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Abstract
Kristen A. Sullivan
Spouse Abuse by Army Soldiers: Sex Differences and the Organizatiesabise
(Under the direction of J. Michael Bowling)

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a significant public health problem &t U
families, including those with a member in the military. While femalegieated intimate
partner violence is being increasingly recognized, much remains unknownstudys
addresses these gaps through examination of five years of data (2000-2004¢ftbS. t
Army Central Registry, an electronic data system that contains irtioman family
violence cases. Study aims were to: 1) describe differences by smusesabuse
perpetration by soldiers in the U.S. Army; 2) explore how the organizatiopahssto

spouse abuse varies by the sex of the perpetrator; and 3) examine the inflibacerfof

the soldier perpetrator on spouse abuse reoffense.

Males had significantly higher rates of initial spouse abuse peipetthan females
in all racial/ethnic groups. Among offenders, females were more likely thnafienders
to commit physical abuse, and were less likely to commit emotional abushktlyStigre
than half of females were also victims of abuse during the incident, more than theuble t
percentage of males. Males committed emotional violence of higher sev@exydid not

predict physical violence severity.

The Army’s response to male and female spouse abuse perpetrators argigictim
largely ungendered. However, differences were found in victim protectioasitaken,
namely, male offenders were more likely to be removed from the home, and the spouses of



male offenders were less likely to be sheltered. These differerageberdue to the greater

availability of housing options for males than females on Army installations.

Males and females had equivalent five year recidivist rates, and did noirdifier
types and severity of recidivist incidents. Cox proportional hazard models fales nad
35% greater risk than females of reoffending during the study period, controlliodnéor

factors p =.072).

These findings suggest males should be the main target for primary prevention
efforts, while both sexes need equivalent attention once the initial incident hagdccur
Further research should explore the effects of the Army’s interventiornsefin male and

female recidivism.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a significant public health problem &t U
families, including those with a member in the military (Bohannon, Dossemddy, 1995;
Heyman & Neidig, 1999; Marshall, Panuzio, & Taft, 2005; McCarroall, et al., 1999; H. S.
Pan, Neidig, & O'Leary, 1994; Rentz, et al., 2006; L. N. Rosen, Parmley, Knudson, &
Fancher, 2002a, 2002b). The response to military families who experience IPV is unique
because they are typically served by law enforcement and social sarkgemizations that
may collaborate with, but are separate from, civilian agencies. Additiphattause of
centralized record keeping, military families offer an exceptional opptytimexplore
patterns, risk factors, and organizational responses to IPV. With approximatelylibl m
active duty military members in the U.S. today ("Selected manpoweristafistal year
2005," n.d.), itis crucial that we understand how IPV operates and is addressed in this

population.

While female-perpetrated intimate partner violence is being inagdgsiecognized,
much remains unknown. Research on IPV has demonstrated divergent findings regarding
perpetration of IPV by males and females, with some studies finding rsieviids of
violence perpetrated by both sexes (see: Caetano, 2000; Sorenson, 1996; M. A. Straus, &
Gelles, R. J., 1990), and others finding males perpetrate higher levels of partmareviole
(see: Rennison & Welchens, 2000; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). The discrepancy in sex-

related findings regarding perpetration of IPV is controversial and coulddseila of



numerous factors, including measurement issues, samples utilized, the typesgeaityl of
violence perpetrated by sex, injuries sustained, and the context of the violgncee(e.
defense, retaliation) (Archer, 2000; Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, & Daly, 1992; Johnson, 1995;

Rennison & Welchens, 2000).

In a review of the literature, Rentz et al (2006) found that the few studielsatire
examined spouse abuse in military families as compared to civilian famiiesistently find
spouse abuse to be more prevalent in military families. However, fempktnaéion of
spouse abuse in military families is not well understood. Little is known about htanamd
female soldiers who perpetrate spouse abuse differ in terms of sociodphicgjreates of
perpetration, characteristics of the violent incident, services provided, anehsssf This
study will examine all of these issues and will provide valuable data to infoxarpien and
treatment services for spouse abuse in the Army, the largest branch of thelithS. by

far.

The primary data source for this study is the Army Central Regsstrgutomated
incident-based reporting system which contains data from investigatiogsaots of
suspected family violence in the Armyiénual for child maltreatment and domestic abuse,
2005). This data has also been utilized by another study entitled, “Spouse Abuse, Child
Abuse, and Substance Abuse among Army Families: Co-occurrence and Selivies/De
Issues” through RTI Internatiortal The RTI International study focused on examining the
co-occurrence of spouse abuse, child abuse, and substance abuse, and the extérth® whic

Army identifies co-occurrence of these problems in families and providaseseto families

! RTl is the trade name of Research Triangle Institute.



addressing all relevant issues. When manuscripts from the RTI Interhatimhaare

referenced in this dissertation, they are duly noted as originating fronmtieedsdia set.

This dissertation has three specific aims:

1. To describe differences by sex in spouse abuse perpetration in the U.S. Army.

2. To explore how the organizational response to spouse abuse varies by the sex of the

perpetrator.

3. To examine the influence of the sex of the perpetrator on spouse abuse reoffense.

These aims will be addressed through analysis of Army Central Regsarjram
January 1, 2000 to December 31, 2004. The specific research questions and hypotheses are
guided by the conceptual model which is based on organizational and sociological
frameworks, and empirical evidence, including the influence of organizatiotalecud the
U.S. Army, and the functioning of a gendered organization. The model is described in

chapter three.

This dissertation is organized into eight chapters. Chapter two, the licerasusw,
explores IPV, particularly within military families, and gender d#dfeces in perpetration.
Chapter two also discusses the theoretical and conceptual frameworkisidgsba
enactment of gender in the Army and how this may lead to differential tredtgneex of
IPV perpetrators and victims. Chapter three presents the conceptual mbgeidés this
research as well as the research questions and hypotheses. Chapter fiibesdbsc
methodology and data analysis strategies that will were used to addresssetreh

guestions and hypotheses.



The findings are organized into three manuscripts, each exploring one of thie speci
aims. The first manuscript, presented in chapter five, explores the diffelnses in
spouse abuse perpetration in the U.S. Army (aim 1). The second manuscript, presented in
chapter six, examines how the organizational response to spouse abuse vaxdaiby 2e
The third manuscript, presented in chapter seven, examines the influence &fdhthee
perpetrator on spouse abuse reoffense (aim 3). Finally, conclusions are digstaebspter

eight, including implications of the research on theory, practice, and futurecresea
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Chapter 2: Literature Review

Intimate partner violence (IPV), also referred to as domestic violencesespbuse,
battering, and family violence, is widely recognized as a public health probleise(H
2003). IPV is physical, sexual, or psychological abuse perpetrated or threatenedrignt
or former partner or spouse (Saltzman, Fanslow, McMahon, & Shelley, 1999).stcsetal
problem of staggering proportions, affecting all socioeconomic, racial, and gtbojs,

and military as well as civilian populations.

This review of the literature will examine IPV, particularly withmilitary families.
Areas of emphasis include: the prevalence and effects of IPV, types arity sevéV,
gender differences in perpetration, demographic characteristics of peopetPV services
in the Army for victims and perpetrators, and IPV reoffenses. Finally,dtiealrand
conceptual frameworks describing the enactment of gender in the Army and sionathi

lead to differential treatment by sex of IPV perpetrators and victinensdered.

The Scope of the Problem

While estimates of the magnitude of the problem vary, due to various methodological
issues including the type of violence measured, and the sample utilized (TjadeeBNES,
2000), the recognition of IPV as a serious threat to public health is undisputed. Eardry ye
the U.S., women are the victims of approximately 4.8 million physical assadlty aapes

by their intimate partners, and men are the victims of about 2.9 million intimatepart



related physical assaults (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Between 22% to 29% of womten repor
having experienced IPV during their lifetime in nationally representativeples (Bureau of
Justice, 1998; Coker, et al., 2002; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Almost 2 million injuries
result from IPV annually ("Costs of intimate partner violence," 2003).rliN&&% of

homicide victims were murdered by an intimate partner from 1976 to 2002 (Fox, 2004). In
2005, 1510 people were murdered by their partners; 22% of the victims were male and 78%

were female ("Homicide trends in the United States," 2007).

IPV has been shown to be a significant problem in military families (Bohannain, e
1995; Heyman & Neidig, 1999; Marshall, et al., 2005; McCarroll, et al., 1999; H. S. Pan, et
al., 1994; Rentz, et al., 2006; L. N. Rosen, Parmley, et al., 2002a, 2002b). In fact, evidence
suggests a higher prevalence of spouse abuse perpetration and greatgro$evelence
perpetrated by husbands in the military compared to civilian husip@naisin, 1995; Griffin
& Morgan, 1988; Heyman & Neidig, 1999). For example, a study of active duty male Army
soldiers representative of racial/ethnic and pay grade distributions whicstavelardized to
match civilian demographics found moderate to severe husband violence during tleapast y
was reported by 13.3% of men and by 17.5% of their wives, as opposed to 10.6% of civilian

men and 12% of their wives (Heyman & Neidig, 1999).

Effects of IPV

IPV has serious consequences for the health and wellbeing of its victims. The
National Violence Against Women Survey (NVAWS) which utilized a nationally
representative sample, found approximately 42% of women and 20% of men sustained

injuries from their most recent victimization (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Approxiyriat
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million women sustain an injury annually as a result of intimate partner phgsisault or

rape, and 552,192 women receive medical treatment. An estimated 581,391 men are injured
annually from IPV, and 124,999 receive medical treatment (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).
These injuries place a substantial burden on the U.S. healthcare system. In 2003, the annua
financial cost of IPV to the U.S. for expenses including medical care, mentdl ealices,

and lost worker productivity, was estimated to be $8.3 billion dollars ("Costs rofbeti

partner violence against women in the United States,"” 2003; Max, Rice, Finkelstein,

Bardwell, & Leadbetter, 2004).

Both men and women who have been victimized by IPV are more likely than those
who have not been victimized to report poor health status and have a history of chronic
disease (Coker, et al., 2002). A study of women enrolled in a health maintenance
organization found that those who had ever experienced IPV reported approximately 60%
more health problems overall than women who had never been abused. Abused women had
higher self reports of myriad physical health problems including headache, back pai
digestive problems, abdominal pain, vaginal infection, and sexually transmittedelis
(Campbell, et al., 2002). Additionally, studies have shown an association between 1PV
victimization of women and unwanted pregnancy and pregnancy complications (Cakkinide

Coker, Sanderson, Addy, & Bethea, 1999; Hathaway, et al., 2000).

Intimate partner violence also has significant psychological and emlotiona
consequences which can negatively impact victims’ functioning. These includediepye
anxiety, low self-esteem, post traumatic stress disorder, and suic{@alker, et al., 2002;
Heise, 2003). Additionally, victims of IPV have shown to be at increased risk for pgrtakin

in dangerous health behaviors including alcohol and substance abuse, risky sexual behaviors,
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and unhealthy eating behaviors (Coker, et al., 2002; Heise, 2003; Silverman, Raj, Mucci, &

Hathaway, 2001).

Types and Severity of Violence

Intimate partner violence can take multiple forms, including physicalaseor
psychological abuse. In a literature review exploring studies congpatimate partner
violence in military and civilian populations, Rentz et al., 2006, discusses threzsshati
examined the types of spouse abuse perpetrated in military families (/ditG= al., 1999;
McCarroll, Ursano, Fan, & Newby, 2004a; Mollerstrom, Patchner, & Milner, 1992). These
studies, which examined spouse abuse cases substantiated via an officiakitnwe stigl
case review, found that in the Air Force and the Army, physical violence was the mos
frequent form of spouse abuse, constituting 89.3% to 92.4% of all IPV. Substantiated
emotional abuse was much less common; it accounted for only 6.7% of all Air Force spous
abuse and 8.5% to 10.6% of all Army spouse abuse. The studies found little occurrence of
substantiated sexual abuse. Substantiated spousal neglect, defined as, “A typest€ dom
abuse in which an adult fails to provide necessary care or assistance fdndrispouse
who is incapable of self-care physically, emotionally, or culturalj&rfual for child
maltreatment and domestic abuse incident reporting system, 2005, p. 35), was also rare.
Sexual abuse was found to comprise 0.5% of all substantiated spousal abuse in the Air Force
and neglect accounts for only 0.4% of all spouse abuse cases (Mollerstrond, 9423, In
Army families, sexual abuse accounted for only 0.1% of all substantiated spouseadrs

(McCarroll, Ursano, Fan, & Newby, 2004b).
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Studies examining IPV commonly utilize the Revised Conflicts TactiakeSc
(CTS2) (M. A. Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996), and fewer hazedutili
the Modified Conflict Tactics Scale (MCTS) (Pan, Neidig, & O'Leary, 1994es& scales
classify the violence by level of severity, minor or severe, as inditgt¢he items endorsed
by respondents. Minor physical violence includes behaviors such as throwing sgraéthi
the partner, pushing, shoving or grabbing, slapping, and restraining the partnee Seve
violence includes behaviors such as kicking, biting or punching with a fist, beatiothére
person up, and threatening the other person with a knife or gun (Straus, et al., 1996). Studies
utilizing non-clinical samples have shown that most of the spouse abuse in Anitigsas
minor in severity according to the CTS2 or MCTS (Heyman & Neidig, 1999; MolCaat
al., 1999; Mollerstrom, et al., 1992; Rosen, Parmley, et al., 2002a). However, when studies
that examine subjects in clinical settings are considered, the severityeofc@ancreases.
In a study examining military couples mandated for IPV treatment, 536 ohen and 37%

of the women perpetrated severe IPV (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Neidig, &, Th@95).

Researchers have proposed that the violence in relationships is more severaswvhen it
unidirectional, that is, only one partner has perpetrated violence againsteh@tCarroll,
et al., 2004a; Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1998)cCarroll et al. (2004a), examined
the extent to which spouse abuse in Army families was perpetrated by the onaam vor
both partners and the associated severity of the violence. He examined data fhomythe
Central Registry of substantiated cases of physical and emotional spous@ablysng an
enlisted victim or perpetrator for fiscal years 1998 to 2002. This study utilizédrhe
Family Advocacy Program’s classification of severity (U.S. Army, nwhjch includes a

third severity level, moderate, that is not included in the CTS2 or the MCTS. Across the
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study years, nonmutual physical abuse was consistently more severe tharabmugaabnd
the severity of physical violence was greater for female victims. [Eemare the victims of
79% of severe nonmutual physical abuse incidents and 58% of severe mutual abuse
incidents. The severity of mutual emotional abuse was also greater than theuabnmut
incidents, and females were more often the victims of severe emotional abuserdan w

males (McCarroll, et al., 2004a).

IPV Perpetration by Sex

Much debate has occurred in the field concerning who the primary aggressor in
intimate relationships is most likely to be — males or females. In aanatgtic review
which examined 82 published articles, book chapters, dissertations, and other unpublished
sources, Archer (2000), explored sex differences in aggression between heterosexual
partners. Physical aggression was defined as reports of acts with no indicétein of
consequences (i.e., injuries). Archer found that women were more likely than men tih comm
physical aggression when studies that used perpetrator self-repatsisicdered, and that
women are equally likely to commit acts of physical aggression when studesgut
partner reports of victimization are considered. Additionally, in studies whergunes of
aggression were based on specific acts (e.g., the Conflict Tactics Bcaten were
significantly more likely than men to have used aggression against theemptcugh the
effect size was small (d=-.05). In contrast, when injuries were considezadyene more
likely to have injured their partners; 62% of victims injured by IPV were woksshér,

2000).
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However, when studies focus on intimate partner violence in the context of criminal
victimization, the picture changes. While the National Crime Victinonaburvey (NCVS)
collects data on people’s self-reported experiences with violence, reganfilghether they
are technically crimes or whether they are reported to law enforcemregpbndents are told
that the survey’s purpose is to, “(D)etermine how often people are victims ef’ ¢Bureau
of Justice Statistics, 2003, pp. A2-2). The NCVS, which utilizes a nationalgseagative
sample to measure the frequency, characteristics, and consequencesaf crimi
victimization, found that women were approximately 6 times more likely than men to be
victimized by intimate partner violence (Bachman, 1994; Bachman & SaltZ885).
Similarly, researchers have argued that the National Violencesay@omen Survey
(NVAWS), a nationally representative telephone survey, shares charargerisirime
surveys (which find men perpetrating IPV at higher rates than womesthplgasizing
violence and threats to safety (Archer, 2000; Straus, 1999). The NVAWS found that men
were significantly less likely than women to be victimized by a parfrjadén & Thoennes,
2000). This held true for all types of violence assessed — rape, physical, assalking,
and if the period of time in question was the preceding 12 months or lifetime victonizati
Additionally, the difference in victimization rates between men and womeseised along

with the severity of the violence.

