research assistants in Probation all day and every day in an effort to catch 

the men before or after their monthly appointments. As has already been noted, it 

became increasingly difficult to interview the batterers. In our second interview at six 

months post-adjudication we obtained a 50% (n=203) response rate. Due to the 

circumstances, we decided to desist and place our efforts elsewhere. 

To the extent that these men were interviewed at or near six-months post- 

adjudication, it is possible that they had not completed their six-month batterers' treatment 

program. This means that analyses of the data from the men may be less likely to find 

differential outcomes since the full treatment may not have occurred for all the men 

interviewed. While this is somewhat problematic, we do not view it as being a major 

limitation to the study. As we previously noted, at the time of their interview, 30% (n=35) 

of these batterers had concluded their entire counseling program. Additionally, the men in 

the sample averaged having completed 22 of the 26 mandated counseling sessions (85% 

of the intended dosage of counseling) at the time of the second interview. Therefore, we 

would expect to see some difference in outcomes at this point - especially since we used 

a myriad of different measures to capture any changes in his attitudes and beliefs. 

Instead, there is great consistency with little deviation. Whether comparing the men in the 

experimental and control groups at Time 1 (adjudication) or Time 2 (six-months post- 

adjudication) or looking at whether there were changes over time, we continue to see few 

significant differences. 

Additionally, we note once again that we engaged in extensive triangulation. We 

collected information from multiple sources. Each has its limitations. But all show similar 

findings. The batterers' programs did not seem to change the men's attitudes, beliefs or 
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self-reported use of psychologically, physically or sexually abusive behavior. The victim 

reports reflect this, as do official measures of rearrest. 

The Random Assignment Process Could Have Been Manipulated: Many note 

the importance of the researcher having exclusive control over the random assignment 

process to ensure that it cannot be manipulated by those involved in the experiment 

(Berk, Smyth and Sherman, 1988; Devine et al., 1994; Petersilia, 1989). While the 

process we established for randomly assigning cases was clear and easy to implement, it 

could conceivably have been manipulated. Those in the courthouse knew the 

arrangement - odd numbered cases were sent to the control group and even to the 

experimental group. Since defendants and their counsel could anticipate their 

assignment, there is the possibility that it may have influenced their behavior. For 

instance, it may have made a defendant looking at being placed into the control condition 

more likely to plead and take one year probation rather than take the chance of going to 

trial and, if he was convicted and the experiment was no longer running, having to take 

one year probation and six-months court-mandated counseling. 

While this occurrence is a distinct possibility, all of our analyses indicated that the 

random assignment was successful. The men in the experimental and control groups did 

not differ in any significant manner on a wide range of variables save that of the control 

group being younger. Still, it is best to heed the recommendation of more experienced 

researchers and ensure the independence of the random assignment process. 
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Summary 

The study contains some important limitations. Largest amongst these is the low 

victim response rate. Our analyses pointed to the strong possibility that women with 

higher stake in conformity were overrepresented in our victim interviews. Also of note, 

some of the men may have been interviewed before they completed the full 26 weeks of 

the batterers’ intervention program. This may have diluted the estimate of treatment 

effectiveness though, to the extent that men had completed an average of 85% of their 

sessions at the time of the survey, the negative consequences are minimized. However, 

while both are limitations, the consistency of findings across sources used in this research 

indicates that the study’s results were not compromised. 

Undoubtedly, every methodology has its limitations. No study, whether pre-, quasi- 

or experimental, is without its faults. And once these designs are implemented in a real 

life-setting, more problems appear. But while noting limitations are critical to accurate 

reporting of research, it is also important to note some of the successes of this study so its 

strengths can be assessed. 

All men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence in this large urban jurisdiction 

were included in the study. This is true of all men with very few and carefully limited 

exceptions (see Chapter Three, Sampling Frame). As such, one can infer that there is 

high generalizability to other jurisdictions mandating counseling for men convicted of 

misdemeanor domestic violence. This study, therefore, has high external validity. 

Additionally, measures were collected throughout the time the study ran to 

measure the integrity of the experiment as it was implemented. We collected information 

on deviations from the random assignment process. As the analyses indicated, we had a 
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fairly low misassignment rate (3.5%). And we investigated ways in which the differences 

between experimental and control groups in the treatments received could have been 

compromised. Our analyses indicated that the judges did not mandate extra programs for 

men assigned into the control condition. Additionally, the probation officers did not 

compensate by providing control men with extra supervision. This means that the study 

has high internal validity. 

Therefore, we can say that the experimental and control groups were comparable 

prior to the implementation of the experimental stimulus. Furthermore, they continued to 

receive similar handling throughout the experiment with the one exception that the 

experimental group was mandated into the batterers’ intervention program. Any 

differences observed between the experimental and control groups can be assumed to be 

due to the intervention. Finally, power analysis indicated that we used a sufficiently large 

number of cases. If there were truly differences between these groups, our analyses 

should have been able to detect them. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

The final chapter provides a summary of the results of the Broward Experiment. 

These results are examined vis-a-vis other studies conducted to date to place them within 

a larger context of research on batterers. Growing out of our findings, are 

recommendations for future research directions. 

Summary of Findings 

Offender Surveys: We used offender surveys to compare men in the 

experimental and control group. Our comparisons looked at differences between groups 

at time of adjudication (Time I), six-months post-adjudication (Time 2) and changes 

between Time 1 and Time 2. No differences maintained between the groups in their 

beliefs about wife beating and the appropriateness of the government intervening when it 

occurs, their attitudes regarding the proper roles of women, and their self-reported 

likelihood of hitting their partners again within the next six months. The only change noted 

in all of our comparisons was a small but significant change in the men’s view of how 

responsible their partners were for the instant offense that led them to court. Specifically, 

over time, those in the control group viewed their partners as increasingly responsible. In 

comparison, in the six-months following adjudication, those in the experimental group saw 

the woman as a bit less responsible. However, it needs to be noted that, even with this 

change, the men in the experimental group still viewed their partners as “somewhat” to 

“equally” responsible for the incident. 
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As previously discussed (see Chapter Three, Outcome Measures), there are a 

number of studies indicating that men who batter hold more traditional views about 

woman and their proper roles. The cognitive behavioral approach is based on the 

assumption that educating men about the incorrectness of the use of verbal, physical or 

sexual control over their partners will lead to changes in their beliefs ultimately leading to 

changes in their behaviors. The results from these analyses seem to indicate that men’s 

beliefs about the legitimacy of wife beating and their attitudes regarding the proper roles 

for women to play has not significantly changed for those court-mandated into the 

intervention programs in comparison to the no-treatment control group. 

Using the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale, we found no differences at Time 1, Time 

2 or changes over time between the experimental and control groups in their self-reported 

use of psychological, physical and sexual abuse. Thirty percent of the men self-reported 

using minor physical violence (which includes grabbing or slapping their partner). Eight 

percent of the men self-reported using severe physical violence against their partner (this 

includes using a knife or gun, choking or beating up their partner). We regressed 

treatment assignment, treatment received (number of domestic violence classes attended) 

and stake in conformity variables (marital status, residential stability and employment) on 

men’s self-reported use of severe physical violence. Consistent with the analysis of 

attitudes and beliefs, the results indicated that neither assignment to a battereres’ 

program nor attending the classes were significant in explaining severe physical violence. 

Instead, stake in conformity variables were important in accounting for this variation. 

Specifically, younger men lacking residential stability were significantly more likely to self- 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment Page 134 

report acts of severe physical violence against their partners than their older more 

residentially stable counterparts. 

Victim Surveys: The victim interviews clearly indicated that these women do not 

believe that their partners have the right to beat them. Victims also viewed themselves as 

much less responsible for the instant incident that brought their partners to court. Not 

surprisingly, they held moreliberal views of the proper roles of women than their partners. 

While their ratings of the likelihood that their partners would hit them again within the next 

six months were higher than had been the men’s self-ratings (20% versus 5%), i t  was still 

viewed as only a remote possibility. 

Fourteen percent of the women reported an act of severe physical violence 

occurring during the follow-up period. Regressing treatment group assigned, treatment 

received and stake in conformity variables on the dependent variable we once again see 

the primacy of stake in conformity variables in predicting recidivism amongst batterers. 

Specifically, offender’s age and marital status achieved significance while his 

employment, though not significant, demonstrated a strong tendency to relate to her 

reports of his use of severe physical violence. That is, women involved with younger 

unemployed men who were not married to them were more likely to report one or more 

incidents of severe physical violence. 

Official Measures - Violations of Probation: Comparisons between men 

assigned into the experimental and control groups would be unfair where one group could 

be violated for reasons that did not apply to the other group. This would seem to be the 
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case to the extent that men in the experimental group could be violated for failing to attend 

the batterers' program (a condition of probation that did not apply to those in the control 

group). However, analysis indicated that, while probationers may have been revoked for 

failing to attend treatment, in all cases save one, this was one of several reasons listed in 

their revocation. In other words, it does not seem that, realistically, men were violated on 

probation for exclusively failing to attend the domestic violence classes. Then again, 

beside that one individual who was violated exclusively for failing to attend the batterers' 

program, there may not have been anyone else who successfully completed all other 

mandates of probation but failed to attend the domestic violence classes. In other words, 

if a man was going to violate one condition of his probation, he was probably going to 

violate several of his conditions of probation. 

Whatever the reason, it does seem that a comparison between those placed in 

experimental and control groups on violation of probation (VOP) is fair. Our data indicated 

that 48% of the experimental group and 45% of the men in the control group were violated 

one or more occasions during their year on probation. This difference between groups 

was not significant. Once again, we regressed treatment assigned, treatment received 

and stake in conformity variables on violations. For the first time in our analyses, results 

indicated that assignment to treatment, number of classes attended and the interaction 

term were significant in explaining variation in VOPs. Additionally, two stake in conformity 

variables - marital status and residential stability - were also predictive of a violation. 

Specifically, those who were not married and who had less residential stability (more 

moves during their year on probation) were more likely to be violated. 
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What is surprising is the direction of the relationship as it pertains to the treatment 

variables. Assignment to the experimental group made it significantly more likely, all 

things being equal, that the man would be violated on probation. But this increase in 

likelihood of violation does not seem to be due to increased monitoring since we earlier 

found no significant differences in Probation's monitoring between groups. Countering 

this increased likelihood of violation for those assigned into the experimental group, the 

regression equation indicated that attending the domestic violence classes reduced the 

likelihood of violation. However, the reduced effect of attending classes has to be 

understood as a discounted effect because domestic violence classes were mandatory. 

We estimated the interaction effect of experimental group by attending classes and clearly 

found an increased likelihood of violation on probation when classes were mandatory. 

Logistic regression allows us to measure the effect of a single factor (e.g., group 

assignment) on an outcome (violation on probation) while controlling for all other 

variables. However, the men in our sample came as complete packages. As such, each 

man represented many different variables. Therefore, to make these numbers more 

meaningful, we provided a table with the estimated probabilities of being violated for men 

representing different combinations of variables. 

Table Thirty-two varied group assignment (experimental versus control), domestic 

violence classes attended (0, 20 and 26) and employment (employed versus unemployed 

for the 12 months on probation). The table clearly indicates that employed probationers 

are much less likely to be violated than unemployed probationers. Additionally, attending 

more domestic violence classes - whether one is in the experimental group or the control 

group - is associated with a lowered likelihood of being violated. Interestingly, the men 
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assigned to the batterers' treatment program have a higher likelihood of being violated in 

comparison to the control (no treatment) group in every comparison except where they 

have attended all the treatment sessions. And even in this scenario, the difference is not 

substantial. (Compare the men represented by Cells A to Cells I .  There is a 5% versus 

8% likelihood of being violated.) More realistically, compare the man represented by Cells 

B (a fully employed married man assigned to the experimental group who attended 20 

sessions) to the man in Cells I (a fully employed married man assigned to the control 

group who attended no domestic violence classes). The man mandated into the batterers' 

treatment program has a 21% likelihood of being violated in comparison to the man 

assigned no treatment who has a 8% likelihood. Clearly, assignment to the batterers' 

intervention program is associated with more violations unless it is offset by attendance at 

all of the sessions. 

There may be those who say that this just proves that we need to utilize every legal 

means to get these men to attend the batterers' programs. However, it must be 

remembered that even if they attended all the sessions they now would have 

approximately the same likelihood of being violated as a man in the control group who had 

not been mandated to go to counseling and therefore did not attend any sessions. And, 

where they do not attend all the sessions, their likelihood of a violation, relative to a 

comparable man in the control condition, increases. In other words, we found an 

increased likelihood of rearrests where men assigned to counseling failed to attend. 

Additionally, this charge to throw the full force of the law at the man who does not 

attend all of his treatment sessions seems to beg the question. In this jurisdiction, unlike 

those observed by Harrell(l991) and Palmer and her colleagues (1992), men were 
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monitored and sanctioned. Still men self-selected into treatment completers and treatment 

dropouts. 

Official Measures - Rearrests: Twenty-four percent of men in both the 

experimental and control groups were rearrested on one or more occasions during their 

one year on probation. A logistic regression equation was developed using treatment 

assigned, treatment received and stake in conformity variables to predict rearrest. The 

results indicated that assignment to the experimental group was not significantly related to 

likelihood of being rearrested. However, attending domestic violence classes (treatment 

received) and the interaction between group assignment and treatment received were 

significant. Additionally two stake in conformity variables, employment and age, were also 

significant in predicting rearrests. In fact, the logistic regression indicated that 

employment was the most important factor accounting for variation in rearrest in our 

sample of batterers. 

Table Thirty-five provides examples of different types of men in the sample. Again, 

we begin by taking the best case scenario. We compare a man represented by Cells A (a 

married fully employed man assigned into the treatment group who attended all the 

sessions) with one represented by Cells I (a married fully employed man assigned into the 

control group who attended none of the sessions). The man in the experimental group, 

under the best situation, has a 7% likelihood of being arrested while on probation. 

Alternately, the man assigned into the control group has a 9% likelihood of rearrest. 

Again, this difference is not substantial. What is more, in most other scenarios we see 

how assignment into mandatory counseling leads to a higher likelihood of rearrest. 
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Compare the man represented in Cells B (a married fully employed man assigned into the 

treatment group who attended 20 of the counseling sessions) with Cells I .  The man in the 

experimental group faces a 16% likelihood of rearrest while the man in the control group 

faces a 9% likelihood. 

In summary, whether we survey offenders and ask them to self-report, interview 

victims or use official measures, the results consistently indicate that mandating men 

convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence into a batterers’ intervention program, at 

least as applied in Broward County, Florida, does not significantly reduce his likelihood of 

future abuse. However, stake in conformity variables (employment, age, marital status 

and residential stability) were related to outcomes though no one variable was found to 

consistently relate in all situations. We next look at how these results relate to other 

studies conducted in this area. 

Study’s Findings vis-a-vis Other Studies 

Overall, no significant differences maintained between men assigned into the 

experimental and control groups in their self-reported or victim reported measures of 

violence. Official measures indicated similar findings though the amount of information 

allowed us a more detailed breakdown of what this ‘no difference’ finding might mean. 

This analysis indicated that for those mandated to counseling who attended all the 

sessions, they were a bit less likely to reoffend. However, for those mandated into 

treatment who chose not to attend all the sessions, there was an increased likelihood of 

future abuse. Importantly, but not surprisingly, treatment completion was found to relate 

to stake in conformity variables. 
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Our results can be viewed as consistent with much of the recent research on 

batterers. Harrell’s (1 991 ) quasi-experimental design testing the efficacy of court- 

mandated counseling found higher rates of recidivism amongst the experimental group. 

She also noted that no real sanctions applied for men who were mandated but did not 

attend counseling in the jurisdiction out of which she ran her study. What we believe is 

happening in our study’s results can easily be applied to explain Harrell’s findings, Where 

men are mandated into coynseling and do not complete the program, we would predict an 

increased likelihood of future abuse. 

Similarly, Dunford (forthcoming) found no differences between his experimental 

and control groups in their rates of recidivism. Again, these findings are quite consistent 

with our results. Though Dunford does not report on rates of program completion for men 

assigned into the batterers’ treatment groups, we would assume that it is quite high. The 

study was done out of a naval base with the full cooperation of the Navy. As such, the 

men probably did not have much opportunity not to attend a batterers’ programs that had 

been mandated. We would therefore expect, consistent with our findings, that men 

mandated into counseling who complete these programs will have equivalent rates of 

recidivism relative to a no treatment control group. Interestingly, the parallels between the 

Dunford study and ours are even more striking. Similar to our study, he found the 

experimental group (who we are assuming completed their program) to have a small, 

though not significant, decrease in their rates of recidivism in comparison to the control 

group. 

Davis, Taylor and Maxwell (1 999) report finding an effect for treatment assignment. 

Specifically, men assigned to court-mandated counseling did better than those assigned 
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to a community service group. However, Davis and Taylor (1998) previously presented 

findings indicating that men assigned to the court-mandated counseling group who went 

to all their sessions and those who went to few or none of their sessions did not differ on 

measures of recidivism. This, then, would speak to something other than court-mandated 

counseling effecting recidivism. To the extent that duration and quality of supervision may 

have varied between these groups, this may account for their findings of significance. 

While there are many studies indicating the efficacy of spouse abuse abatement 

programs (see Chapter Two), our experiment found results to the contrary. This, though, 

is not terribly surprising. As Boruch noted, “A related stream of relevant empirical work 

over the last 15 years suggests that nothing improves the chances of apparently 

successful innovation as much as lack of experimental control. Marked enthusiasm for an 

innovation is negligible in reports on controlled trials. Declarations that a program is 

successful are about four times more likely in research based on poor or questionable 

evaluation designs as in that based on adequate ones” (Boruch, 1997: 69). This 

observation holds for experiments conducted within criminal justice settings. Logan 

(1 972) reviewed one hundred research studies in crime and delinquency. He found that 

the effectiveness of an intervention was inversely related to the rigor of the research 

design. 

The Broward Experiment focussed on the treatment efficacy of court-mandated 

counseling. But it also looked to further clarify findings from a larger multi-site experiment. 

Minneapolis and the Spouse Abuse Abatement Programs indicated varied results on 

arrest’s effectiveness in reducing recidivism amongst men convicted of misdemeanor 

domestic violence. These disparate findings led to several meta-analyses. The findings 
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from these analyses, though far from conclusive, may be indicating that an intervention 

may have very different effects on different types of offenders (Berk et al., 1992; Sherman 

et al., 1992). The researchers speculated that the effectiveness of an arrest in reducing 

future offenses was mediated through stake in conformity variables. Specifically, men 

who had high stake in conformity were more likely to be deterred from reoffending 

following an arrest. Conversely, men with low stake in conformity had higher rates of 

recidivism upon being arrested. 

Our results supply further support for this hypothesis. Tables Thirty-two and Thirty- 

five, provided probabilities of a VOP or arrest for various types of offenders (e.g., those in 

the experimental versus control group, those attending all versus none of the counseling 

program, those employed versus unemployed). The tables indicated that for men who 

were sent to the batterers’ programs and who completed all the sessions, their rates of 

recidivism were a bit less than those who had been placed into the control (no treatment) 

condition. However, for those mandated into counseling who did not attend all the 

sessions, they faced an increased probability of an arrest relative to the control group. 

And, as has already been noted, treatment completion was highly related to stake in 

conformity variables. 

The implications seem clear. Whether we are discussing an arrest or being 

mandated into treatment, we cannot continue to assume that the impact will be the same 

for all batterers. For those with low stake in conformity, the sanction may not serve to 

reduce the future likelihood of reoffending. However, for those with high stake in 

conformity, sanctioning their behavior, whether through arrest or mandating counseling, 

will most likely lead to a decrease in future assaults. It is as Ford and Regoli noted, 
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“Mandated counseling appears to be a successful rehabilitative treatment for up to 80% of 

the assailants in the Indianapolis experiments. Those who received no counseling, 

however, were equally likely to desist for the 6-month follow-up period. The point, then, is 

that any intervention helps, not necessarily counseling” (Ford and Regoli, 1993: 157). 

Lessons Learned From the Broward Experiment 

Having developed, implemented and completed an experiment, we would like to 

briefly reflect upon some of the more important lessons we have learned in running an 

experiment in a criminal justice setting. We now see clearly that three factors were 

necessary which were lacking in the Broward Experiment. These three fundamentals to 

running a good experiment include: 

The need for support from all agencies involved in the experiment: As 

discussed in Chapter Six, we worked within a hostile work environment. While this did 

not affect assignment integrity (because both judges involved in the study were solid in 

their support of the experiment), it did significantly impact upon our access to defendants 

and victims when we attempted to interview them. The literature provides ample 

examples of studies where agencies originally agreed to an experiment and then reneged 

on their support. Despite the possibility of agencies dropping their support after initially 

agreeing, we believe that the researcher must at least begin in an experimentally 

supportive environment. To do otherwise will mean that researchers may end up 

spending the majority of their time fighting battles rather than running an experiment. 
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The need for adequate funding to support the experiment: As reported by 

many researchers, experiments are labor intensive. This is because they typically require 

longitudinal designs. Tracking respondents, especially those who are difficult to reach, 

over time will necessarily require more funding than a quasi-experimental cross-sectional 

design. While experiments are more expensive, their greater internal validity provides a 

rigorous test of a specific intervention. 

The researcher’s need for a full understanding of the literature on both 

experiments and longitudinal follow-up of difficult to track respondenfs: In the 

Broward Experiment, the researcher was well-versed in the literature on responses to 

domestic violence. Without consciously thinking about it, she assumed that what she had 

learned in graduate school on experiments and longitudinal designs would be sufficient to 

run this study. What she failed to appreciate was the fact that there is a rich literature on 

experiments and longitudinal designs (especially with difficult to track subjects). This 

exists because so many before her had noted the difficulties with running experiments and 

tracking difficult to locate respondents. There is no doubt that this literature would have 

been helpful had the researcher explored it prior to implementing the design. 

Recommendations 

The Broward Experiment and its results lead to several recommendations. 

The Need to Replicafe The Broward Experiment: Whenever an experiment is 

implemented and run at one site, persons must ask whether that site provided a good test 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



The Broward Experiment Page 145 

of the program being evaluated. As Boruch notes, “Programs do not function in isolation; 

rather, they function in the context of a network of services in the broader community. 

Such contextual factors play a potentially important role because the effectiveness of an 

intervention cannot be isolated from the specific environmental context in which it was 

effective” (Boruch, 1997: 181). 

It would seem that Broward provided a fair test of a court-mandated counseling 

program. Others have noted that court-mandated batterer programs cannot be expected 

to have much impact if the men are not sanctioned when they fail to attend (Harrell, 1991). 

Therefore, there has to be coordination between Probation and the programs to ensure 

that the men are attending their classes. In Broward County, Probation monitored the 

men’s attendance at these programs. While approximately one-third of the men failed to 

attend the batterers’ program, 100% of these men were violated for one or more 

conditions of probation. And 71 % of the men were specifically violated for failing to attend 

their counseling. In all, it seems that Probation monitored and revoked where men did not 

complete the batterers’ program. 

Five experiments have now been conducted on the question. All used different 

population frames, sampling procedures and criteria of success and failure. One has 

found treatment efficacy (Palmer et al., 1992) while three have failed to find treatment 

efficacy (Ford and Regoli, 1993; Dunford, Forthcoming; Feder and Forde, 2000). The 

remaining study (Davis et al., 1999) found effectiveness for treatment assignment but not 

for treatment dosage. The importance of the question, “Does court-mandated counseling 

reduce recidivism amongst men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence” would 

seem to necessitate that this study be replicated elsewhere. 
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One final note, there have been a number of researchers who have recently 

criticized court-mandated counseling as presently packaged. They charge that these 

programs are bound to fail to the extent that they only address one aspect of this multi- 

problematic population (Klein, 1997; Stith, Crossman and Bischof, 1991 ). Many working 

with this clientele have previously noted that these men present multiple problems 

including alcohol abuse (Gondolf, 1995), chemical dependency (Hamberger and Hastings, 

1990; Roberts, 1987) and Signs of psychopathology or personality disorders (Hamberger 

& Hastings, 1988). The criticism is that one treatment cannot possibly address the range 

of problems this population presents (Gondolf, 1995; Harrell, 1991 ; Stith, Crossman & 

Bischof, 1991 ). These complaints sound eerily familiar to the criticisms offered years ago 

about evaluations of rehabilitation programs. That is, some might say “We never really 

tried them and they never really worked.” 

Undoubtedly, there are many who might argue that there is more that can be done 

in terms of treatment, supervision and monitoring. However, Broward County probably 

does as good a job, if not better, then most jurisdiction presently mandating counseling for 

men convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence. Our intent was to evaluate the efficacy 

of a program as it is truly delivered and received. On that score we feel we succeeded. 

The Need to Replicate Using An Experimental Design: It is necessary to use an 

experimental design to evaluate the effectiveness of court-mandated counseling. As 

noted by Dunford (forthcoming), using anything less rigorous may lead to erroneous 

conclusions about the efficacy of court-mandated counseling. We can use the results from 
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this study to demonstrate the need to replicate the (in)effectiveness of domestic 

counseling. 

Had we not had a control (no treatment) group we could have only looked at the 

rates of recidivism of those assigned into the experimental group. Whichever source of 

information we look at, the rates are consistently lower than they had been prior to the 

intervention (where 100% of the men had offended on one or more occasion). This is true 

whether we looked at self-report use of minor (30%) or severe (8%) abuse, victim reported 

rates of minor (32%) or severe (14%) abuse or official rates of rearrest (24%). In the 

worse case scenario (victim reports of minor abuse), two-thirds of the men show 

improvement. In the best scenario (men’s self-reports of severe violence), 90% of the 

men show improvement. These rates are both very good and very consistent with many 

of the studies reviewed earlier (see Chapter Two). However, these rates mean little 

unless compared to a true no treatment control group. It is only when we make this 

comparison that we see that men in the two groups performed equally well in terms of the 

outcome measures. Clearly, court-mandated counseling seems to have no additional 

positive effect on reducing recidivism. 

Some people may continue to object on ethical grounds to the use of an 

experimental design to answer the question. Now more than ever this argument runs 

hollow. As Dunford noted in his conclusion, “The risks of conducting randomized 

experiments to assess interventions for men who batter are likely to be fewer than the 

consequences of failing to do so” (Dunford, forthcoming: 29). And as eloquently stated by 

Oakley (forthcoming), “Progress towards more sustained use of experimental research in 

social settings is also likely to be driven by the lesson that social interventions, just like 
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medical ones, may do more harm than good. As the methodologist Donald Campbell 

argued (1 988), choosing social policy interventions on the basis of well-designed 

experimental tests is a pre-requisite of a democratic and equitable society” (Oakley, 

forthcoming: 13). 

As Saunders (1 988) has noted, knowledge gained from scientific research may 

take a long time to acquire. However, using anything less to guide policy may lead to 

counterproductive actions. The importance of this question demands nothing less than 

such a rigorous evaluation. 

The Need to Better Retain Victims Throughout the Experiment: Again, we view 

this study’s largest limitation as being the low victim response rate. We will not review, yet 

again, the need for high victim response rates when conducting research in the area of 

domestic violence (see Chapter Four, Survey Response Rates). Suffice it is to say that 

there are methods that have been utilized (see Rumptz, Sullivan, Davidson and Basta, 

1991; Sullivan et al., 1996) that indicate that it is possible to keep victims in an experiment 

over lengthy periods of time. It requires more intensive tracking, larger expenditures of 

compensation for interviews and more cooperation from the agencies dealing with victims 

(Boruch, 1997; Sullivan et al., 1996). But it is critical for unbiased estimates of the 

treatment’s efficacy in comparison to the control group. 

In conclusion, we hope that others decide to replicate this study and put this policy 

question to the test. We have been candid in our discussions with the hope that others 

learn from our mistakes and build better and stronger experiments. Repeating the sage 

advice given by Boruch, “No randomized field test is perfectly run, just as services are 
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never perfectly provided. Mistakes ought to be expected and, when understood, 

exploited: They are a vehicle for building new knowledge" (Boruch, 1997: 234). 
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BROWARD COUNTY HUMAN SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
HEALTH CARE MANAGEMENT DMSION 

ADULT BA’ITERERS’ INTERVENTION PROGRAMS 
MINIMUM STANDARDS 

IN TRO D U CTlO N 

Domestic violence is a widespread problem with potentidy lethal consequences to victims 
and the community in which they live. It is defined in F.S. 741.28 (1997) as “any assault, 
aggravated assault, battery, sexual assault, sexual battery, aggravated battery, staking, 
aggravated stalking, kidnapping or false imprisonment, or any criminal offense resulting in 
physical injury or death of one family member by another who was residing in the same 
single dwelling unit.” 

Historical Perspective b 

In 1994, Broward County established the Domestic Violence Court, after carehl study 
and evaluation. This comprehensive and integrated approach toward responding to the 
issue of domestic violence incorporated the efforts of a diverse group of community 
agencies, organizations, and individuals. Included in the development of this court were 
the judiciary, Office of the State Attorney, Office of the Public Defender, the Clerk of the 
Court, the law enforcement community, various governmental agencies, and a number of 
community-based organizations. The two judges assigned to preside over this court have 
received extensive specialized training in this area. ‘Since the inception of the Domestic 
Violence Court, the number of domestic violence homicides has decreased by 63%, as 
compared to homicides in the general population, which decreased by 20%. 

Additionally, Broward County has evidence of the commitment and involvement of other 
branches of the criminal justice system. For example, the law enforcement agencies are 
mandated by law to utilize a “pro-arrest” policy when responding to complaints of 
domestic violence. The Broward State Attorney’s Office has established its own 
Domestic Violence Prosecution Unit, while The Division of Probation also has their own 
domestic violence unit. 

In 1996, The Department of Corrections established the ‘hlinimum Standards for 
Battered Intervention Programs,” which have been adopted and subscribed to by 
Broward County providers. These standards include the u t h t i o n  of uniform instruments 
and documents, includins assessment tools, temimtion summaries, and victim contact 
forms. In addition, the standards for certification outline and detail the prekquisite 
credentials for facilitators and assessors, program specifics and content, as well as policy 
goals and participant fees. The certif3cation approach is comprehensive, though it is 
limited in its approach to the evaluation of program effectiveness and efficiency. 
Broward County has been providing monitoring and review of providers since the 
inception of the Domestic Violence Court. In 1997, the responsibility for tbe bversightbf 
battered intervention programs was delegated to the Health Care Management Division 
of the Human Services Department of Broward County. The Division, in turn, has 
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contracted with Henderson Mental Health Center, inc to provide the monitoring, 
assessment, and evaluation services. Henderson Mental Health Center, Inc. has made the 
commitment to provide adequate resources to support this program, including, but not 
limited to, financial support, material and equipment needs and personnel. A Program 
Evaluator has been hired on a part-time basis to provide these services. The Program 
Evaluator meets monthly with the Health Care Management Division of the Human 
Services Department, as well as quarterly with the judges who preside over the Domestic 
Violence Court 
The Program Evaluator is an expert in the area of program evaluation and quality 
improvement, as well as in the accreditation and certification of organizations. This 
individual meets regularly with providers of batterers’ intervention services and 
participates in the Broward Council on Domestic Violence. Monitoring activities 
regarding the compliance with the minimum standards occur on an ongoing basis and are 
reported to the Health Care Management Division of the Human Services Department as 
well as to the judiciary. The Program Evaluator will provide oversi& and appraisal of 
organizations who are currently approved to provide batterers’ intervention services, as 
well as those agencies who seek to become approved providers. 
An extensive literature review has been conducted regarding the efficacy and effectiveness 
of batterers’ intervention programs, as well as state standards established across the 
country. Broward County has developed the following standards, reflecting a 
comprehensive set of ‘“best practice” models. These procedures incorporate the minimum 
standards established by The Department of Corrections, but exceed their expectations, 
particularly in the area of accountability, evaluation, and monitoring. 

Definitions 

For the purpose of this application packet, the following are definitions of terns used 
throughout the application packet: 

“Assessor” is a person licensed or license eligible under F.S. Chapters 490,491, or 
498 and who is certified to perform the uniform assessment for those perpetrators 
ordered by the court to a batterers’ intervention program; 
“Batterer” refers to a person who commits an act of domestic violence; 

“BIP” refers to the batterers’ intervention program; 

“Domestic Violence” is defined in F.S. 741.28, (1995), as “any assault, 
aggravated assault, battery, sexual assault, sexual battery, staking, aggravated 
stalking or any criminal offense resulting in physical injury or death of one family 
or household member by another who is or was residing in the same single 
dwelling unit.” 

“Facilitator“ means a batterers’ intervention group leader; 
“Family or household member“ is defined Section 741.28, Florida Statute3 - 
(1995) as “spouses, former spouses, persons related by blood or maniage, persons 

‘ 

who are presently residing together as i fa  family or who have resided together in 
the past as if a f d y ,  and persons whoiuve a child in common regardless of 

-ma. -4 
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whether they have been married or have resided together at any time.” For the 
purposes of this program, however, ‘ Y d y  or household member” is restricted to 
spouse, ex-spouse, cohabitant, or former cohabitant who lived or Live together as a 
couple; 
“Monitor” is the agent of The Division of Human Services, Health Management 
Division trained and authorized to conduct monitoring of both the administrative 
and programmatic components of the batterers’ intervention programs. 

“Perpetrator” refers to a person who commits an act of domestic violence; 

“Program” refers to a batterers’ intervention program; 
“Provider” means an entity or individual who provides batterers’ intervention 
programs; 
“Supervisor“ means one who meets all facilitator requirements and supervisor 
criteria established by these standards and provides oversight, guidance, and 
evaluation to a trainee; . 
“The Division” means the Broward County Department of Human Services, 
Health Care Management Division; 

“Trainee” means an individual in the process of becoming certified as a facilitator 
as required by these standards; 

“Victim” means the family or household member against whom the perpetrator 
committed, or is committing, domestic violence. ‘Victim,” “partner,” and 
“survivor” are used interchangeably. These terms reflect the perspective of 
battered persons and the attitudes of society, service providers, and those who give 
support; 
“Victim liaison” means a person who is on the program’s staff or who contracts 
with the program to contact the victim. 

DECLARATlON OF PRINCIPLES 
These guidelines are designed to meet the needs of victims and batterers, and in so doing, 
the entire community. Programs shall be developed where there are domestic violence 
centers and where economic, medical, psychologid and other support services are 
available to domestic violence victims. It is recognized that everyone in a community has 
an important role to play in the elimination of domestic violence, therefore, Broward 
County is committed in its approach to promote a coordinated community response that is 
grounded in the principles of zero tolerance. 

.. 

1. Domestic violence offenders are a separate category of violent offenders 
requiring a specialized approach. Where batterers are guilty of other offenses, 
their domestic violence must be addressed separately; 

2. The primary goal is cessation of abuse; ’ . a;..,* 
, 

3. Abuse can never be condoned under any circumstances; 

4. Batterers art responsible for their violent and abusive behavior; 
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5 .  Batterers must be held accountable for their abusive behavior; the community 
must provide consequences for engaghg in violent behavior such as being 

. arrested, convicted and punished for a criminal act. The community must 
make batterers aware of the full emotional, social and economic costs of their 
behavior; 

6 The batterer’s use of violence is a learned behavior and is therefore, 
changeable; 

7. Programs shall not focus on saving relationships, but on ending violence; 
8. The safety and rights of victims/survivors must be the highest priority; 

9. It is r e c o w d  that the batterer may have unique service needs; therefore, the 
individual differences and rights of the batterer shall be respected; 

10. Service providers shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion, 
sex, national origin, ancestry, age, physical or mental dsabilities, sexual 
orientation, or economic circumstances; and 

1 1. Staff composition of organizations should strive to reflect the cultural diversity 
of the community they sewe. 

Purpose of the batterers’ intervention program 
The purposes of the program are to: 

a) hold batterers accountable, challenge their beliefs, and teach new skills that 
will facilitate changes in their behavior; 

b) provide a role model while educating the batterer about alternative 
behaviors; 

c) collect data to assist with evaluations of program effectiveness, efficiency 
and satisfaction; 

d) collect data regarding demographics, profile characteristics and rates of 
recidivism; 

e) disallow collusion and victim blaming by batterers and others; 

f )  challenge myths about domestic violence and promote “zero tolerance” of 
violent behavior; 

g) coordinate services including referrals to other agencies for needed 
services; 

h) heighten public awareness by making information available to the 
community; and 

i) report compliance and noncompliance to the courts or other referral 
sources 6 -3-0.lq 

, 
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The purposes for the cumculum for intervention programs are to: 

a) ' 

b) promote consistency of services; 

c) 

provide a model for intervention which identifies and remediates tactics of 
power and control; 

challenge beliefs of batterers so that they can see that they are accountable 
for their behavior and can change that behavior, especially when given 
appropriate alternatives; and 
provide a model of violence-fiee behavior among family or household 
members to the prop- its facilitators, and the community. 

d) 

Intervention Rogtams and the Criminal Justice System 
Each treatment program shall have an understanding of the laws regarding 
domestic violence and the operation of the criminal justice syztem. Batterers' 
intervention programs are responsible to the justice system.' The following 
represent the minimum knowledge that any provider must have: 

1. Familiarity with the state laws which regulate police response to domestic 
violence calls; 

2. Familiarity with relief available to victims of domestic violence (Florida 
Statutes, Chapter 960, The Florida Crimes Compensation Act); and 

3. Knowledge of local law enforcement, prosecution, and court policies regarding 
court cases. 

Programs providing mandated intervention shall establish a method of information 
exchange with the justice system. Intervention programs should undertake the 
following activities in pursuit of information exchange: 
1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

5 .  

6. 

Obtain pertinent court orders (including copies of protection orders, bail 
conditions, and probation or parole conditions) and intervention records 
whenever possible; 

Obtain copies of assessments conducted by The Department of Probation as 
well as pertinent police reports; 
Report any serious andlor repeated violations of protection orders, bail 
conditions and probatiodparole conditions tu the appropriate court officer or 
judge; 

Report violations of any provision of a court order mandating -batterer 
intervention to the appropriate court officer, judge, or prosecuting agency; 
Document further incidents of violence, including dates, brief descriptions, and 
outcomes; 

reports include attendance, participation, progress, and recommendations for 
further intervention; - 

Submit periodic participant evaluations to the court or any designated agene- -. v- a,. 
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7 Provide information regarding termination and fee collection to the court 
and/or designated agencies; 

8 Inform law enforcement personnel and any appropriate court officer, as well as 
warn any battered partner, of the risk of violent conduct posed by the program 
participant that may result in serious bodily injury or death to the battered 
partner or any other foreseeable person; 

9. Provide training and technical assistance to the justice system about domestic 
violence, its perpetrators, and appropriate intervention strategies to eiiminate 
violence against women and children. 

Intervention Services and Domestic Violence Rograms 
Intervention programs shall seek to establish cooperative, accountable 
relationships with domestic violence programs and the Broward Domestic 
Violence Council which shall include: 
1. Collaborative work to assure that battered partners are provided outreach, 

advocacy, safety planning, and other assistance while men who batter are 
participating in intervention services; 

2. Development and dissemination of information packets for battered women 
about batterer intervention services and the entitlement of battered women to 
specific information about the program, including program philosophy and 
curriculum content, confidentiality of communications of battered women, 
limitations on confidentiality for men who batter, purpose and scope of routine 
partner contacts, mechanisms by which partners are advised of any risk posed 
by intervention participants, and supportive services offered by the batterers’ 
intervention program to partners of participants; 

3. Establishment of referral mechanisms between the domestic violence and the 
batterers’ intervention program; 

4. Agreement as to noncompetitive fbndraising with local battered women 
services; 

5 .  Consultation on and potential collaboration in advertising and public 
information campaigns relating to batterer intervention services; 

6. Collaboration for training of professionals in the community (i.e., justice 
system, medical, schools, mental health, religious, drug and alcohol treatment, 
child protective services professionals) about domestic violence, the laws 
regarding domestic violence, services for victims and perpetrators, safety 
strategies for battered women and children and accountability of men who 
batter; 

7. Collaborative negotiation of any written or informal agreements with the 

b 

justice system, particularly the courts, related to batterer intervention services, -. - -r  . 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



7 

8 Cooperative creation of any research agenda on domestic violence and 
batterers’ intervention programs and collaborative production and 
dissemination of findings thereon; 

9. Collaboration on issues of public policy related to safety for battered women 
and children and intervention with men who batter.’ 

Intervention Programs and Batiered Padners 
Each treatment program shall establish procedures for safeguarding battered 
women. Batterers’ intervention programs will be monitored to ensure that the 
goals of increasing victim safety, eliminating violence in intimate relationships 
(previous or current) and stopping other forms of abusive behavior are the focus of 
the program. 
As safe ty  for victims of domestic violence and their children is primary to all 
aspects of batterers’ programming, providers shall develop procedures which: 

a) 
b) 
c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

g) 

adequately assess the safety of the victim and her children; 
provide regular contact with the victim to verifj, the victim’s safety; 

ensure that the victim is offered referrals or assistance and inform the 
victim of the batterer’s status in the group; 
ensure that records of victim contact are kept separate and secure from 
batterer files; 
demonstrate cooperation and communication with area domestic violence 
center(s) so as to stay advised on common issues; 

follow and comply with procedures for reporting non-compliance to the 
referral source; 
hold batterers accountable to the fbllest extent possible to victims and the 
community for their use of violence by paying costs associated with 
attending the intervention program; 

have a stafF who is knowledgeable of the laws and the legal system as they 
pertain to domestic violence crimes including, but not limited to, criminal 
and civil remedies for victims and local law enforcement, prosecution, and 
local court personnel, domestic violence rules and policies and education of 
justice system personnel; 

demonstrate cooperation with other victim service agencies that work with 
victims of domestic violence; and 

offer to assist local domestic violence centers in the training and education 
of justice system personnel. 

h) 

i) 