For example, women were two or three times more likely than men to report that an
intimate partner threw something that could hurt them or pushed, grabbed, or shoved
them. However, they were 7 to 14 times more likely to report that an intimate partner
beat them up, choked or tried to drown them, or threatened them with a gun or knife.
(Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000, p. 17)
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Similar differences in IPV perpetration rates by gender have been found yn Arm
families by studies that utilize crime data and those that utilize aetilsrales. Rosen, et
al., 2002, conducted a study comparing gender differences in the experienceaoidRY
active duty U.S. Army Soldiers. The study sample consisted of 99 married, active duty
Army women, and 477 married active duty Army men based at an installation kaAlas
Participants completed multiple measures including the Modified ConfliticTacale
(MCTS). (Rosen, Parmley, et al., 2002a). Rosen, et al. (2002) found that 39% of the women
and 38% of the men were victims of IPV in the preceding year. Twelve perceoinainw
and 10% of men were victimized by at least one act of moderate to severe vidlairtg
eight percent of the women and 32% of the men perpetrated at least one actnofhi®V i
preceding year. Seventeen percent of the women and 12% of the men reporteatipgrpetr
severe IPV. This study did not examine the demographic characteristelatea with IPV

perpetration or victimization (Rosen, Parmley, et al., 2002a).

The vast majority of participants in the Rosen, et. al (2002a) study reported
experiencing psychological abuse in their intimate relationships; only 10% ofmd&®%aof
women reported experiencing no psychological abuse. Women reported perpetraging mor
psychological abuse than men. Significant associations were found arhitypgabf IPV
perpetration (severe physical, mild physical, and psychological) and zation. No
differences between men and women were found in psychological distressriegisl

adjustment, or peer support (Rosen, Parmley, et al., 2002a).

McCarroll et al. (2004a), examined the extent to which spouse abuse in Army
families was perpetrated by men, women, or both partners. He examinedahatiac

Army Central Registry of substantiated cases of physical and enlctjmmsse abuse
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involving an enlisted victim or perpetrator for fiscal years 1998 to 2002. During tlas tim
period there were 20,959 victims of spouse abuse; 63% women and 37% men. The majority
of the victims were involved in nonmutual abuse (58%), and of these, most were female
(73%). Thirty-nine percent were victims of same day mutual abuse (bothrpavere
perpetrators and victims on the same day) and 3% were victims of different day abutea

(both partners were perpetrators and victims on different days). The avgeagfeal male
victims was 27 years, and that of females was 26 years. Overall, 45% oftiims were

Black, 40% were white, 11% were Hispanic, 3% were Asian/Pacificdstaand 1% were
American Indian/Alaskan Native. The rates of spouse abuse among marrieedexisy
personnel decreased 32% over the 5 year study period, from 11.9/1,000 in 1998 to 8.1/1,000
in 2002. Throughout the time period, the female victim rate was approximately 5/1,000

greater than the male victim rate (McCarroll, et al., 2004a).

Little research has focused exclusively on female-to-male spouse alhsedrmy.
Newby, Urasano, & McCarroall, et al (2003) surveyed 1,185 active duty female soldier
married to male civilians utilizing the Conflict Tactics Scale. Ne25% of these women
reported using moderate violence (threw something, push, grab, shove, slapped, kick, bit, hit)
against their husbands in the previous year, and 8% reported using severe violence
(choked/strangled, beat up, threaten with a knife or gun, used a knife or gun) (Neaby

2003).
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Possible Reasons for Sex Differences

There are numerous possible reasons for the conflicting evidence redheding
incidence of IPV perpetration and victimization by sex. Some reseaqbiatgo the two
different types of samples used by feminist and family conflict resees. Archer (2000)
described feminist researchers as those who view IPV as the resutiathgtand
perpetrated predominantly by men, while family violence researchansies the institution
of the “family” or “couple” and the characteristics of those units that make finene to
violence, therefore exploring determinants of IPV shared by both sexes. Johnson (1995)
asserts that feminist researchers typically utilize samplesahdefinition, have
experienced a high degree of violence perpetrated by men, such as women ilrcdomest
violence shelters or men in batterer intervention programs. Violence found irsémegkes
is often in the form of systematic force used by the male to maintain calahoison calls
this pattern of IPV “patriarchal terrorism”. Conversely, family canfilesearchers typically
utilize samples of dating, co-habitating, or married heterosexual coupdesftan find more
equivalent rates of IPV perpetration between the sexes. Johnson termedrtiisoh
couple violence” which involves occasional lapses of control by men and women (Johnson,

1995).

As mentioned, some researchers argue that studies utilizing data on Et¥edaih
the context of criminal behavior, as well as the NVAWS, underestimate the actuatence
of IPV, particularly that perpetrated by women (Archer, 2000; Straus, 1997, 1999). ayhis m
be because respondents do not consider IPV, especially when perpetrated hytwdrae

criminal, as well as intentional underreporting.
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Alternatively, another argument asserts that women would almost always be
identified as the true victims of IPV if resultant injuries were consitlangl the context of
the violence was taken into account. This perspective criticizes the commahctise
based scales, most notably the Conflict Tactics Scale, as not taking into dbectortext —
such as self-defense - or consequences of the violence and therebylfgseing women

as equal perpetrators (Dobash, et al., 1992).

Spouse Abuse Rates by Demographic Groups

Some research has shown that some minority groups are at a greater|Rsk f
particularly African Americans and Native Americans. Most studies iigatistg the
relationship between race and IPV involving nationally representative esimgple
examined victimization rates by race, rather than perpetration rateex&mple, Tjaden and
Thoennes (2000) found the following lifetime prevalence of IPV victimizationugaty
rape, physical assault, and stalking) by race among women in a natiepagentative
sample: 25% white; 29% African American; 15% Asian/Pacific Islar@&¥ American
Indian/Alaskan Native; 30% mixed race. The following lifetime IPV vication
prevalence was found among men: 8% white; 12% African American; 3% Asidit/Pac
Islander; 12% American Indian, Alaskan native; and 9% mixed race. This siggysss
that the racial/ethnic groups most at risk for IPV are American Indiaskan Native women
and men, African-American women, and Hispanic women without controlling for other
demographic, social, and environmental factors. However, when they did control for other
factors, these racial/ethnic differences substantially decreaseshppdared (Tjaden &

Thoennes, 2000).
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Similar patterns of IPV rates among racial/ethnic groups have beendmornd
married Army couples. For example, Rosen, et al. (2002), conducted a survey of 648
married male Army personnel at a post in Alaska and found the following peyesstif-
reported an act of spousal violence in the past year: 26% of white soldiers (n=377); 45% of
black soldiers (n=136); 35% of white Hispanic soldiers (n=43); 26% of black Hispanic
soldiers (n=16); 50% of the Asian soldiers (n=6); 28% of the multiracial selgied 8); and

30% of the soldiers who gave their race as “other” (n=37).

Multiple studies have found similar demographic characteristics commonly
associated with IPV among military couples. Younger age has been found todateds
with IPV in military couples (Cantos, Neidig, & O'Leary, 1993; Langhlsen-Rohling, et
al., 1995; Rosen, Knudson, et al., 2002). Additionally, numerous studies have found the
majority of spouse abuse perpetrators were men in the lower pay grades (Se,&

Hazlewood, 1987; Wasileski, Callaghan-Chaffee, & Chaffee, 1982).

Spouse Abuse Services in the Army

The U.S. military has created an organization that is responsible for handisgtas
family violence, including spouse abuse, among military families. Thenaration, the
Family Advocacy Program, has been mandated by the Department of Defenge tabe
in all military services (Directive Number 6400.1, 2004). The Family Advocamyr&m
(FAP) handles family violence identification, investigation, and treatmemy/Ategulation
608-18: The Army Family Advocacy Program, 2006), and is staffed by clinical soc
workers, psychologists, and other professionals. The Family Advocacy Prograes def

spouse abuse as,
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An assault, a battery, a threat to injure or kill, any other unlawful act of dorce
violence, or emotional maltreatment inflicted by one spouse in a marriagstaba

other when the victim, regardless of age, is authorized treatment in a mediitgl fac

of the military services. Emotional maltreatment is conduct which, although not
criminal, is so offensive to the victimized spouse that a reasonable person would find
such conduct abhorrent within a marital relationship. (U.S. Army, n.d.)

Reported incidents of spouse abuse are reviewed by a Case Review Committee. The
Case Review Committee is supervised by the medical treatment/faoiitmander for the
installation. The Family Advocacy Program leads an investigation into tiieimicand the
case is either substantiated or unsubstantiated by the Case Review Canifittee
substantiated, the soldier receives a clinical assessment conducteassigaed Family
Advocacy Program case worker. Based upon this assessment, the case workaredeter
the appropriate treatment for the perpetrator, including formulation of theneneigplan,
length of treatment, and the sequencing of treatment. The Spouse Abuse Manual provides
guidelines for the Case Review Committee and case workers’ referencermidetg
appropriate treatment plans based upon the type and severity of the violence perpetrated.
The recommendations include one or more individual counseling sessions for a level one
offender (a single physical incident with no visible injury and no pattern of nonephys
abuse), all the way to removal of the perpetrator from active duty for a levieins®f
(partner homicide, extreme emotional abuse, repeated level 4 - serious @9sauymy,
n.d.). Treatment programs, also known as “clinical interventions”, are rezodeah for
level 2 through 4 offenders, ranging in length from “short term” to 12 months. Addiyional
services to military and non-military victims are recommended atvald€U.S. Army,

n.d.).
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Spouse Abuse Referrals and I nvestigations

Only one published study has examined the sources of referral of spouse alsise case
in the Army to the Family Advocacy Program. This study examined Aremgr&l Registry
data from 1989-1997, and found law enforcement, medical and dental professionals, and
commanders to be the primary sources of referral of spouse abuse offertderBamily
Advocacy Program (McCarroll, et al., 1999). If the source of referral diffesex of the
perpetrator is not known. No studies have examined the agencies involved in spouse abuse

investigations.

Clinical Interventions and Protective Actions

The Family Advocacy Program is responsible for determining what, ifcéinigal
interventions to provide to spouse abuse perpetrators and victims as well asiany vict
protective action that is taken. McCarroll, et al. (1999) analyzed Army C&ugisdtry data
from 1989-1997. Over 90% of victims received social services including counseling, about
one fourth received outpatient medical services, and less than 2% received inpadiieat
services. No studies have examined if/how these services vary by victinm,gesrdeave
they explored victim protective action taken by the Family Advocacy Prof@am spouse
sheltered, offender removed from home, removing the offender from his/her normal duty

station, etc.), or services provided to perpetrators.

Spouse Abuse Reoffense in the Army

More than 90% of spouse abuse offenders in the Army receive treatment, and a
significant number of spouse abuse offenders reoffend (McCarroll, et al., 1998@irIn t

analysis of Army Central Registry data from 1989-1997, McCarroll et al. (1808) 9.3%
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of those with initial incident had subsequent incidents (defined as spouse abusesnicatent
occurred while the initial case was still open) and 6.3% had reopened cases (spsese a

incidents that occurred when the initial case was closed) (McCarroll, #929).

McCarroll, et al. (2000) examined recidivism rates of spouse abusers in Army
families. Specifically, all cases of substantiated spouse abuse petpbtraietive-duty and
civilian offenders between fiscal years 1989 and 1997 were examined. There were 34,690
active-duty spouse abusers and 13,640 civilian spouse abusers who had their first
substantiated incident during this eight year period and had complete dath, fifels
offenders were excluded for incomplete data). Each spouse abuser was followed for up to

two reoffenses.

The authors found that males were 55% more likely to reoffend than women, and
civilians were 12% more likely to reoffend than active-duty offenders edtarolling for
the number of dependents, age, education, race, and alcohol and/or drug involvement.
Additionally, age had a positive association with reoffense of spouse abuseashere
number of dependents and the level of education were negatively related to spoaise abus
reoffenses. Race was examined using two dichotomous variables — white/noarnahite
black/non-black — with other races/ethnicities functioning as the refegoup. The
analysis found blacks were more likely than other racial groups to reoffend, aed whie
less likely than other racial groups to have spouse abuse reoffenses. Apaiyx@0% of
the initial spouse abuse offenses did not have data on substance use during the incident.
However, it was found that those with substance use during the initial incidenineere
likely to have a spouse abuse reoffense than those without substance use. Forrallifsur g

examined (male active-duty and civilian, and female active-duty and ujyittee probability
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of reoffense peaked at two months following the initial incident. At the end of the 5 yea
study period, the probabilities for a spouse abuse reoffense by group were: 3086 of ma
civilian offenders; 27% male active duty offenders; 21% of female civilian offended

19% female active-duty offenders (McCarroll, Ursano, et al., 2000).

Theoretical and Conceptual Influences

Several social science theories and frameworks found in empirical anditia¢ore
work on IPV inform the conceptual model that guides the dissertation (describkdpteC

3). These theories and frameworks are outlined below.

Militaries and warfare have largely been the realm of men in the modern world.
While women play a greater role in the U.S. Army than ever before, theynréamai
outnumbered by men within the organization, and still constitute only 14% of active duty
personnel ("Active duty service personnel,” 2007). Women'’s career optionsiremai
restricted in the Army. “Women are now permitted to serve in more than 90 percent of
military occupations, though they are still barred from jobs or units whose maiomiis
direct ground combat” (Yeager, 2007). The commonly articulated beliefs umdgeigns on
women in combat are that women are constitutionally unsuited for fighting and weatd cr

dangerous distractions to their male counterparts on the battlefield (Kovitz, 2003).

For an army to function as an effective, cohesive unit whose members arg twilli
risk their own lives and take the lives of others, orders must be followed precisely and
without question. A strict authoritarian structure creates and enforcedédience (Kovitz,
2003), as well as an organizational culture that serves to bind members to eachdtber a

the organization. Organizational culture has been defined as, “the deeper levi of bas
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assumptions and beliefs that are shared by members of an organization, that operate
unconsciously, and that define in a basic ‘taken for granted’ fashion an organizagen’s
of itself and its environment” (Schein, 1985, p. 6). Itis slow forming and not easilgetha
(Steckler, Goodman, & Kegler, 2002). Organizational culture is developed lasgely a

coping response to the environment (Schein, 1985).

The culture of an organization includes the manner in which gender, or the qualities
and behaviors expected of men and women, is conceptualized and applied (Acker, 1999).
Gender is now recognized as an essential facet of social processesauncestwhich have
a large impact on the functioning of organizations. Tangible manifestations of gender
inequality within organizations include sex segregated jobs and limited carbiityr(see:
Acker, 1999; Burchell, 1996; Rubin, 1997). However, the influence of gender is also seen in
more subtle ways, including everyday interactions between men and women (Acker, 1999;
West & Fenstermaker, 1995), and the creation and implementation of organizationes polic

that, “produce and confirm gender images” (Acker, 1999, pp. 183-184).

A primary influence on the organizational culture of the Army is the construction of
masculinity (Abrams, 1993; Morris, 1996). In fact, some researchers suggasthbas a
culture of hypermasculinity. Hypermasculinity is defined as “(E)»gioes of extreme,
exaggerated, or stereotypic masculine attributes and behaviors” (Rosen, Knudson, &
Fancher, 2003, p. 326). Hypermasculinity emphasizes toughness, self-sufficiency, and
dominance (Morris, 1996) and is thought to be imparted on troops in an informal
socialization process. Research suggests the bonding of men in all male peer groups ofte
results in hypermasculinity (Messerschmidt, 1993; Rosen, et al., 2003). This culture of

hypermasculinity is credited with increasing cohesion within all-mals and thus, troop
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readiness (Morris, 1996). Cohesion, or group bonding, creates a loyalty between unit
members that helps to ensure members will stand their ground to protect each atlyer duri
combat and to literally be prepared to die to protect one another’s lives (Grossman, 1995;

Harrison, 2003).