j)  

~~~~~ 

’ AQpted in large part from the Ba&rcr’a T r e M  Ropam GuidJttu, dcnlopcd by the Los 
Angeles County Domatic Violence Council, June, 1988 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



8 

Each treatment program shall attempt to contact victims of batterers. The 
purposes of the contact are to determine if she is safe, to get her assessment of the 
batterer's past and present abusive behavior and, if she desires, to link her to 
victim services and open, ongoing communication. Safety issues should be 
explored on a regular basis throughout the course of treatment, as well as options 
available to the partner, such as orders for protection, and referral to domestic 
violence centers for shelter and legal advocacy. Batterers shall be held accountable 
to their victims and society at large. The programs shall educate and teach new 
skills to batterers and document participation. At a minimum, procedures for 
safeguarding battered women shall include2: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Working collaboratively with domestic violence programs to assure that 
battered partners are provided advocacy, safw planning, and other assistance 
while men who batter are participating in intervention services; 

informing battered partners of their nght to be fiee of Violwce and to access 
legal protections; 
Giving informed referrals to partners to domestic violence programs, victh- 
witness assistance and legal services; 
Advising battered women of the status of the batterer in relation to 
intervention services, including application, rejection, or acceptance, 
attendance, and administrative or contractual discharge; 
Assessing the lethality of all participants at intake and periodically throughout 
intervention; 

Warning battered partners and appropriate law enforcement agencies of 
potential violence by the participant; 

Taking appropriate action to protect partners and minor children fiom dangers 
posed by program participants (including, but not limited to, seeking 
involuntary mental health commitment of the batterer and finding emergency 
safe housing for the endangered partner); 

Avoiding even the appearance of complicity with the batterer in all work 
undertaken by the organization; and 

Focusing primary attention on the safety of battered partners in all contacts 
made with them and all communications made on their behaK 

Guidelines for contacting the victim: 
1. To the degree possible, providers should ensure that victim contacts will be 

conducted by individuals of the same gender as the victim to foster an 
uninhibited flow of information. 

# u . 
' Adoped in Iarge part from the Bonercrs' Trcofmenl Gufdelines, dtnlapad by the Los Angelts County 
Domestic Violence council, June, 1988 

- 
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2. Contact shall be made with all partners within four working days of the 
batterer’s enrollment, initially to conduct the lethality assessment. Providers 
shall make at least three documented attempts by telephone. If telephone 
contact is unsuccessfbl, the provider shall use first class mail to send a letter, 
retaining a copy for the victim file. The letter shall express concern for the 
victim and the children and will provide general information about the 
batterers’ intervention program, the local domestic violence center, and other 
related advocacy services. Lf the letter is returned unopened, the letter and 
envelope shall be retained in the file; 

3. When making telephone contact, providers shall identrfy themselves and ask if 
this is a good time to talk. If it is not, ask for a convenient time to call back 
and the best number to use. Always remember that victim participation is 
completely voluntary. If the victim refuses, it should be recorded on the victim 
contact form and maintained in the victim’s file; 

4. When speaking with the victim, advise her that the call is out of concern for the 
victim and the children’s safety. Acknowledge that you know about the 
violence and control in the relationship. Inform the victim that the perpetrator 
is aware that you are making this contact and that any information shared will 
not be disclosed to the perpetrator. Give the victim the name and phone 
number of the nearest domestic violence center. Validate the perception that 
the victim is not responsible for the partner’s violence and control. If the 
victim agrees to participate, a lethality assessment shall be completed to the 
extent the victim is willig or has time to share information. Completed f o m  
shall be maintained in the victim file; 

5 .  Follow-up contacts may be made monthly but shall occur no less than four (4) 
working days after the twelfth week and the twenty second week of attendance 
in the batterers’ intervention program. The Victim Follow-Up Form shall be 
used to document the contact and shall be maintained in the victim file; 

6. The provider shall not@ the partner by telephone within four (4) working days 
after the batterer is involuntarily terminated from the program. AU attempts at 
victim notification will be documented in this file. If after three attempts 
contact is not made, a letter of notification shall be sent via first class and a 
copy retained in the victim file. If returned unopened, both the letter and 
envelope will be kept in the victim file; 

7. The provider must immediately report MY threat of violence fiom a batterer to 
a prior victim or potential victim. If unable to reach the partner, theprovider 
must immediately contact local law enforcement. These action(s) must be 
documented in both the battercr’s file and the victim file. 

8. AU contact with the victim shall be kept strictly confidential and will not be 
disclosed to any third party without specific written authorization from the 
victim or upon order of the court. Signed authorization will be rhaintained in 
the victim contact file. 

+ 

- 
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The victim has the right to rehse to participate and may ask that the treatment 
program make no further contact. The response may be due to severed ties with 
the victim’s abuser and the desire to move on eom the incident, or it may be. 
because of fear of retribution. Whatever the reason, it is the victim’s choice 
whether or not to participate. 

STAFF SELECTION AND TRAINING REQUIREMENTS 

Staff  shall be competent in general interpersonal skills required to relate to 
battering clients, general knowledge of human behavior and specific knowledge 
about domestic violence, and they shall have attitudes and behavior consistent with 
these guidelines. 
The program shall provide orientation for all new employees to acquaint them with 
the program’s philosophy, organization, treatment program, policies, procedures, 
and goals. 
Treatment programs shall employ staff who are reflective of ethnic and linguistic 
minorities within the community served. Programs shall be linguistically accessible 
and culturally appropriate to communities of color in the geographic areas served. 

Moral Character 
1. Facilitators must be violence-fiee in their own lives. In addition, no program 

shall hire an individual who has been a perpetrator of violence unless the 
program director is satisfied that the potential staff member has successllly 
completed a certified batterers’ intervention program; 

2. Staff employed by the batterers’ intervention program must not use alcohol or 
drugs to an extent or in a manner that is determined to impair the individual’s 
ability to hnction in a responsible, professional manner; 

3. No person acting as a batterers’ intervention program executive director 
(president or sole proprietor), program director, assessor, facilitator, 
supervisor, trainee, or person functioning in a clerical position having access to 
batterer or victim records, may be under any form of community supervision, 
administrative or otherwise, by any law enforcement agency or county, state, 
or federal authority. This includes, but is not limited to, any form of 
misdemeanor or felony probation, community control, pre-trial diversion, post- 
release supervision (prison releases), or parole; 

t 

4. No person acting as a batterer intervention program executive director 
(president or sole proprietor), program director, assessor, facilitator, 
supervisor, or trainee, may have been convicted, pled nolo contendre or had 
adjudication withheld for any crime of violence within the last two years or 
have been under any form of community supervision, including but not limited 
to the above mentioned supervision types. For purposes of this application, a 

battery, sexual assault, sexual battery, stalking, aggravated &g, or thy 
criminal offense resulting in physical inislry or death; and 

crime of violence is defined as assault, aggravated assault, battery, aggravatdd - -- .,- 
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5 No person acting as a batterer intervention program executive director 
(president or sole proprietor), program director, assessor, facilitator, 
supervisor, or trainee, may be the subject of an injunction for protection or any 
other judicial restraint for any violent act as defined above within the last two 
years. 

All arrests for any criminal charge within the last two years must be reported on 
the application for certification. 

Confidentiality 

1. Treatment programs shall develop policies and procedures concerning the 
confidentiality that will be afforded to program participants in other aspects 
both within and outside the progam, for example, use of audio or video taping 
of group sessions, contracts with the television or print media and community 
education activities; 

2. Battered intervention programs shall develop policies and procedures 
regarding the provision of testimony in administrative and judicial 
proceedings, addressing matters such as the scope of participation of 
batterers’ intervention program staff in such proceedings and the parameters 
of confidentiality in cases involving batterers mandated by the court. The 
policy should spec@ that the court is entitled to infomation about 
application, enrollment, attendance, potential violence or threats of violence, 
lethality assessment, dismissal and justification of same, and completion of 
court mandate; 

3. Treatment programs shall not persuade nor coerce victims to waive 
confidentiality and shall infonn victims of the limits to confidentiality. Victims 
who wish to give idomation to the batterers’ intervention program must be 
informed of the limitations and usefulness of doing so and encouraged to seek 
hrther assistance fiom victim advocates. 

k 

Prerequisite Credentials for Assessors and Facilitators 

Educcriion 
Assessment of the perpetrator and facilitators of groups may only be conducted by 
a person certified under these standards and who is also: 

a) ticensad under Chapter 490 or 491, Florida Statutes; 
b) license eligible under Chapters 490 or 491, Florida Statutes (so long as that 

person is working under the supervision of a Chapter 490 or 491 licensee); 
c) a Master’s level professional trained in the areas of counseling, social work, 

psychology, or marriage and family therapy; or 
d) a psychiatrist licensed under Chapter 458, Florida Statutes. 

Additional Cre&nti& for Fmiitatm 
c 

e--,* 
, 
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For all facilitators, the program applicant must show that the following work 
experience requirements are met, in addition to the above educational 
requirements. Each facilitator must have: 

78 hours of direct face-to-face contact facilitating or co-facilitating batterer’s 
groups using the power and control model. These requirements must be 
completed in not less than six months; and 
40 hours of victim-centered training which can include providing advocacy to 
battered women and their children, conducting women’s and children’s groups, 
attending victim panels or presentations at which victims discuss their 
victimization and any other program or training where victim issues are taught. 

Training 
Both the assessor and facilitator applicant must have a minimum of 27 hours of 
training as described below: 

a) 
? 

Completion of 19 hours of training as follows: 

i) 

ii) 

iii) 

iv) 

v) 

vi) 

vii) 

viii) 

the dynamics of domestic violence within the context of power and 
control; (3 hours) 
the effects of domestic violence on victims and their children and 
the critical nature of victim contacts and safety planning; (2 hours) 

that understanding that domestic violence is deeply rooted in 
historical attitudes toward women and is intergenerational; (3 
hours) 
lethality assessment for risks of suicide, homicide, h h e r  domestic 
violence or other violent aggressive behaviors, and access to or use 
of weapons; (2.5 hours) 

information on state and federal laws pertaining to domestic 
violence, including the policies affecting treatment of court-ordered 
program participants, child abuse, divorce, and custody matters; 
(1.5 hours) 

the role of the facilitator within the group and within the context of 
a coordinated community response to domestic violence; (2.5 
houn) 

teaching non-controlling alternatives to violent and controlling 
behaviors; (3 hours) 
understanding and preventing collusion (1.5 hours) 

b) 

c) Four (4) hours of riding along with local law enforcement or . * I 

Eight (8) hours of substance abuse training specifk to domestic violence 
and ’ .  ----.I* 
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Four (4) hours of court attendance during domestic violence cases; or a 
combination of both. 

Facilitator Trainees 

If an apprenticeship or “trainee” period is necessary to fulfill any of the prerequisite 
credentials for the facilitator’s requirement, a trainee must work under the 
direction of a trained facilitator using the power and control model and a 
supervisor at a battered intervention program and under the direction of or in 
conjunction with a certified domestic violence center. Experience and required 
face to face contact as described above may be voluntary or part of a university 
internship program, paid or unpaid, but must be documented by the program 
executive director. 

Continuing Edrrcation for Assessors and Facilitaton 

a) Twelve hours of total education or experience annwy  in any of the 
following areas as they pertain to battered intervention are required: 

i) domestic violence and substance abuse 

ii) domestic violence and the law 

iii) 

iv) 

completion of power and control model training 

other issues which pertain to domestic violence such as, mediation, 
arrest procedures and its affect on children 

or 

b) Eight hours of education as described above and four hours of documented 
supplemental experience in the area of family violence such as: 

i) 

ii) 

court attendance during domestic violence hearings or trials 

riding along with local police 

iii) 
iv) 

work with a state-cefied domestic violence center 

evaluation and intervention with families where domestic violence is 
present 

The program director is responsible for ensuring the appropriateness of the 
education and experience used to meet this requirement. 

For each referral for assessment, the assessor shall: 
Rinapd Duties of Assessors 

a) agree to schedule the assessment within 10 calendar days &om the batterer’s 
initial contact; 

b) complete a psychosocial assessment using an assessment instrument requiring 
minimum of one hour to complete; , 

c) submit assessment and any additional information to the treating clinician 
within five calendar days of assessment: 

e-4- 

- 
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provide for release of information concerning the psychosocial assessment to 
the program, appropriate probation department, The Division of Human 
Services (for monitoring purposes) or other criminal justice agency; 
collect and receive fees fiom each batterer for his psychosocial assessment 
based on the recommended range of $6.00-$60.00 and the ability to pay, 
maintain accurate records of the batterer’s attendance at and cooperation with 
the psychosocial assessment; and 
refer to the referring bid, within five calendar days, those who are screened out 
of group in accordance with the rejection criteria described previously. 

Principal Duties of Facili!a!ors 
The principal duties of program facilitators are to: 

facilitate or co-facilitate weekly intervention groups utilizing the established 
cumculum and techniques; 
model appropriate boundary setting, confrontation, refraining, paraphrasing, 
reflection, and clarification; 
identify and eliminate collusion or complicity and intragroup conflicts for 
individual and group growth; 

communicate non-hostility, respect, and unconditional acceptance of 
ethnocultural and lifestyle differences; 
teach and model problem-solving skills and non-violent behavior options; 

recognize and process denial and minimization and other defense mechanisms; 

establish rapport and understanding in a non-judgmental and objective manner 
so as to build trust, reduce resistance, and elicit the necessary feedback to 
gauge understanding of intervention information imparted; 
appropriately confkont acts of domestic violence and other counterproductive 
behavior( s); 
elicit self-disclosure to enhance participant’s self-exploration; and 

maintain case notes regarding participation, cooperation and other pertinent 
information. 

\ 

hereQuiri!e Crcduttiah for supervisors 

a) For all supervisors, the program applicant must show that the following 
educationaVwork experience requirements are met: 

i) a master’s degree plus one year of equivalent experience involving 
direct contact work with victims andor batterers; and 

batteren’ groups using the power and control mdel. 
requirements must be comp!eted in not less than six months; and 

ii) 78 hours of direct face-to-face contact facilitating or co-facilitatin’g . e*** 

Thise 
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iii) 40 hours of victim-centered training which can include providing 
advocacy to battered women and their children, conducting 
women’s and children’s groups, attending victim panels or 
presentations at which victims discuss their victimization and any 
other program or training where victim issues are taught. 

Applicants for supervisor positions are fhther required to have three or 
more years of domestic violence experience, which may include the 
following areas: 
i) domestic violence training; 

ii) teaching domestic violence in high school or post secondary 
settings; 

iii) domestic violence program development, implementation, 
monitoring, or evaluation; 

iv) documented research conducted in the field of domestic violence; 
and 

v) authorship of publications in the field of domestic violence. 
Applicants for supervisory certification may provide supervision as a 
supervisor trainee under the supenrision of or on a contract basis with a 
person who is licensed under Chapters 490 or 491, Florida Statutes. 

b) 

\ 

Records of Personnel and Contract Workers 
The provider’s personnel records must contain the following information regarding 
each staff member and all contract workers: 

name, address, home phone number, social security number, date of birth, and 
a recent clear photograph or a copy of a Florida driver’s license, 
name, contact information of closest relative and emergency contact; 

training goals for trainees clearly stated and acknowledged by the staff 
(contract worker); 

proof of a local criminal background check; 
a criminal background check to include FCIC and fingerprint card; 

verification of an injunction registry background check; 

a signed job description; 

a signed privacy act statement (acknowledging confidentiality of information 
received); 

a signed copy of the program’s philosophy and mission statement; 

completed resume and/or application for employment; 
official transcript or d e d  documentation of level of requirtd education, 
training, and experience; 

’ .  - -a’5 

, 

- 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



16 

I) written verification of previous employment and previous experience; 
m) a signed drug-fiee workplace policy; 
n) a signed sexual harassment policy; and 

0 )  a signed violence-fiee lifestyle statement. 

PROGRAM GOALS 
The overall goal of the education and treatment program shall be the cessation of 
coercive, dominating, and violent behavior, and the safety of the victim and the 
children, if any. Specifically, the program shall be designed to achieve the 
following goals: 
1. To assist the batterer to understand that his acts of violence, abuse and use of 

power and jkiviIege are a means of controlling the victim’s actions, thoughts, 
and feelings; 

2. To encourage the batterer to acknowledge his abuse and to recognize his use 
of abusive behavior as a choice and accept responsibility for its impact on his 
partner and others; 

3. To increase the batterer’s willingness to change his actions, for example, by 
examining the negative effects of his behavior on is relationship, his partner, his 
children, his fiiends, and himsee 

4. To expand the batterer’s understanding of the causes of his violence and abuse 
by examining the cultural, social, and perspnal factors that influence his choice 
to be violent and abusive; 

5 .  To teach the batterer practical skills for noncontrohg and nonviolent ways of 
relating to women; and 

6. To encourage the batterer to become accountable to those he has hurt through 
his use of violence, to take whatever actions are necessary to comply with the 
safety needs of his partner and to make restitution for the effects of the abuse. 

? 

Program Structure 
Groups shall be used as the primary means of intervention for the following 
reasons: 
1. Confrontation of the batterer’s abuse by other individuals in the group 

challenges pro-violence norms that often exist among men in other settings; 
2. Groups provide greater opportunity for codiontation than individud settings 

and more effectively decrease the batterer’s isolation and dependence on his 
partner; and 

3. Groups are more cost-effective. - ‘ U  ’ .  
, 
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The provider agrees to establish a program structure that utilizes the following 
parameters: 
1. 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Composition of the groups shall be restricted to perpetrators of domestic abuse 
who are of the same gender and sexual orientation; 
Facilitators shall speak the Same language as that of the perpetrators; 
Where specialized groups are indicated (Le., women’s groups, gayflesbian, 
Spanish speaking, Creole speaking, juvenile offender, etc.), the provider shall 
either indicate their ability and capacity to conduct such specialized groups, or 
establish referral procedures to other organizations that may provide such 
services; 

Groups shall be open (accepting new members on an ongoing basis); 
A perpetrator shall attend a program of no fewer than 26 weeks (including 
intake, orientation, and 24 groups), each group session ofbhich shall be no 
less than 90 minutes in length;. 
While groups shall be the primary format of intervention, programs should 
develop individualized plans to meet the needs of the participants. These plans 
may include individual sessions and adjunctive interventions as necessary; 

The maximum group size shall be 15 participants; 

Male-female co-facilitation teams are preferred, as the presence of a female co- 
leader diminishes the possibility of collusive male bonding in the groups, and 
for the purpose of modeling healthy egalitarian relationships; and 

Excused absences may be accepted and will be reviewed on a case by case 
basis by the appropriate program authority. 

Program Model 

Program topics must closely follow a model that depicts an overall system of 
physical and sexual abuse where the batterer uses methods and tactics of power 
and control over a victim. Those tactics are as follows: 

using intimidation; 

usingisolation; 
minimizing, denying, and blaming; 

using economic abuse; and 
using coercion and threats. 

using motional abuse; 

usingchildren; 

A minimum of two to three sessions (for a total of 24 weeks) must be devoted to 
each specific tactic of power and control. ‘ .  --..a) 
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Intake/Assessment Procedures 

Purpose: A psychosocial assessment is an inherent component of aII batterers’ 
intervention. It is performed in order to identlfy persons who would benefit Erom 
concurrent mental health or substance abuse treatment programs; to screen out 
those persons from the batterers’ intervention program who have substance abuse 
problems or other impairments which make them unable to participate in the group 
intervention even with concurrent or preliminary treatment of those problems; to 
screen out those persons from the batterers’ intervention programs who may be 
dangerous or have severe mental illness and would not benefit from the program; 
and to elicit information that the batterers’ intervention program may use during 
the psychoeducational process. 

, 

General Considerations: An intake shall be performed by the rovider indicated 
by the judge on the court order. A copy of the intake must b e maintained in all 
batterer files. A contract must be signed by the batterer and must be in the 
batterer’s file. Programs shall develop criteria for seMce and an intake form by 
which batterers are screened and assessed for eligibility. The decision to invite 
partners to participate in the assessment process should always be based on her 
willingness to do so, taking into account that participation may encourage 
unrealistic hopes for positive outcome. Ln addition, it is always essential to 
consider the risk to her safety. Finally, all attempts should be made to gather 
preliminary information prior to the evaluation to determine the perpetrator’s 
suitability for the program (Le., police reports, probationary assessment, court 
order, etc.) 

Enrollrnen Ulntake 

1. Each treatment program agrees to establish written policies and procedures 
regarding intake and assessment; 

2. These policies and procedures shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
information: 

a) admission criteria 

b) length of time between receipt of referral and intake 
appointment; 

c) accepted length of time between intake and orientation; 

d) procedure for nocall, no-show and process for informing 
appropriate individuals; 

e) process for completing the assessment, including the 
individual(s) responsible for assessment and their 

’ -. I..- “4 credentials; . 
refmd procedures for persons eliminated horn program 
participation during the screening process; 
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.. 

ii) The form for conducting an intake assessment shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following information: 
a) referral source 

b) 
c) 
d) social security number 

nature and details of precipitating event 
name and address of the perpetrator 

e) medical insurance 

f )  employer and employment history 
g) educational history 
h) partner and/or victim’s name 
i) relationship to victim 

j) living arrangement 
k) marital status 

1) previous criminal history/activity 

m) proximity of victim and offender 
n) obsession over victim 

0 )  history of violence and other abusive behaviors, including 
those both within and outside the intimate relationship. 
Special attention should be paid to possible incidents of 
child abuse or neglect by the batterer. 

p) fkequencykycle of violence 
q) violence in previous relationships 

r) 
s) attitudes toward violence 

violence used in the individual’s family of origin 

t) 

u) 

homicide risk (refer to section on lethality wsessment) 

suicide risk, including ideations, threats, or attempts 

v) 
w) accessibility to weapons (see section on lethality 

x) substance abuse assessment, including: 

life stresses and/or potential triggers 

assessment) 

(1) 
(2) current and past use 

involvcrnent of alcohoVdrugs at time of incident 
’ . -La.*  

I 

(3) current and past treatment - 
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(4) age first used 

( 5 )  substances used 

y) mental health assessment, including; 
(1) psychiatric hospitalizations 
(2) psychotropic medications 
(3) current and past treatment 

(4) age of onset 
( 5 )  diagnosis 

Fee Assessmen VProcedures 

Purpose: Payment for one’s own participation in a batterers’ intervention 
program is one of many indicators of responsibility and shall bqincorporated into 
the program. AlI batterers shall be charged for participation in the batterers’ 
intervention program. The batterers’ intervention program shall establish a fee 
scale to contribute to the cost of the program. Fees shall be based on a sliding 
scale or an alternative system that would accommodate the inability to pay. 

General Considerations: Fee for service shall be assessed by the batterers’ 
intervention program and paid by the batterer. Exceptions for those persons who 
are indigent will be made as programs must accept indigent participants as 
explained below. Exceptions may also be made for government supported 
programs. Programs must be financially structured to allow for the delivery of a 
quality program. 
1. Each provider agrees to establish a fee scale to cover the cost of the program. 

Fees shall be based on either a sliding fee scale or an alternative system that 
would accommodate inability to pay, enabling batterers to afford services. It is 
recommended that the programs assess weekly fees ranging between $5.00 and 
$50.00, based on the program’s determination of ability to pay; 

2. Fees shall be set following an income evduation using, at a minimum, the 
participant’s most recent federal incume tax form, or if no! available, other 
relevant income records or information which may be usehl for an accurate 
determination of standard of living, income, and ability to pay; 

3. Participants in the batterers’ intervention program shall be required to pay their 
fees either wakly or in advance, however, exceptions may be made at the 
discretion of the program director; 

4. Fees for the assessment are to be paid at the time of the assessment; 

5 .  Providers shall not compete with domestic violence centers for funding. Both 

in cooperation, not in competition, with each other; and 
are necessary to address the problems of domestic violence and they must exist -. e-*-. 

# 

6. Service providers shall not refbse to aecept individuals with an inability to pay, 
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Substance Abuse Assessment 

Ifthe initial intake evaluation indicates drug andor alcohol abuse, this should be 
addressed either prior to, or in conjunction with, the batterer’s programming. 
Referrals to other agencies or to services within the organization for specialized 
services should be initiated in those circumstances. Violence cannot be 
successfidly addressed without treating the substance abuse problem. However, 
treatment for substance abuse shall not be substituted for a batterers’ intervention 
program. 
1. Each treatment program agrees to establish policies and procedures regarding 

substance abuse assessment, referral, and treatment; 
2. These policies and procedures shall include, but not be Limited to, the following 

information: 

a) assessment tools and procedures for comdetion 
b) substance abuse services provided by the treatment program 
c) Limitations of sexvices provided 

d) policies regarding urinalysis (frequency, payment, 

e) 

f )  

g) 

procedure) 

process for referral to outside providers of service 
procedure for follow-up with outside agencies 

process for informing judicial system and Department of 
Probation regarding substance use and treatment 

Mental Health Assessment 

If the mental health assessment conducted during intake and evaluation indicates 
that the perpetrator suffers fiom a serious and persistent mental illness that would 
prevent them fiom participating hlly in the batterers’ intervention program, the 
treatment program is responsible for making an appropriate referral to an 
organization that has expertise in addressing their symptoms. If a program 
believes they can successllly treat that individual in a group modality, policies and 
procedures must be in place for that situation. 
1. 

2. 

Each treatment program agrees to develop policies and procedures relating to 
the mental health issues of individuals referred to their program; 

These procedures shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
information: 

a) 
b) policies regarding admission criteria, and ineligibility for - 

c) 

procedures for conducting mental status exams; 

4 -.a2 participation; ’ .  
I 

process for informing judicial system and Department of 
Probation of appropriateness of referral; 
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d) 

e) 

f) 

process for referring individuals with special mental health 
needs to specialized programs; 
policies for admission into batterers’ intervention program 
with concurrent mental health treatment; and 

procedures for follow-up with outside agencies 

Concurrent or Subsequent Treatment and Follow-Up Services 
As stated above, concurrent or subsequent treatment for mental health or 
substance abuse problems may take place during the psychoeducational program. 
Extended services can occur only after the minimum requirements of the batterers’ 
intervention program have been met. If agreed to by the partner, the batterer may 
engage in couples, &age, or family therapy after completion of the batterers’ 
intervention program. 

Lethality Assessment b 

AU providers will conduct a lethality assessment to identlfy potential chronic 
batterers. This assessment is conducted in an effort to increase Victim safety and 
to potentially reveal individuals who are most likely to continue attacking their 
intimate partners. The past is an excellent predictor of the fbture. Ifthe male has 
a long history of violence, the probability that it will continue is very high. The 
longer the history, the greater is the probability of its continuance. The greater 
number of psychological and behavioral commonalties that he possesses, the 
greater his potential for continued violence or homicide. The possession of 
weapons and the abuse of alcohol or drugs are two major predictors. The victim 
has the right to refbse to participate and may ask that the provider make no hrther 
contact. 
1. Each treatment provider agrees to establish procedures for meeting with the 

batterer’s partner within four days of enrollment in the group; 

2. These policies and procedures should include, but not be limited to, the 
following Sonnation: 

i) contacting the victim; 

ii) maintenance of confidentiality; 

iii) assessment tool; 
iv) completion of assessment; 

v) maintenance of information 

0 RI ENTATf ON 

The batterers’ intervention program shall conduct a group orientation. The 
minimum time for the group orientation is 90 minute session (excluding breaks). - 
An outline of the orientation and a statement acknowledging attendance must be in 
each batterer’s file. Orientation should include, but is not limited to; the following: 

’J C.. a. 

- 
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a) 
b) domestic violence statistics; 

c) 

d) 

e) 

0 
g) 

the definition of domestic violence; 

an introduction of the power and control wheel; 
an introduction of the equality wheel; 

an overview of rules and regulations; 
the completion of a safety plan; 

an overview of the effects of domestic violence on children; and 

h) an outline of program content showing the dynamics of power and control, 
the effects of abuse on the victim, children and others, gender roles, 
socialization, and the nature of the violence. 

+ PROGRAM AlTENDANCE POLICY 

a) The batterer must attend the 24 week sessions that comprise the barterers’ 
intervention program. However, the batterer cannot begin the program 
until intake assessment and orientation are completed; 

b) Three successive unexcused absences may result in termination from the 
program and such a termination shall be within the discretion of the 
provider. A total of four or more unexcused absences during the 24 week 
intervention program shall result in an automatic termination &om the 
program. The provider must immediately report any termination to the 
court or other referral source, if applicable; 

c )  Notice of this policy must be signed by the batterer and maintained in their 
file; 

d) Batterers must complete the program with which they originally enrolled 
unless approval to change programs is obtained fiom the court (if 
applicable) and the program director; 

e) Excused absences may be accepted and will be reviewed on a case by case 
basis by the appropriate program authority. 

PROGRAM CONTRACTS 
Treatment programs shall establish a written agreement that clearly delineates the 
obligations of the batterer to the program and consequences for noncompliance 
with the agreement. The program shall also establish a written agreement that 
clearly delineates the obligations of the program to the batterer. The program shall 
review the contract with the participant and furaish a copy to the batterer. 
Consequences shall be commensurate with the violation; partners, the court and/or 
probation shall be advised of the breach of contract. 
The contents of the contract shall include, but not be limited to, the follo*g ’ .  
information: 

a) attendance policy of intake, orientation, and 24 weeks of group sessions; 
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batterer attendance at group sessions 6ee of alcohol, drugs, and violence; 

suspension and termination criteria, 
program rules and regulations; 
agreement to participate in evaluations regarding history of abuse; 
commitment from the batterer to participate in the program and to be 
violence-tiee; 

disclosure of information statement informing the batterer of the right of 
the program staff to advise appropriate individual(s) including the victim, 
courts, or probation or other referral source of the following: 

i) threat to conduct bodily harm to the victim or to any other person 
or to commit suicide; 

ii) any belief that child abuse or neglect is presenbor has occurred, 
which also will be reported pursuant to section 415.504, Florida 
Statutes. 

language that informs the batterer of the program’s continuing 
responsibility to take safety initiatives by n o w g  any person at risk, 
including but not limited to, the victim, any children, significant others, 
victim’s advocates or the police, of any concerns they have about the 
participant’s potential for violence and lethality; 
a list of provider expectations such as participation and homework and that 
the batterer will be held accountable for abusive and violent behavior, 
responsibility of safety planning for batterers, including awareness of 
abusivdviolent behavior and patterns, violence avoidance techniques, 
controlling behavior logs, and non-violence maintenance; 
specific release of information for collateral treatment (i. e., substance 
abuse, mental health) 

payment of fees; and 
waiver which specdies that information may be revealed to the probation 
department and the court, and that the appropriate criminal justice agency 
must be apprised of a mandated batterer’s failure to participate, further acts 
of violence, or dismissal 

The provider may contract with the batterer for videdaudio recordings of group 
sessions for the purposes of internal instruction, education, research, or program 
monitoring. However, agreement to such a contract provision is not mandatory 
for the batterer. 
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PROGRAM CONTENT 
Each treatment program shall include a written educational curriculum based on 
interpersonal and resocialization techniques. At a minimum, the curriculum of the 
educational component shall include the following: 
1. the nature and effects of domestic violence on children, families and the 

community, including the definition of domestic violence, domestic violence 
laws and consequences and the identification of abusive, controlling, and 
violent behaviors; 

2. assisting the batterer in taking responsibility for violent and abusive behavior, 
including the identification, co&ontation and change of abusive and 
controlling behaviors toward victims, including partners and children. AU 
forms of physical abuse and intimidation shall be identified and challenged. 
Specific attention to emotional, mental, sexual, and economic abuse shall also 

3. erasing myths and beliefs about domestic violence, including myths about 
provocation and the work that is necessary to bring about changes in the 
attitudes and beliefs that promote family violence; 

4. teaching about the cycle of violence; 

5 .  teaching self-awareness components, including the identification of arousal 
cues and patterns of verbal and behavioral abusiveness by helping batterers to 
learn to identlfjl behavior, emotional, and physical cues which signal escalating 
anger and the need for using a time-out; 

6. improving the batterer’s ability to identfi and articulate feelings; 

7. identifying profiles of batterers; 

8. improving listening and communication skills and listening with empathy, 

9. developing the skills necessary for the maintenance of non-abusive behavior 
which includes learning non-violent conflict resolution, assertive, non- 
aggressive communication, and achieving and maintaining positive, healthy, 
nurturing, nonabusive partnerships and parenting; 

10. identifjing and discussing the effects of violence and abuse on victims, 
including children who witness such abuse, as well as on self and others. The 
short and long-term effects of violence on spouses and children shall be 
enumerated. Clients shall be expected to take responsibility for creathg these 
consequences and the negative effects their abuse has caused; the exercises 
shall build empathy and take the perspcct~ve of the Victim; 

be included; b 

1 1. improving problem solving and decision making skills; 
- .A 12. improving negotiation and nonviolent conflict resolution skills; ’ .  

I 

13. teaching personal change strategies and systematic methods for restructuring 
selfdefeating thought patterns; - 
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14 encouraging the development, improvement, and use of support systems; 

1 5 .  teaching stress management techniques, including relaxation for arousal 
control; 

16. challenging stereotypical gender role expectations, including issues of sexism, 
attitudes supporting maie superiority to women and male privilege, as well as a 
belief in male entitlement to control women; 

17. improving self-esteem; 
18. exploring the socio-cultural basis for domestic violence; 
19. identifying the effects of distorted thinking on emotions and behavior; 
20. male power and control issues, including the comparison of self-control versus 

21. learning about the relationship of alcohol and drug usdabuse with domestic 

22. developing plans to take personal responsibility to eliminate violent, abusive 

23. exploring the role of ethnicity and culture in domestic violence; and 

24. encouraging clients to do volunteer work for social change, allowing the 
batterer to give something of themselves back to the community and to 
contribute to changing the climate that condones violence against women; 
developing a reliable method to monitor such activities 

power and dominance 

violence; 

behaviors, prevent relapse, and develop self-advocacy skills; 

Guidelines for Appropriate Intervention 
This model is “psychoeducational.” It addresses abuse in both a personal and 
social context through gender-based expectations, beliefs, and attitudes. This 
model acknowledges that violence is a learned behavior, and therefore, can be 
unlearned. Participation in the program is mandatory for the perpetrator and shall 
not extend beyond the perpetrator’s term of probation. 
Getting in touch with one’s feelings and emotions or alternatives to violence, as 
well as ventilation techniques are considered to be appropriate approaches. It is 
recognized that a limited number of perpetrators may not be able to sustain the 
co&ontational nature of a group setting (i.e., individuals with serious and 
persistent mental illness), therefore, individual counseling may be indicated for this 
population. This counseling shall focus on the violence and other abuse 
perpetrated by the offender. 

Inappropriate Intervention Apprwches 
Theories or methods which in any way bring the victim into the circle of 
responsibility for the batterer’s behavior or diminish the battercr’s responsibility for -. 
the violence are inappropriate. W e  the following methods may, hh  time40 
time, be incorporated into a treatment model that focuses on power-and control in 

- 

. .  
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relationships, they are considered to be inadequate and inappropriate if they stand 
alone as the focus of treatment. 
1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Any intervention approach that blames or intimidates the victim or places the 
victim in any danger is not allowed. There is no behavior on the part of the 
victim which causes or excuses abuse. Batterers bear sole responsibility for 
their actions; 
h y  approach that coerces, mandates, or otherwise requires victim 
participation is inappropriate. Couples, marriage, or family therapy is 
prohibited during the psychoeducational intervention phase. Such methods 
may be used as an adjunct to treatment only after the cessation of violence and 
coercion, the victim is not fearftl of the perpetrator and is making decisions 
independent of the abuser, and the victim is in agreement; 
Psychodynamic interventions which center causality of the violence to past 
experiences and unconscious motivations are not allowed; + 

Communication enhancement or anger management which lay primary 
causality on anger are prohibited; 
Systems theory approaches which treat the violence as a mutually circular 
process, blaming the victim as well as the perpetrator, are inappropriate; 
Addiction counseling models which identify the violence as an addiction and 
the victim and children as enabling or codependent in the violent drama are not 
allowed; 

Any approach that encourages gradual containment and de-escalation of 
violence is prohibited; 

Theories or techniques which identlfy poor impulse control as the primary 
cause of the violence are inappropriate; 

Methods which identrfy psychopathology on the part of either party as a 
primary cause of the violence are not allowed; and 

10. Teaching fair fighting techniques is prohibited. 

DISCHARGE 
Batterers’ intervention programs shall develop a written policy regarding 
SuccesJftl and unsuccessll termination. The program shall establish written 
criteria for satisfactory complaion of the batterers’ intervention program. In 
addition, programs shall develop a written policy outlining the CircumstanCes under 
which a batterer may be terminated before completing the program. The program 
shall utilize the Discharge Summary to be forwatdad to the court upon discharge; 
policies and procedures shall be developed by the program for the completion of 
the Discharge Summary. Under no circumstance does completion of the progrv - 
guarantee hrther non-violence. , - -Y - 
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There are three categories of discharge: 

a) ComDletion: The batterer has been in compliance with the rules and 
regulations, attended scheduled appointments, participated at an acceptable 
level, completed homework and other assignments and paid required fees. 

i) The program shall not@ the referring court of the perpetrator’s 
attendance and history of abuse while in the program once all 
criteria have been met. 

ii) The victim shall be notified of completion by the perpetrator unless 
the victim requests to not be informed. The notification shaU 
indicate only that the perpetrator has complied with contractud and 
court requirements. The program shall advise the victim that 
successfbl completion of batterer’s treatment does not guarantee 
that the perpetrator will not return to violence. 

b 
b) Reiection: The program can reject the batterer for services due to: 

i) extensive psychiatric history including an active mental health 
history; 

ii) 

iii) 

chronic substance abuse or chemical dependency that first requires 
completion of a residential treatment program; and 

an inability to fbnction in a group due to limited mental ability. 

If the batterer is rejected, the program must: 

iv) document the reason for rejection; 

V) make specific recommendations to the court or referral source; 

vi) 
vii) 

inform the victim of the rejection; and 
place a copy of the documentation in the batterer’s file. 

c) Termination: The provider can terminate the batterer fiom the program 
for: 

0 recurcence of violence andor arrest; 

ii) failure to abide by the rules and regulations of the program, 
including absences and other matters as set forth in these standards; 

iii) failure to participate and attend sessions; and 

iv) attending group under the influence of alcohol and drugs. 

If a batterer is terminated fiom the program, the provider must: 

i) 

ii) 

document clearty and specifically the reasons for termination 
without jeopardizing the safety of the victim; 
make specific recommendations, including alterqtives such’as 
weekend incarceration, commUnity Service hours, probation 
violation, and return to the program; 

’ : c 
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iii) 

iv) 

inform the victim of the termination within three days; and 
inform the referral source of the termination within three days. 

FOLLOW-UP 
Follow-up is essential in the evaluation of the effectiveness of batterers' 
intervention programs, therefore, each treatment program agrees to develop 
policies and procedures that relate to the aftercare services provided for victims 
and perpetrators. Follow-up may include contacting victims and perpetrators by 
telephone or mail to determine continued acts of violence, being notified by The 
Department of Probation regarding incidences of reoffense, or the conduct of an 
aftercare group for graduates. 

DOCUMENTATION 
AU treatment providers shall maintain records on both participants and vi&. 
Victim records shall be filed separately, so as to maintain confidentiality standards. 
Stid€ will be trained in the proper methods of documentation as part of their 
orientation to the program. Perpetrators' records shall include, but not be Limited 
to, the following information: 

face sheet, including demographic and other client information 

contracts of agreement 

assessment information 
fee assessment, including documentation of financial status and sliding fee 
scale 

referrals made to other treatment agencies 
release(s) of information 

consent for treatment 

rules and regulations of program 

philosophy, mission statement and goals of treatment program 

confidentiality statement 

progress notes 
progress reports 

discharge summary 
Victims' records shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

a) lethality assessment 
b) victim contact forms 
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DATA COLLECTION 

AU providers shall have a system for collection of data, including, but not limited 
to, information regarding demographics, profile characteristics, and completion 
rates. 

Purpose: To ensure the consistency between organizations providing services 
to batterers. To collect statistical data that will assist in the future planning of 
programs. To identifL the numbers of individuals being served to plan for future 
growth of programs. To provide the Human Services Department, Health Care 
Management Division and the Judiciary with information needed to determine the 
type of participant best served by the program. TO identifjl any trends in referral 
and intake. 
General Considerations: AU individuals who are court-mandated for treatment 
will be evaluated by the referral organization. Information regarding these 
individuals will be collected in a systematic, compatiblk manner across 
organizations to provide for consistency and congruency in methodology. 
Guidelines regarding the security of information on program participants have been 
discussed previously. 

a) Each treatment provider shall establish a system for coilecting statistical 
data and for reviewing this data. A database shall be maintained to develop 
a record of workload. The following information must be collected by 
each program: 
i) Number of referrals received 
u) Referral source 

iii) Number of scheduled appointments 

iv) Number of intakes 

v) Number of, and reasons for, rehsals by program 
vi) Number of no-calVno-shows for intake 

vii) Reasons for no-show based on follow-up 
Viii) Basic demographic information, including 

8 

a) race 
b) ethnicity 

c) gender 

d) Primaryl~guage 

e) age 
f )  religion 
g) marital status 

' .  c- -._ . 
- 

h) zipcode 
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i) 
j) vocation 

k) disabilities 
Involvement of substancdalcohol use at time of offense 

highest level of educational attainment 

ix) 
x) History of substancdalcohol usdabuse 

xi) 
xii) 

xiii) 
XiV) 

History of psychiatric problems 

History of abuse experienced as a child 
criminal history 
Referrals made by program type (mental health, substance abuse, 
etc.) 
Number of offense (first time, second, etc.) 

Charge type 
Offense description 
Date intake conducted 

+ 

xix) Program start date 
xx) Program completion date 

mi) Termination From program . 

xxii) Reason for termination 
xxiii) Amount charged for fees 
xxiv) Amount of fees collected 

Aggregate data will be compiled and analyzed by the Program Evaluator. 
Areas of concern and improvement needs will be identified and presented 
to the providers and judiciary in a providers’ meeting. 

A strategic plan of corrective action will be developed by the providers, 
with input firom the Program Evaluator and Judiciary. 

b) 
c )  

d) 

PROGRAM MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
Monitoring is a process by which battered intervention programs are designed, evaluated, 
and structured. Evaluation is both structural and substantive, and includes the review of 
organizations to ensure that services provided are effective and efficient, and that there is 
satisfaction with such services by clients as well as community stakeholders. The 
monitoring and evaluation component is an effort that actively seck continuous 
improvement and enhancement in the provision of intervention and treatment Seryices to 

accountable service outcomes for individuals served by these programs. It sa& to ensure 
that the efftctiveness and efficiency of setvices cig be defined, pursued, achieved, and 

- 
- -Y perpetrators of domestic violence. It is designed to provide a means of identifying' . - 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



32 

maintained. Inherent in this concept is the creation of formal mechanisms for identifjing 
criterion for success, as well as methodologies to collect, andyze, and report information 
related to outcomes. 
The Monitoring and Evaluation program will provide oversight and appraisal of 
organizations who are currently approved to provide batterers' intervention services, as 
well as those agencies who seek to become approved providers. Program monitoring and 
evaluation will be conducted by the Broward County Department of Human Services, 
Health Care Management Division. The evaluation will be conducted by a Program 
Evaluator as previously identified. The Division must determine that providers are 
complying with required policies, such as partner contact, duty to warn, progress, and 
termination plans for group participants, are not providing inappropriate intervention 
services such as marriage and f@ counseling as determined by these standards, and that 
they are following any applicable rules and regulations. Site visits shall be conducted to 
ensure providers are in compliance with basic standards relative to group content, 
philosophy, and approach that must be adhered to ensure accountab&y of the batterer, 
safety of the victims, and overall provider compliance. During site visits, documents and 
forms will be examined to determine provider compliance with the requirements. During 
the evaluation, the following areas will be addressed: 

assessment of batterer 
timeliness of assessment 
signed agreements, including release of information, sliding fee scale, contract for 
services 
progress with treatment 
termination summaries and documentation related to completion or non- 
completion of treatment 
referral tracking and follow-up 
victim contact and follow-up 
qualifications and skills assessment of personnel 
observation and evaluation of the group process 
policy and procedure manual review 

In addition, this program will include a review of the following: 

integration with community agencies, local task forces, and the criminal justice 
system 
analysis of program efficiency based on access to services (;.e., geographic 
locations, languages spoken, special needs populations, hourddays of service, 
crisis intervention) 
demographic data and profiles of individuals who receive Services 
program completion and compliance 
measurement of program participation at various stages of treatment 
unit cost analysis 
rates of recidivism and reoffense 
cornorbidity of substancdalcohol abuse 

- 

c 
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involvement of substance abuse at the time of offense 
longitudinal follow-up with victims and perpetrator 

Monitoring and evaluation will be conducted by the Program Evaluator on a continuous 
basis, with formal reviews conducted semi-annually. Providers shall participate in monthly 
meetings with the program evaluator, discussing issues that are pertinent to the 
improvement and enhancement of the program. Each treatment program will be fbrnished 
with a copy of the program monitoring instrument and group observation guide to ensure 
a complete understanding of the monitoring process. Reports will be made to The 
Division as well as to the judiciary and plans for corrective action will be developed and 
implemented to address areas of concern. As research on perpetrators and battered 
intervention programs progresses, philosophical and programmatic changes may be 
necessary. 

’ .  
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L INTRODUCTION 

The Florida Department of Corrections, Office of Certification and Monitoring, is responsible 
for certifjrlng and monitoring assessors and batterer intervention programs. Program approval 
will include the department’s analysis of each assessor’s and program’s ability to meet the 
minimum standards before they are able to receive referrals from the court as a certified 
provider or referrals as a certified assessor. 

The Florida Legislature has stated that the purpose of the certification of batterers’ intervention 
programs is “to uniformly and systematically standardize programs to hold those who 
perpetrate acts of domestic violence responsible for those acts and to ensure safety for the 
victims of domestic violence.”’ The Department of Corrections’ first set of standards, based 
upon the minimum certification standards developed by the Commission on Minimum 
Standards for Batterers’ Intervention Programs, suggest a gender based classification regarding 
appropriateness for programs among batterers. These standards clearly and substantially relate 
to the important governmental purposes of protecting the public, standardizing programs, and 
monitoring programs for safety. Developing certifkation standards for male batterers’ 
programs will set a uniform and systematic standard for the development of certification 
standards for programs designed to meet the needs of other types of perpetrators such as 
females and juveniles. 

The Florida Department of Law Enforcement reports that approximately 75% of those who 
perpetrate domestic violence are male. For these standards to effectively meet the public safety 
needs of this state, the Department, based on the recommendations of the Commission and the 
statute, found it reasonable and necessary to focus its initial certification efforts on programs 
designed for male perpetrators of domestic violence. The Department and the Commission 
recognize that there are other areas, such as female perpetrators and juveniles who also require 
programming. It is anticipated that certification standards for those groups will also be 
developed. 

Certification under these standards is permissive and not a mandatory requirement for 
batterers’ intervention programs in Florida. Although Florida law expresses a preference 
towards certified programs, the current law gives a judge full discretion to send a perpetrator 
to any program that the judge determines to be best suited for that person, and so supports and 
allows other programs to operate. 

Fla Stat. Ch 741.32(2) (1995) 
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BACKGROUND 

In September 1993, Governor Lawjon Chiles created Florida’s first statewide domestic 
violence task force. The executive order creating that task force charged it With the 
responsibility of assessing and evdmting Florida’s response to the epidemic of domestic 
violence. In its first report, issued January 1993, the task force recommended that there be 
created a Commission of Minimum Standards for Batterers’ Treatment to propose criteria that 
would govern the various batterers programs operating around the state. The Legislature 
responded and created the Commission, which.the Governor appointed in August 1994. The 
Commission began its work immediately and relied heavily on the work done in other parts of 
the country and that which had begun in Florida. Many of these jurisdictions had developed 
and implemented minimum standards for batterers’ intervention programs. 

The standards that were recommended by the Commission and adopted by the 1995 Florida 
Lqgslature are designed to give batterers who wish to stop their violence the opportunity to 
change. The successll implementation of these standards, contained in the PROPOSED 
h4”M STANDARDS FOR BATTERERS’ TREATMENT PROGRAMS, published in 
December 1994, requires community coordination and can lead to violence-fie family life in 
Florida as well as an interruption in the intergeneration perpetration of family violence that is 
spilling fiom our homes and into our schools and streets. 

Florida Statutes 741.32 and 741.325(1995), established the Office for Certification and 
Monitoring of Batterers’ Intervention Programs within the Department of Corrections and 
provided policy making authority to the department. In preparing for the commencement of 
the certification of programs and assessors due in July 1996, the Commission, in conjunction 
with the Department of Corrections, conducted numerous additional public hearings statewide 
and has clarified and modified several of the proposed standards. 
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IL DEFINITIONS 

For the purpose of this application packet, the fohowing are definitions of terms used 
throughout the application packet: 

“Assessor“ is a person licensed or license eligible under F.S. Chapters 490, 491 or 498 and 
who is certified to perform the uniform assessment for those perpetrators ordered by the court 
to a batterers’ intervention program. 

“Batterer” refers to a person who commits an act of domestic violence. 

“BR”’ refers to the batterers’ intervention program. 

“Certification Fee” means the fee chged  for certification as a batterers intervention program 
or an assessor. 

“Domestic violence” is defined in F.S. 741.28, (1995), as “any assault, aggravated assault, 
battery, sexual assault, sexual battery, stalking, aggravated stalking or any criminal offense 
resulting in physical injury or death of one family or household member by another who is or 
was residing in the same single dwelling unit.” For the purposes of these standards, the 
definition of domestic violence includes, but is not limited to: patterns of coercive behavior 
that are used by one family or household member to control another such as using physical 
violence, sexual violence, emotional and psychological violence, intimidation, verbal abuse, 
economic control, coercion and threats, male privilege, children and isolating and blaming the 
victim or minimizing the violence. 

“Facilitator” means a batterers’ intervention group leader. 

“Family or household member” is defined in section 741.28, Florida Statues (1995) as 
“spouses, former spouses, persons related by blood or marriage, persons who are presently 
residing together as i f a  family or who have resided together in the past as i fa  family, and 
persons who have a child in common regardless of whether they have been married or have 
resided together at any time.” However, for the purposes of these standards, “family or 
household member” is restricted to spouse, ex-spouse, cohabitant, or former cohabitant who 
lived or live together as a couple. 

“Monitor” the agent of the department trained and authorized to conduct monitoring of both 
the administrative and programmatic components of the batter intervention providers. 

“Oflice of Certification and Monitoring” or ‘‘Office” is the office, within the Florida 
Department of Corrections Probation and Parole Program Office, that is responsible for the 
certification and monitoring of the Battered Intervention Programs. 

“Perpetrator” refers to a person who commits an act of domestic violence. 
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“F’rogram” refers to a batterers’ intervention program (“BIP”). 

uProvider“ means an entity or individual who provides batterers’ intervention programs. 

uPsycho-educational” means structured educational interventions with batterers. 

“Supervisor“ means one who meets all fhditator requirements and supervisor criteria 
established by these standards and provides oversight, guidance, and evaluation to a trainee. 

“The Department” means the Florida Department of Corrections. 

“Trainee” means an individual in the process of becoming cert%ed as a W t a t o r  as required 
by these standards. 

“Victim” means the family or household member against whom the perpetrator 
committed, or is committing, domestic violence. “Victim”, “partner”, and “survivor” are 
used interchangeably. These terms reflect the perspective of battered persons and the 
attitudes of society, service providers and those who give support. 

“Victim liaison” means a person who is on the program’s staff or who contracts with the 
program to contact the victim. 
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IIL DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 

The purpose of these standards is to establish minimum operating guidelines for those persons 
assessing the batterer and for batterers' intervention programs. Assessors Will be monitored to 
ensure that they meet the minimum requirements for conducting assessments and programs will 
be monitored to ensure that the goals of increasing victim safety, eliminating violence in 
intimate relationships (previous or current) and stopping other forms of abusive behavior are 
the focus of the program. These standards will establish guidelines for batterers' intervention 
programs so that they can hold batterers accountable to-'their victims and society at large. The 
programs will educate and teach new skills to batterers and document participation. 

A. Purposes of Batterer Intervention Programs 

1. The purposes of the program are to: 

hold batterers' accountable, challenge their beliefs, and teach new skills 
that will facilitate changes in their behavior; 
provide a role model while educating the batterer about alternative 