The Army’s policies and procedures are not carried out in a vacuum; they are
interpreted by individuals functioning within a cultural environment. Like all org#iizs,
the Army is a gendered institution, meaning that gender is, “(P)resent in itsgeec
practices, images and ideologies, and distributions of power” (Acker, 1992, p. 567). Britton,

2000, further explains the implications of an organization’s genderedness:

To say that organizations are inherently gendered implies that they have foeed, de
conceptualized, and structured in terms of a distinction between masculinity and

femininity, and presume and will thus inevitably reproduce gendered differences.
(Britton, 2000)

Researchers assess the genderedness of an organization by considaplegaspéicts
through which gender is reflected, including structural divisions, such as divisialnoof |
and representation in positions of power, overall numeric representation, and thectionst
of gender in the organization’s culture (e.g., Carreiras, 2006; Britton, 2000). Based®n th
criteria, Carreiras (2006) calls the military an “extreme cagewndered organization” (p.
40).

Certainly, the Army remains, at its core, a masculine organization {(@afr2006).
The military continues to hold the male combat soldier who demonstrates violence and
aggression as the ideal type (Winslow & Dunn, 2002). Therefore, women in the miliary ca
never be the ideal and may be seen to be threatening not only traditional geedgystsr

but also the ways in which men demonstrate their masculinity (Segal & $683).
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Women are typically viewed in society as the bearers, rather than the tdkdesand are
associated with peace rather than war (Carroll & Welling Hall, 1993; Win&lDunn,
2002). The acceptance of women as soldiers is a slow process, as women attempt to adopt

roles previously reserved exclusively for men.

The masculine, or hypermasculine, culture of the Army may influenceahen
which male and female personnel are regarded and processed at the cogahizat!.
Although Army policy for the treatment of spouse abusers does not suggeshtdfere
treatment by gender (Directive Number 6400.1, 2004), given the cultural miligpossible
that violence perpetrated by women against men in the context of an intiraataship
would be minimized and treated less seriously as compared to that perpetnateal by

against women.
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Chapter 3: Conceptual Model, Research Questions, and Hypotheses

The Conceptual Model

This dissertation has three specific aims. The first is to describeeditfes by sex in
spouse abuse perpetration in the Army. The second aim is to explore how the orgahizationa
response varies by sex. The third aim is to examine the influence of the sex of the
perpetrator on spouse abuse reoffense. The conceptual model (Figure 3.1) teahguide
dissertation is a “diagram of proposed causal linkages among a set of chedieptd to be
related to a specific problem” (Earp & Ennett, 1991). Specifically, it ihbss how the
initial spouse abuse incident, the Army’s response, and spouse abuse recidivism are

influenced by the sex of the perpetrator and other individual level characseristic

This research draws upon organizational and sociological frameworks, and dmpirica
evidence discussed in Chapter 2, including the influence of organizational culture, the
functioning of a gendered organization, and the effects of the culture of hypelimgsm
the U.S. Army. The operationalization of the included variables will be furtherilokddn

Chapter 4.

Three aspects of the initial spouse abuse incident are considered, namgpe ot
severity of abuse, and the occurrence of mutual abuse. The types of spouse abuse are
physical, sexual, emotional, and neglect (see Types and Severity of Violenpeer@)a
The severity of the offense is determined by the Family Advocacy Pragseworker, and

may be classified as mild, moderate, or severe. Mutual abuse has occurreerp#aieator



is also listed as a victim during the incident. The conceptual model illissthetee
characteristics of the initial spouse abuse offense are influenced by thietlse perpetrator
and other individual factors including age, race/ethnicity, pay grade, and Armny stat
(enlisted or officer). The initial spouse abuse incident, in turn, influences thezatyamal

response.

Five aspects (dependent variables) of the organizational response teatiaé
abuse incidents are represented, all of which are believe to be influenced Ghese
aspects of the organizational response are: 1) referral source; 2agewalved in spouse
abuse investigations; 2) the provision of clinical interventions for spouse abuse &f@)de
the provision of clinical interventions for spouse abuse victims, and 4) victim protective

action taken.

Finally, the type and severity of spouse abuse reoffense is also comsidibee
independent variables are the sex of the perpetrator, individual-level factadingchge,
race/ethnicity, pay grade, and Army status, the type and severity afttakesubstantiated

spouse abuse offense, and if mutual abuse occurred at the initial offense.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

This study is divided into three papers. The first paper includes the following

research aim and questions:

AIM 1: To describe differences by sex in spouse abuse perpetration in the U.S. Army.

RQ1 How do male and female spouse abuse perpetrators in the Army vary on

sociodemographic characteristics?
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RQ2 How do rates of spouse abuse vary by sex and race/ethnicity?

RQ3 How does the occurrence of mutual abuse vary by the sex of the perpetrator?

RQ4 How do the type(s) and severity of spouse abuse perpetrated vary bydhtheex

perpetrator?

RQ5 Is sex a predictor of the severity of emotional and physical abusea @keghet

controlling for other perpetrator and incident characteristics?

Several hypotheses accompany research questions 1 through 5. These sypmghese
informed by the literature discussed in Chapter 2 on sex differences in inpianater

violence perpetration.

H 2.1 Males will be more likely than females to perpetrate spouse abudle for a

racial/ethnic groups.

H 3.1 Female perpetrators of spouse abuse will be more likely to be veditnz

spouse abuse than males.

H 4.1 Males will perpetrate more physical and more severe abuse than

females.

H5.1 Males will perpetrate more severe physical abuse, controlling for

other perpetrator and incident characteristics.

The second paper analyzes the sources of referral, the investigatasesfand
clinical intervention provided to offenders and victims of initial spouse abuse ofteynses

Sex.

34



AIM 2 : To explore how the organizational response to spouse abuse varies by sex.
RQ6 How do the following vary by the sex of the perpetrator?

6.1 referral source to the FAP; and
6.2  the agencies involved in the investigation?
RQ7 How does the receipt of a clinical intervention for spouse abuse perpetrayity var

the sex of the perpetrator?

RQ8 How do the services provided for spouse abuse victimization vary by the sex of the

perpetrator, specifically:

8.1 the receipt of a clinical intervention for spouse abuse victimization,
and
8.2  victim protective action taken?
No literature exists on sex differences in how spouse abuse perpetratorsdéed ha
in the Army. However, given the masculine nature of the Army, it is reasaioetlggest
spouse abuse perpetrated by females and the victimization of males manrbie exi,

therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H6.1 The investigation of offenses involving male perpetrators will be more likely
to involve multiple agencies than investigations involving female perpetrators,

for any given type and severity of spouse abuse offense.

H7.1 Male perpetrators will be more likely to receive a clinical interoenhan

female perpetrators for any given type and severity of spouse abuse .offense
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H8.1 The victims of male perpetrators (females) will be more likelyttian
victims of female perpetrators (males) to receive a clinical intdoreanhd to
have victim protective action taken for any given type and severity of spouse

abuse offense.

The third paper examines spouse abuse reoffenses. Specifically, the thirdipape

address the following aim and research questions:

AIM 3: To examine the influence of the sex of the perpetrator on spouse abuse reoffense

RQ 9: What are the rates of recidivism for males and females?

RQ 10: How do sociodemographic characteristics vary between male and female
recidivists, between female single offenders and female recidivists, aekbe

male single offenders and male recidivists?

RQ 11 How do the violence types and severity perpetrated vary between malmaled fe
recidivists, between females at the initial offense and females r&atfiense, and

between males at the initial offense and males at the reoffense?

RQ 12 How is the relationship between sex and reoffense affected by large scale

deployments?

RQ 13 Does the sex of the offender predict spouse abuse reoffense when cofirolling

other characteristics of the offender and the initial incident?

Several hypotheses accompany research questions 9 through 13. These Isypothese
are informed by the literature discussed in Chapter 2 on sex differences inarjaraer

violence reoffenses.
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H9.1 Males will have higher rates of recidivism than females.

H11.1 Males recidivists will perpetrate more physical reoffensesphysical

reoffenses of greater severity than females.

H13.1 Males will be more likely than females to perpetrate reoffenses whe

controlling for other characteristics of the offender and the initial intide
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Figure 3.1. Conceptual Model

Army’s Response:
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CHAPTER 4: METHODS

This chapter describes the research methods, including a description of the Army
Central Registry from which the data are drawn, and the data analysisa4adddr the

dissertation.

Design and Methodology

The primary data source for this study is the Army Central Registryhwebiatains
data from investigations of approximately 7,700 reports of suspected spouse abuse per ye
The Army Central Registry is an automated incident-based reportingsfdsamual for
child maltreatment and domestic abuse incident reporting system, 2005); Family Advocacy
Program personnel enter information into the registry for each reportedfdasaly
violence. This file contains information about the offender, victim, abusive incident, and the
organizational response. Demographic data on the victim and offender are providdt, as we
as the soldier’s branch of service, component of Army (regular, reserve, gadrgiya
grade. The type and severity of the abusive incident, and if alcohol or drugs werednsolve
also recorded. Additionally, the Army Central Registry documents the agemeidved in
the investigation of the abusive incident, victim protective action taken, and what
agency/agencies provided clinical intervention to the victim and offender. Whiterthe

Central Registry currently collects information on all cases of datnastence involving



soldiers (including unmarried couples), at the time the data to be used for this stady w

collected, only domestic violence involving married soldiers was recorded.

The Army Central Registry data from January 1, 2000 to December 31, 2004 was
utilized. The data was prepared for analysis by selecting the datadtel records
necessary to address study aims and hypotheses. After SPSS filesatm, drequencies
on discrete data items were run as well as summaries on other dataitdraskt variable
range and consistency, and to identify outliers and missing data.

Additional demographic data utilized on all married active duty Army soldidrem
the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), the organization responsiblaifaaiming
manpower and personnel data for the Department of Defense. The demographic data,
specifically, the race/ethnicity of all married soldiers, from DMDg@resents five time
points, June 31, 2000-2004. Finally, data from the Army Personnel Database was used to
determine the dates of soldiers’ active duty status during the study period andrhad bee
merged with the Army Central Registry data before | received the data se

To be included in the study sample, an Army family including an active duty soldier
must have at least one substantiated case of spouse abuse perpetrated digrthassol

recorded in the Army Central Registry, between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2004.

Operationalization of Variables

The following section discusses the operational definitions of the variablembMar
included in this study may be independent variables in some analyses and dependent
variables in others (e.g., the type and severity of the initial spouse abuse affens

dependent variables for research questions under specific aim 1, but independensvariable
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for questions under specific aims 2 and 3). All variables are operationalized vizotheg
in the Army Central Registry.

The initial spouse abuse offense is examined. Offenses are classfii@tiads
spouse abuse offenses” if the following criteria are met in the Army C&uegastry data.
The first is that the type of victim is recorded as spouse, as opposed to child. drtteisec
that the incident type is recorded as initial, as opposed to “subsequent incidentpenre
Three aspects of the initial spouse abuse offense are considered, spedhiealipe and
severity of the violence, and the occurrence of mutual abuse. The types artgl eéveri
spouse abuse are operationalized by the Army Central Registry. The optiope fof ty
violence are physical, sexual, emotional, and neglect (see Table 4.1). Thiy éveri
maltreatment for each type of violence is recorded as mild, moderate @ GmeiTable
4.2). A spouse abuse offender was classified as being involved in mutual abuse if the
offender is also listed as the victim in the substantiated spouse abuse irepdenas

recorded in the Army Central Registry.

Perpetrator individual level factohi®om the Army Central Registry were also
examined, including sex, age, race/ethnicity, pay grade, and Army. SRdas/ethnicity is
recorded as one of the following options: white, not Hispanic; Black, not Hispanicnitispa
Asian/Pacific Islander; American Indian/Alaskan Native. Sex of trendér and victims
alsorecorded. Pay grade is operationalized by the Army’s code for soldiergi sy,
specifically, E1 through E9 for enlisted soldiers, W-1 through W-5 for warractddfiand
O1 through O10 for officers. Age was calculated using the date of birth and thetrdace
as recorded in the Army Central Registry. Age was classified into tbevilod) categories:

25 years and younger, and over 25. Army status is a dichotomous variable: enlisted or
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officer. Soldiers categorized as an officer or warrant officer wassitied as “officer”,

enlisted soldiers remained as such.

Characteristics of the initial spouse abuse offense are considered. Alcohglthe
offender and victim during the incident are operationalized by fields innmy Sentral
Registry labeled, “Offender’s Alcohol Involvement”, and “Victim’s Alablinvolvement”,
with three corresponding response options — yes, no, or unknown. Similarly, drug use during
the incident is operationalized by fields labeled “Offender’s Drug Invoérd”, and
“Victim’s Drug Involvement”, with the same response option — yes, no, or unknown.
Additionally, the location of the incident is recorded as either “on instattatr “off

installation”.

The second specific aim of this dissertation seeks to understand the orgarizationa
response to spouse abuse. The referral source of a potential spouse abuse incident to the
Family Advocacy Program can be military or civilian sources. Milisanyrces considered
were military law enforcement and medical/dental professionals. Alt pttential referral
sources were classified as other, including: commander (i.e. the chief ssiomad officer
of a military unit); child care/school personnel; military chaplain; kaeenter
professionals; other military; civilian social services; civilian Enforcement; civilian child
care/school personnel; civilian medical/dental professionals; otheaniviie victim; the

offender; a friend, relative, or neighbor, or other source.

An investigation is conducted for every reported case of spouse abuse in the U.S.
Army (see Spouse Abuse Services in the Army, Chapter 2). The agencies invohesd in t

spouse abuse investigation can also include military and civilian organizaiawhss
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operationalized by a field labeled, “Investigations”, with the correspondspgpnse options:
child protective services; military law enforcement; civilian lanoecément; SWS (for

soldiers overseas), and “none”.

The provision of clinical intervention for offenders and victims refers toyif a
clinical treatment services were provided. If any providers of climéarvention are
indicated in the Army Central Registry (may include Family Advocacygaro personnel,
another Department of Defense program, or a non-DOD program), the offendsimorni
coded as receiving clinical services; if no providers are indicated the affendetim is

coded as not receiving clinical services.

The final aspect of the organizational response to spouse abuse offenses cossidered i
victim protective action taken by the Family Advocacy Program. Pregeattion may or
may not be taken in any given case. If it is taken, protective actions inclutkrisgehe
spouse, removing the offender from the home, removing the offender from his/her normal

duty station, removing a child for substitute care, or some other protectioe. acti

The type and severity of spouse abuse reoffense is also considered. As withathe ini
incident, the possible types of spouse abuse are physical, sexual, emotional, anhcmeglec
the severity of the reoffense may be mild, moderate, or severe. The incidientiseid as a
reoffense if the incident type is recorded as “subsequent incident” or “re@seopposed to

initial.

Power Calculations

The Army Central Registry data contains substantiated cases of spous&@huse

January 1, 2000 to December 31, 2004. Within this time frame, there were 7,890 unique
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perpetrators of spouse abuse. Of the perpetrators, 388 are female and 7502. af@mal
determine the statistical power possible for the analyses, simplesterdfdivariate
relationships were considered.

Power calculations were performed using values for anticipated prevalesee on
data from the research literature addressed in Chapter 2 (see: Laingi@nsRohling, et al.,
1995; Matrtin, et al., 2007; McCarroll, et al., 1999; McCarroll, et al., 2004a; McCarroll,
Ursano, et al., 2000). Desired confidence intervals were set at95%.05), with a
minimum power of 80% (3=0.8).