behaviors; 
collect data to assist with evaluations of program eff'ectiveness and 
recidivism; 
disallow collusion and victim blaming by batterers and others; 
challenge myths about domestic violence and promote "zero tolerance" 
of violent behavior; 
coordinate services including referrals to other agencies for needed 
Services; 
heighten public awareness by makmg information available to the 
community; and 
report compliance and non-compliance to the courts or other referral 
sources. 

2. The purposes of the curriculum for intervention programs are to: 

a) 

b) 
c) 

provide a model for intervention which identifies and remediates tactics 
of power and control; 
promote consistency of senices statewide; 
challenge beliefs of batterers so that they can see that they are 
accountable for their behavior and can change that behavior, especially 
when given appropriate alternatives; and 
provide a model of violence-fiee behavior among family or household 
members to the program, its fadtators, and the community. 

d) 
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B. Purpose and Rationale of Assessment 

1. A psychosocial assessment is an inherent component of all battered 
intervention. It is performed to: 

a) 

b) 

iden@ persons who would benefit fiom concurrent mental health or 
substance abuse treatment programs; 
screen out those persons fiom the batterers' intervention program who 

. have substance abuse.problems or other impairments which make them 
unable to participate in the group intervention even with concurrent or 
prehmary treatment of those problems; 
scretn out those persons fiom the batterers' intervention programs who 
may be dangerous or have severe mental illness and would not benefit 
fiom the program; and 
elicit important information that the batterers' intervention program 
may use during the psycho-educational process including: 

c) 

d) 

(1) most recent violent episode; 
(2) violence in previous relationships; 
(3) family of origin violence (observed or experienced); and 
(4) assessment of lethality to include: 

(a) homicide risk 
(b) suiciderisk 
(c) fiequencykycle of violence 
(d) history of violence 
(e) substance usdabuse 
(0 
(g) previous criminal history/activity 
(h) violence outside the home 
(i) proximity of victim and offender 
(j) attitudes toward violence 
(k) life stresses and/or potential triggers 
0)  accessibility to weapons 
(m) obsession over victim 
(n) assessment of other forms of abusive behavior 

(0) substance abuse assessment; and a mental health 

assaults on other family members, including children 

(emotional, sexual, financial etc.); 

assessment 

The uniform assessment instrument, which is enclosed in the packet, must be 
completed and kept on f ie  when performing an assessment in accordance with 
these standards. Assessors are encouraged to forward the report to the BIP in 
which the batterer has enrolled within two working days, but not later than five 
calendar days, of the assessment. 
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W. APPWCATION AND CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 

A. Application and Certification Process 

The certification process has been separated into two categories: application for 
certification as an assessor and application for certification as a batterm’ intervention 
program. A program may apply for both of these certifications as long as it meets the 
requirements for both categories. 

This booklet contains all minimum standards and policy and procedure statements for 
certification as an assessor andor batterer intervention program by the Florida 
Department of Corrections, Office of Certification and Monitoring. Copies of the 
monitoring instruments for assessors and batterer intervention programs are included in 
the application packet, along with copies of the uniform assessment form, uniform 
intake form and uniform victim contact forms. Forms may be computerized and 
program name and logo may be imprinted on these forms 

The actual certification process for both assessors and batterer intervention programs is 
detailed below and is part of each application form. 

B. Requi 

1. assessed per applicant for BIP certification and 
branches or satellite offices of a BIP are covered by 
e located within the Same judicial circuit. Separate 
cation fees must be submitted for offices located in 

each additional judicial circuit. 
Completed application(s) and certification fee(s) are to be returned to the 
following address, along with a cover letter i den twg  the category for which 
certification is being sought: 

2.  

Department Of Corrections 
Office Of Certification And Monitoring 
Probation an Parole Programs Office 
2601 Blair Stone Rd. 
Tallahassee, H., 32399-2500 
Attention: Barbara Carter 

3 The Office of Certification and Monitoring will accept completed applications 
at any time and begin review of the applications on July 1, 1996. The Office of 
Certification and Monitoring will review the application within 90 days of 
receipt. 
If the application meets certification criteria, the department will issue 
probationary certification to the applicant. 

4.  
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5.  If the application does not meet certification requirements, the Office will 
respond in writing, within 90 days of receipt, to the applicant describing 
application deficiencies. 
The applicant has 60 days fiom the date of notification of noncompliance to re- 
submit the application packet with the necessary changes to the of 
Certification and Monitoring. The office must respond within 90 days &om 
receipt of the corrected packet. 

7. The Oflice will monitor the program (both administrative and group 
observation for batterers’ intervention) for compliance within 180 days of the 
program receiving probationary certification. 
Programs and/or assessors which meet the standards of the monitoring, will be 
granted certification. 
Monitoring visits will be scheduled annually based on the date the assessor or 
program receives 111 certification, however, the M c e  of Certification and 
Monitoring has the option of visiting an assessor or BIP site without prior 
notification. 
There are no provisions for requests by programs or assessors to delay or 
postpone monitoring. 
If an assessor/program does not pass the monitoring process, they wiU receive 
in writing, by cert3ed mail, a program compliance letter outlining the standards 
that are in non-compliance and the time frames allowed to bring the program 
into compliance. 
If at any time information is received by the Oflice of Certification and 
Monitoring that a program or assessor is not meeting certification standards, 
the office of Certification and Monitoring may u t h  the Office of the 
Inspector General for the Florida Department of Corrections to complete an 
immediate investigation based on the information and allegations. 

6. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 
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C. Decertification 

The following are the Terms and Conditions of both the assessor and batterers’ 
intervention program application. The signature of the applicant on both or either 
of these applications accepts the terms and conditions of this program. 

It is understood and agreed upon by the undersigned that ( I )  approval 
status granted as a result of this application is for the purpose set forth 
herein and in accordmce with all applicable laws, regulations and 
policies of the Florida Department of Corrections, Office of Certification 
and Monitoring; (2) I have read the Cerhtcation Procedures and 
Minimum Standards for Assessors and Batterers ’ Intervention 
Programs in its entirety and I agree to adhere to all program sta&r&, 
policies and procedures contained within that apply to my certijkation as 
an assessor/program (3) I understand that my program/assessment files 
will be monitored based on the monitoring instruments contained in the 
certification packet (4) I understand that any failure to correct 
deficiencies after proper notification by the Office of Certification and 
Monitoring may result in decertification (5) any proposed changes in the 
certification process ar approved, will be submitted in writing by the ofJice 
of certification and monitoring, Florida Department of Corrections and, 
upon not$cation to the assessor@rogram, shall be deemed incorporated 
into and become part of this approval; (6) this approval is subject to 
annual renewal. 

Any misstatement or misrepresentation in the application process may be 
cause for denial or revocation of assessor or program certijkation. 

If the assessodprogram’s non-compliance with the minimum standards is to such an 
extent that it has a detrimental impact on the participants and/or public safety, the 
prograndassessor will be decertified. The assessor/program will receive a complete 
report by certified mail stating reasons for decertification. 

The assessor/program may re-apply for certification no less than 180 days fiom the 
date of decertification. The progradassessor has the right to a Department of 
Administration hearing, s. 120.57, F.S., to reinstate state certification if such are 
decertified. 
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Battered Intervention Programs-Conditions Of’ Certification 

1. Application Prerequisites 

An entity or individual who wishes to apply to become a certified battered 
intervention provider must complete the application. By signing and submitting 
the application, the chief executive officer agrees to adhere to all standards, 
policies and procedures outlined in these minimum standards, to include but are 
not limited to the following: 

ensure that qualified facilitators are on staff (or are subcontracted) to 
facilitate groups; 
provide trained supervisor(s) to monitor compliance of the f8Cilitators’ 
use of minimum standards; 
ensure that facilitators and supervisors receive the ongoing minimum 
training as required by law; 
no* the Oflice of Cert3cation and Monitoring in Writing, of any 
changes in program e to include program directors, supervisors, 
facilitators and trainees, and forward copies of their credentials within 
15 days of hire. 
maintain individual records on each batterer to include attendance, 
payment of required fees both to the program and to the Department of 
Corrections. Providers must n o t e  the victim and the referral source of 
any violations including failure to enroll; 
maintain and hold confidential records of victim contacts unless the 
victim waives confidentiality in writing, 
routinely refer victim to support groups of the local domestic violence 
center or similarly qualified provider but not coerce victims into 
treatment or imply that they should seek help; 
be willing to participate in quarterly meetings with area-wide domestic 
violence coalitions, other intervention programs, and representatives of 
the local referral sources; 
provide for weekly intake and weekly orientation as required in the 
standards; 
obtain contracts for participation fiom each batterer containing, at a 
minimum, information required as in the standards; 
collect fees weekly based on the suggested range of $5.00-$50.00 per 
class; accept indigent cases and include them in groups with those who 
can pay; 
agree not to do couples, marriage, or family counseling with the 
batterer until he has completed the program, and then only ifthe victim 
agrees; 
agree to cooperate with other service providers who may be providing 
concurrent treatment in substance abuse and mental health, 
agree to have a drug-fiee workplace policy, signed by all program 
personnel and contained in each personnel file; 

10 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



c 

0) agree to accept a batterer, Xcourt-ordered and previously enrolled in 
another program, into the program only if approval has been granted 
by the court; 
if previously notified of the referral, agree to not% the referral source 
within five ( 5 )  working days of the failure of the batterer to comply 
with the court's order or a substantive term of the provider's contract. 
(voluntary refmds are exempt); 
agree that intervention must be intensive and long term, while also 
being humane, affordable, and reflective of the diversity of each 

agree to have a program policy and procedure manual incorporating all 
elements and criteria of the statewide minimum standards within 90 
days of probationary certification and available routine scheduled 
monitoring; and 

s) agree to send quarterly reports to the Florida Department of 
Corrections, Office of Certification and Monitoring on a quarterly 
basis. (see page 36 of Certification Procedures and Minimum 
Standards). 

p) 

s> 
community; 

r) 
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2. Application Attachments 

The initial application for program certification also must include: 

a cover letter requesting certification as a batterers’ intervention 
program, along with a check for $300.00, made payable to the Florida 
Department of Corrections. 
a brief narrative demonstrating an understanding of the state established 
minimum standards and how the program will implement these 
standards; 
a prior year’s financial audit performed by a certified public accountant, 
if the provider has been in operation for one year. (If the provider has 
not been in operation for one year prior to the application, an audited 
statekent ofiimncial viabiity SM be required); 
proof of general liability insurance and fire insurance ; 
a statement signed by the executive director, president, or sole 
proprietor, ensuring accessibility to persons with disabilities in 
accordance with Public Law 101-36, Americans With Disabiities Act, 
USC s. 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 USC 704, the Architectural 
Barriers Act of 1968 (42 USC 41514157, as amended.) Uniform 
Federal Accessibility Standards 795,29 June, 1987; 
a signed Public Entity Crimes statement in accordance with 
s. 287.133(3)(a), Florida Statutes (1994); 
a statement that the applicant is an Equal Opportunity Employer (EOE) 
and that it has a hiring policy that supports employment of persons who 
represent the demographic diversity of the local area.; 
a sexual harassment policy; 
a code of ethical conduct for staE that actively promotes work on 
stafl‘s own issues of power and control and prohibits: use of violence; 
use of illegal drugs, use of alcohol prior to or during working hours, 
conflicts of interest and sexual conduct with program participants; 
an emergency plan for facilitators (i.e. disruptive or dangerous 
participants); 
a duty to warn policy;. 
job descriptions for specific program staff, 
copies of all degrees, certified transcripts, certificates, and/or 
documentation of required education, training, and experience for each 
program staff member as outlined in the standards; and 

n) a complete resume andor employment application for all program 
staff 
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3. Records of Personnel and Contract Workers 

The providets personnel records must contain the following information 
regarding each &member and all contract workers: 

name, address, home phone number, social Security number, date of 
brth, and a recent clear photograph or a photocopy of a Florida 
driver's license; 
name, contact information of closest relative and emergency contact; 
training goals for trainees clearly stated and acknowledged by the staff 
(contract owner); 
proof of a local criminal background check; 
a criminal background check to include FCIC and fingerprint card; 
verification of an injunction registry background check; 
a signed job description; 
a signed privacy act statement (acknowledging confidentiality of 
information received); 
a signed copy of the program's philosophy and mission statement; 
completed resume and /or application for employment; 
official transcript or certified documentation of level of required 
education, training, and experience; 
written verification of previous employment and previous experience; 
a signed drug-fiee work-place policy; 
a signed sexual harassment policy; and 
a signed violence-fiee lifestyle statement. 

D. Credentials for Battered Intervention Program Personnel 

1. Prerequisite Credentials for Facilitators 

a) For all facilitators, the program applicant must show that the following 
educatiodwork experience requirements are met. Each facilitator 
must have: 

(1) A bachelor's degree and; 

( 2 )  78 hours of direct face-to-face contact facilitating or co- 
facilitating battered groups usig the power and control 
model. These requirements must be completed in not less than 
six months; and 

( 3 )  40 hours of victim-centered training which can include 
providing advocacy to battered women and their children, 
conducting women's and children's groups, attending victim 
panels or presentations at which victims discuss their 
victimization and any other program or training where victim 
issues are taught. 
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or, in lieu of a bachelor’s degree, 

(1) Two years of equivalent experience involving direct contact 
work with victims and batterers and; 

(2) 78 hours of direct face-to-face contact facilitating or CD- 

facilitating batterers’ groups using the power and control 
model. These requirements must be completed in not less than 
six months; and 

(3) 40 hours of victimcentered training which can include 
providing advocacy to battered women and their children, 
conducting women’s and children’s groups, attending victim 
panels or presentations at which victims discuss their 
victimization and any other program or training where victim 
issues are taught. 

2. Facilitator Trainees 

If an apprenticeship or “trainee” period is necessary to fiW1 any of the pre- 
requisite credentials for facilitators requirement, a trainee must work under the 
direction of a trained facilitator using the power and control model and a 
supervisor at a batterers’ intervention program and under the direction of or in 
conjunction with a certified domestic violence center. Experience and required 
face to face contact as described above may be voluntary or part of a university 
internship program, paid or unpaid, but must be documented by the program 
executive director. 

3. Knowledge and Skills of Facilitators 

The fadtator applicant must have a minimum of 27 hours of a state-approved 
course(s) on batterers’ intervention as described below: 

a) Completion of a 19 contact hour state approved course or courses 
on batterers’ intervention so long as the following is included: 

(1) the dynamics of domestic violence within the context of 
power and control; (3 Hours) 

(2) the effects of domestic violence on victims and their 
children and the critical nature of victim contacts and safety 
planning; (2 Hours) 
the understanding that domestic violence is deeply rooted in 
historical attitudes toward women and is intergenerational; 
(3 Hours) 

(3) 

i 

I 

14 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



(4) lethality assessment for risks if homicide, suicide, hrther 
domestic violence, or other violent aggressive behaviors, 
and access to or use of weapons; (2.5 Hours) 
information on state and federal laws pertaining to domestic 
violence, including the policies aecting treatment of court- 
ordered program participants, child abuse, divorce and 
custody matters; (1.5 Hours) 
the role of the facilitator within the group and within the 
context of a coordinated community response to domestic 
violence; (25Hours) 

(7) teaching non-controlling alternatives to violent and 
controlling behaviors; (3 Hours) and 

(8) understanding and preventing collusion. (1.5 Hours) 

( 5 )  

(6)  

b) 

c) 

Four hours of substance abuse training specific to domestic violence 
and 
Four hours of riding along with local law enforcement ; or 
Four hours of court attendance during domestic violence cases; or 
a combination of both. 

4. Continuing Education For Facilitators 

a) Twelve hours of total education or experience annually in any of the 
following areas as they pertain to battered intervention are required: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

domestic violence and substance abuse 
domestic violence and the law 
completion of a power and control model training 
other issues which pertain to domestic violence such as, 
mediation, arrest procedures and its affect on children 

or 
b) Eight hours of education as described above and four hours of 

documented supplemental experience in the area of family violence 
such as: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) evaluation and intervention with families where domestic 

court attendance during domestic violence hearings or trials 
riding along with local police 
work with a statecertified domestic violence center 

violence is present 

The program director is responsible for ensuring the appropriateness of 
the education and experience used to meet this requirement. 
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5. Principal Duties of Facilitators 

a) The principal duties of program facilitators are to: 

facilitate or co-facilitate weekly intervention groups utilizing 
the established curriculum and techniques; 
model appropriate boundaq setting, codkontation, refraining, 
paraphrasing, reflection, and clarification; 
i den ta  and eliminate collusion or complicity and intragroup 
contlicts for individual and group growth; 
communicate non-hostility, respect, unconditional acceptance 
of ethnocultural and lifestyle differences; 
teach and model problem-solving skills and non-violent 
behavior options; 
recognize and process denial and minimization and other 
defense mechanisms; 
establish rapport and understanding in a non-judgmental and 
objective manner so as to build trust, reduce resistance, and 
elicit the necessary feedback to gauge understanding of 
intervention information imparted; 
appropriately codkont acts of domestic violence and other 
counterproductive behavior(s); 
elicit self-disclosure to enhance participant's self-exploration; 
and 
maintain case notes regarding participation, cooperation and 
other pertinent information. . 

6. Prerequisite Credentials for Supervisors 

a) For all supervisors, the progam applicant must show that the following 
educationallwork experience requirements are met: 

(1) a mastets degree plus one year of equivalent experience 
involving direct contact work with victims and/or batterers; and 

(2) 78 hours of direct face-to-face contact facilitating or co- 
facilitating batterers' groups using the power and control 
model. These requirements must be completed in not less than 
S i  months; and 

( 3 )  40 hours of victim-centered training which can include 
providing advocacy to battered women and their children, 
conducting women's and children's groups, attending victim 
panels or presentations at which victims discuss their 
victimization and any other program or training where victim 
issues are taught. 
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or, in lieu of a master's degree, 

(1) a bachelor's degree plus two years of equivalent experience 
involving direct contact work with victims and batterers; and 

(2) 78 hours of direct face-to-face contact facilitating or co- 
facilitating batterers' groups using the power and control 
model. These requirements must be completed in not less than 
Gxmonths; and 

(3) 40 hours of victim-centered training which can include 
providing advocacy to battered women and their children, 
conducting women's and children's groups, attending victim 
panels or presentations at which victims discuss their 
victimization and any other program or training where victim 
issues are taught. 

or, in lieu of a master's or bachelor's degree, 

(1) Three years of equivalent experience involving direct contact 
work with victims and batterers and; 

(2) 78 hours of direct face-to-face contact facilitating or 
co-facilitating batterers' groups using the power and control 
model. These requirements must be completed in not less than 
six months; and 

(3) 40 hours of victim-centered training which can include 
providing advocacy to battered women and their children, 
conducting women's and children's groups, attending victim 
panels or presentations at which victims discuss their 
victimization and any other program or training where victim 
issues are taught. 

Applicants for supervisor positions are Wher required to have three or 
more years of domestic violence experience, which may include the 
following areas: 

( 1 )  domestic violence training; 
(2) teaching domestic violence in high school or post secondary 

settings; 
(3) domestic violence program development, implementation, 

monitoring, or evaluation; 
(4) documented research conducted in the field of domestic 

violence; and 
(5) authorship of publications in the field of domestic violence. 
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Applicants for supervisory certification may provide supervision as a supervisor 
trainee under the supervision of or on a contract basis with a person who is 
licensed under Chapter 490 or 491, Florida Statutes. 

7. Reciprocity 

Florida will grant reciprocity to applicants fiom states with equivalent or more 
rigorous-certification requirements upon .submission of appropriate proof of 
certification standards and applicant certification. Each application requesting 
reciprocity will be reviewed on a case by case basis. 

r' 

E. The Assessment Process-Conditions For Certification 

1. Prerequisite Credentials for Assessors 

The assessment may only be performed by a person certified under these 
standards and who also is: 

a) 
b) 

licensed under Chapters 490 or 491, Florida Statutes 
license eligible under Chapters 490 or 491, Florida Statutes (so 
long as that person is working under the supervision of a Chapter 
490 or 491 licensee) or 
a psychiatrist licensed under Chapter 458, Florida Statutes.. c) 

2. Training 

The assessor applicant must have a minimum of 27 hours of training as 
described below: 

a) Completion of 19 hours of training as follows: 

(1) the dynamics of domestic violence within the context of 
power and control; (3 Hours) 

(2) the effects of domestic violence on victims and their 
children and the critical nature of victim contacts and safety 
planning; ( 2 Hours) 
that understanding that domestic violence is deeply rooted 
in historical attitudes toward women and is 
intergenerational; (3 Hours) 
lethality assessment for risks if homicide, suicide, fbrther 
domestic violence or other violent aggressive behaviors, and 
access to or use of weapons; (2.5 Hours) 

(3) 

(4) 
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information on state and federal laws pertaining to domestic 
violence, including the policies affecting treatment of court- 
ordered program participants, child abuse, divorce and 
custody matters; (1.5 Hours) 
the role of the facilitator within the group and within the 
context of a coordinated community response to domestic 
violence; (2.5 Hours) 
teaching non-controlling alternatives to violent and 
controlling behaviors; (3 Hours) 

-understanding and preventing collusion; (1.5 Hours) 

b) Eight (8) hours of substance abuse training specific to domestic 
violence. 

3. Continuing Education 

Continuing education requirements for assessors will be the same as those 
for facilitators of batterer intervention groups except for those training 
components directly related to the facilitation of batterer intervention 
groups Facilitator training is optional and should be attended in addition 
to the above required domestic violence training for assessors. 

Assessors are required to have twelve hours of total education or 
experience annually in any of the following areas: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

domestic violence and substance abuse 
domestic violence and the law 
completion of a power and control model training 
other issues which pertain to domestic violence such as, mediation, 
arrest procedures and its affect on children 

or 
Eight hours of education as described above and four hours of documented 
supplemental experience in the area of family violence such as: 

a) court attendance during domestic violence hearings or trials 
b) riding along with local police 
c) work with a state-certified domestic violence center 
d) evaluation and intervention with families where domestic violence is 

present 
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4. Duties of Assessors: 

For each referral for assessment, the assessor shall: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

agree to schedule the assessment within 10 calendar days from the 
batterer’s initial contact; 
complete a psychosocial assessment using the uniform assessment 
instrument requiring a minimum of one hour to complete; 
submit assessment and any additional information to the batterer 
intervention provider within five calendar days of the assessment; 
provide for release of information concerning the psychosocial 
assessment to the program, appropriate probation department, the 
Department (for monitoring purposes) or other criminal justice 
agency; 
collect and receipt fees from each batterer for his psychosocial 
assessment based on the recommended range of $5.00-$50.00 and 
the ability to pay; 
maintain accurate records of the batterers attendance at and 
cooperation with the psychosocial assessment; 
refer to the referring bid, within five calendar days, those who are 
screened out of group in accordance with the rejection criteria 
describedatsectionVI. C. 6 

e) 

f )  

g) 

F. Moral Character (for Batterer Intervention Program Personnel and Assessors) 

1. No person acting as an assessor, batterer intervention program executive 
director (president or sole proprietor), program director, facilitator, supervisor, 
trainee, or person functioning in a clerical position having access to batterer or 
victim records, may be under any form of community supervision, 
administrative or otherwise, by any law enforcement agency or county, state, 
or federal authority. This includes, but is not lrmited to, any form of 
misdemeanor or felony probation, community control, pre-trial diversion, post- 
release supervision ( prison releases), or parole. 

2. No person acting as an assessor, batterer intervention program executive 
director, (president or sole proprietor) program director, facilitator, supervisor, 
or trainee, may have been convicted, pled nolo contendre or had adjudication 
withheld for any crime of violence within the last two years or have been under 
any form of community supervision, including but not limited to the above 
mentioned supervision types. For purposes of this application, a crime of 
violence is defined as assault, aggravated assault, battery, aggravated battery, 
sexual assault, sexual battery, stalking, aggravated stalking or any criminal 
offense resulting in physical injury or death. 
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3. No person acting as an assessor, batterer intervention program executive 
director, (president or sole proprietor), program director, facilitator, 
supervisor, or trainee, may be the subject of an injunction for protection or any 
other judicial restraint for any violent act as defined above within the last two 
years. 

AU arrests for any criminal charge within the last two years must be reported on the 
application for certification. Any subsequent arrests must be reported to the below 
office within ten days of the occurrence and will be reviewed on a case by case basis. 

Department of Corrections, Probation and Parole Programs Office 
Office of Certification and Monitoring 
2601 Blair Stone Rd. 

Attention: Barbara Carter (904) 487-2165 
Tallahassee, F Z  32399-2500 

G. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

1. Actual and apparent conflicts of interest among assessment providers, batterersi 
intervention providers and mncurrent treatment providers shall be avoided. 
Therefore, the following safeguards are suggested as a way to avoid such 
CQnnictS: 

a) The court may provide the batterer with a listing of area certified 
battered intervention programs. The batterer then makes a selection 
of which program to attend from that listing. 
The battered intervention program, chosen by the batterer, provides a 
listing of area assessment providers to the batterer. At that time, the 
batterer makes contact and schedules an assessment choosiig fiom that 
assessment provider listing. This listing may include the Same batterer 
intervention program already chosen by the batterer so long as that 
program is qualified under these standards to do the assessment. 

b) 

2. The completed assessment may include a recommendation that the batterer 
undergo substance abuse or mental health treatment in addition to, the 
battered intervention program. The provider shall give a list of those who can 
perform the treatment to the batterer and may include itself on that list ifit is so 
qualified. 
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H. Referrals 

The policies outlined in this document are appljcable to individuals referred to or 
enrolled in a certified intervention program and are designed primarily to address 
violence perpetrated by males against females in previous or current intimate 
relationships. In accordance with the Commission on Minimum Standards for 
Battered Treatment recommendations, female batterers, juvenile offenders, and 
offenders under the age of 18 who have been tried as adults should not be referred to 
or enroll in intervention groups for adult male batterers. These groups may be 
provided individual or group services separate fiom adult male services. Gay male 
perpetrators may enroll in programs for heterosexual perpetrators, ifthe court and the 
provider determines such group interventions to be appropriate. 

Battered intervention is appropriate when the court (or other referral source, if 
applicable) determines that a person has committed or is likely to commit an act of 
domestic violence against his partner or if that person is a respondent to a permanent 
injunction for protection against domestic or repeat violence. 

An individual may self refer to a Battered Intervention Program. An individual who 
self refers is required to meet the Same attendance and participation requirements as 
individuals referred to the program fkom an outside source. 

Also, an individual may be referred to a Battered Intervention Program by an 
employer, an Employee Assistance Program or similar referral source. 
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DECLARATION OF POLICY 

A. Policy Goals 

These guidehes are designed to meet the needs of victims and batterers, and in so 
doing, the whole community. Programs should be developed where there are domestic 
violence centers and where economic, medical, psychological, and other support 
services are available to domestic violence victims. 

Safety for victims of domestic violence and their children is primary to all aspects of 
batterers’ programming therefore providers shall develop procedures which: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5 .  

6.  

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

adequately assess the safety of the victim, 
provide regular contact with the victim to vet-@ the victim’s safety; 
ensure that the victim is offered referrals or assistance and inform the victim of 
the batterers’ status in the group; 
ensure that records of victim contact are kept separate and secure fiom batterer 
files; 
demonstrate cooperation and communication with area domestic violence 
center(s) so as to stay advised on common issues; 
follow and comply with procedures for reporting non-compliance to the 
referral source; 
hold batterers accountable to the West extent possible to victims and the 
cormunity for their use of violence by paying costs assoCiated with attending 
the intervention program either directly or through community service; 
have a staff who is knowledgeable of the laws and the legal system as they 
pertain to domestic violence crimes including, but not limited to, criminal and 
civil remedies for victims and local law enforcement, promtion and local 
court personnel, domestic violence rules and policies and education of justice 
system personnel; 
demonstrate cooperation with other victim service agencies that work with 
victims of domestic violence; and 
offer to assist local domestic violence centers in the training and education of 
justice system personnel. 
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B. Participant Fees 

While there are many people who are close to indigence, a fee for services, no matter 
how mhmal, will be assessed and paid by the batterer. Exceptions for those persons 
who are indigent will be made as programs must accept indigent participants as 
explained below. Exceptions may also be made for government supported programs. 
Taking responsibility for the payment for services is an important part of the 
participant's taking responsibility for violent behavior. Programs must be financially 
structured to allow for delivery of a quality program. To the extent allowed by law, 
community service should be ordered by the court if a participant cannot pay for 
Services. r 

1. Participant fees shall be based on a sliding scale. It is suggested that the 
programs assess weekly fees ranging between $5.00 and $50.00, based on the 
program's determination of the participant's ability to pay. Programs shall be 
required to accept indigent participants. Fees are to be set after the program 
conducts an income evaluation using, at a minimum, the participant's most 
recent federal income tax form, or if not available, other relevant income 
records or information which may be usefbl for an accurate determination of 
standard of living, income and ability to pay. 

2. Participants in the battered intervention program will be required to pay their 
fees either weekly or in advance, however exceptions may be made at the 
discretion of the program director. 

3. Fees for the assessment are to be paid at the time of the assessment. 

4. Participants shall not be allowed to participate in programs, or be formally 
assessed, until they pay the appropriate fees in accordance with the established 
Policy. 

5 .  Providers should not compete for h d s  with domestic violence centers. Both 
are necessary to address the problems of domestic violence and they must exist 
in cooperation, not competition, with each other. 
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6. Florida Statute 945.76, (1%), certification 
intervention programs; fees, mandates a one time 
on each court-ordered program participant. 
the program during the first week of class, receipt 
should then forward one check, made payable to the Department of 
Corrections, on or before the tenth day of the following month. Attached to the 
payment shall be a list that includes the names of the program participants 
whose funds are enclosed, along with the date of their acceptance into the 

fee will be made for indigent program 

a) Any program participant responsible for the care and custody of 
children under the age of eighteen (18) who receives AFDC or its 
equivalent. 

b) Any program participant who receives Supplemental Security 
Income(SSI) 
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Program Specifics 

1. Groups 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

The length of the intervention is 24 group sessions which shall be 
completed within at least 32 weeks. 
Each group session will be 1 hour and 30 minutes (excluding breaks) 
for a total of 36 hours over the 24 sessions. 
The maximum group Size will be 15 members for one facilitator with 
no more than 24 group members per two fkditators. 
Group interventions may be co-facilitated by one male and one female 
for the purpose of modeling healthy egalitarian relationships and to 
monitor the group process; however, this is not mandatory. 
Excused absences may be accepted and will be reviewed on a case by 
case basis by the appropriate program authority. 

e) 

2. Enrollmenfitake (one hour minimum) 

a) An intake shall be performed by the batterers' intervention program 
chosen by the batterer from the list of providers given to the batterer by 
the referral source. A copy of the intake must be maintained in all 
batterer files. 
A contract must be signed by the batterer and must be in the batterers' 
file. This contract must include: 

b) 

(1) 

(2) suspension and termination criteria; 
(3) program rules and regulations; 
(4) 

attendance policy of 24 weeks, including batterer attendance at 
group sessions fiee of drugs, alcohol, and violence; 

disclosure of information statement that says the following will 
be reported to the appropriate person(s) including the victim, 
courts or probation or other referral source: 

(a) 

(b) 

bodily harm to the victim or to any other person or to 
commit suicide; or 
any belief that child abuse or neglect is present or has 
occurred, which also will be reported pursuant to 
section 415.504, Florida Statutes. 

(5) the following language: 

"Please be advised that this program is under a continuing 
obligation to disclose any conduct you willfidy chose to 
engage in which poses a threat to the victim, his or her 
property, or to third persons related to the parties." 
(for example: Continuing Duty to Disclose Information. 
Fla.R.Cr.P. 3.22%)); 
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(6) a list of provider expectations such as participation and 
homework and that the batterer will be held accountable for 
abusive and violent behavior, 
responsibility or safkty planning for batterers which means 
awareness of abusivdviolent behavior and patters (e.g., the 
power and control wheel), violence avoidance techniques (e.g., 
time out procedures that inform the vidrdpartner 
appropriately and are not used to control her), controlling 
behavior logs, and non-violence maintenance (e.g., “buddy” 
phone calls, additional support groups, relaxation, and 
exercise); and 
specific release of information for collateral treatment, 
(Le., substance abuse, mental health treatment). 

(7) 

(8) 

c) The provider may contract with the batterer for video/audio recordings 
of group sessions for the purposes of internal instruction, education, 
research or program monitoring. However, agreement to such a 
contract provision is not mandatory for the batterer. 
The provider may gather information for an abuse history and shall 
attempt to gain a commitment fiom the batterer to participate in the 
program and be violence-fiee. 

d) 

3. Orientation 

The batterers’ intervention program shall conduct a group orientation The 
minimum time for the group orientation is a one hour and thirty minute session 
(excluding breaks). An outline of the. orientation and a statement 
acknowledging attendance must be in each batterers’ file. Orientation should 
include: 

a) 
b) domestic violence statistics; 
c)  
d) 
e) 
f )  
g) 
h) 

the definition of domestic violence; 

an introduction of the power and contrcl wheel; 
an introduction of the equality wheel; 
an overview of rules and regulations; 
the completion of a safety plan; 
an overview of effects of domestic violence on children; and 
an outline of program content showing the dynamics of power and 
control, the effxts of abuse on the victim, children and others, gender 
roles, socialization, and the nature of the violence. 
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4. Program Attendance Policy 

a) The batterer must attend the 24 week sessions that comprise the 
batterers' intervention program. However, the batterer cannot begin 
that program until intake assessment and orientation are completed. 
Three successive unexcused absences may result in termination fiom 
the program and such a termination shall be within the discretion of the 
provider. A total of four or more unexcused absences during the 24 
week intervention program shall result in an automatic termination 
fiom the program. The provider immediately must report any 
termination to the court or, other referral source ifapplicable; 
Notice of this policy must be signed by the batterer and in his file. 
Batterers must complete the program with which he origmally enrolled 
unless approval to change programs is obtained fiom the court (if 
applicable) and the program director. 
Excused absences may be accepted and will be reviewed on a case by 
case basis by the appropriate program authority. 

b) 

c) 
d) 

e) 

5. Discharge 

There are three categories of discharge: 

a) Completion - The batterer has been in compliance with the rules and 
regulations, attended scheduled appointments, participated at an 
acceptable level, completed homework and other assignments and pay 
required fees both to the program and the Department of Corrections. 

b) Rejection - The program can reject the batterer for seMces due to: 
(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

extensive psychiatric history including an active mental health 
history; 
extensive criminal record of violent crimes; 
chronic substance abuse or chemical dependency that first 
requires completion of a residential treatment program; and 
an inability to hnction in a group due to limited mental ability. 

Ifthe batterer is rejected, the program must: 
(1) 
(2) 
( 3 )  
(4) 

document the reason for rejection, 
make specific recommendations to the court or referral source 
inform the victim of the rejection, and 
place a copy of the documentation in the batterer's file. 
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c) Termination - The provider can terminate the batterer ftom the 
program for: 
(1) 
(2) 

recurrence of violence andor arrest; 
failure to abide by the rules and regulations of the program 
including absences and other matters as set forth in these 
standards; 
failure to participate and attend sessions; and 
attending group under the influence of alcohol or drugs. 

(3) 
(4) 

Ifa,batterer is terminated fiom the program, the provider must: 

(1) 

(2) 

document clearly and spectfically the reasons for termination 
without jeopardizing the safety of the victim, 
make specific recommendations, including alternatives such as 
weekend incarceration, community service hours, probation 
violation, and return to the program; 
inform the victim of the termination within three days; and 
inform the referral source of the termination within three days 

(3) 
(4) 

6. Concurrent or Subsequent Treatment And Follow-Up Services 
(Optional) 

a) Concurrent or subsequent treatment for mental health or substance 
abuse problems may take place during the psychoeducational 
program. 
Extended senices can occur only after the minimum requirements of 
batterer intervention program have been met. 
If agreed to by the partner, the batterer may engage in couples, 
marriage, or family therapy after completion of the batterers’ 
intervention program. 

b) 

c) 

7. Victim Contact and Related Services 

One of the goals of intervention programs is to increase victim safety. It is for 
that reason that victim or partner contacts are an integral component and are a 
requirement for all providers. This contact is intended to make a statement to 
the victim that someone has concern for the victim and any affected children 
and does not blame the victim for the violence. The victim has the right to 
refbse to participate and may ask that you make no M e r  contact. The 
response may be due to severed ties with the victim’s abuser and the desire to 
move on ftom the incident, or it may be because of fear of retribution. 
Whatever the reason, it is the victim’s choice whether or not to participate. 
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a) Providers should ensure that victim contacts will be conducted by 
victim liaisons of the same gender as the victim to foster an uninhibited 
flow of information. Partner contact services may be subcontracted 
for a fee to a local domestic violence center or other advocacy 
programs in the community. 
Providers shall routinely contact all partners With four working days of 
the batterer’s enrollment. The provider or (or sub-contract=) shall 
make at las t  three documented attempts by telephone. If telephone 
contact-is unsuccessfbl,-the provider shall use first class mail to send a 
letter, retaining a copy for the victim file. The letter shall express 
concern for the victim and the children and will provide general 
ir$omtion about the batterer’s intervention program, the local 
domestic violence center, and other related advocacy services. If the 
letter is returned unopened, the letter and envelope shall be retained in 
the file. 

c) When making telephone contact partner liaisons will i d e n t ~  
themselves and ask if this is a good time to talk. If it is not, ask for a 
convenient time to call back and the best number to use. Always 
remember that victim participation is completely voluntary. If the 
victim refuses, it should be recorded on the victim contact form and 
maintained in the victim’s file. 
When speaking with the victim advise her that the call is out of concern 
for the victim and children’s safety. Acknowledge that you know 
about the violence and control in the relationship. Inform the victim 
that the perpetrator is aware that you are making this contact and 
that any information shared will not be disclosed to the 
perpetrator. Give the victim the name and phone number of the 
nearest domestic violence center. Validate the perception that the 
victim is not responsible for the perpetrator’s violence and control. If 
the victim agrees to participate, a victim contact form shall be 
completed to the extent the victim is willing or has time to share 
(reference attachment). Completion of the Victim Abuse Inventory 
(reference attachment) is optional. Completed forms shall be 
maintained in the partner file. 
Follow-up contacts may be made monthly but shall occur no less than 
four (4) working days after the twelfth week and the twenty second 
week of attendance in the battered intervention program. The Victim 
Follow-up Forni (reference attachment) shall be used to document the 
contact and will be maintained in the partner file. 
The provider shall noti@ the partner by telephone within four working 
days after the batterer is involuntarily terminated from the program. 
All attempts at victim notification will be documented in the file. If 
after three attempts, contact is not made a letter of notification may be 
sent via first class and a copy retained in the file. If returned unopened, 
both the letter and envelope will be kept in the file. 

b) 

d) 

e) 

f )  
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g) The provider must immediately report any threat of Violence fiom a 
batterer to a prior victim or potential Victim. If unable to reach the 
partner, the provider must immediately contact local law enforcement. 
These action(s) must be documented in both the batterer’s file and the 
partner’s file. 

h) All information obtained from the victim shall be deemed 
confidential and will not be disclosed to any third party without 
specific written authorization from the victim or upon order of the 
court. Signed authorization will be maintained in the victim 
contact file. 
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VL hgrarnContent 

A. Model 

Program topics must closely follow a model that depicts an overall system of physical 
and sexual abuse where the batterer uses methods and tactics of power and control 
over a victim. 

1. Those tactics are: 

using intimidation; 
using emotional abuse; 
using isolation; 
mhhizing, denying, and blaming; 
using children; 
using male privilege; 
using economic abuse; and 
using coercion and threats. 

2. A minimum of two to three sessions (for a total of 24 weeks) must be devoted 
to each specific tactic of power and control. 

B. Content 

Batterer providers must also address each of the‘following content areas in the 
intervention sessions: 

1. 
2. 
3.  

4. 
5 .  

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

assisting the batterer in taking responsibility for violent and abusive behavior; 
defining domestic violence; 
erasing myths and beliefs about domestic violence, including myths about 
provocation; 
teaching about the cycle of violence; 
helping batterers to learn to ident% behavior, emotional, and physical cues 
which signal escalating anger and the need for using a time-out; 
improving the batterers’ ability to identlfjr and articulate feelings; 
identlfylng profiles of batterers; 
improving listening and communication skills and listening with empathy; 
improving problem solving skills; 
improving negotiation and conflict resolution skills; 
teaching stress management techniques; 
challenging stereotypical gender role expectations; 
improving selfesteem; 
developing and improving support systems; 
exploring the socio-cultural basis for domestic violence; 
identifjmg the effects of distorted thinking on emotions and behavior, 
comparing self-control versus power and dominance; 
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18. 

19. 

20. 

identifyrng the effects of domestic violence on partner, children, seE and 
others; 
learning about the relationship of alcohol and drug udabuse with domestic 
violence; and 
exploring the role of ethnicity and culture in domestic violence. 

C. Guidelines for Appropriate Intervention 

1. This model is "psycho-educational." It addresses abuse in both a personal and 
social context through gender-based expectations, beliefs, and attitudes. This 
model acknowledges that violence is a learned behavior and can be unlearned. 
Group intervention for batterers is mandatory under these standards. 
Groups shall be open (accepting new members on an ongoing basis). 
Groups must be Same gender. 
For cases where there is a language barrier, separate groups should be created, 
based on the needs of the local population. Ifnecessary, the court should make 
accommodations in cases where there is a language banier. 
Getting in touch with emotions or alternatives to violence; and ventilation 
techniques may be appropriate intervention approaches. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

D. Inappropriate Intervention Approaches 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6.  

7. 

8. 

Any intervention approach that blames or intimidates the victim or places the 
victim in any danger is not allowed. There is no behavior on the part of the 
victim which causes or excuses abuse. Batterers bear sole responsibility for 
their actions. 
Any approach that coerces, mandates, or otherwise requires Victim 
participation is inappropriate. Couples, marriage, or family therapy is 
prohibited during the psycho-educational intervention phase. Such therapy 
may be used only when the batterer has completed the intervention program, 
violence has ceased, the victim is making decisions independent fiom the 
abuser, and the victim is in agreement. 
Psychodynamic interventions which link causes of the violence to past 
experiences and unconscious motivations are not allowed. 
Communication enhancement or anger management techniques which lay 
primary causality on anger are prohibited. 
Systems theory approaches which treat the violence as a mutually circular 
process, blaming the victim are inappropriate. 
Addiction counseling models which identify the violence as an addiction and 
the victim and children as enabling or codependent in the violence are not 
allowed. 
Any approach that encourages gradual containment and de-escalation of 
violence is prohibited. 
Theories or techniques which identlfL poor impulse control as the primary 
cause of the violence are inappropriate. 
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9. 

10. 

Methods which iden@ psychopathology on the part of either party as a 
primary cause of violence are not allowed. 
Teaching fair fighting techniques is prohibited. 

E. Substance Abuse and Mental Health 

1. 

2. 

Individual concurrent counseling is allowable under special circumstanm such 
as a diagnosed psychiatric disorder. 
Substance abuse, mental health, and mental capacity are to be evaluated during 
the intake and assessment phase and should be well-documented in the 
batterer’s fle. 
Substance abuse or mental health treatment should not be ordered or provided 
in lieu of domestic violence interventions. Such treatment may be concurrent if 
conducted on an outpatient basis 

3. 
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VIL PROGRAM MONITORING AND EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS 

Program monitoring and evaluation shall be conducted by the M c e  of Cert%cation 
and Monitoring, which is housed Within the Probation and Parole Programs office, 
Florida Department of Corrections. The Department must determine that providers are 
complying with required policies, such as partner contact, duty to wam, progress, and 
termination plans for group participants, and are not providing inappropriate services 
such as marriage and family counseling as determined by these standards, and are 
following any applicable rules and regulations. Site visits shall be conducted to ensure 
providers are in compliance with basic standards relative to group content, philosophy, 
and approach that must be adhered to ensure accountability of the batterer, safety of 
the victims, and overall provider compliance. During site visits, documents and fonns 
will be examined to determine provider compliance with the requirements. 

Each BIP applicant will be finished with a copy of the program monitoring 
instrument and group observation guide to ensure a complete understanding of what 
will be reviewed during the monitoring process and group observation. 

Each assessor applicant will be &mished with a copy of the assessor monitoring 
instrument to ensure a complete understanding of what will be reviewed during the 
monitoring process. 

Providers must agree to provide for data collection to conduct research and evaluate 
the effectiveness of batterers' intervention programs. The provider shall send copies of 
the initial program enrollment form for each program participant that has been 
discharged fiom the program within the last quarter. The bottom of the enrollment 
form has space for program discharge information. Each program will provide the 
completed enrollment form to the Office of Certification and Monitoring within 20 
days of the end of each quarter (June 30, September 30, December 3 1 and March 3 1). 
As research on perpetrators and batterers' intervention programs progresses, 
philosophical and programmatic changes may be appropriate. 
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Defendant's Second Interview 
Florida Atlantic University is continuing the study for the Deputment of Justice on how Broward County 

handlu family disputcr. As before, your answers will be completely pnn te  and confidentid. In order to make 
sure that no one will know your answers, please do NOT put your name or any idcntifylng information on this 
questionnaire. In all o f  the questions below, when we refer to the "incident" we are spe8king about the 
event which led to the court appearance resulting in your conviction for domutic violence. 

Unlep otherwise told, please fill in the box next to the best answer or fill in the blank. 

1. In the 6 months since you were in court and sentenced, have you moved from your house or apartment? 
(4) 0 1. No 02. Yu 

2. In the months since you were in court and sentenced, how many of the past 6 months were you doing each of 
the following. Write in the number of months (from 0 to 6 )  for each: 

(9 Unemployed - not looking for work 

(6) Unemployed - \OOking for work 

m Unemployed - full t i e  homemaker 

months 

months 

months - 
m Unemployed - on disability or retired ?- months 

(io) Working - W time 

4. In the months since you were in court and sentenced, , how many of the past 6 months were you doing ea& 
of the following. Write in the number of months @om 0 to 6) for each: 

( I I )  Not seeing or living with MY woman romantically months 

months - woman mvo 

(14) Not living with any woman romanti e woman involved in the 
domestic dispute months 

( 1 5 )  Living with a different w o r n  than th months 

months (10 Living with the worn to the court appearance 

If you a r e  or have 
.. 

5. Is this contact (c 

6. 

(11) 01. Noneat all 

If you are or have bear 
were in court and xntenced approximately 6 months ago? 

0 2 .  One or more but it has not come to the police or probation's attention 
0 3 .  One or more and on at least one ocusion the police or probation have been involved 
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Has any of the following events happened to you since YOU were in court and sentenced 6 months ago? 

.You received a traf6c violation 

.Someone obtained a rutraining on you 

.Probation spoke with you about another domestic incident 
involving this or anotha WOIMII 

.The police spoke with YOU about another domestic incident 

.The police m u t e d  you for another domestic incident 

.The police contacted you regarding a property offense in 
which you were a suspect 
.The police m u t e d  you for a property offense 
.The police contacted you for an alcohol or drug offense 
.The police arrested you for M alcohol or drug offmse 
.The police contacted you for a nondomestic assault offense 
.The police arrested you for a nondomestic assault offense 
.The police contacted you for a violent offense other than an assault 
@The police m u t e d  you for a violent offwe other than an w u l t  
.Probation began violation of probation (VOP) proceduru against you 
@Your probation was revoked 
.You were sent to jail for violation of probation or on a new charge 

01. No 
01. No 

01. No 
01. No 
01. No 

01. No 
01 .  No 
01. No 
0 1 .  No 
01. No 
0 1 .  No 
0 1 .  No 
01. No 
01. No 
0 1 .  No 
01. No 

n 2 .  Yes 
n2. Y u  

0 2 .  Y u  
ut. Yu 
0 2 .  Yes 

02. Yes 
0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yu 
02. Yes 
0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yes 
02. Yes 

In the 6 months since you were in court and sentenced, have‘ you received any counseling or treatment for 
desiing with domestic violence disputes? 

0 1. No - I have not received any domestic violence counseling 
0 2 .  Yes - I was court ordered into domutic violence counseling and have been attending as instructed 
03. Yes - I have gone for domestic violmco counseling on my own 

If you brvc gone for domutic violence counseling or treatment since being sentenced, answer 
the questions io the shaded bo& Otherwise skip to Question 14 

if you have gone for domestic violence counseling or treatment, approximately how many sessioru have 
you attended to date? 

ions 

r ueument, have you found it helpful in teaching you If you have gone for domestic violence 
how lo avoid bdng violent h the future 
01. No 02. Y u  

If you have gone for domestic violence cowucling or treatment., have you found it has improved your 
relationship with the w o r n  you are ronuntiully involved with pruentIy7 
01. No 0 3 .  Don’t h o w  - have not been involved with anyone 

If you have gone for domtsb‘c viol 
0 1. To a minim or soomeotha rdigioru leader 

02. Yes 

ling or t r a m a t ,  where have you gone? 

- -  
0 4 .  To one of the treahncat pro by the judge at sentencing 

IT you have gone t gram, answer the question below. 
Otherwise skip to Question 14 

Pluue specify tbc 
01. FanrilyServi 
n2. 5’ street cormselin 
03. GlauHousa . ’  

04. LifeliaeofMismi 
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. 14. No matter how well a couple g a s  dong, thae are timu when thy disagree, get annoyed with the other 
person, want different things fiom each other, or just have spats or fights because t h y  are in a bad mood. 
are tired. or for some other rcason. Coupla also have m ~ y  different ways of trying to  settle their 
differences. This is a list of things that might happen when you have differences. Please place a check 
( J )  in the box indicating how many times you did each ofthese things in the 6 months since you were in 
court and sentenced. If you did not do one of these things in the past six months, but it happened before, 
check the box saying, "Not in the past 6 months but it did happen". 

1s. What do you think the chances arc that you would hit your partner in the next y U n  Please n t e  the 
chances on I d e  of 0 (not I chance) to IW? (it will definitely happen). Circle the MSWQ which best 
describes the likelihood of this event. 
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Please read the following questions and answer a c h  trutffilly. Check the ‘Wo” box if that best mwm 
question. Otherwise. check the “Yes” box. 

*Do you think that you are a n o d  drinker? @y normal we mean that you 
drink Ius than or as much as most other people.) 
*Dou your wife or gulftiend ever wony or complain about your drinking? 
*Do you e v a  f d  guilty about your drinking? 
*Do fiends or relativu think you are a normal drinker? 
*Are you able to stop drinking when you want to? 
*Have you ever attended a meeting of Alcoholics Anonymous? 
*Has drinking mer created problems between you and your wife or girlfriend? 
*Have you ever gotten into trouble at work because of drinking? 
*Have you ever neglected your obligrtions, your fUnily, or your work for two 
or more days in a row becrust you were drinking? 
*Have you ever gone to anyone for help about your drinking? 
.Have you ever been in a hospital because of drinking? 
*Have you ever been arrested for drunken driving, driving while intoxicated, or 
driving under the influence of alcoholic beverages? 
*Have you ever been arrested, even for a few hours, because of other drunken 
be ha vi o r 7 

0 1 .  No 
0 1 .  No 
01. No 
01. No 
01. No 
0 1 .  No 
01. No 
01. No 

0 1 .  No 
01. No 
01. No 

01.  No 

0 1 .  No 

0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yu 
02. Yu 
0 2 .  Yes 
0 2 .  Yu 

0 2 .  Yu 
02. Yes 

a2. Yes 
02. Yes 
02. Yes 

0 2 .  Yes 

0 2 .  Ye 

n2. yes 

Please place a check (4) in the boxes below that b a t  reflect the way you think about things. There arc no 
right or wrong answers. Check only one response for each statement. 

18. Do you think the incident thrt brought you to court 6 months ago should be considered a crime? 
(111) 0 1 .  No 02. Yes 

19. 
( I  11) 

Do you think that the w o r n  involved w u  responsible for this incident? 
0 1. Not a! rll responsible 
0 3 .  Equally responsible 

0 2 .  Somewhat responsible 
0 4 .  Completely responsible 

20. Do you think the sentence you received for this incident was fair? 

a3. Fair 0 4 .  Vcryfrir 
(113) 0 1 .  veryunfair 02. unfair . 
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COMPARISON O F  D.0.C. AND BROWARD COUNTY STANDARDS 

Requircmencs for 
Endlitaton 

Monitozing 

P r o m  EvJrutioa 

Dam Collection 

Assasmat of Need 
lor Provida 

Once per y a z  

Llfomution is collected 09 6 & 
basis. It is undar as to what is done 
6th rht infomaon collected 

'flcrc is no current assessment of need 
for &e number of providers in any 

pkring P knit on the numba of 
prodera has the potend far a & e g  
of negative implicarinnn, WIG& ptc 

ciucxibed below. 

given p0pphiea.l locatitm. Not 

Standards allow for the separation of 
uaeasoc from txutmcnt prwida. In 
addition to pmvidurg a rrdwdYrt 
senice, there is the potmtial for 

&a individuals far tra-t st 
providcm who they End frvotrble 

of interat u 8sbcenora zmy 

' .  
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APPENDM TWO 

SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 
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Code # 1 
rDePi Home Address: 

DePs Phone #: 
(Home) (Work) d 

Victim's Name: 
(Last Nunc) (First Name) 

Coding Probation Folder I 
--- 

Victim's Addrtss: 

Victim's Phone #: 
c (Home) (Work) 1 

-- -- -- DePs DOB: 

Rice: 0 1 .  Black 02. white 0 3 .  Hispanic 0 4 .  Other 