Power calculations were conducted for a selection of the variables to be included in
the regression models. Given the established sample size, the minimum aetectabl
difference is 6 percentage points when all male and female initial offeagecompared on
a given variable. Table 4.3 displays the expected proportion of males and fératles
exhibit selected variables of interest, in order to demonstrate that the minietectable
differences were less than what we expected the differemteskietween the groups given

the sample size. Therefore, statistical differences in the actugbasalere anticipated.

A survival analysis examining reoffense by sex was also conducted. For this
analysis, we considered the proportion of males and females we anticipateaffeatineg
by the end of the study period. We estimated, based on the literature (MgCharatio, et
al., 2000), that approximately 81% of the females (h= 314) and 73% (n=5476) of the males
would not reoffend, a difference of 8 percentage points. At least 290 individuals were
needed in both groups to detect a difference of this size. Because the numbesaindal

females we anticipated not reoffending was larger than 290, this requineaseakceeded at
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alpha=.05 and with a power of 80%; we therefore anticipated differencesdmegnoups to

be detected.

Analysis Strategies

This section describes the data preparation procedures and analysigestnatilized
to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses introduced in Chapter 3. Dat
quality checks, as well as analysis plans corresponding to each researicn quest

presented.

Data Preparation

Data quality checks were performed on each variable of interest in the dataset
including frequency distributions, range and consistency checking, and misgiogses.
Decisions about handling missing values were made based upon the difference between the
distribution of missing responses and that of non-missing responses. These comparisons
determined that for all analyses, the missing distribution was not segmtify different from

the study population (Rothman & Greeland, 1988).

After the data were cleaned, several new variables were createthie data. For
example, a variable indicating the number of days from the initial spouse abunse affehe
first reoffense of all perpetrators with a reoffense was calculdied.age at the time of the
incident was calculated using the date of birth and date of the offense. Atgewas
classified into the following categories: 25 years and younger, and over 25, aAl
dichotomous variable indicating if a reoffense occurred or not during the daetiooll
period was created. Similarly, dichotomous variables indicating if angalimterventions

for the perpetrator and victims were provided were created.
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Data Analysis

Data analysis was conducted using SPSS 16.0 for Windows. Descriptive analyses
were first conducted on all variables. Frequencies were determinaitl dategorical

variables, and the mean and standard deviation were found for all continuous variables

Prior to running any regression analyses, and once categorical variablegmad be
dummy coded, separate contingency tables were created for each reseaich tipadst
included the independent and dependent variables in order to examine the bivariate
relationships and potential multicollinearity among the independent variablestemeibe
each independent variable and its respective dependent variable. The extent ofitite biva
correlations were assessed by examining correlations coefficieatgsarMbles had a

correlation coefficient greater than .8, and all planned variables weneéakin the models.

Likelihood ratio “chunk” tests were performed for all regression modelsttd tayy
of the independent variables were moderators of the effect of sex (D. G. Kieinb894).
Models were run, including all the independent variables identified above as wwdlras
interaction terms with sex, and the -2 log likelihoods were compared with nomhé#sning
only the main effects and no interaction terms. If no significant differeareef®und
between the models, this implies that none of the interaction terms signyficaptbved the
predictive ability of the models, and therefore that none of the independent \&ariable

moderate the effect of sex in the models.
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Analysis One: Differences by Sex in Spouse Abuse Perpetration

RQ1 1) How do male and female spouse abuse perpetrators in the Army vary on

sociodemographic characteristics?

Descriptive analyses were conducted on sociodemographic variables to describe
characteristics of male and female spouse abuse perpetrators. Fregaedgercentages
were reported and compared by sex. Chi-square tests were performed tinedfehma

sociodemographic variables differed by sex.

RQ2 How do rates of spouse abuse vary by sex and race/ethnicity?

The rate of spouse abuse perpetration by sex per 1,000 married, active duty Army
soldiers was then calculated on an annual basis for the 5 years of study dataorD#ie f
DMDC provided the total number of active duty married soldiers by sex, and haeitgt
groups in the Army as of June 30 for each year (2000-2004). These numbers were the
denominators used for the rate calculations. Perpetrators were only counteadtbace
numerator in any given year, even if they perpetrated more than once in thatiyedly,

95% confidence intervals based on the Poisson probability distribution were ealanalt

compared between males and females to determine if the ratesgméfieasitly different.

Five years rates by sex and race/ethnicity were also calculatedrapdred. To
ensure sufficient rate stability, racial/ethnic groups that had less thand dmiamale

perpetrators over the study period were excluded in the rate calculations, 9ga
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confidence intervals based on the Poisson probability distribution were calculated to

determine if the rates were significantly different between the groups.

RQ3 How does the occurrence of mutual abuse vary by the sex of the perpetrator?

The relationship between sex of the offender and the occurrence of mutual abuse was
examined. Frequencies and percentages were reported and compared by sexscuaaechi-

tests were performed.

RQ4 How do the type(s) and severity of spouse abuse perpetrated vary by thengex of t

perpetrator?

The relationship between sex and the types and severity of violence perpetiaed w
examined. Frequencies and percentages for each violence type/setvegibyyceere

reported and compared between the sexes using chi-square tests.

RQ5 Is sex a predictor of the severity of emotional and physical abuse peigetrate

controlling for other perpetrator and incident characteristics?

Ordinal logistic regression models were run to examine the relationshipdmesex
and the severity of physical and emotional abuse perpetrated while controllinigeior ot
variables. All models included age, race/ethnicity, pay grade; Ambyssfenlisted versus
officer); substance use by the offender and victim; location of the incident (oh or of
installation), and the occurrence of mutual abuse as control variables (meaningtéey
retained in the model even if they were not shown to be significantly cod&ldtethe

dependent variables).
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Adjusted odds ratios were obtained from the regression models to compare
differences across groups, and the Wald 95% confidence intervals werel utilcdetermine
precision (Poole, 2001). Pearson chi-square statistics were considerechdi#ters of the

predictive ability of the models (Stokes, Davis, & Koch, 2000).

Analysis Two: Differences by Sex in Organizational Response

RQ6 How do the following vary by the sex of the perpetrator?

6.1 referral source to the FAP; and
6.2  the agencies involved in the investigation?

Frequencies and percentages were run the referral source to the FAP agehities
involved in the investigation. Multinomial logistic regression models were ruratoigg
the relationship between sex and those values of the initial referral sothcifficient
sample size in both sex groups. One model was run with sex as the only independent
variable to obtain an unadjusted odds ratio, and another model was run including sex and the
following control variables to obtain an adjusted odds ratio: €2®, ¢25), pay grade (E1-
E3, E4+), Army status (enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, blackp&hic, other),
substance use by offender (Y/N) and victim (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off
installation), mutual abuse occurrence (Y/N), severity of physical vielh®8), and severity

of emotional violence (0-3).

Two binary logistic regression models were run on the agencies involved in the
investigations with sufficient sample size in both sex groups. For each dependstévar
value, one model was run with sex as the only independent variable to obtain an unadjusted

odds ratio, and another model was run including sex and the following control variables to
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obtain an adjusted odds ratio: ag@Xg, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status (enlisted,
officer), race/ethnicity (white, black, Hispanic, other), substance use by affefite and
victim (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation), mutual abuse occuer€¥itN),

severity of physical violence (0-3), and severity of emotional violence (0-3).

RQ7 How does the receipt of a clinical intervention for spouse abuse perpetrayitny var

the sex of the perpetrator?

Similarly, two binary logistic regression models were run on the provision ofatlinic
interventions to offenders. Again, for each dependent variable value, one model was run
with sex as the only independent variable to obtain an unadjusted odds ratio, and another
model was run including sex and the following control variables to obtain an adjusted odds
ratio: age €25, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status (enlisted, officer), race/eghnicit
(white, black, Hispanic, other), substance use by offender (Y/N) and victin),(Mdtion
of the incident (on/off installation), mutual abuse occurrence (Y/N), severity eiqalhy

violence (0-3), and severity of emotional violence (0-3).

RQ8 How do the services provided for spouse abuse victimization vary by the sex of the

perpetrator, specifically:

8.1 the receipt of a clinical intervention for spouse abuse victimization,
and
8.2  victim protective action taken?
The provision of clinical interventions to victims was examined through two logisti
regression models. As before, for each dependent variable value, one model wés run wi

sex as the only independent variable to obtain an unadjusted odds ratio, and another model

51



was run including sex and the following control variables to obtain an adjusted odds ratio:
age €25, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status (enlisted, officer), ranedigy

(white, black, Hispanic, other), substance use by offender (Y/N) and victim,(Mé&d}tion

of the incident (on/off installation), mutual abuse occurrence (Y/N), severity oiqalhy

violence (0-3), and severity of emotional violence (0-3).

Additionally, chi-square analyses were run separately for cases invatalegand
female offenders to further explore the relationship between two typesiof pictective

action: removing the offender from the home and sheltering the spouse.

Analysis Three: Differences by Sex in Reoffense

RQ 9: What are the rates of recidivism for males and females?

The five-year rates of spouse abuse recidivism for married soldieex byese
calculated. The number of male and female soldiers who committed an initial aposse
offense were used as the rate denominators. Ninety-five percent confitkencals were

then calculated and compared for males and females.

RQ 10: How do sociodemographic characteristics vary between male and female
recidivists, between female single offenders and female recidivists, aekbe

male single offenders and male recidivists?

Descriptive analyses were conducted on sociodemographic variables to dasdribe
compare characteristics of male and female spouse abuse recidivislisasstaveonduct
within sex comparisons between initial offenders and recidivists. Chi-sqstsenere

performed to determine if the sociodemographic variables differed betyweaps.
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RQ 11 How do the violence types and severity perpetrated vary between malmaled fe
recidivists, between females at the initial offense and females r&atfiense, and

between males at the initial offense and males at the reoffense?

The characteristics of the first spouse abuse reoffense were examireeddbyie
perpetrator. Chi-square tests were run to test the relationship betweew s@lence type
and severity. Ordinal regression models were run to determine if sex isfeaigni
predictor of the level of physical and emotional abuse perpetrated at tfemsecdlone and
while controlling for characteristics of the offender at the time of thalmiicident and the
initial incident itself including: age<@5, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status
(enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, Black, Hispanic, other), substase by offender
(Y/N) and victim (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation), and naliabuse

occurrence (Y/N).

Additionally, the type and severity of violence perpetrated by female initexiadrs
and female recidivists was compared as was that of male initial offeadeémrecidivists.
Chi-square tests were run to determine if the distributions of violence typesvanityswere

equivalent for initial and reoffense incidents.

RQ 12 How is the relationship between sex and reoffense affected by large scale

deployments?

Data were provided from DMDC for 2003 and 2004 of the total number of enlisted
soldiers and officers by sex, the total number and percentage deployed by yediraashe

average number of annual deployments and the average length of deployments. These
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descriptive analyses were compared to determine if one sex was morghigetire other to

be deployed.

Cox proportional hazard models were run to determine if offender sex significantl
predicts the risk of spouse abuse reoffense, taking into account the differencengthef
time perpetrators had in which to reoffend. The date an offender left the Aritnyds
during the study period) or the last day of the study period (if the offender did notHeave
Army before the end of the study period) was used as the censorship date. €mnlyittas
sufficient and plausible date information (e.g., the date for the reoffexsafter the date for
the initial offense) were included in analyses. Three Cox proportional hazard nvedels
run to assess if deployment affected the relationship between the sex of eroffied the
occurrence of a reoffense: one including all initial offenses and reoffecs@sing between
2000-2002 (before large scale deployments began); the second including albfif@tiaes
and reoffenses occurring between 2000-2003 (including the first year of hgadeyndents);
and a third including all five years of data. Adjusted Cox proportional hazard models
assessed the effect of sex, controlling for the following charaateraftthe offender at the
initial incident and characteristics of the initial incident: aggb( >25), pay grade (E1-E3,
E4+), Army status (enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, black, Higpather), substance
use by offender (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation), mudibalse occurrence
(Y/N), emotional violence perpetrated (0-3), and physical violence peigub{@3).
Additionally, log likelihood chunk tests were performed for all Cox proportion hazard
models to test if any of the independent variables were moderators of tieéffex (D. G.

Kleinbaum, 1994). Hazard functions were determined. The hazard ratios, which describe
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therelationship between sex and survival time and estimate relative rigiqresielered

(Allison, 1995; D. Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005).

The hazard ratios for sex and their 95% confidence intervals were comparechbetwee
the three data periods (2000-2002; 2000-2003; 2000-2004). If large variation exists\betwee
the effect of sex in the models, such variation would be indicative of deploymeningffec
spouse abuse reoffense differently in males and females. However, if éne faios are

similar, this would indicate deployment having comparable effects on both sexes.

RQ 13 Does the sex of the offender predict spouse abuse reoffense when cofrolling

other characteristics of the offender and the initial incident?

The analyses for RQ12 (described above) allowed us to determine which dada per
was appropriate to use for RQ13 (2000-2002, 2000-2003, or 2000-2004), as we don’t want to
include heavy periods of deployment if deployment is found to affect recrdliierently
for males and females. However, as stated above, if the hazard ratioslareasnoss all
data periods, this would indicate deployment having comparable effects on secithvi
both sexes, and the full data set (2000-2004), including periods of heavy deployment, can be

utilized.

Once the appropriate data period was determined, the Cox proportional hazard model
for that period (calculated for RQ 12) was assessed to determine the affextonf spouse
abuse reoffense when controlling for other characteristics of the offemdi&nainitial
incident. Specifically, the hazard ratio for sex and its 95% confidence intemel we

examined.
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Table 4.1. Spouse Abuse Type Definitions

Definition

Physical

Use of physical force that caused physical injury to
the spouse. Violence is generally used to intimidate,
control, or force the spouse to do something against
his or her will. This may include grabbing; pushing;
holding; slapping; choking; punching; sitting or
standing on; kicking; hitting with objects; and
assaults with knives, firearms, or other weapons.

Sexual

The forcing of one spouse by the other spouse to
engage in any sexual activity through the use of
physical violence, intimidation, or the explicit or
implicit threat of future violence, or abuse.

Emotional

A pattern of acts or omissions, such as violent acts
that may not cause observable injury, that adversely
affect the psychological well-being of the victim.
Arguments alone are not sufficient to substantiate
emotional maltreatment. Adverse impacts could
include low self-esteem, chronic fear or anxiety,
conduct disorders, affective disorders, or other
cognitive or mental impairment. Includes:

(1) Psychological violence is a pattern of behavior
involving one or more of the following behaviors:
explicit or implicit threats of violence, extreme
controlling types of behavior, extreme jealousy,
mental degradation (name calling, etc.), and isolating
behavior.

(2) Property violence by one spouse may constitute
emotional abuse if intended as a means to intimidate
the other spouse. Property violence includes, but is
not limited to, damaging or destroying the other
spouses property, hitting/kicking a door or wall,
throwing food, breaking dishes, and intentionally or
recklessly damaging automobiles. Threatening injury
to or injuring pets is included in this category.

Neglect

Considered only in cases of spouse’s failure to
provide necessary care or assistance for spouse who
is incapable of self-care physically, emotionally, or
culturally.

Note. From U.S. Army F.A.P. Spouse abuse manual. Retrieved October 29, 2007, from
http://child-abus.com/army/spam/spamindex.htm
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Table 4.2. Indicators of the Severity of Spouse Abuse

Level Indicator

Mild Spouse verbally threatened.
Mild physical injury or no medical treatment indicated.

Moderate Something thrown at spouse.
Spouse pushed, grabbed, or shoved.
Spouse slapped.
Spouse kicked.
Spouse kicked, bitten or hit with a fist.
Minor or major physical injury; short term medical treatment may
be indicated.

Severe Any injury during pregnancy.
Spouse choked or strangled.
Spouse severely beaten.
Spouse threatened with a knife or gun.
Spouse cut with knife or shot at.
Battered spouse syndrome.
Spouse threatened or hit with a motor vehicle.
Spouse sexually abused.
Major physical injury or long term medical treatment, inpatient
care, or move to alternate environment for the safety of the spouse.
Spouse killed.

Note. From U.S. Army F.A.P. Spouse abuse manual. Retrieved October 29, 2007, from
http://child-abus.com/army/spam/spamindex.htm
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Table 4.3 Minimum Difference by Sex in Values for Selected Variables

Variable Expected Expected Minimum detectable
proportion of proportion of differencea=0.05,
females, males, 1-8=0.8, 2 tailed
n=388 n=7502 test
% (n) % (n)

Victim of spouse abuse 58% (225) 33% (2476) 6%
Perpetrated severe 37% (144) 55% (4126) 6%
violence

Reoffended 19% (74) 27% (2026) 6%
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Chapter 5: Male and Female Soldier Spouse Abuse Perpetrators:
Perpetration Rates and Characteristics of the Offenders and Incidda

Abstract

Differences in spouse abuse perpetrated by male and female active dyty Arm
soldiers were examined using five years of data (2000-2004) from the U.S Gemtral
Registry, an electronic data system that contains information on famignemlases.
Analyses found 95% of offenders were male (n=7315) and 5% (n=382) were femalde Fema
offenders were significantly more likely than male offenders to be youBgek, and in
lower pay grades. The rates of spouse abuse perpetration among white, Blackpandt Hi
soldiers were compared by sex. Males had significantly higher peipetraes than
females in all racial/ethnic groups. For both males and females, whites hedekefive
year rate, followed by Hispanics, then Blacks (the rates for whites apdriis were not
significantly different for females). Slightly over half (52.5%) of theadée perpetrators also
were victims of spouse abuse during the initial incident, more than twice tlea{zere of
males (25.3%). A higher proportion of female offenders than male offenders cainmitte
physical abuse (p<.001), and a smaller proportion of female offenders tresaoaimitted
emotional abuse (p<.001). Males had greater odds than females of perpetratng hig
severity levels of emotional abuse when controlling for other perpetrator addnnci
characteristics (p = .049). Sex was not a significant predictor of phygiahce severity

when controlling for other perpetrator and incident characteristics (p = .254).



Spouse Abuse in the U.S. Military

Intimate partner violence (IPV), also referred to as domestic violencesespbuse,
battering, and family violence, is widely recognized as a public health probleise(H
2003). While IPV affects all facets of society, evidence suggests thatetvelence and
severity of spouse abuse perpetrated in the military is greater thiaiiam @opulations.
(Cronin, 1995; Griffin & Morgan, 1988; Heyman & Neidig, 1999). With approximately 1.4
million active duty military members in the U.S. today ("Selected manpstatstics fiscal
year 2005," n.d.), and the well publicized string of partner homicides among military
personnel in recent years (Alvarez & Sontag, 2008), it is crucial that westaruitPV in
this population.

Few studies have examined spouse abuse in military families as cortgpairglian
families; those that have consistently find spouse abuse to be more prevalditdriy m
families (Cronin, 1995; Griffin & Morgan, 1988; Heyman & Neidig, 1999; Rentz, et al.,
2006). However, little is known about how male and female soldiers who perpetrate spous
abuse differ in terms of sociodemographics, rates of violence, and the types aitg aever
violence perpetrated. This study will examine these issues and wiltiprdata to inform
prevention and treatment services for spouse abuse in the Army, the largest braach of th

U.S. military.

Spouse Abuse Servicesin the U.S. Military

The U.S. military has created an organization that is responsible for handisgtas
family violence, including spouse abuse, among military families. Thisiaageon, the
Family Advocacy Program, has been mandated by the Department of Defenge jtabe

in all military services (Directive Number 6400.1, 2004). The Family Advocemyr&m
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(FAP) handles family violence identification, investigation, and treatmamy/Regulation
608-18, 2006), and is staffed by clinical social workers, psychologists, and other

professionals.

Reported incidents of spouse abuse are reviewed by a Case Review Committee. The
Case Review Committee is supervised by the medical treatmentfaoiitmander for the
installation. The Family Advocacy Program leads an investigation into tliemciand the
case is either substantiated or unsubstantiated by the Case Review Cemifitte
substantiated, the soldier receives a clinical assessment conducteassigaed Family
Advocacy Program case worker and appropriate treatment is determif@unaltion on

every spouse abuse case is recorded in a centralized database, the AralyREgistry.

Studies that utilize data on substantiated spouse abuse cases from thecAtraly C
Registry find males perpetrating spouse abuse at significantly hagleerthan females,
and/or females victimized by spouse abuse at higher rates than malesr(Mcéaal.,
2000; McCarroll, Ursano, Fan, & Newby, 2004a). For example, McCarroll et al. (2004a),
examined the extent to which spouse abuse in Army families was perpetrated,by m
women, or both partners. He examined data from the Army Central Registry of
substantiated cases of physical and emotional spouse abuse involving an entisteat vic
perpetrator for fiscal years 1998 to 2002. During this time period there were 20,958 victim
of spouse abuse; 63% were women and 37% were men. Throughout the time period, the
female victim rate was approximately 5/1,000 greater than the male vateénthe female
rate was 14.4/1,000 in 1998 and decreased across the study period to 10.8/1,000 in 2002,
while the male rate began at 9.5/1,000 in 1998 and incrementally decreased to 5.4/1,000 in

2002 (McCarroll, et al., 20044a).
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Spouse Abuse Rates by Demographic Groups

Some research has shown that some minority groups are at a greaterlRSK f
(Benson, Fox, DeMaris, & Van Wyk, 2000; Newby, et al., 2000; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).
Most studies investigating the relationship between race and IPV involving nigtional
representative samples have examined victimization rates by rdwee,thetn perpetration
rates. For example, Tjaden and Thoennes (2000) found that the racial/ethnic grougts most
risk for IPV victimization are American Indian women and men, Africamefican women,
and Hispanic women without controlling for other demographic, social, and environmental

factors (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).

Similar patterns of IPV rates among racial/ethnic groups have beendmordy
married Army couples. For example, Rosen, et al. (2002), conducted a survey of 648
married male Army personnel at a post in Alaska and found the following peregiafag
male soldiers by racial/ethnic groups self-reported an act of spousalcaotethe past year:
26% white; 45% Black; 35% white Hispanic; 26% Black Hispanic soldiers; 50&6nA28%
multiracial soldiers, and 30% of soldiers who gave their race as “otAedther study
compared the rates of spouse abuse cases between Black and white Army @addi@r
years (1989-1997). The rates for Blacks were higher than whites for all age groups, and
Black males and females had higher rates than white males and fensgestively, for all
years (Newby, et al., 2000). The rates of spouse abuse perpetration by Arens soltah

are members of other racial/ethnic groups, including Hispanics, by sex &rmeonot.

Multiple studies have found similar demographic characteristics commonly
associated with IPV among military couples. Younger age has been found todatads
with IPV in military couples (Cantos, Neidig, & O'Leary, 1993; Langhhmsen-Rohling,
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Neidig, & Thorn, 1995; Newby, et al., 2000; Rosen, Knudson, et al., 2002). Numerous
studies have found lower pay grades to be associated with spouse abuse (Shupe, Stacey, &
Hazlewood, 1987; Wasileski, Callaghan-Chaffee, & Chaffee, 1982). Lower ranlsbas a

been shown to be associated with spouse abuse in the Army (Bell, Harford, Fuchs,
McCarroll, & Schwartz, 2006; Rosen, Knudson, et al., 2002). How these sociodemographic

characteristics of offenders vary by sex has not been previously explored.

Types and Severity of Violence

Intimate partner violence can take multiple forms, including physicalasesr
psychological abuse. In a literature review exploring intimate partolence in the
military, Rentz et al., 2006, found three studies that examined the types of spouse abuse
perpetrated in military families (McCarroll, et al., 1999; McCarrdlgle 2004a;
Mollerstrom, Patchner, & Milner, 1992). These studies, which examined spouse a@sse ca
substantiated via an official investigation and case review, found that in theréé &uwd the
Army, physical violence was the most frequent form of spouse abuse, constituting 89.3% t
92.4% of all IPV. Substantiated emotional abuse was much less common; it accounted for
only 6.7% of all Air Force spouse abuse and 8.5% to 10.6% of all Army spouse abuse. The
studies found little occurrence of substantiated sexual abuse. Substantiatedrsggiesal
defined as, “A type of domestic abuse in which an adult fails to provide necessaoy ca
assistance for his or her spouse who is incapable of self-care physicaltigrelly, or
culturally” (Manual for child maltreatment and domestic abuse incident reporting system,
2005, p. 35), was also rare. Sexual abuse was found to comprise 0.5% of all substantiated
spousal abuse in the Air Force and neglect accounts for only 0.4% of all spouse amise cas

(Mollerstrom, et al., 1992). In Army families, sexual abuse accounted for only 0.4%% of
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substantiated spouse abuse cases (McCarroll, Ursano, Fan, & Newby, 2004b). Jbé type

violence committed by soldier spouse abuse perpetrators have not been exgmsied b

Studies examining IPV commonly utilize the Revised Conflicts TactiakeSc
(CTS2) (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996), and fewer have utiézed t
Modified Conflict Tactics Scale (MCTS) (Pan, 1994). These scalesfgl#ssiviolence by
level of severity, minor or severe, as indicated by the items endorsed by responderis
physical violence includes behaviors such as throwing something at the partnergpushi
shoving or grabbing, slapping, and restraining the partner. Severe vimielckes
behaviors such as kicking, biting or punching with a fist, beating the other person up, and
threatening the other person with a knife or gun (Straus, et al., 1996). Studies utilizing non
clinical samples have shown that most of the spouse abuse in Army familie®ismi
severity according to the CTS2 or MCTS (Heyman & Neidig, 1999; McCarroll,, 819819;
Mollerstrom, et al., 1992; Rosen, Parmley, Knudson, & Fancher, 2002). However, when
studies that examine subjects in clinical settings are considered, théysgwaolence
increases. In a study examining military couples mandated for IPV &egthb% of the

men and 37% of the women perpetrated severe IPV (Langhinrichsen-Rohling1293).

Researchers have proposed that the violence in relationships is more severasvhen it
unidirectional, that is, only one partner has perpetrated violence againsteh@utCarroll,
et al., 2004a; Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1998)cCarroll et al. (2004a), examined
the extent to which spouse abuse in Army families was perpetrated by the onzam vor
both partners and the associated severity of the violence. He examined data fhomythe
Central Registry of substantiated cases of physical and emotional spous@ablysng an

enlisted victim or perpetrator for fiscal years 1998 to 2002. This study utilizédrhe
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Family Advocacy Program’s classification of severity (U.S. Army, nwhjch includes a

third severity level, moderate, that is not included in the CTS2 or the MCTS. Across the
study years, incidents with nonmutual physical abuse were consistemédysewere than

incidents involving mutual abuse, and the severity of physical violence wasr gogate

female victims. Females were the victims of 79% of severe nonmutual physisal a

incidents and 58% of severe mutual abuse incidents. The severity of mutual emotiomal abus
was also greater than the nonmutual incidents, and females were more ofietirtiseof

severe emotional abuse than were males (McCarroll, et al., 2004a).

Although much is known about male spouse abuse perpetrators in the Army, much
less is known about how characteristics of the perpetrators and violent incideartfodiff
females. This study will examine these issues and will provide valuableodafarm
prevention and treatment services for spouse abuse in the Army. Specificafppiis
addresses the following research questions: 1) How do male and female spoeise abus
perpetrators in the Army vary on sociodemographic characteristics?; 2) Hatedof
spouse abuse vary by sex and race/ethnicity?; 3) How does the occurrence odbusgeal
vary by the sex of the perpetrator?; 4) How do the type(s) and severity of spouse abuse
perpetrated vary by the sex of the perpetrator?, and 5) Is sex a predibmseverity of
emotional and physical abuse perpetrated, controlling for other perpetratoridedtinc

characteristics?
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Methods

Data and Study Design

The primary data source for this study is the Army Central Registiiiimmated
incident-based reporting systeMgnual for child maltreatment and domestic abuse, 2005).
Family Advocacy Program personnel enter information into the registeafdr reported
case of family violence. The registry collects information about theadfe victim and
abusive incident. Demographic data on the victim and offender are provided, including the
soldier’s race/ethnicity, and pay grade. The type and severity of the amesdent, and
whether alcohol or drugs were involved is also recorded. While the Army CengiatriRe
currently collects information on all cases of domestic violence involving so(diefsding
unmarried couples), at the time the study data were collected, only domelsticei
involving married soldiers was recorded. All cases are investigated aadeeMdy a
multidisciplinary committee that determines if substantiation of the isasarranted. To be
included in the study sample, an Army family including an active duty soldier musahave
least one substantiated case of spouse abuse perpetrated by the soldiedexsirettar
Army Central Registry, between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2004.

Additional demographic data utilized are from the Defense Manpower DatarCe
(DMDC), the organization responsible for maintaining manpower and personnel dae for t
Department of Defense. The demographic data from DMDC represents fevpdints:

June 30, 2000; June 30, 2001; June 30, 2002; June 30, 2003, and June 30, 2004, and includes

the number of married soldiers in the U.S. Army by sex and race/ethnicity.
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Operational Definitions

Perpetrator individual level factors from the Army Central Registriude
race/ethnicity, sex, age, pay grade, and Army status (enlisted or)offRaere/ethnicity is
recorded as one of the following options: white, not Hispanic; Black, not Hispanpgrtits
Asian/Pacific Islander; American Indian. Sex of the offender isralsrded. Age was
calculated using the date of birth and the incident date as recorded in the émtrgi C
Registry. Pay grade is operationalized into two groups by the Army’s codeldioers’ pay
grade; specifically, E1-E3 (Private through Private First Class) isdared the “lower” pay
grade group, while E4 (Specialist or Corporal) and higher are consideredgher"tpay
grade group. Army status was determined from a “pay plan” variable AGRe
perpetrators coded as “commissioned officer” or “warrant officer” wkssified as officer;

those coded as “enlisted” remained as such.

Incident characteristics are also considered. Offenses wendéiethas “initial
spouse abuse offenses” if they were recorded in the Army Central Registiyial, as
opposed to “subsequent incident” or “reopen”. The location of the incident is recorded in
the Army Central Registry as either on installation or off ingtalta Additionally, drug and
alcohol use by the offender and victim during the incident are each recorded imtye Ar
Central Registry with three response options — yes, no, or unknown. Substance usa variable
were created for offenders and victims that indicate if any substanéeithhee alcohol or

drug use) occurred during the incident.

Three aspects of the abuse occurring during the initial spouse abuse wiense
examined, specifically, the type and severity, and the occurrence of muigal arhe types

and severity of spouse abuse are operationalized by the Army Centrahy\REJ3R)
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categories, and defined in the Family Advocacy Program’s Spouse Abuse Manual. The
options for type of violence are physical, sexual, emotional, and neglect. Theysaiveri
maltreatment for each type of violence is recorded as mild (1), moderabe $2yere (3).
Incidents wherein a certain type of violence did not occur were coded as zexodiatys
Additionally, incidents in which the perpetrator was also a victim of spouse abuse wer

coded as having mutual abuse occurring.

Statistical Analysis

All data analyses were conducted using SPSS 16.0 for Windows. An alpha level of
.05 was considered statistically significant in all analyses. Deseriptialyses were first
conducted on sociodemographic variables to describe characteristics of mamaled f
spouse abuse perpetrators. Frequencies and percentages were reported aad byrapar
Chi-square tests were performed to determine if the sociodemographic sadiiffeled by

Sex.

The rate of spouse abuse perpetration by sex per 1,000 married, active duty Army
soldiers was then calculated on an annual basis for the 5 years of study dataonb#ia f
DMDC provided the total number of active duty married soldiers by sex, and haieitgt
groups in the Army as of June 30 for each year (2000-2004). These numbers were the
denominators used for the rate calculations. Perpetrators were only countedtbace
numerator in any given year, even if they perpetrated more than once in thaChea
square tests were performed to determine the relationship between sex ateddhspause
abuse among the married, active duty Army population for all years of data. eéngergtes

by sex and race/ethnicity were also calculated and compared. To enforensuéte
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stability, racial/ethnic groups that had less than 15 male or female ptorsetneer the study

period were excluded in the rate calculations.