Birthplace: 
(City) (State) (Country) 

us Citizen? 0 1 .  No 02. Yu 09. Missing 

Marital Status: nl. Married 02. Separated/Divorced 0 3 .  Widowed 
0 4 .  Single 0 9 .  Missing 

Residence: D1. own 0 2 .  Rent 09. Missing 

Resid- With 0 1 .  wife 0 2 .  Girlfiend 0 3 .  Parents 0 4 .  OtherRelrtivu 
0 5 .  Friends 06 .  Self 0 7 .  Otha 0 9 .  Missing 

Broward Resident: - Months [Note d e  in months and code 9999 if missing] 

Florida Resident: - - - - Months [Note code in months and code 9999 if missing] 

Driven License #: [Note code - - if missing and 0 if none] 

ho --- 
Len@. of Employ: 

Current Student: 0 1 .  No 02. Yes 0 9 .  Missing 

Educational Level: - - [Note code 1-16+ or 99 if missing] 

-- 'umber of Prior Adult Arrests: - - 
Misdemeanor 

Misdemeanor 

-- Number of Prior Convictions: 

Number of Juvenile Arresu: -- 
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Firs. h e s t  for DOL” ai. N~ 0 2 .  Yu 0 9 .  Missing 
F Currently on State Probation? 01. No 0 2 .  Yu 09. Missing 

Health Status: 01. G o d  0 2 .  Fair 0 3 .  Poor 0 9 .  Missing 

Previous Psychiatric care: 0 1 .  No 02. Y u  0 9 .  Missing 

Military Service: 01. No 0 2 .  Yu 09. Missing 

Amrt Information 

Blood Alcohol Level: -- % [Note code 99 ifmissing1 

u44=.Hospital oycmight,my for one or more night 

Relationship to victim: 
a I .  Ex-girlfriend 02. Ex-wife 03. Gidfiiend, not living together 
0 4 .  Girlfriend, living together 
09. Missing 

If wife or girlfiiend, how 1 

Assailant taken into custod 

[f yes, bond amount? ----- 
vote  code 99999 if Uken into custody and missing athenvise leave blank] 

Conviction Offense [Note code - ifmiuing]: 

Adjud: 01. Tnd 02. Juury 03. Cout ’ 0 4 .  Pled Glty 0 5 .  PledNolo 09. Missing 

Programs Ordered for Convicted Ddmdant (Note check dl that apply): 
0 0  1. No harmful conuct with victim 
003. Domestic Violence treatment program 
00s. AIcohoVDrug Evaluation 
0 0 7 .  AlcohoVDmg Treatment Prognm 
0 0 9 .  Jail time _ _ _  days 
0 IO. Other specify 

002.  No contact with victim 
houn 004. Community Service - - 

006. b d o m  AlcohoVDrug Testing 
0 0 8 .  Restitution - _ _ _  .OO amount 
[Note code 8888 for ruerved restit 9999 for missg] 
0 9 9 .  Missing 
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Defendant's First Interview 

the courts about family disputes. We are interviewing 600 families to better understand why these problems hse 
so that the needs of families like yours can be better served. We do not work for the COURS of probation but 
instead are researchers from Florida Atlantic University. Your answers will be completely private and 
confidential. In order to make sure that no one will know your mswers, please do NOT put your name OT any 
identitylng information on this questionnaire. 

In all of the questions below, when we refer to the "incident" we are speaking about the went which led 
to your recent court appearance. 

Unless otherwise told, please fill in the box next to the best answer or  fill in the  b l a n k  

Your name was selected from Broward County official records of people who have been in COntaa with 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

What was your highest grade completed in school? (Please circle the best answer) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 1 0 1 1 1 2  13 14 15 16 17+ 
Grade School High School College Grad 

Do you own your own home? 
01. No 02. Yes 

At the time of the incident, how many years had you lived at that address? (If leu than one year, pleast 
write in "0" and answer the next question. If more than one year, skip to Question 5 )  

years 

If you lived at that address for less than one year, how many months had you lived at that address? 

months 

Fill in the box next to the response which best represents your current employment statui. 
0 I .  Not employed - looking for work 
0 3 .  Not employed - seasonal worker 
0 5 .  Not employed - full or part-time student 
07. Employed - part time 

If you are employed full or part-t 

0 2 .  Not employed - on disability or retired 
0 4 .  Not employed - not looking for work 
0 6  Not employed - fulltime homemaker 

n the shaded bo= If yoa 

5. What kind of work do you do? B 

1. How many hours a week do you typ 

3. How many years have you been working for your current employer? (IfIesr than one year write "0" ) 

years 
1 !, >* ,;< ;$ 

..A*% ---."r. ~ 

, a L - L  
I f  you answered "0" to Question 8, please answer the questions in the darker shaded  bo^ 

2. Tf you have been at your current job for le& 

IO. 

- months 

If you have been at your current 
last 12 months? 
0 1 .  No 

. .  
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12. Do you usually get paid: , 
01. Daily u2. weekly 
0 3 .  Every two weeks 
US. Other - specify 

What is your usual WEEKLY take home pay7 

0 4 .  Monthly 

13. 

S per week 

14. At the time of the incident, was anyone else who lived with you working and contributing money to the 
household expenses? 
01. No 
02. Yes 

15. 

6. 

7. 

Fill in the box next to ALL 
more &%an one box if more 
01. Parents 
0 2 .  BrotherdSisters 
0 3 .  Children 

ntnbuting. You can fill in 

0 4. WifdGirlfiiend 

I f  your wife or girlfriend 

18 At the time of the incident, did your household regularly receive any money other than fiom work? 
01. No 

20. During the past year, has your income decreased, increased or stayed about the same? 

0 3 .  Stayed about the same 
01. Decreased 02. I n f f d  

0 4 .  Don'tknow 

2 1. Over the next few yean, do you expect your income to decrease, increase or stay about the same? 

0 3 .  Stay about the same 
0 1 .  Decrease 02. Inaeue 

0 4 .  Don'tknow 
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22. No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when they disagree. get annoyed with the otha 
person, want different things from each other, or just have spats or fights because they are in a bad 
mood, are tired, or for some other reason. Couples also have many different ways of :rying to settle 
their differences. This is a list of things that might happen when you have difference. P l e w  place a 
check ( J )  in the box indicating how many times you did each of these things in the past six month. If 
you did not do one of these things in the past six months, but it happened before, check the box saying, 
"Not in the past 6 months but it did happen". 

We are going to ask some questions about your feelings about the incident, court process, and whether you think 
domestic violence counseling would be helphrl for families that end up in cow. 

23. Do you think the incident that brought you to court should be considered a crime? 
01. No 02. Yes 

24. Do you think that your wifdgirlfriend was responsible for this incident? 
0 1 .  Not at all responsible 
0 3 .  Equally responsible 

0 2 .  Somewhat responsible 
0 4 .  Completely responsible 
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2s. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

Do you think the sentence you received for this incident was faifl 

0 3 .  Fair 0 4 .  Veryfair 
01. Very unfair 0 2 .  unfair 

Have you ever been involved in a violent romantic relationship in the past? 
01. No u2. Yes 

Do you think counseling offered through the courts could help you avoid violent disputes with your 
partner in the future? 
0 1 .  No 0 2 .  Maybe 0 3 .  Y n  

Do you think that you could quit being violent to your partner without counseling? 
01. No 0 2 .  Maybe 0 3 .  Yes 

What do you think the chances are that you would hit your pmner in the next year? Please rate the 
chances on a scale of 0 (not a chance) to 100% (it will definitely happen). Circle the answer which best 
describes the likelihood of this event. 

0% 10% 20% 30?A 40?? SO?? 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
No 50150 Sure to 
Chance Chance Happa 

Which ofthe following best describes your relationship with the person hvolved in the dispute at the 
time the incident occurred. Was she then your: 

0 3 .  Girlfiend, not living together 
OS. Wife 

0 1. Ex-girlfriend 0 2 .  Ex-wife 

If this was your wife or girlfriend, a 

$1. How many years had you been together befor 
answer the next question. Otherwise skip to Question 33) 

years 

52. Ifyou had been together for less than one ye 
incident? 

ere you together at the time of the 

months 

13. How many children do you have together? 

children 

nships who arc presently living 

35. Since the incident, has your relationship with this woman changed because of this dispute? 

If yes, pleise answer the next qu 

36. If your relationship has changed, what is your rela 

end, not living together 

37. Are you currently seeing anyone else? 
nl. No 02. Yu 
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38. When you are not working, how do you spend your time? (Fill in the boxes next to ALL the things thlr 
you do w. This means that you can fill in more than one box if you d o  more than one activity.) 
0 I ,  Take classu 
0 3 .  Work on hobbies 

0 2 .  &end retigious activities 
0 4 .  Gutothegym 

OS. Hang out with friends 0 6 .  Other- SPCC@ 

Your extended mily (mother, father, sisten, brothers) 
Your wifdgirlfrimd‘s extended family (her moher, father. sistcn, brothen) 
Your friends 
Your neighboo 
Your a-worken (outside of the work setting) 

39. In order to understand how you spend your time. please place a check (3 in the box marked “Yes‘ ne= 
to all the people listed below who you regularly spend time with in the course of a month If you do not 
see them regularly in the course of a month, place a check in the “No” box. 

Replrrly Spend Ti& ’ 
N O  Yu 

I i 
40. In the past six months, have you spoken with any of your relatives (cg., mother, fatha, sistm, b r o t h ,  

etc) about your disputes with your wifdgirlfiiend? 
01. No 

d o n s  in the shaded l f  you have spoken with your relatives about thi 
bo% Othemise, sk 

4 1. Were they critical of your violence? 
01. Never 

43. In the past six months, have you spoken with any ofyour fiiendq neighbors or co-workers about your 
disputes with your wifdgidfiiend? 

02. Yes 

Ilyou hnve spoken with your fr rn, answer the questions 

46. When you were growing up. how often did you see your parents physically fight? 
0 1 .  Never 
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49 When you were growing up, how often did your parents hit or beat you? 
01 Never 

If you were ever hit o r  beat by your parents, answer the questions in the shaded box. 
Otherwise, skip to Question 53 

0 3 .  Sometimes father and sometimes mother 

53. Imagine for a moment that you are with your partner and have another physical dispute. Below is a list 
of things which might happen m a result. First, tell me how likely you thinic u c h  thing is to hppen  
Then tell me how bad each thing would be for you ifit did happen - even ifyou think it is not likcly to 
happen. 

54. When the judge placed you on probation, did he tdl you that you had to attend a brtterdr c o w d i n g  
PfOgnm? 

Iff 

55. 

he judge told you to attend a b 

Do you feel forced into this co& 
0 1. Not at dl forced into the p 
0 2 .  Somewhat forced into the p - 
0 3 .  Very forced into the pro& - 

the next tW0 quatiom. 7 
56. Have you attended your first battereh counseling &on? 

01. No 02. Yes 
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57. Please place a check (9 in the boxes below that best reflect the way YOU think a b o ~  thin@. Thme 
no right or wrong answers. Check only one response for cach statement. If you Strongly Disagree with 
the statement, check the SD box. If you Disagree, check the D box. If you Agree, &edr the A box and 
if you Strongly Agree check the SA box. 
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58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

How many alcoholic drinks do you usually consume in a t y p i d  drinking episode? (By ' d W  we mean 
a drink with a shot of 1.5 ounces or hard liquor, 12 ounce  of bea, or 5 ounces of wine.) 

# of hard liquor drinks # o f b m  # of gluKI of wine 

How many days a week do you usually drink? 

# of days per week 

Were either or both of you drinking right before the incident which ended up in court? 
0 1 .  Neither my partner nor I were drinking at that time 
0 2 .  I was the only one drinking at that time 
03. My partner was the only one drinking at that time 
0 4 .  Both my partner and I were drinking at that time 

W a c  $her or both of you using illegal drugs right before the incident which ended up in court? 
0 1, Neither my partner nor I were using drugs at that time 
0 2 .  I was the only one using drugs at the time 
0 3 .  My partner was the only one using drugs at the time 
0 4 .  Both my partner and I were using drugs at the time 

Thank you very much for helping us with this study. Pleare fd h e  in the lines below, to tell w what you think 
of the way in which your case was handled. 
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Victim's Firs t  Interview 

Your name was selected from Broward County official records of people who have been in contact with 
5e courts about family disputes. We are intuviewing 600 families to better understand why these problems arise 

,o that the needs of families like yours can be better served. We do not work for the courts or probation but 
instead are researchers from Florida Atlantic University. Your answers will be completely private and 
confidential. In order to make sure that no one will know your answers, please do NOT put your name or any 
identifying information on this questionnaire. 

In all of the questions below, when we refer to the "incident" we are speaking about the event which led 
to your recent court appearance. 

Unless otherwise told, please fill in the  box next to the best answer o r  fill in the b l a n k  

1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

J .  

What was the highest grade completed in school? (Please circle the best answer) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 1 0 1 1 1 2  13 14 15 16 
Grade School High School College 

17+ 
Grad 

What is your date of birth? ( F I I  in the month, day and year) 

At the time of the incident, how many years had you lived at that address? (If less than one year, please 
write in "0" and answer the next question. If one year or more, skip to Question 5). 

years 

If you lived at that address for less than one year, how many months had you lived at that address? 

months 

Fill in the box next to the response which best represents your current employment status: 
0 I Not employed - looking for work 
0 3  Not employed - seasonal worker 
05 Not employed - f i l l  or part-time student 
0 7  Employed - part-time 0 8 .  Employed - full-time 

0 2 .  Not employed - on disability or retired 
0 4 .  Not employed - not looking for work 
06. Not employed - fulltime homemaker 

If you arc employed full o r  part-time, plerse answer all the questions in the shaded box. If you 
are not employed, skip to Question 10 

6. W h a t  k m d  of work do you do? Bnefly describe below: 

I 

7. How many hours a week do you typically work? 

, hours per week 

How do you usually get paid? 
f3 1 Daily 
03 Every two weeks 
0 5  Other - specify 

What IS your usual WEEKLY take home pay? 

8 

9. 

'? At the time of the incident, was anyone else who lived with you working and contributing money to the 
household ex~enses? 
01 No 
02. Yes 

If someone else wat living with you and contributing money to household expenses, please 
answer the questions in the shaded box. Otherwise, skip to Question 14 
I J 
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r 
0 2 .  Yes 

If your household received money 
Otherwise, skip to Question 16 

15. If yes. where did this money come from? (Fill in the b o x u  for EVERY other source of income you or 
your husband or boyfriend regularly received money from. Fill in more than one box if you had more 
than one source of income) 
0 1. Welfare (AFDCNAGES) 02. Disability 

How many children do you have from previous relationships that are p r a t l y  living with you? 

children 
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2 1, Since the incident, has your relationship with this man changed because of this dispute? 
01. No 

I 
Your extended family (mother, fither, sisters, brothers) 
Your husbandlboyfncnd'r extended family (his mother, father, sisters, brothen) 
Your fncnds 
Your neighbors 

0 2 .  Don't Know 
0 3 .  Yes I 

No YtS 

I f  your relationship has changed, please answer the next question. Otherwise, skip to Question 23 

22 What is your relationship now with this man? 
1. Ex-boyfriend 02. Ex-husband 

0 3 .  Boyfriend, not living together 
05 Husband 

0 4 .  Boyfriend, living together 
0 6 .  Other - specify 

23. Please place a check (9 in the boxa below that best reflect the way you think about things. There are 
no right or wrong answers. Check only one rapowe for each statement. If you Strongly Disagree with 
the statement, check the SD box. If you Disagree, check the D box. Ifyou Agree, check the A box and 
if you Strongly Agree check the SA box. 

24. When you are not working, how do you spend your time? (Fill in the boxes next to ALL the things that 
.you do rslgularlv. This mearu that you can fill in more than one box if you do more than one activity.) 

1. Take classes 
0 3 .  Work on hobbia 
05. Hang out with friends 

0 2 .  Attend religious activities 
0 4 .  Go to the gym 
n6. Othu - specify 

25.  In order to understand how you spend your time, please place a check (0 in the box muked "Yes" next 
to all the people listed below who you & spend time with in the course of a month. If you do not 
see them regularly in the course of a month, place I check in the 'No' box. 

I I Regularly Spend Tim 
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Iryou have spoken with your relatives about this problem, answer the questions in the shaded box 
Otherwise, skip to Question 29 

27. Were they critical of your husbandhoyfXends violence? 
01. Never 0 2 .  Sometimes 0 3 .  Usually 

28. Were they critical of your actions? 

01. Never 0 2 .  Sometimes 0 3 .  Usually 

29. In the past six months, have you spoken with any ofyour friends, neighbors or co-workers about your 
disputes with your husbandhoyfricnd? 
01. No 

30. Were they critical of your husbandhoyfriend’s violence? 
0 1. Never 0 2 .  Sometimu 0 3 .  usually 

11. Were they critica 

We are going to ask some questions about your feelings about the incident, court process, and whether you think 
domestic violence counseling would be helphl for families that end up in court. 

,2. Were there any injuries you sustained as a result of the incident which brought your husband/boyfriend 
to court? 
01. No 
02. Yes 

33. What injuries did you suffer front t hu  incident? (Fill in ALL the boxes next to ALL the injuries 

0 3 .  Cuts and bruisu - requiring stitches 
OS. Broken bones 

0 2 .  Cuts and bruisu - not rquiring stitches 

35 Do you think the incident that brought your husbmdlboyfrend to court should be considered a crime? 

Do you think that you were responsible for this incident? 
1. Not at all responsible 

0 3 .  Equally responsible 

Do you think the sentence he received for this incident was faiR 

0 3  Fair 0 4 .  Veryfair 

01. No 0 2 .  Yes 
36. 

0 2 .  Somewhat responsible 
0 4 .  Completely responsible 

02. unfair 
77. 

0 1. very unfair 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the 
U.S. Department of Justice.



38. Have you ever been in a violent romantic relationship in the past? 
01. No 02. Yes 

39. Do you think counseling offered through the courts could help your husbandboyfriend avoid violent 
disputes in the fbture? 
01. No 0 2 .  Maybe 0 3 .  Yes 

40. Do you think that your husbandhoyfiiend could quit being violent to you without counseling? 
0 1 .  No 02. Maybe 03. Yes 

4 1. What do you think the chances are that your husbandkoyfiiend would hit you in the next year? Please 
rate the chances on a scale of 0 (not a chance) to 100% (it Will definitely happen). Circle the answer 
which best describes the likelihood of this event. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% SO?? 6O?h 70% 80% 90% loOo/r 
No 50/50 Sure to 
Chance chance Happen 

42. How safe do you feel with your husbandlboyfriend? 
01. ~ e r y u n s a f e  0 2 .  Somewhat unsafe 
0 3 .  Safe 0 4 .  Verysafe 

43. Please look at the list of actions which one might take when their partner is violent. If you have 
previously taken that action in response to your husbmdhoyfricnd's violence, either in response to this 
most recent incident or sometime before that, check (4 the "Yw" box. Ifyou have not used a particular 
action in response to his violence, check "No". 

Actions Taken In R 

44. When you were growing up, how often did you set your parents physically fight? 
al. Never 

If your parents ever phy ns In the shaded box. 

. Sometimes fatha and sometimes mother 
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47. When you were growing up, were YOU ever ~exuolly abused? 
01. No 
02. Yes I 

I 

If you were sexurlly abused, answer the nest question. Otherwise, skip to Question 49 
48. Who sexually abused you? 

0 1 .  Father 02. Stepfather 
0 3 .  Mother's boyfriend 0 4 .  Grandfather 
OS. Brother, uncle, or other relative 
07. Stranger 

06. Close family fiend 
US. Other - specify 

50. 

51. 

52. 

03. Sometimes 
0 4 .  Frequently 

49. When you were growing up. how often did your parents hit or beat you? 
0 1 .  Never 
0 2 .  Rarely 

If you were ever hit  or beat by y o v  pnrents, answer the questions in the shaded box. 
Otherwise, skip to Question 53 

Who typically hit or beat you? 
D1. Father 0 2 .  Mother 0 3 .  Sometimes father and sometimes mother 

Did injuries ever result from a parental hitting or beating? 
0 1 .  No 02. Yes 

What injuries did you suffer? (Fill in ALL the boxes for ALL the injuries sustained) 
0 1. No injuries ever resulted 0 2 .  Black and blue marks 
0 3 .  Cuts and bruises - not requiring stitches 
0 5 .  Bums 06. Broken bonu 

0 4 .  Cuts and bruises - requiring stitches 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

How many alcoholic drinks does your husbandhoyfriend usually consume in a typical drinking episode? 
(By "drink" we mean a drink with a shot of 1.5 ounces or hard liquor, 12 ounces of beer, or 5 ounces of 
wine.) 

# of hard liquor drinks # of beers # of glwer of wine 

How many days a week does he usudy drink? 

# of days per week 

Were either or both of you drinking rigbt Wore  the incident which ended up h court? 
a 1. Neither my partner nor I were drinking at that time 
0 2 .  I was the only one drinking at th.t time 
0 3 .  My pmner was the only one drinking at that time 
04. Both my partner and I were drinking at that time 

Were either or both of you & illegal drugs right before the incident which ended up in court? 
0 1. Neitha my p a m #  nor I WCTC using drugs at that time 
0 2 .  I was the only one using druw at the time 
0 3 .  My partner was the only one using drugs at the time 
0 4 .  Both my partner and I werc using drugs at the time 

PLEASE C 0 " U E  ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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57 No matter how well a couple gets dong, there are tima when they disagree, get annoyed with the other 
person, want different things fiom each other, or just have s p a  or fights becuue thy are in a bad 
mood, tired, or for some other reason. Couplu also have many different ways of vyins to settle their 
differences. This is a list of things that might happen when YOU have differences. Place a check(4) in 
the box indicating how many timu the man you were involved with at the time of the incident did them 
in the past six months. If he did not do one of these things in the past six months, but it happened 
before, check the box saying, "Not in the past 6 months but it did happen', 
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I Victim’s Second Interview 

Florida Atlantic University is continuing the study for the Department of Justice on how Broward County 
handles family disputes. As before, your answers will be completely private and confidential. In order to make 
sure that no one will know your answers, please do NOT put your name or any identivng information on this 
questionnaire. In all  of the questions below, when we refer to the “incident“ we are  spenking about the 
event which led to your boyfriendhusband’s court appearance resulting his conviction Tor domestic 
violence approximately 6 months ago. 

Unless othenvise told, please fill in the box next to the best answer or fill in the blank. 

1. In the months since this man was sentenced, how many of the past 6 months were you doing each of the 
following. Write in the number of months (from 0 to 6) for each: 

(4) Unemployed - looking for work months 

months (5) Unemployed - not looking for work . 

(6) Unemployed - hll time homemaker months 

m Unempioyed - on disability or retired months 

(1) Working - part time months 

(9)  Working - full time months 

2. Referring to the man involved in the domestic violence incident leading to the court appearance, what has bten 
your relationship with him since he was sentenced in court 6 months ago? Have you: 

Check the ONE response which best chrracterizu your relationship 

4. 

0 1 .  No 02. Yes .Not had any contact with him since he was sentenced 
*Had contact with him llAer he 

*Occasionally have had 
him now a1. NO 02. Y 

0 1 .  No 0 2 .  Yes 
01. No 02. Yes 

.Living with him now 01. No 0 2 .  Yes 

If you are or were having any con ths, answer the questions 

0 3 .  Monthly 

Has he been involved in 

06. One or more which h 

0 9  One or more which 

0 2 .  Yes 
- .  ... . .  

If yes, nnswer the questions in the darkutshrded  box. Otherwise, go to Question 8 
. . .  - 
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0 3 .  cut; i d  bruises - not requiring stitches 

07. Gun shot or knife wounds 

0 4  Cub and bruises - requiring stitches 

0 8 .  Other - spec& 
(16) 0s. BUmS 06. Broken bones 

Hnd 
No 

Contact 
(it) Police 
(29) State Attorney's Victim Advocates 
(30) Probntion 

-01) Women in Distress 

7. 

(1s) 

Did the injuries from any of these incidents require that you be hospitalized? 
a1. No 
0 2 .  Hospital emergency room only 
0 3 .  Hospital overnight stay for one or more nights 

I f  contncted, did you find them : 
very Not At AI1 

xelprui Helpful m p r u i  

Jf there has been additional donicstic disputes since this man was sentenced, answer 
Questions 8 & 9 below. Otherwise, skip to Question 10 

9. If you were in contact with any of the above agencies since he was sentenced, what informstion did they 
provide to you? (Check ALL that apply) 
01. They did not provide me with any information 
02. They provided me with my rights as (i victim 
0 3 .  Information on how to document new incidences of violence 
0 4 .  Infomation on how to get a restraining ordu 
OS. Information on how to develop a safety plan 
06. Information on the potential dangerousness of battering mates 
0 7 .  Information on how to make and follow-up on police reporu 
OS. Information on how to pursue charges with the State Attorney's Office 
0 9 .  Availability of counseling or support p u p s  for victims of domestic violence 
0 10. Other - Specify 

10. Was the man involved in the incident ordered by the judge into domutic violence counseling? 
01. No 0 2 .  Don't know 

( 4 1 )  0 3 .  YeS 

11. If he was ordered by the judge into domestic violence ~urueling, did he go? 
01. Don't know 

0 3 .  NO - he was ord 
.. a2. No - he was not ordered to go 

(43) 

0 4 .  Yes - he wu o 
OS. YCS - he WU o 

If he was ordered and/or has gone for domestic violence counseling since being sentenced, 
answer Question 12. Otherwise, skip to Question I8 

12. What is the name of the domutic violence counseling program which he attends? 
0 1. Don't know - don't see him anymor 
0 3 .  Family Service Agency 

07. Other - Specify 

ee him but don't know the name of the pro- 
Street Counseling 

(u) 0s. GlassHouse 0 6 .  Lifeline of Mami 
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t you sine this man began treatment? 

.-..-rz.:r.- . . *  

0 4 .  Contacted three or more times 

If this counseling program has contacted you, answer Quation 14. Otherwise, skip to Question 15 

What information did they provide to you? (Check ALL that apply) 
01. They did not provide me with any information 
a2. They provided me with my rights as a victim 
0 3 .  Information on how to document new incidences of violence 
0 4 .  Information on how to get a restraining order 
0 5 .  Information on how to develop a safety plan 
0 6 .  Information on the potential dangerousness 
07. Information on how to make and follow-up on police reports 
0 8 .  Information on how to pursue charga with ;he State Attorney’s Office 
09. Availability of counsc 
0 10. Other - Specify 

15. Do you think the court ordered domestic violence counseling helped this man avoid being physically violent 
these past 6 months? 
0 I .  Don’t know - don’t see him anymore 0 2 .  Counseling did not help 

(16) 0 3 .  Unsure ifcounseling helped ling definitely helped 

16. Do you think that the c 
physical ways these past 6 months? 
0 1. Don’t know - don’t see him anymore 

helped this man avoid being abusive in non- 

0 2 .  Counseling did not help 
(JTJ 0 3 .  Unsure if counseling helped 0 4 .  Counseling definitely helped 

17. Do you think that the court ordered domestic violence counseling improved your relationship with this man 
these past 6 months? 
0 1. Don’t know - don’t see him anymore t]Z. Counseling did not help 

(XI 0 3 .  Unsure ifcounseling helped 0 4 .  Counseling definitely helped 

18. What do you think the chances are that the man involved in this dispute would hit you in the next year? P l w e  
rate the chances on a scale of 0 %(Not A Chance) to 100% (tt Will Definitely Happen). Circle the answer 
which best describes the likelihood of this event. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S O . ?  60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
No 50/50 sure to 

(119) Chance ChCG Happa  

19. How safe do you fd with this m’A 
01.  I don’t see him rnymora 
0 3 .  Somewhat unsafe 04. safe 

02. vuyunsafe 

(60) * 0 5 .  Verysafe 
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20. 

f; 

( 9 4 ) M y  partncri 
(91) My partner did romcthing to spite me 

Has this man had m y  contact with you since being sentenced in couft? 
I l l .  No 
0 2 .  Yes 

I I I I 
I 

(61) 

21. 

If this man has had any contact with you since being sentenced, answer Question 20. 
Otherwise, skip this question 

No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when they disagree, get annoyed with the other 
person, want different things from each other, or just have spats or fights because they are in a bad mood, tired, o 
for some other reason. Couples also have many different ways of trying to settle their differences. This is a list of 
things that might happen when you have differences. Please place a check ( d )  in the box indicating how many 
times the man involved in this incident did each of these things in the 6 months since he was in court and 
sentenced. If he did not do one of these things in the past six months, but it happened before, check the box 
saying, "Not in the past 6 months but it did happen". 

didn't 
(83) My partner beat me up 
(14) My pamer grabbed me 
(1)) My partner used force (hke hitting, holdin8 dom, or us@ a 

force) 

(91) My partner did romcthing to spite me 
(%)My partner thrcatened to hit or throw romahing at me 
(9'1) I felt physical pain that still hurt the next day kcaust of a fight M 

. (94) M y  partncr accused me of bciq a loury lover 

had 
(91) My partner kicked me 

, (99) My partner used thnats to make me haw stx 
cl~)My partner agreed to try I solution to a disagrcanen t I sugqated 
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,..I--- --...-- 
V i c t i u & ~ - ~ t ~ t  

Florida Atlantic University is  continuing the study for the Department of Justice on how Braward County 
handles family disputes. As before, your answers will be completely private and confidential. In all of the 
questions below, when we refer to the "incident" we are speaking about the event which led to your 
ooyfriendhusband's court appearance resulting his conviction for domutic violence rpprorimatdy 12 
months ago. The Deriod of time that nII the auertions refer to i s  6 months to one Year after this incident, 

1. In this period of time, how many of the past 6 months were you doing each of the following, Write in the numbs 
of months (from 0 to 6) for each: 

(4) Unemployed - looking for work months 

(5) Unemployed - not looking for work months 

(6) Unemployed - f i l l  time homemaker - months 

m Unemployed - on disability or retired months 

(1) Working - part time months 
(9 )  Working - &I1 time 

2. Referring to the man involved in the domestic violence incident leading to the court appearance, what has been 

months 7 

your relationship with him during this 6 month period? Have you: 
Check the one response which best characterizes your relationship 

.Not had any contact with him since he was sentenced 01. No 02. Yes 

.Had contact witb him after he was sentenced but an not seeing him now 01. No 02. Yes 

.Occa~ionally have had contact with him though not 01. No 0 2 .  Yes 
*Seeing him now though not livin m1. No 0 2 .  Yes 
*Living with him now 0 1 .  No 0 2 .  Yes 
If you are  or were having any contact with this man in this 6 month period, answer the quut iolu 

How frequent during this 6 month period has your contact with him been? 
m1. Daily 
0 3 .  Monthly 

a 1. None at all 
0 2 .  You obtained a restrainin 
0 3 .  One or more but it has 
04. One or more and on at 

in the shaded box. Otherwise, skip to Question 8 
. 

07. One or more which has resulted 

If yu, answer the questions in the d a r k u t  shaded box. Otherwise, go to Question 8 

What injuries did you suffer from these incidents? Note - CHECK ALLTELAT APPLY ~- 