The relationship between sex of the offender and the occurrence of mutual abuse was
examined; frequencies and percentages were reported and compared by sexsgumtehi
tests were performed. Similarly, the relationship between sex and the typevenity sf
violence perpetrated were examined. Frequencies and percentages fooleack

type/severity category were reported and compared between the sexes usqupaohitests.

Ordinal logistic regression models were run to examine the relationshipdresex
and the severity of physical and emotional abuse perpetrated while controllinigeior ot
variables. All models included age, race/ethnicity, pay grade; Ammbyssfenlisted versus
officer); substance use by the offender and victim; location of the incident (oh or of
installation), and the occurrence of mutual abuse as control variables (meaningtéey
retained in the model even if they were not shown to be significantly cod&ldtethe

dependent variables).

Chunk tests were performed for all regression models to test if any of therniddape
variables were moderators of the effect of sex (Kleinbaum, 1994). Modelsumere r
including all the independent variables identified above as well as their traareezms with
sex, the -2 log likelihoods were compared with models containing only the maits eiifieic
no interaction terms. If no significant differences are found between thesnthdelimplies
that none of the interaction terms significantly improved the predictive aldiliheanodels,

and therefore that none of the independent variables moderate the effecthaihgemodels.
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Adjusted odds ratios were obtained from the regression models to compare
differences across groups, and the Wald 95% confidence intervals werel utilcdetermine
precision (Poole, 2001). Pearson chi-square statistics were considerechde#ters of the

predictive ability of the models (Stokes, Davis, & Koch, 2000).

Results

Overall, there were 7,697 perpetrators of substantiated spouse abuse during 2000-
2004, including 7,315 males (95%) and 382 females (5%). These perpetrators committed
8,872 incidents of spouse abuse (some incidents involved multiple types of abuse). Males
committed 8,439 (95.1%) of the unique incidents of abuse and females committed 433

(4.9%) incidents of abuse.

Sociodemographic Characteristics of Offenders

Male and female spouse abuse offenders differed significantly in terms of
sociodemographic characteristics. The average age of females (25.26 Peagg)Svas
approximately 1.5 years less than the average age for males (26.75, SD 5.94) (#.000).
larger percentage of females than males were 25 years old or less {@4sii%52.1%)
(Table 5.1). Females were also significantly more likely than males tothe iower pay
grades (36.4% versus 24.8%). No significant differences were found between thie sexe
their enlisted versus officer status.

Male and female spouse abuse offenders differed in terms of their thaial/e
distributions. Males were more likely than females to be white (43.6% males, 22.8%
females) or Hispanic (12.5% males, 8.1% females). The majority of théefparpetrators

were Black (65.2%), compared to 41.2% of males. Similar proportions of males andsfemale
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were Asian/Pacific Islander (2.0% males, 3.1% females) and Amendamnl(.7% males,

.8% females).

Rates of Spouse Abuse Perpetration by Sex and Race/Ethnicity

The rates of spouse abuse perpetration per 1,000 active duty married Army personnel
were calculated by sex for each year from 2000 through 2004 (see Table 5.2). Tdre rate
males was significantly higher than that for females for every(pea®00). An interesting
note is that the rate for males significantly decreased from 2002 to 2003 (P dausquace,

1 df=52.25, p<.0001), while the rate for females increased over this time period, though this

increase was not significant (Pearson chi-square, 1 df = .12, p=.729).

Males had higher rates than females within each racial/ethnic group (pts660)
Table 5.3). Among males, Blacks had the highest five year rate of adldiaéethnic
categories (12.24 per 1,000), and whites had the lowest five year rate (4.97 per 1,000).
Similarly, among females, Black females had the highest fiverggaf4.02 per 1,000),
while whites had the lowest (1.29 per 1,000). The rates for Hispanics fell betvee#s Bl
and whites for both males and females (9.63 per 1,000 for males, and 2.25 per 1,000 for
females). Rates for Asian/Pacific Islanders and American Indiaresneécalculated, as

there were too few female perpetrators in these groups for sufficientataitéys

Sex of Offender and Mutual Abuse Occurrence

The relationship between sex of the offender and the offender’s experiense of al
being a victim of spouse abuse at the initial incident was explored. A little d/€52d%)
of the female offenders were found to also be victims, approximately double teatpgec

of male offenders (p<.0001) (Table 5.4).
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Types and Severity of Spouse Abuse by Sex of Offender

The 7,697 initial incidents of spouse abuse were examined by type of abuse (Table
5.5). Emotional abuse was involved in 1203 (15.6%) of the initial incidents, physical abuse
was involved in 6900 (89.6%) of the initial incidents, and sexual abuse was involved in 51
cases (.01%), all of which were perpetrated by males. No incidents involved clegieg

the study period. Only 5.8% of incidents involved more than one type of violence.

Male offenders perpetrated the vast majority of all types of abuse, which is not
surprising given that the Army is approximately 86% male and 14% fenfadev@ duty
service personnel,” 2007). However, the distribution of types of abuse was diféerent

female offenders versus male offenders.

Male offenders perpetrated 1169 (97.2%) cases of emotional abuse, while female
offenders perpetrated 34 (2.8%) cases (Table 5.5). A smaller proportion & fema
perpetrators (8.9%) committed any emotional abuse than male perpetrators (pe.O%l).

A significant relationship between sex of the offender and emotional abusityseasr

found (p<.001). Similar proportions of male and female offenders committed mild (5.6%
males, 4.7% females) abuse, while a higher proportion of males committed racdierse
(8.2% males, 3.4% females), and slightly more males than females commntted s

emotional abuse (2.2% males, .8% females).

While males perpetrated the vast majority of the physical abuse irec{@&37 cases
or 94.7%), and females perpetrated only 363 (5.3%) cases (p<.001) (not in tabular form), a
higher proportion of female offenders (95.0%) committed physical violence tHan ma

offenders (89.4%) (p<.001) (Table 5.5). A significant relationship between dex of t
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offender and physical abuse severity was also found (p<.001). A higher percentagal®f fem
offenders than males committed mild (45% females, 38.3% males) and moderate (44.8%
females, 14.5% males) physical abuse, though males were more likely totsmwene

physical abuse (9.6% males, 5.2% females).

Predictors of Emotional and Physical Violence Severity

Ordinal logistic regression models were run to test whether the retapdretween
sex of the perpetrator and the severity of emotional and physical abuse woutdwiera
controlling for other sociodemographic variables and characteristics ofiiaespouse
abuse incident (see Tables 5.6 and 5.7). Chunk tests for all models were insignificant
indicating that none of the interaction terms significantly improved the predatbility of
the models, and therefore that none of the independent variables moderate the effdaot of se

the models.

The ordinal model of emotional abuse severity was significant at p<.001 (chi-square
=221.400, 12 df) (Table 5.6). Sex of the offender was a significant predictor; male cffender
had 1.45 times the odds of female offenders of perpetrating higher sewerisydé
emotional abuse, as opposed to lower severity levels (95% CI = 1.002, 2.085, p = .049).
Other sociodemographic variables were found to significantly decreasddb®f
perpetrating higher levels of emotional abuse, including: being in the younggmoage<
25 years) as opposed to being over 25 (OR =.719, 95% CI = .627, .824); being in the lower
pay grades (E1-E3), as compared to being in pay grade E4 or higher (OR =.812, 95% CI =
.668, .958); being enlisted, rather than being an officer (OR = .598, 95% CI = .432, .828),
and being Black (OR =.528, 95% CI = .458, .607) or Hispanic (OR =.792, 95% CI = .652,

.963), as compared to being white.
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Characteristics of the initial spouse abuse incident also were found to beaignif
predictors in the ordinal regression model of emotional abuse severity. Thosesfend
whose victims used substances had lower odds of perpetrating higher levels of emotional
abuse than offenders whose victims did not use substances (OR = .600, 95% CI = .470, .767).
Additionally, the initial spouse abuse incident occurring off installation (as edgoson
installation) increased the odds of perpetrating higher severity levetsaifonal abuse (OR
=1.235, 95% CI = 1.009, 1.400). Finally, the occurrence of mutual abuse, as compared to
the perpetrator not being a victim, decreased the odds of perpetrating higlseofleve

emotional abuse (OR =.717, 95% CI = .614, .837).

Another logistic regression model was run to test sex of the offender would be a
significant predictor of physical abuse severity when controlling for sth@iodemographic
variables and characteristics of the initial spouse abuse incident (Tabl&Be7inodel was
significant at p<.001 (chi-square = 129.044, 12 df). Sex of the offender was not a
statistically significant predictor of physical abuse severity €0R121, 95% CI = .933,
1.362, p=.254) (reference category is female). Other sociodemographic vasiatddsund
to significantly increase the odds of perpetrating higher severityslef@hysical abuse,
including: being in the younger age grogp?6 years) as opposed to being over 25 (OR =
1.209, 95% CI = 1.104, 1.324), and being Black (OR = 1.407, 95% CI = 1.283, 1.542) or

Asian (OR =1.461, 95% CI =1.083, 1.971), as compared to being white.

Characteristics of the initial spouse abuse incident also were found to bieagnif
predictors of physical abuse severity in the ordinal regression model. Those sffehde
used substances during the initial abuse incident had 1.23 times the odds of those who didn’t

use substances of perpetrating higher levels of physical abuse severi®i]p=@ffenders

75



whose victims used substances had 1.30 times the odds of perpetrating higher sgeéxity |

of physical abuse as compared to offenders who victims did not use substances (p<.001).

Discussion

This study examined the differences between male and female soldier dpasese a
offenders in the Army on sociodemographic characteristics, rates of violgnce b
race/ethnicity, the occurrence of mutual abuse, and the relationship betweew sles
types and severity of violence perpetrated. Significant differences oware by sex in all
analyses.

Annual rates of spouse abuse were examined. The decrease in spouse abuse rates by
males after 2002 is likely due to heavy deployments to Iraq and Afghanistambegan in
2003. As a result of deployments, fewer soldiers would be at home with their spouses,
therefore decreasing the opportunity to perpetrate spouse abuse. Howeveg,dhé&eraale
spouse abuse increased from 2002 to 2003, though this increase was not significant. It may
be that sex interacts with deployment in predicting spouse abuse perpetration. Future
examination of spouse abuse rates during war time should examine the effectyheeaplo
on rates by sex.

As mentioned, no previous study has examined the rates in the Army by Hispanic
soldiers. Hispanic females were found to have a higher rate of spouse abusatmerpet
than whites and a lower rate of spouse abuse perpetration than Blacks. Males foléowed t
same pattern. The rates of Asian and American Indians were not calldataise of the
small number of female perpetrators in these groups, so it is unclear hogrthgse
compare. Further research with larger subgroup sample sizes (i.e., includingearsref

data) would clarify this issue.
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This study found male offenders perpetrated the majority of all types of \eplasic
was expected given approximately 86% of soldiers are male ("Activesdutice personnel
by branch of service, officer/enlisted status & sex as of 30 September 2006," 2007).
However, differences exist by sex in the distribution of types of violence pagukt To be
recorded as a spouse abuse offender in the Army Central Registry, one nmgtsmme
type of violence, and the vast majority of offenses in this data set involveagrssa/or
emotional abuse. Therefore, because female offenders commit low levels @iamoti
abuse, they are more likely to commit physical abuse. Thus, male offenders were
significantly more likely to perpetrate emotional abuse than female offendeite female
offenders were more likely to perpetrate physical abuse than male effende

Given the higher percentage of female offenders who are spouse abuse victims, the
distributions of violence type by sex are not entirely surprising. It is/likelt a large
proportion of the violence perpetrated in a mutually abusive incident is in self defense.
females are perpetrating spouse abuse in self defense, physical viotenddikely be more
effective than emotional abuse for protection. Additionally, the feminisppetive of
domestic violence considers emotional abuse, like all types of IPV, to becaetaglioyed to
maintain power and control in an intimate relationship (Yllo, 1993). Victims of spouse abuse
may not have the power in the marital relationship necessary to perpetaitenal abuse
(i.e., they have no power or control in the relationship to maintain and only perpetrate
physical violence in self defense). Further research exploring thiemslap between sex of
offender, victimization by spouse abuse, and types of spouse abuse perpetrated would hel

clarify these issues.
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Consistent with previous research utilizing ACR data, the majority of spouse abuse
perpetrated was mild or moderate in severity (McCarroll, et al., 1999) edtitegly, sex was
a significant predictor of the severity level of emotional violence pexeekr with males
having greater odds than females of committing higher severity levels, sl was not a
significant predictor of severity level of physical violence. However,imhgossible to
compare these findings to other studies of IPV in the military or in civilian pbpos that
utilize the CTS2 or the MCTS to classify the severity of violence dudfeyahces in the
categorization of certain acts. As mentioned, the classification sgstgoyed by the FAP
and recorded in the ACR includes a third severity level, moderate, that is not chiciutbe
CTS2 or the MCTS. Some acts that are considered minor in the CTS2 and MCTS are
considered moderate in the FAP system (e.g., throwing something at your, garshéng or
shoving, slapping) and some acts that are considered moderate in the FAP system a
considered severe in the CTS2 and MCTS (e.g., kicking, hitting) (M.A. Straus, Hamby
Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1995; U.S. Army, n.d.). The Army should consider modifying
its abuse classification system so that better comparisons across amdianilitary

populations can be made.

Study Limitations

This study has several limitations. As in all studies of spouse abuse, ityishHite
many cases are unreported. This can be due to many reasons including fearrpethetqre
and failure to identify behaviors as abusive. Under reporting may be a patmotrn in a
military sample where substantiated cases of spouse abuse perpetrati@nsgtdier’s
record and may negatively affect one’s career. Spouse victims therefpiteane a

disincentive to report abuse. Additionally, to be in this sample, cases must also be
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substantiated via an investigation and review by a committee of Army persommplatess
may also discourage reporting by those victims who prefer privacy and aityanym

Other potential limitations of the data utilized exist. This study utitizeéa from the
Army Central Registry, a large administrative database. This databgs®main errors.
Finally, large scale deployments of Army soldiers began in 2003 which fallshikistudy
period. Deployments may affect patterns of spouse abuse perpetration in unigbg seys

that we currently do not understand.

Conclusion

This study makes important contributions in describing how sex affects spouse abuse
perpetration among soldier offenders in Army families, an area largelyploned. Male
and female offenders differ significantly in important ways, includingogt®znographics,
rates of perpetration, and the types and severity of violence perpetratedtudiiprovides
valuable data to inform sex appropriate prevention and treatment serviepstdige abuse in

the Army.