OS. Blackand bluemarks ~ 

Did the injuries from M 

0 3 .  Hospital overnight stay for one or more nights 
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Bid 
No 

Coatact 

(36)POliCC 
(ir,Strte Attorney's Victim Advocatu 
( ~ P r o b r t i o n  
o9)Womcn in Distress 

9. 

(a) 

10. 

(41) 

11. 

(42) 

12. 

(43 )  

13. 

(U) 

14. 

(43) 

15. 

t 

16. 

(47) 

17. 

(48) 

. Xf contacted, did YOU find tbcn : 
"CrT N#At W 

EdPful Helpful Edpfd 

Was the man involved in the incident ordered by thejudge into domestic violence counseling? 
01. No 02. Don't know . 
03. Ycs 

If he was ordered by the judge into domestic violence counseling, did he go? 
01. Don't know 
02. No - he was not ordered to go 
03. No - he was ordered but did not go 
04. Yes - he was ordered into counseling but d o u  not 
DS. Yes - he was ordered into counseling and regularly 

end 

If he was ordered andlor has gone for domestic violence counseling since being sentenced, 
answer Questions 11-15. OTHERWISE, SKIP TO QUESTION 16 

What is the name of the domestic violence counseling programwhich he attends? 
0 1. Don't know - don't see him anymore 0 2 .  See him but don't know the name of the prognm 
0 3 .  Family Semce Agency 
OS. Glass House 
07. Other - Specify 

Has this domestic violence counseling program contacted you since this man began treatment? 
0 1 .  Never contacted me 
02. Contacted me once but I told them to not wntact me ag * 

0 3 .  Contacted me once 
a4. Contacted me twice 
0 5 .  Contacted me three or more times 

Do you think the court ordered domestic violmce counseling helped this nun avoid being physically violent 
thae past 6 months? 
0 1. Don't know - don't see him anymore 
0 3  Unsure if counseling helped 

Do you think h a t  the court ordered domestic violence counseling helped this rmn avoid being abusive in now 
physical ways these past 6 months? 

1. Don't know - don' 
0 3 .  Unsure if counseling help 

Do you think that the mu 
these past 6 months? 

d . 0 1 .  Don't know-don' 
0 3 .  Unsure if counsding 

0 4 .  5" Street Counseling 
0 6 .  Lifeline of Miami 

0 2 .  Counseling did not help 
0 4 .  Counseling definitely helped 

n4. Counseling definitely helped 

olurce counseiing improved your relationship with thir nun 

What do you think the chances are that the man involved in this dispute would hit you in the next ye& Picase 
rate the chances on a scale of 0 %(Not A Chance) to 1ooOA (It Wd Definitdy Happen). Circle the uuwct 
which b u t  describes the likelihood of this event. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% SO'?? 60% 70% SPA W? 1Wh 

Chance 
No s0/50 sum to 

Chance *PP= 
How d e  do you feel with this man? 
0 1. I don't see him anymore 
04. safe 

02. veryunsafe D3. Somewtmtude  
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18. Have you had my contact with this man in this 6 month period of the'? Make sure to define & explore 
what you mean by contact when asking this question. (Contra includes any intentional or 
unintentional physical or Ron-physical interaction.) 

19) 0 1 . N 0  
0 2 .  Yu 

If this man has had m y  contact with you since being sentenced, answer Question 19. 
OTHERWISE, SKIP THIS QUESTXON 

No matter how well a couple gets along, there are timer when they disagree, get annoyed with the other 
person, want different things from each other, or just have spats or fights because they are in a bad mood, tired. o 
for some other reason. Couples also have many difkent ways of trying to settle their differences. This is a list of 
things that might happen when you have differences. P l w e  place a check ( J )  in the box indicating how many 
times the man involved in this incident did each o f  these things in the 6 months since he was in WUR and 
sentenced. If he did not do one of these things in the past six months, but it happened before, c h d  the box 
saymg, "Not in this 6 month time period but it did happen' 

19. 
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20. Referring to the incident that brought this man to court almost one year ago, did you wish to see him 
prosecuted? 

21. If NO, provide the reasons that you were opposed to his being brought to court: Check ALL that apply 
(91) 0 1 .  
(92) 02. 
(93) 0 3 .  
(94) 0 4 .  
(95) os. 

Fear he will retaliatdmake things worse- - 06. Love him - (sc) 
Financial considerations 0 7  Don't want him hurt (97  

Fear of family pressures 
Worry about impact on children 
Lack faith in crim justice system 

0 8 .  Don't want to loose him 0 
0 9 .  He agreed to get help 
0 10.0ther - specify 

(W 
(loa) 

22. If' 'YES, provide the'reasons that you supported his being brought t 
( ioi )  0 1. Criminal justice officials encouraged prosection 
(101) 02. Familylfn'ends encouraged prosecution 
(103) 0 3 .  Severity of injuries demanded prosecuti 
(104) 0 4 .  Did not believe that he would change 
(10s) 0 5 .  Abuse was on-going over long period of time 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY 
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Code Number: - 
PO Initials: 

Programs Ordered by Court: 

--LI_ I i I 

0 None 
a No harmful contad 
0 ~ocontact 

June '97 

March '98 

Coding Probation Folder II 

July '97 

April '98 

0 No alcoholldnrg use 0 AlcohoVdrug treatment (includes AA) 
c] Alcohdlbug evaluation 0 Domestic violence munseling 
0 Random alcoholldnrg testing 0 Parenting classes 

Sept '97 

June '98 

Note if under another agency's custody. 

First Probation Appointment (as per prob appt form): - - 
. 

Dec '97 Jan '98 Oct '97 Nov '97 

Oct '98 Sept '98 A U ~  '98 July '98 

TIMELINE: 
May '87 

Feb '98 

MAKE SURE 

Coder Initials: 

Aug '97 

May '98 

3CCURREN' 

- - -  Date Adjudicated: 

Term Date: - - -  

0 Community service 
0 Jail time- SI T S ~ &  
D Other: 

Dates of Dual Custody (From When to When-MthlYr): - to - 
First Actual Apptmt: - - 

AD JD=adjudicated PROBMTG=prob meeting (indicate SIRIM) ARRST=arrest DV ARRST=domestic violence arrest VOP=violation of probation 

VOPHRING=violation of prob hearing REVKO=prob revoked RELSD=released ER=early release E OF T=end of term 
Indicale time under probation supervision and free from problems in community in PINK (This includes successful maii-ins) 

Indicate time in community but not coming into probation though not VOP in BLUf(provide reason - not keeping appointments etc) 
Indicate time in community VOP in YELLOW 

Indicate time not in community in GREEN (provide reason - in jail, prison, hospital, treatment center etc) 

I 1 
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\.’ &RITTEN MONTHLY REPORTS: 

PI Form 

Phone Employment History Sub PrgsAtnded &rests Iickets or 
Number EmDlovef UFfrPTT Mthly use0 DVDUISA Citations 

Rspt Resdential 
Mth Addrerrr 

Type Wk S 0 Earnings y N CSPETAM (0a;ib 6 Explain) , x x x  x x x x x  

- 

__ 

--------__I__-___I_______I_p 

1 
0 0  
a 1 

No alcohol or dnyl testing done 
Alcohol or drug testing done on one or more occassions 1 

-1 
L2  

I I 
3 I I 
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DOMESTIC VIC-cNCE COUNSELING: 
0 0  Not ordered 8 never attended 
0 1  Not ordered but received counseling on his own 
U 2  Court-ordered into counseling 
0 3  Court-otdered into counseling and received ADDITIONAL counseling on his own 

Treatment Type: 
0 1  Family Service (Coral) 0 2  Family Service (FLLaud) 0 3  Sm Street Counseling 
0 7  Other (SPeu'fY 

c34 Lifeline of Miami 0 5  Glass House 0 6  New Diredior 
Fee for Weekly Group: S 

Date Treatment Began: - - 

I I I I I 1 I 
oTenn I 

IF APPR 

Dale Treatment Ended: - - 0 Check here if defendant never aHende 

1 I I I I I I I I I I I 1 I I 1 
PRIATE, PLACE TERMINATION ASSESSMENT ON LAST LINE OF TABLE 

Number Group Sessions: Assigned: Attended: Documented Missed: 

0 

0 

No Discharge or Termination Summary Report (defendant never attended treatment) 
No Discharge or Termination Summary Report (information missing). If so, check one of the below: 

Discharge or Termination Summary Available 

m Reason for Discharge 

01 CQmptetedProa ram 0 2  Did Not Complete Praram 0 3  CawtKnow 

01 Completed total program 0 4  Terminated -Violated prowailed 0 6  Terminated - Case dropped 
0 2  Terminated - Never appeared . 0 5  Terminated - Noncompliant with tx 0 7  Rejected for tx 
0 3  Terminated - Too many absencesldropped out 0 8  Other (Specify) 

I 
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Compliance with Program Rules: 
Arrived on time for grwp session 
Participated in group discussions 
Compleled homework assignmenls 
Complied with contract terms wiLh provider 

. 0 0  Noncompliant 
0 0  Noncompliant 
0 0  Noncompliant 
0 0  Noncompliant 

.Progress: 
0 1  Denied violence 
0 2  Unknown because of silenca 
0 3  Placed blame on vidim 
0 4  
0 5  Accepted responsibility but minimized 

Accepled responsibility but sees as external problem 

0 9  Missing 0 1  Compliant 0 8  Not Applicable 
01 Cornpliant 0 8  Not Applicable 0 9  Missing 

0 9  Missing 01 Compliant 0 8  Not Applicable 
0 9  Missing 0 1  Compliant 0 8  Not Applicable 

0 6  Accepted responsibility 
0 7  Developed insight into problem 
0 8  Not applicable 
0 9  Missing 

=Prognosis: 
OlPoor OZGuarded D3Fair 04Good O8Not Applicable OSMissing 

VIOLATION OF PROBATION: 
0 0  Never violated 
0 1  Violated 

VOP Date DateSiQnd DateWamt Date VOP RLS k R  
Affadavit Reasons for VOP ByJudge Issued Hearinp 0 Outcome 

I 

I 
P Pending/FlSS Revoked and SentenoetNIR Violated and ReinstatdD Dismissed/(charges dismissed - not Warrant) 

Reasons for VOP: 
I 1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Failed to reptlcome to probation or mail in mthly 
Failed to pay for cost of wpervisim (COS) 
Used substances (indudes testing positive) 
Failed to enrolUattend SA program 
Failed to enrolUattendltemimtd DV program 
Violation of other minor conditions of probation (eg chging 
residence, employment, carrying weapon. nqt working) 

7 
8 Continuing to harass victim 
9 Additional domestic violence arrest 
10 Additional nondomedic violence arrest 
11 Additional convictions 
12 Olher(sQeafy): 

Failed to complete court-ordered program other than DV or SA (eg, PET or CS) 
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I 

If violation for .,or condition of probation, note: 

If additional arrests, note: 

- 

INDIVIDUAL'S STATUS AT CLOSE OF PROBATION: 

0 1  

0 2  

0 3  

Probation revoked: 

Date Revoked: --- Sentence: days 

Present Wreabouts of Individual: 

Violation of probation or in process of being violet&: 

- - months years 

(Include phone) 

- - 
-7- 

Date Prob VOPd (as per Prob Affadavit): 

Last Known Whereabouts of individual: 

Probation Completed: 

Terminated: Was it a (check one): 0 1  Successful Termination 0 2  Unsuccessful Termination 

(lndude phone) 

Provide Reason for Temination: 

Regularly Completed: - - 

MOST UPDATED INFORMATION ON VICTIM: 

Name: 

Address: 

Home Ph: Work Ph: 
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Coding Probation Folder - Find Numeric Coding 
~ ~ 

eaarl 
. .  mlEode'#r. :..,,., .;- . ' iz !+.-&. -;;; Probrtion Officer 

cpmoiDate Adjudicated --- 
W r E n d  of Term --- 
cprw5zEnd ofProb Suprvsn - - (code 88-88-88 ifN/A) 

@Ipos)Fint Probation Apptml - * First Actual Applmi - - o 

Programs Ordered by Court (0 = No 1 = Yes) 
@mow - None 

-1 - No harmful contact 
- 
- 

ww - No contact - 
MJ1u - No alcohoVdrug usc - 
@a1a - AIcohoVdrug evaluation - 
(pmw - Random alcohoVdrug testing 

Timeline Breakdown (Use .5 increments): 
( P m w  - Number of months supervised via mail-in probation 

w z z )  - Number of months in pink 

-1 - Number of months in blue 

@ID141 - Number of months in yellow 

. - _ *  

AlcohoVdmg treatment w14) 

Domestic violence counseling WW 

Parenting clasru W l C )  

community KNice Win 

Jd%& (If No, Code m 888 below) wir) 

Probation Written Monthly Reporb 
(PD35) - How many months Out of twelve, not including PI Form. arc there written monthly reporu (Code 

0 if never reported to Probation)? 

@ m w  - How many d i k t  mova  were made while reporting to Probation? (Code 0 if man never moved 
and 88 if N/A since r\o wMR( available.) 

0 3 9 )  - How many different plrcer did they live in? (Else code 88) 

@M) - How many different places did the person work at while reporting to Probation? 

@MV - What was their AVERAGE monthly income while working reported to Probation (do not include 
while unemployed or monies from disability)? 

How many months did the pcnon attend ( 

MJ*s) - DV Counseling? 
w7-l - DUI Classes? 
w40 - Substance Abuse? - Anger Management Cluserl @si) 
( r m w  - - Date of last successful contact with probation (Code 8s if never reported to Prob) 
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Number of times testing done? (Code 88 if N/A) W 5 4 )  - 7 

Positive results ever found on (0 = No I = Yes 8 = NIA): 
ww - Amphetamines - Opiates WS9) 

ww - Alcohol - Barbituates 

wm - THC (Marijuana) - Benzodiapines (glwi) 

w5n Cocaine Creatinine wz) 

I Domestic Violence Counseling 

- Was he mandated into counseling (provide code 0 - 3)7 If yes (code 2 or 3). provide following: 

- Treatment Type (code 1 - 7 or 8 for N/A) 

- Fee (Code 888 if N/A) 

- Defendant attended tx (0 = Neva Attended 1 = Attended 8 = N/A). If attended: 

- Number of reports in probation folder. For each report note: 

Participation in Group (88 if Not Applicable): 

- Initiates (number of attended sessions) 

- Moderately Active (number of attended saions)  

- Tends When A d d r d  (number of attended sessions) 
- Acceptable (number of attended sessions) I 
- Speaks Only When Addressed (1 number of attended sessions) 
Attitude Towards Group (88 if"ot Applicable): 

w7v - Always Positive (number of attended sessions) 
WQ - Usually Positive (number of attended sessions) 

ecoTs) - Usually N ~ t i v e  (number of attended sessions) 

- Always Negative (number of attended sessions) 

Progrus (88 $Not Applicable): 

- Rapid (number of attended sessions) 

- Satisfactory (number of attended sessions) 

ww - Slow (numba of attended sessions) 

rn - Little (numba of attended sessions) 
Number of Group Sessions (Code 88 if?VA): 

-&gned - Attended - Documented - Missed 
tpap) -1 (prw) ww) 

- Is a Tamirution or Summuy Report available (code M o w  0. 1 or 2)7 

Summary ( d d a d u u  nenr attmded 

Summary - information miss 

did not complete p r o w  

2 Termination or Discharge Report Available. 
ge Report avuiabie, UCMT the following questions: 

2. ACCCQ 
1. Needs 
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- -  
b m  

W91) 
2. Usually Negative 
1. Always Negative 

31D91) 

4. Rapid 2. Slow 
3, Satisfactory I .  Little 

Reason for Discharge (code 1 through 8 with 88 for NIA) 

Discharge Summary: 

Pm9n 

p1090 ved on time for group (code 0 thou  

N9J) 

m 
prwr) 

-1) 

ents (code 0 through 9) 

terns with provider (code 0 through 9) 

pm99) Progrnosis (code 1 through 9) 

Violation of Probation 
Moo) - Violation of Probation (0 = Never Violated 1 = Violated) 

( M o t )  --- - - Date of VOP Affadavit (Code 88-88-88 for N/A) 

Reasons for VOP (for each listed reason, note 0 = No 1 = Yes 8 = N/A) 

(p(1w - Failed to rept/come to prob - Violation of other minor conditions of prob enor) 
@nW - Failed to pay COS - Failed 10 complete &r ct+rdcd prognu MOI) 

WM) - Used substances - Continuing to harass victim enm 
(Pnw - Failed to enrolYattend SA program - Additional domestic violence arrest MIO) 

(pnw - Failed to attendterminated DV program - Add1 non-domestic violence arrest (pnli) 

Note additional arrests: 
(Coh 8: for WA) enw enis (pn 14) 

WlJ) - Note outcome (code 0- Pending 1 - Dismissed 2 = Violaled and Rdnrtrtcd 3- W e d  ud Mtcnccd) 

Status at Close of Probation 
Answer ''Yes" to only one of the three following statuses. AI1 othm must be coded "No" urd then N/A (8s) 

M I S  - Probation Revoked (code 0 *No l--Yc~)~+ 
- -  Date revoked (code 88-88-88 NA) --- @n II) 

(code 888 if N/A) dean Sentence d t y s  __ m o n h  
(mi0 w in 

- - DtnIncanerated - -  Date R e l d  (codc OMWMO NO IUS) --- --- 
eclw 

ciflm - Violation 

~ 7 4 )  

ciflw - Probation Completed (code 0 

w 2Q 

war) 
- Terminated (code 0 - No 1- Yes 8 - NA) 
- Termination type (code 0 = uruuwsful 1 = succusM 8 - NA) 

w21) - --Date termimttd (code 88-88-88 NA) 

(prr 29) Provide termination reason 

w 
WJ1) --- Date completed (code 88-88-88 NA) 

- Regularly completed (code 0 - No 1 = Yw 8 = NA) 
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- - Total Number of Arrests (code 0 for none) 

--- - Date ofarrest(code 88-88-88 NA) TypeArrcst wu) -- --Date of arrest(code 88-88-88 NA) T y p e h a  w4n --- - Date of arrest(code 88-88-88 NA) TypeArrut ($I* , 

W4t) - Total Number of Violation of Probations (Include the VOP !?om last pagdCode 0 for none) 

W48) -- - - - Date of Second VOP Affadavit (Code 88-88-88 for NIA) 

Reasons for Second VOP ( 
w149) - Failed to reptlcome 
(mm - Failed to pay COS Failcd to complcte o l h u d ~ r d e t d  p 

(prim Continuing to harass victim (pnjl, - Used substances 
Additional domestic violence arrest (pn~q cpnm __ Failed to enrolllattcnd SA program 

@nW - Failed to attendlteminatcd DV program - Addl non-domestic violence arrest WJx) 

- - 

Jcpn6J) --- - - Date of Third VOP Affadavit (Code 88-88-88 for NIA) 
Ruuo 

- - - Used substances Continuing to harass victim 
ailed u) complete other daderaJ 

- 
- 
Note additional arrests 
(co6rakwA) 

- 

. -  
Ig to harass victim 

Continued Timeline Breakdown Till E of T After Individual No Longer Under Prob Sup 
Where individual's probation supervision origidty ends at E of T. code rhs as "0" and code dl of the 
remaining questions as "88" - Not Applicable 

w7q - Number of months until E of T (Use .5 increments) 

- Number of months in blue (Use .5 increments) 
( P n w  - Number of months in yellow (Use .5 inaemcnts) 
@nu) - Number of months no color - not under county probation (Use .5 increments) 

- - __ --Date of mcst(code 88 
--- - Date of west(code 88-88-88 NA) 

Wrc) _. - - - -Date of mest(code 88-88-88 NA) Type- wn) 
@nw -_.- - Date of arrcst(code 88-88-88 NA) TypeAmst ww I (PnW) --- - Date of arrest(code 88-88-88 NA) Type Arrest WI)~) 

. 
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ADDITIONAL ARRESTS 

--- 
(Case Number) 

- - -- -- -0 TO - - - - - - - 
(Date of Adjudication Date of E of T (one year 

- . -- -- -- 
IER or Revocation Date) 

Date of Arrest 

e- 

ARRESTS 

from date of adjudication) 

Arrest Type (making sure to distinguish dom vs non-dom arrests) 

lncarc Date-Release Date 
IN CARC ERATI 0 N 

lncarc Institution For What (refer to arrests above wl date) 

. 
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.. . . . .  - 

APPENDLX THREE - - 

JUDGES' COURT ORDER 

ORDERING RANDOM ASSIGNMENT 

: . . 

. _... . . . 
. .  - .  
. . - ... 
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IN THE CIZCuIT/COUNTY COURT O F  
TXE 17TH J U D I C I A L  C I R C U I T ,  I N  
AND FOR aROWARD COLNTY, FLCRIDF. 

IN RZ: THE EFFICACY OF COURT- : 
MANDATED COUNSELING FOR 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE OFFENDERS 

? 

ORDER 

The undersigned judges are assigned to Broward's Domestic 

Violence Court. 

over the past decade many states have mandated the imposition 

of batterers' intervention counseling on persons found guilty of or 

placed on probation for crimes of domestic violence. 

Florida has such a law. Florida law, however, allows the court 

the discretion not to order such counseling. 1 
._ 

Section 741.281, Florida Statutes (1996) provides in 
pertinent part: 

.. 

c 

"If a person is found guilty of, has had 
adjudication withheld on, Dr has pled nolo 
contendere to a crime of domestic violence, 
as defined in 741.26, that person shall be 
ordered by the c o u r t  to a minimum term of 1 
year's probation and the court shall order 
that the defendant attend a batterers' 
intervention urocrram as a condition of 
probation.... The court must impose the 
condition of the batterers' intervention 
program for a defendant placed on probation 
or pretrial diversion under this section, but 
t h e  court, in its discretion, mav determine . 
not to FmDose the  condition if it srates on - '  

t h e  record whv a batterers' intervention 

Emphasis added. 

. 

Droqram miuht be inaDorobiiate.... I1 

# -  . 

1 
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Some might argue that this discretion can Only be exercised on 

3 defendant-sgecific basis. That is to say, the court c.=c only 

lzwfully choose not to order cocrt-mandated counseling when the 
c ,acts and circumstances of particular cases indicate that c3unseling 

.? 

is not necessary or is "inappropriate" in particular cases. 

We disagree. We disagree because this is not what the statute 

provides. Section 741.281, Florida Statutes (1996) is clearly 

written and unambiguous. It provides no such limitation and none 

should be ascribed to the ordinary and common meaning of the rather 

uncomplicated language used. 

The only limitation on the use of our discretion is that this 

discretion not be abused or used unwisely. 

herein that this is not the case. 

We seek to demonstrate 

In fact, we strive to show that 

our discretion is being utilized to accomplish the clear intent of 

Section 741.281, Florida Statutes (1996) ... to assure greater victim 
s+f ety . 

., 

What We Know Now 

The first batterers' treatment programs began before there was 

any evidence that they were effective. 2 . .  

CC. 

Prevention. Vol. 3 ,  No. 3 ,  1 (March 10, 1997). ''In 1984 the attorney genezalls Task Force on Family Violence wrota that ',the 
most successful treatment occurs when mandated by the c r i m i n a l  

' 

justice system' (p.49). At the time, no empirical research had 
documented the effectiveness of court-ordered treatment.ItBarry D. 
Rosenfeld, Court-Ordered Treatment of Spouse Abuse. Clinical 
Psvcholoav Review, Vol. 12, 205 (1992). 

Andrew K l e i n ,  National Bulletin on Domestic Violence 

2 
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In 1992, Barry Rosenfeld of the University of Virginia 

Separtaent of Psychology found that little published research 

documented the effectiveness of court-ordered treatsent.3 The 

sr-udies he reviewed cast doubt on the assumption that mandatory 

psychotherapeutic treataents are effective in reducing future 
- 

incidents of violence. 

"For nearly two decades psychologists have 

argued for the psychotherapeutic treatment of 

spouse abusers... This has occurred despite 

the fact that nearly all empirical research 

has been published in the past 5 years, and 

much of this literature has been inconclusive. 

The 1984 attorney general's Task Force on 

Family Violence recommended court-ordered 

treatment programs as an adjunct to legal- 

system alternatives, yet 8 years later, 

evidence to support the effectiveness of this 

practice is minimal ... Clinical 

recommendations, however, have often preempted 

conclusive empirical support ... Writers have 

described considerable difficulties In 

.. stopping entrenched programs even when there 

is no empirical support of their 

effectiveness ... It has been noted that 

political considerations often outweigh 

scientific considerations, such as treacmenc C -  . 

B a r r y  D. Rosenfeld, Court-Ordered Treatment of Spouse 
Abuse. Clinical Psvcholosv Review, V o l .  12, 2 0 5 - 2 2 6  (1992). 

3 
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effectiveness (Webster, 1986) . I '  Rosenfeld 

J 

223. 

Rosenfeld also found that differences in abuse recidivisn 

between subjects court-ordered into treatment and subjects 

arrested and untreated nave been small and that subjects who 

discontinue treatment prematurely remain violence - free almost as 

. .' 

often as subjects who complete treatment programs. He found a 

great need for additional research to elucidate the precise 

benefits and appropriate focus of court-ordered counseling 

programs. 

One year later, L. Kevin Hamberger and James E. Hastings in 

their work "Court-Mandated Treatment of Men Who Assault Their 

?artr.ergv4 posed the question: "After reviewing much of the 

research literature, what do we 'know' about the shor t  and. long- 

term effects of treatment on wife assault? The answer 

unfortunately, is 'Not Much' .It 

-. 

"We cannot confidently say whether @Treatment 

works ' . . .  Amid some moderately good studies, 

many have one or more significant 

methodological or conceptual flaws that render 

them at best unhelpful and ax worst 

misleading ... If we are t o  make progress in 

this area, studies must be conducted that are 

scientifically sound, and they must be 

conducted in a manner that makes it possible 

' .  
, 

In 2 .  Hilton' (Ed.), Leaal ResDonses to Wife Assault: 
Current Trends and Evalua2ion. Newbury Park, Ca: Sage 
Publications (1993). 

4 
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to p o o l  the results with those of other 

studies over time to allow s o l i d  ' 

generalizations to be made. Hanjerger an6 

Hastings- 220 (1392). 

Hamberger and Hastings found important shortcomings 

to include: 

1. small sample size; 

2. nonrandom assignment to treatment; 

3 .  no control groups; 

4 .  attrition; 

5 .  inadequate specification; 

6 .  follow-up interval; 

7 .  outcome measures; 

8. statistics; and 

9. anomalous findings. 5 

Social scientists have discussed the possibility that 

ineffective treatment may be more dangerous f o r  the victim than no 

treatment at all. Recent research indicates that the most 

influential predictor of a woman's return to a spouse after a stay 

.. in a shelter is his participation in counseling.6 However, if 

treatment is essentially ineffective in decreasing recidivism than 

Hamberger and Hastings 2 2 0 - 2 2 5  (1993). 

Edward Gondolf, Evaluating Programs for Men Who 9acte;: 
Problems end Prospects. Journal of Familv Violence; Vol. 2 ,  No. 
1, 95-108 (1987). Seeing Through Smoke and Mirrors: A Guide t3 
azzterer Program Evaluations. ResDonse, Vol. 10, No. 3 ,  15-13 
(1987). 

5 
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w e  are inadvertently providing these victims with a false sense of 

security which may lead to a higher likelihclod of their being 

injured . 7 
One of the most rigorous and best designed of t h e  studies c 

found that contrary to expectations that treatment would reduce 

violence, a significantly smaller proportion of offenders in 

treatment abstained from physical aggression than those not 

ordered to treatment. 

"When measuring the effects of treatment on 

cessation of violence-defined as no violence 

across the study period-offenders not ordered 

to treatment were found to be as likely as 

treated offenders to abstain from severe 
-. 

violence or threats of violence. Between 8 0 -  

85 percent of all offenders in the study 

abstained from severe violence during the 

treatment period, while just under half ( 4 7 % j  

abstained from threats of violence. Contiary 

to expectations that treatment would reduce 

violence, a significantly smaller proportion 

of offenders in treatment abstained from 

physical aggression: the prevalence of 

cessation of physical aggression was 57  

' L. Kevin Hamberger and James Hastings, Court-Mandated ;r 

Treatment of Men Who Assault Their Partner. 
Lesa1 ResDonses to Wife Assault: 
Newbury Park, Ca. : Sage Publications (1993). # 

Domestic Violence Offenders. Washington, D.C.: The Urban 
Instituce (1991). 

In 2. Hilton (Ed.), 
Current Trends and Evaluation.: 

* Adele Harreli,, Evaluation of Court-Ordered Treatment for 
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percent for the treated offenders, compared to 

8 8  percent of those not ordered tc 

treatment... In addition, treated Offenders 

were significantly nore likely to face new 

domestic violence charges than offenders not 

ordered to treatment: 19 percent of the 

treated offenders had.additiona1 charges for 

domestic violence recorded in the court files, 

compared to 7 percent of those not ordered to 

treatment." Harrell 92  (1991). 

Harrell postulated that an offender's receipt of counseling 

was associated with a victim's return to the offender. 

counseling is not effective, the victim's return increases the 

chances that the victim will be revictimited. 

If that  

Because domestic violence entails violent, dangerous behavior 

the random assignment of subjects to different treatment 

conditions, or to a no-treatment control condition poses certain 

ethical issues.9 

insure the safety of abuse victims. 

however, that about one third of all men identified as abusive or 

violent with their spouses alter their violent behavior for 

reasons other than successful psychotherapeutic intervention or 

legal-system deterrencelo and even without any intervention 

We fully appreciate that steps must be taken to 

Research has demonstrated, 

L 

2 

In the complete absence of a control group, nc--&erved 
effects can be validly ascribed to counseling. 

lo Rosenfeld 212 (1992). 
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whatsoever." 

recidivism rates reported following legal iztervention (arrest, 

prosecution, fines, incarceration) and court-ordered clinical 

interventions, the ethical considerations inherent in random 

Rosenfeld has stated that with equal 

e? 

assignment dissipate. 12 

Fillincr A Void - Scientificallv Sound Research 

Evaluating the effectiveness of psychotherapeutic treatment 

should be a necessary prerequisite to the use of court-ordered 
counseling. 13 

r .  

Lynette Feder, Ph.D., of Florida Atlantic University's 

College of Urban and Public Affairs has recently received a grant 

f r o m  the National Institute of Justice to study the efficacy of 

court-mandated counseling for domestic violence offenders in 

Broward County, Florida. A copy of her grant proposal'is attached 

hereto as Exhibit ' A t .  Her methodology is sound and rigorous. 

The study assures an appropriate sample size, random assignment to 

zreatment and control groups, and provides personnel, plans and 

procedures to deal with attrition, specification, an appropriate 

follow-up interval, outcome measures, statistics, and anomalous - 

Rosenfeld 214 (1992). 

l2 Rosenfeld 222 (1992). 
.' 

l3 The undersigned can attest that among judges handling ' .  
domestic violence cases exclusively or who have a high proportion 
of such czses, there are few greater concerns than the 
ezzectiveness of court-mandated counseling. 
experience both within the State of Florida and nationally. 

This has Seen our 
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findings. 

k'e have decided to collaborate with her in t h i s  important 

research project because we believe the law permits it, victims' 

sa;̂ o,ty would be enhanced thereby, and because it would serve the 

interests of domestic violence victims in finding interventions 
c 

which lower the likelihood of future violence. 

It-is clear that research to date provides no support f o r  the 

argument that victims' safety is jeopardized by not orderin9 a l l  

or almost all probationers to counseling. This position is 

unsound at best and demagogic at worst. 

Defendants in the no-counseling control group w i l l  be on 

probation monitored by Broward County's Domestic Violence Unit of 

County Probation. When appropriate, they will be ordered to 
-. 

attend and to successfully complete substance abuse counseling and 

will be closely monitored to assure that they do not consume 

alcohol or controlled substances. In short, they will receive 

exactly the same degree of supervision and access to programs (le. 

substance abuse therapy) except court-mandated counseling 

intervention as the treatment group. 

The study has certain limitations and restrictions which 

limit the danger to victims of domestic violence. They are: 

1, The sample will be comprised of 600 men, one-half of - 
whom shall be ordered to attend court-ordered counseling and one- 

half who will not; 

4 2 .  Only misdemeanants placed on probation for battery shall 

be among the sample; and 
' .  

3 .  The sample will exclude those defendants who'are ' 

mentally impzired. 
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We believe that our participation in this scientifically 

sound research will benefit us locally as wall as helping victims 

of domestic violence nationally. The study promises to provide 

important information to better understand the factors that 

facilitate change in men who batter. 
.- 

We find it to be a proper exercise of our discretion to not 

order certain probationers to attend batterersl intervention 

programs to assure a proper sample size randomly assigned to 

counseling and contfol groups. 

Accordingly, to assure the above we find it not appropriate 

that certain defendants be ordered to attend batterersl 

intervention counseling programs. 
*. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that commencing May 1, 1997, and 

concluding on or about July 31, 1997, every male defendant placed 

on probation for the offense of battery by the undersigned who has 

an odd case number shall be among the control group and will not 

be ordered to enroll in and complete batterer intervention 

counseling. Every above-said defendant assigned an even case 

number shall be among the treatment group and will be ordered to 

enroll in and complete a batterer intervention counseling program 

as a special condition.of probation. 

.' -. . 
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DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers at Fort Lauderdale, Broward 

county, Florida, this k4 day of !&\ i , 19?7. 
I 

. 

- ALFRED County -q*- Judge 
201 Southeast 6th Street 
Suite 6760 
iort Lauderdale, F1 33301 
( 9 5 4 )  831-7765 

State Attorney 
' Public Defender 

G2-a GEOFFREY D. CO 

Circuit/Acting County Judge 
201 Southeast 6th Street 
Suite 5880 
Fort Lauderdale, F1 33301 
( 9 5 4 )  831-7823 
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