Future research should continue to explore differences between male and female
perpetrators of spouse abuse. Exploration of how males and females soldiens tiffas
of common problems that tend to co-occur with spouse abuse, such as child abuse, would
provide additional valuable insight. Additionally, examining changes in rates ofespous
abuse perpetration by sex due to deployments would be of particular current.irfteraby,
how the Army responds to male and female perpetrators and their victims should be

examined, as well as subsequent reoffense.
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Table 5.1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of Married Soldier Spouse Abuse Offenders

Males Females p-value Total
(n=7315) (n=382)
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Race/Ethnicity <.001
White 3190 (43.6) 87 (22.8) 3277 (42.6)
Black 3016 (41.2) 249 (65.2) 3265 (42.4)
Hispanic 911 (12.5) 31(8.1) 942 (12.2)
Asian/Pacific Islander 145 (2.0) 12 (3.1) 157 (2.0)
American Indian 53 (.7) 3(.8) 56 (.7)
Age Group <.001
<25 3812 (52.1) 245 (64.1) 4057 (52.7)
>25 3503 (47.9) 137 (35.9) 3640 (47.3)
Army Status .608
Officer 181 (2.5) 7 (1.8) 188 (2.4)
Enlisted 7134 (97.5) 375 (98.2) 7509 (97.6)
Pay Grade <.001
Lower (E1-E3) 1814 (24.8) 139 (36.4) 1953 (25.4)
Higher (E4+) 5501 (75.2) 243 (63.6) 5744 (74.6)

*Pearson Chi-Square (2-sided)
+Fisher’s Exact Test (2-sided)
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Table 5.2 Rates of Spouse Abuse Perpetration by Sex among Active Duty
Married Army Personnel, 2000 — 2004

Males Females p-value
Year Rate per 1000 Rate per 1000
(95% ClI) (95% CI)

2000 8.16 (7.63,8.38) 2.58(2.08, 3.22) <.0001

2001 7.82(7.45,8.20) 2.94 (2.40, 3.61) <.0001

2002 8.38 (8.01,8.78) 2.64 (2.13, 3.27) <.0001

2003 6.49 (6.16, 6.84) 2.78 (2.26, 3.43) <.0001

2004 5.58 (5.28,5.91) 1.96 (1.52, 2.52) <.0001
2000 - 2004 7.28 (7.12,7.44) 2.59 (2.35, 2.85) <.0001

Table 5.3.Five Year Rates of Spouse Abuse Perpetration by Sex and
Race/Ethnicity among Active Duty Married Army Personnel, 2000 — 2004

Males Females
Race/Ethnicity Rate per 1000 Rate per 1000 p-value
(95% CI) (95% ClI)
White 4.97 (4.80, 5.14) 1.29 (1.05, 1.59) <.0001
Black 12.24 (11.83,12.66) 4.02 (3.57, 4.54) <.0001
Hispanic 9.63 (9.04, 10.25) 2.25 (1.60, 3.16) <.0001
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Table 5.4. Perpetrator also Victim of Spouse Abuse at Initial Incident

Male Offenders Female Offenders p-value Total
(n=7315) (n=382)
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Victim 1850 (25.3) 200 (52.4) <.0001 2050 (26.6)
Not Victim 5465 (74.7) 182 (47.6) 5647 (73.4)
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Table 5.£. Violence Type and Severity Perpetrated at Initial Offense

Male Female p-value Total
Offenders  Offenders (n=7697)
(n=7315) (n=382)
Violence Type \éig\l/eer:icis n (%) n (%) n (%)
Emotional <.001
None 6146 (84.0)| 348 (91.1) 6494 (84.4)
Mild 410 (5.6) 18 (4.7) 428 (5.6)
Moderate 597 (8.2) 13 (3.4) 610 (7.9
Severe 162 (2.2) 3(.8) 165 (2.1
Any Emotional 1169 (16.0) | 34 (8.9) <.001 1203 (15.5)
Physical <.001
None 778 (10.6) 19 (5.0) 797 (10.4)
Mild 2799 (38.3) | 172 (45.0 2971 (38.6)
Moderate | 3083 (14.5) 171 (44.8) 3209 (41|7)
Severe 700 (9.6) 20 (5.2) 720 (9.4
Any Physical 6537 (89.4)) 363 (95.0) <.001 6900 (89.6)
Sexual
None 7264 (99.3)| 382 (100.0) -- 7646 (99/3)
Mild 6 (.1) 0 (0.0) 6 (<.1)
Moderate 17 (.2) 0 (0.0) 17 (<.1)
Severe 28 (\4) 0(0.0) 28 (<.1)
Any Sexual 51 (.7) 0 (0.0) - 51 (.7)
Neglect 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) - --
>1 Type 433 (5.9) 15 (3.9) .105 448 (5.8
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Table 5.6.Predictors of Emotional Abuse Severity

N OR (95% CIy* p value
Offender Characteristics

Se»
Male 731t 1.445 (1.002, 2.08 .04¢
Female (Referen 38z 1.C

Age
<2t 4057 .719 (.627, .82: <.001
> 25 (Referen 364( 1.C

Pay grade
Lower (E}E3) 195: .812 (.668, .95¢ .01z
Higher (E4+) (Referen 574¢ 1.C

Army Status
Enlistec 750¢ .598 (.432, .82¢ .00z
Officer (Referent 18¢ 1.C

Race/Ethnicity
Black 326t .528 (.458, .60" <.001
Hispanic 94z .792 (.652, .96: .01¢
Asiar 157 .853 (.561, 1.29° A57
Native America 5€ .621(.268, 1.44.  .267
White (Referen 3271 1.C

Incident Characteristics

Substance Us
Substince use by offend 1832 .894 (.752, 1.06: .25¢
No substance use by offender (Refetr 586¢ 1.C
Substance use by vict 97¢ .600 (.470, .76° <.001
No substance use by victim (Refer 6721 1.C

Location of Initial Spouse Abuse Inciden
Off installatior 357¢ 1.235 (1.0090, 1.40 .001
Oninstallatior (Referent 4121 1.C

Mutual Abuse
Yes 205( 717 (.614, .83 <.001
No (Referent 5647 1.C

'OR=0dds ratio; 95% CI=Ninety five percent confidermtervals.
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Table 5.7.Predictors of Physical Abuse Severity

Offender Characteristics

Se»

Male

Female (Referen
Age

<2t

> 25 (Referen
Pay grade

Lower (EJ-E3)

Higher (E4+) (Referen
Army Status

Enlistec

Officer (Refereni
Race/Ethnicity

Black

Hispanic

Asiar

Native Americal

White (Referen

Incident Characteristics

Substance (se

Substance use by offen

No substance use by offender (Refet

Substance use by vict

No substance use by victim (Refer:

Location of Initial Spouse Abuse Incident

Off installatior

Oninstallatior (Referent
Mutual Abuse

Yes

No (Referent

N

731¢
382

4057
364(

195:
574¢

750¢
18¢

326¢
942
157
56
327

183:
586¢
97¢

6721

357¢
4121

205(
564

OR (95% CI)* p value

1.121(.922,1.36. .25¢
1.C

1.209 (1.104, 1.32 <.001
1.C

1.072 (.967,1.18  .18¢
1.C

1.261 (.960, 1.65 .09¢
1.C

1.407 (1.283, 1.54 <.001
1.023(.894,1.17 .73¢
1.461 (1.083, 1.97 .01%
1.453(.885, 2.38" .13¢
1.C

1.226 (1.092, 1.37 .001
1.C

1.302 (1.123,1.51 <.001
1.C

1.070(.984,1.16. .11f
1.C

.988 (.897, 1.08 797
1.C

'OR=0dds ratio; 95% Cl=Ninety five percent confidemutervals.
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CHAPTER 6: SEX DIFFERENCES IN THE ARMY’S RESPONSE TO
SPOUSE ABUSE PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS

Abstract

Differences in the Army’s response to spouse abuse perpetrated by malmaled fe
active duty Army soldiers were examined using five years of data (2000-206v)he U.S.
Army Central Registry, an electronic data system that contains irtioman family
violence cases. There were 7,646 soldier spouse abuse perpetrators identified: 2264 mal
and 382 female. Civilian law enforcement was more likely to collaborate on the
investigation with the Army’s Family Advocacy Program when the offendemnveds
(adjusted OR=1.3§)=.039), as were child protective services (adjusted OR=A=7032),
controlling for other offender and incident characteristics. Male offendenes twice as
likely as female offenders to be removed from the hgme(Q01), and the wives of male
offenders were approximately half as likely as the husbands of femalderf$en be
sheltered§=.004). No statistically significant differences were found by sex of the offende
in the initial allegation referral source, or the provision of clinical intereaatto offenders

and victims.

Introduction
Intimate partner violence (IPV), or domestic violence, poses a signiftuasatt to

public health in both civilian and military families. Studies that compare nyikad

civilian families have shown military families to be at greater riskekperiencing IPV



(Cronin, 1995; Griffin & Morgan, 1988; Heyman & Neidig, 1999; Rentz, et al., 2006). The
Department of Defense has made stopping IPV a priority, allocating $9@@nnmilithe

fiscal year 2008-2009 budget for that purpose (Thompson, 2008). However, little is known
about how the military currently responds to male and female domestic violencegierpge
specifically, referral and investigation, and services provided to offendersciimasvi

Sex differences in the perpetration of domestic violence have been the foaushof m
research in recent years (see: Archer, 2000; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000; Bachman &
Saltzman, 1995; Langhrinchsen-Rohling, 1995; McCarroll et al, 2004a; Rosen, Rarmley
Knudons & Fancher, 2002). While the actual amount of domestic violence perpetrated by
females remains controversial, domestic violence service systetmgetigainitially
developed to respond to male perpetrators and female victims are increalsagly
responding to a minority of female offenders and male victims (Miller, 20R&3$earch has
found male and female domestic violence perpetrators differ on important v&riable
including: the experience of also being a victim of domestic violence; historypstpeging
violence; sociodemographic variables; mental illness; and treatment neeéssitating a
gendered approach to the response to domestic violence{\NfGi7). Despite these
identified needs, little is known about whether and/or how the patterns of servicesgbrovide
to domestic violence offenders and victims vary by sex of the offender.

In the civilian environment, domestic violence cases may be handled by numerous
agencies and organizations. While the majority of those arrested for dowielsince are
males, the number of women arrested for domestic violence increased rapidhyewith t
implementation of pro arrest and mandatory arrest policies (Martin, 1997; Saunders, 1995)

Such policies led to an increase in dual arrest, arrest of both parties, and a riesnéasg
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in the number of women arrested. There is concern that in cases of dual arpshdhe
aggressor in the couple is not being identified, and the victim, using violence in seealef

is being held equally culpable. In response to this concern, some jurisdictions dnibaiiie
policies to encourage arresting officers to better evaluate each partyits tfodeviolence by
directing them to identify and arrest only the primary aggressor (Finn #sB2006; Martin,
1997). The effects of these modifications on women’s arrest rates remain usmhear
studies have documented decreased rates of women'’s arrest following impliemémta

some areas, while other studies find women'’s arrest rates continuing to if8easer,
Brandt, Bronson, & Hartnett, 2002; Chesney-Lind, 2002; Finn & Bettis, 2006; McMahon &

Pence, 2003).

Little research has compared the rates of arrest of suspectednddémale
domestic violence perpetrators, though one study with a small sample size follewdrates
of arrest for male and female perpetrators of domestic violence in atbanavidatory
arrest policies (Buzawa & Austin, 1997). However, numerous studies suggest that, in
general, there may be differences by sex in how police and judicial systsmosid to

women and men (Daly & Bordt, 1995).

Some studies have found that women are less likely than men to face arrest for
equivalent crimes, and may receive more lenient sentences (Daly & Ba9¢).
Numerous theories have been cited to explain this unequal treatment of men and women in
the civilian police and judicial systems. Some suggest that the differea@siahent of
offenders by sex in these systems is a result of the influence of traditionat gdade
(Bowker, 1978; Crew, 1991), and/or ideals of chivalry and paternalism (Crew, 1991; Krohn,
Curry, & Nelson-Kilger, 1983; Moulds, 1978; Nagel & Hagan, 1982).
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In the civilian environment, systems to respond to male victims of domestic w&olenc
are largely lacking. Domestic violence shelters often cannot accommaalatgiatims.
Moreover, while health care systems are increasingly implementinggsdlicscreen female
patients for domestic violence, the potential for male victims is largelyagrnoy these
policies (Mills, Avegno, & Haydel, 2006). However, differential treatmentdxycs
offenders and victims of domestic violence may be warranted. Many ressgrobgose
that the majority of women who are charged with or admit to perpetratingnacecterized
as domestic violence are actually defending themselves from an abusner (saé:

Dobash, et al., 1992; K. Hamberger & Potente, 1994; Saunders, 1995). They believe many
of these women would not be identified as perpetrators if the context and extent of the
violence were understood. If this is the case, procedures to better identpggrpetrators

and victims are needed, and in the meantime, differential treatment of mataraaid f

“perpetrators” and “victims” is warranted.

Women in the Army

While women play a greater role in the U.S. Army than ever before, theynréamai
outnumbered by men within the organization, and still constitute only 14% of active duty
personnel ("Active duty service personnel,” 2007). Women'’s career optionsiremai
restricted in the Army, due to their exclusion from units and jobs whose prinissipmis
direct ground combat (Yeager, 2007). The commonly articulated beliefs yingdrans on
women in combat are that they are constitutionally unsuited for fighting and woatd cre

dangerous distractions to their male counterparts on the battlefield (Kovitz, 2003).

While the Army is a bureaucracy, policies and procedures are not carriedeout i

vacuum; they are interpreted by individuals functioning within an organizational
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environment. Feminists argue that all organizations, civilian or military, ackegsd,
meaning that gender is, “(P)resent in its processes, practices, imdgdsalogies, and
distributions of power” (Acker, 1992, p. 567). Britton, 2000, further explains the

implications of an organization’s genderedness:

To say that organizations are inherently gendered implies that they have foeed, de
conceptualized, and structured in terms of a distinction between masculinity and

femininity, and presume and will thus inevitably reproduce gendered differences.
(Britton, 2000)

Researchers assess the genderedness of an organization by considaplegaspéicts
through which gender is reflected, including structural divisions, such as divisidroof la
and representation in positions of power, overall numeric representation, and the tonstruc
of gender in the organization’s culture (e.g., Carreiras, 2006; Britton, 2000). Basedeon thes
criteria, Carreiras (2006) calls the military an “extreme cagewdered organization” (p.
40).
Certainly, the Army remains, at its core, a masculine organizatiore((2a:r2006).
This may influence the way in which male and female personnel are regacdipbeessed
within the organization’s systems, thus reproducing gendered differenttesugh Army
policy for the treatment of spouse abusers and victims does not suggest diffeeattizent
by sex ("Directive Number 6400.1," 2004), given the societal and organizatidiesal, m
and/or actual differences in the violence perpetrated by males and feinalpsssible that

differential treatment by gender exists.
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The Army’s Response to Spouse Abuse

The U.S. military has created an organization that is responsible for handisgo€as
family violence, including spouse abuse, among military families. Thisiaajeon, the
Family Advocacy Program, has been mandated by the Department of Defenge tabe
in all military services (Directive Number 6400.1, 2004). The Family Advocamyr&m
handles family violence identification, investigation, and treatrmsmin{ Regul ation 608-

18: The Army Family Advocacy Program, 2006), and is staffed by clinical social workers,
psychologists, and other professionals. In addition to the response by the Aa@woitacy
Program, additional administrative sanctions or disciplinary actions undenifuerty Code

of Military Justice may be taken at the discretion of the Commander (D.2004).

While all soldiers are encouraged to report cases of spouse abuse, in contrast to the
civilian environment, many Army professionals are required to report spouse abuse,
including: law enforcement; health care professionals, social workésylgeersonnel;

Family Advocacy Program personnel; and unit commanders (Army Regulation 608-18
2006). The Family Advocacy Program leads an investigation into the incident, sradsma
collaborate with other military or civilian organizations, including mijitand/or civilian

law enforcement, and SWS (for soldiers overseas). Additionally, because both spoese abus
and child abuse can co-occur during an incident, child protective services nmaplved in

an investigation. The case is then either substantiated or unsubstantiat€dds/Review
Committee. If substantiated, the soldier receives a clinical assgssonelucted by an

assigned Family Advocacy Program case worker. Based upon this assgs8seade
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worker determines the appropriate treatment for the perpetrator and, wnctinaing

protective action (U.S. Army, n.d.).

Spouse Abuse Referrals and I nvestigations

Only one published study has examined the sources of referral of spouse alsise case
in the Army to the Family Advocacy Program. This study examined Aremgr&l Registry
data from 1989-1997, and found law enforcement, medical and dental professionals, and
commanders to be the primary sources of referral of spouse abuse offeridersamily
Advocacy Program (McCarroll, et al., 1999). If the source of referral diffesex of the
perpetrator is not known. No studies have examined the agencies involved in spouse abuse

investigations.

Clinical Interventions and Protective Actions

The Family Advocacy Program is responsible for determining what, ifcéinigal
interventions to provide to spouse abuse perpetrators and victims as well asiany vict
protective action that is taken. McCarroll, et al. (1999), analyzed Army CReagidtry data
from 1989-1997. Over 90% of victims received social services including counseling, about
one fourth received outpatient medical services, and less than 2% received inpadiieat
services. No studies have examined if/how these services vary by victint,gesrdeave
they explored victim protective action taken by the Family Advocacy Pro@am spouse
sheltered, offender removed from home, removing the offender from his/her normal duty

station, etc.), or services provided to perpetrators.

This study will address these gaps in our knowledge by examining sexntiéferia

Army and civilian agencies involved in referral of spouse abuse cases gghéty soldiers,
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investigations, clinical interventions provided to offenders and victims, and \pctitactive

actions taken by the Army.

Methods

Data and Study Design

The primary data source for this study is the Army Central Registrg.Afiny
Central Registry is an automated incident-based reporting systamadl for child
maltreatment and domestic abuse, 2005); Family Advocacy Program personnel enter
information into the registry for each reported case of family violence. ildisohtains
information about the offender, victim and abusive incident. While the Army Central
Registry currently collects information on all cases of domestic violewodving soldiers
(including unmarried couples), at the time the data to be used for this studyoliected,
only domestic violence involving married soldiers was recorded. To be included indie st
sample, an Army family including an active duty soldier must have at leastiostaistiated
case of spouse abuse perpetrated by the soldier, as recorded in the ArmyRegjdtgy,
between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2004. Offenses were classifiechhspgouse
abuse offenses” if the incident type is recorded as initial, as opposed to “subsecjdent”
or “reopen”.

Initial analyses revealed that only males committed sexual abusstageir spouse.
Because the purpose of the analysis is to compare the effect of gender on tlse Army
response to perpetrators and victims, all other characteristics held congiahtases

involving sexual abuse (n=51) were excluded from the sample.
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Operational Definitions

Perpetrator individual level factors from the Army Central Regesteyconsidered,
including race/ethnicity, sex, age, pay grade, and Army status (enlisbéiter).
Race/ethnicity is recorded as one of the following options: white, not Hispdaak, Biot
Hispanic; Hispanic; Asian/Pacific Islander; American Indian. Sekebtfender is also
recorded. Age was calculated using the date of birth and the incident daterdeden the
Army Central Registry. Pay grade is operationalized into two groups byrtimgsAcode for
soldiers’ pay grade; specifically, E1-E3 | (Private through Privas €lass) is considered
the “lower” pay grade group, while E4 (Specialist or Corporal) and higheoastdered the
“higher” pay grade group. Army status was determined from a “pay péaigble in the
ACR; perpetrators coded as “commissioned officer” or “warrant officerewlassified as

officer; those coded as “enlisted” remained as such.

Characteristics of the spouse abuse incident were also considered. Tibe loicidite
incident is recorded in the Army Central Registry as either on ingtallat off installation.
Additionally, drug and alcohol use by the offender and victim during the incidentclre ea
recorded with three response options — yes, no, or unknown. Substance use varnables we
created for offenders and victims that indicate if any substance tiser @cohol or drug
use) occurred during the incident. The occurrence of mutual abuse (i.e., theroffasde
also a victim of spouse abuse) during the incident is recorded (Y/N). Finadyiahle
denoting the highest severity level of violence perpetrated during the imtidént was also
utilized (e.g., if emotional abuse of a mild level and physical violence of aratedevel
were both perpetrated by the offender during the incident, that incident would $iteclass

moderate).

97



The referral source of a potential spouse abuse indioléim¢ Family Advocacy
Program can be military or civilian. This analysis examined the two raoshon referral
sources for soldiers, military law enforcement and military medieatal, and a category
including all other potential referral sources, specifically: militampnmander (i.e. the chief
commissioned officer of a military unit); military child care/schoakpeanel; military
chaplain; family center professionals (Army family centers, latatemost installations,
provide support services, information, life-skills education, etc); other ngjlitasilian
social services; civilian law enforcement; civilian child care/schodgomel; civilian
medical/dental professionals; other civilian sources; the victim; the offeadigend,
relative, or neighbor, or other source. Each incident only has one referral source

Possible collaborators with the Family Advocacy Program on the investigagion ar
military law enforcement; civilian law enforcement; SWS (for soklmverseas), and child
protective services (for incidents also involving child abuse). More than one agency c
collaborate on the investigation. It is important to note that the Army Cengadtiyedoes
not indicate which spouse abuse offenders have children, and therefore, who has the

opportunity to commit child abuse.

The provision of clinical interventions to offenders and victims is operationalized via
a dichotomous variable (Y/N) denoting if any clinical treatment serviegs provided.
Clinical intervention may be provided by one or more of the following: Family Aawoca
Program personnel; another Department of Defense (DOD) program, or a nopsb@Bm

(e.g., civilian therapist).

The final aspect of the organizational response to spouse abuse offenses cossidered i
victim protective actionaken by the Family Advocacy Program. Protective action may or
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may not be taken in any given case. If it is taken, protective actions inclutkrisgehe
spouse, removing the offender from the home, removing the offender from his/her normal
duty station, removing a child for substitute care, or some other protectioe. abtultiple

types of protective action may be taken in any case.

Analyses

All data analyses were conducted using SPSS 16.0 for Windows. An alpha level of
.05 was used to determine statistical significance in all analyses. dPnioming any
regression models, separate correlation matrices for each analysisreated including the
independent and dependent variables in order to examine the bivariate relationships and
potential multicollinearity among the independent variables and betweemedagplemndent
variable and its respective dependent variable. All of the variables includedrggression

models had correlations less than .8.

Chunk tests were also performed for all regression models to test if drey of t
independent variables were moderators of the effect of sex (D. G. Kleinbaum, 1994). Models
were run including all the independent variables identified above as well amtbection
terms with sex; the -2 log likelihoods were compared with models containing onlyathe m
effects and no interaction terms. If no significant differencesoaredf between the models,
this implies that none of the interaction terms significantly improved the predability of
the models, and therefore that none of the independent variables moderate the effeict of s

the models.

Multinomial logistic regression models were run to examine the relationstwedre

sex and those values of the initial referral source with sufficient saraplendboth sex
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groups. One model was run with sex as the only independent variable to obtain an
unadjusted odds ratio, and another model was run including sex and the following control
variables to obtain an adjusted odds ratio: &g8,(>25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army
status (enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, black, Hispanic, othdr$tance use by
offender (Y/N) and victim (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation), maliabuse
occurrence (Y/N), severity of physical violence (0-3), and severity ofienabtviolence (0-

3).

Similarly, two binary logistic regression models were run on each value of the
following dependent variables with sufficient sample size in both sex groupsciesgen
involved in the investigations, the provision of clinical interventions for offenders and
victims, and victim protective actions taken by the Family Advocacy Programeaeh
dependent variable value, one model was run with sex as the only independent variable to
obtain an unadjusted odds ratio, and another model was run including sex and the following
control variables to obtain an adjusted odds ratio: €8®, ¢25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+),
Army status (enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, black, Hispaottrer), substance use
by offender (Y/N) and victim (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation)tunal
abuse occurrence (Y/N), severity of physical violence (0-3), and segéemotional

violence (0-3).

Chi-square analyses were run separately for cases involving male atel fema
offenders to further explore the relationship between two types of victim pvetection:

removing the offender from the home and sheltering the spouse.
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Results

Initial Allegation Referral Source

The source of the initial spouse abuse referral to the Family Advocacy Pragsam
examined by sex (Table 6.1). The majority of referrals for both male antefeffenders
came from military law enforcement (45.9% and 50.8%, respectively). The “athgory
was the next most common, responsible for the referral of 38.2% of male offenders and
42.2% of female offenders. Military medical/dental sources accounted for 11.9% of the
referrals involving male offenders and 11.0% of the referrals involving femaliedss.

Multinomial logistic regression models were run to test the relationsisgxodnd the
source of the initial referral (Table 6.2). None of the unadjusted or adjusted oddforatios
sex were statistically significant at aevel of .05. While the effect of sex on the likelihood
of military law enforcement being the referral source rather thatanyilmedical/dental or
other was nearly statistically significant (unadjusted OR = @2060), this relationship did
not remain when other characteristics of the offender and incident were ingaiutied i

model.

Agencies Involved in the Investigation

Agencies involved in the spouse abuse investigation were examined by sex (Table
6.3). As previously stated, the Family Advocacy Program, which is always involved in
investigations, may or may not collaborate with additional agencies. Milsa
enforcement was the most common collaborator on cases involving both male (50.4%) and
female (55.8%) offenders. The next most common collaborators on investigatiens wer

civilian law enforcement, SWS (for soldiers overseas), and child protectineese
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respectively. The Family Advocacy Program conducted the investigation alone fordf8.7%

the cases involving males and 19.6% involving females.

Logistic regression models were run to test the relationship between sekiahd w
agencies were involved in the investigation (Table 6.4). Military law enfaeem
involvement was found to be less likely with male offenders as compared to fémihles
model when sex was the only independent variable (OR=80043); however, this
relationship did not remain statistically significant when charactesisfithe offender and
incident were included in the model (OR = .88%,396). Civilian law enforcement was
more likely to collaborate on the investigation when the offender was male (unadj&sted O
1.40,p=.012; adjusted OR=1.3B+.039), as were child protective services (unadjusted OR=

1.62,p=.048; adjusted OR=1.716=.032).

Provision of Clinical Intervention to Offenders and Victims

Variation by sex in the provision of clinical interventions to spouse abuse offenders
and victims was examined. The vast majority of all offenders and victimseda#inical
services. Both male and female offenders received clinical serai®&s3% of cases.
Victims received clinical services in 97.2% of the cases involving maledsfs, and in
96.8% of cases involving female perpetrators. Binary logistic regression maaelsun to
test the relationship between sex and the provision of clinical interventions to offende
(unadjusted OR = .958, p = .958, adjusted OR = 1.113, p =.804) and victims (unadjusted OR
=1.119, p =.709, adjusted OR = 1.159, p = .634); no significant effects of sex were found

(not in tabular form).
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Victim Protective Action Taken

Differences in victim protective actions taken by sex of the offender weessexl
(Table 6.5). Among both males and female offenders, the most common type of aetion tak
to protect their spouse abuse victims was that classified as “other” (42.48eefamd
52.6% of husbands). For male offenders, the next most common protective action was for
the offender to be removed from the home (39.0%), followed by no victim protective action
taken (20.5%), and for the spouse of the offender to be sheltered (2.5%). For female
offenders, the second most common victim intervention was no protective action (22.0%),
followed by removing the offender from the home (21.5%), and sheltering the spouse of the

offender (4.5%).

Binary logistic regression models were run to test the relationshipdreses of the
offender and those victim protective actions taken by the Family AdvocacyaRrdégr
which there was sufficient sample size (Table 6.6). Male offenderswieeecas likely as
female offenders to be removed from the home (unadjusted OR=-p2.8001; adjusted
OR=2.00,p<.0001). The wives of male offenders were approximately half as likeéheas
husbands of female offenders to be sheltered (unadjusted OR=.683; adjusted OR=.46,
p=.004). The wives of male offenders were also less likely than the husbands ef femal
offenders to receive other types of protective actions (unadjusted OR=<.6601; adjusted
OR=.76,p=.011). No significant differences were found by sex for no victim protective

actions being takerp¥.45).

The relationship between removal of the offender from the home and sheltering the
spouse was examined separately by sex of the offender (Table 6.7). Fonwalsewmi male

perpetrators, a significantly smaller proportion of spouses are shelteeedoffenders are
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removed from the home (1.6%) then when they are not removed (%XA)00). The same
pattern is seen in cases involving female perpetrators, with a signifisamller proportion
of spouses sheltered when offenders are removed from the home (1.2%) then when they are

not removed (5.3%), though this relationship was not statistically significantl37).

Discussion

The referral sources for male and female offenders were highly comparsble
significant differences were found by sex for referral sources, indicadirdifferential
treatment by sex in this stage of the process. It is particularlystiteyehat no difference
by sex was found in referrals from military medical and dental sources. livilfenc
environment, health care protocols emphasize screening of women, not men (Mills, et a
2006). Why equivalent percentages of male and females would be identified anymilit
healthcare settings is unclear. Further examination into the refieyraiditary medical and

dental sources is warranted to better illuminate the role of offender sexerptioessses.

Civilian law enforcement and child protective services were found to be sigrificant
more likely to be involved in an investigation of a substantiated spouse abuse incibdent wi
male offender with other variables held constant. The greater chance of inentwarohild
protective services in cases involving male perpetrators may simply be éetales who
commit spouse abuse are more likely to concurrently commit child abuse thda $pmase
abuse offenders, thereby necessitating the participation of child pretsetvices in the
investigation. Concerning the greater likelihood of involvement of civilian law egrfoent
in cases involving male perpetrators, civilian law enforcement may be mdyetdikeitially

respond to cases involving male offenders, and therefore logically take gzet i
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investigation. These findings suggest no differential treatment of spouse @fifenders by

sex by the Army in the investigation of cases that are ultimatelyasulaed.

Consistent with previous research, nearly all victims received clirdoakcss
(McCarroll, et al, 1999), as did offenders. No differences were found by sex in threbkie
to receive clinical services or the provider of clinical services foimvgcor offenders,
indicating no differential treatment of spouse abuse offenders by sex Ayntlyan this

stage of the processing of spouse abuse offenders and victims.

Significant differences by sex of the offender when controlling for otlugridual
and incident characteristics (including violence types and severity) in tbe dfpictim
protective actions taken by the Family Advocacy Program were found. Matelefs were
twice as likely as female offenders to be removed from the home. This mag teetta
presumed greater availability of housing options for males than femaleson A
installations. Another possibility is that removing the offender from the h®the fastest
and most effective way of ensuring the safety of the victim, while minimiaotgn
inconvenience (as can happen when the victim is taken to a shelter), so that this issponse
utilized more often in cases that are perceived as imminently dangerousntdiipisetation
infers that the Family Advocacy Program considers spouse abuse perpetnaigiéd$to be

more dangerous to the victim than that perpetrated by females.

While less than 5% of the victims of either males or females were glakltee wives
of male offenders were half as likely as the husbands of female offendershelteeed. It
was also found that when male offenders are removed from the home, their spplsss a

likely to be sheltered, as would be expected. Given the larger proportion of maleffend
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that are removed from the home (39%) than females (21.5%), it is not surprising that the
victims of female offenders had higher odds of being sheltered. Additionally, housing
options for males and females on the installation may again play a role imidetgrwho is
removed from the home; it is likely easier to find appropriate shelter for thesiot

females (husbands) than males (wives).

These analyses found no indications of differential treatment of spouse abuse
offenders by sex in the source of the initial referral or the provision of dlsecaces to
offenders and victims, while differential treatment is found in the agencies involteel
investigations and victim protective actions taken when controlling for other indiadda
incident characteristics. However, the basis for the differences thatsloeswains

unknown.

Study Limitations

This study has several limitations. It is probable that many caspsugesabuse are
unreported due to reasons including fear of the perpetrator and the failure ty identif
behaviors as abusive. It is also possible that the data source, the Army Cegistay Re
contains errors. Finally, large scale deployments of Army soldiers be@@&03 which falls
within this study period. Deployments may affect patterns of the resporseusesabuse
that we currently do not understand.

Additionally, the measures of the Army’s response to spouse abuse perpetrator
utilized in this analysis represent only part of the picture. Referralesyuagencies involved
in the investigation, the provision of clinical services to victims and offenders, d@md vic
protective action taken are only some sources of potential differentiahsesp@ther

aspects of the response to offenders remain unexamined for sex diffenshodisg the
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type (e.g., individual versus group) and length of clinical treatment provided, ten e
of referrals that are substantiated through the investigation, and admireseatctions and

disciplinary actions taken at the discretion of the Commander.

Conclusion

This study is one of the first examining how sex of the offender affects fiwnses
to domestic violence. While the Army’s response to substantiated cases of spoaseagbus
found to be largely similar for males and females, differences by sexfewerd in the
agencies involved in the investigation and victim protective action taken. The Army is

encouraged to consider the appropriateness of these disparities.

Future research should continue to explore differences in the response to male and
female domestic violence offenders and victims within the Army context. Fuesesarch
should examine other aspects of the Army’s response to offenders including thedype a
length of clinical treatment provided, the percentage of referrals thatilaséantiated
through the investigation, and administrative sanctions and disciplinary aciigted by
commanders for male and female spouse abuse perpetrators. Additionaltstigeali
interviews with Family Advocacy Program providers could provide valuablehinsitp the
factors considered when collaborating with other agencies in investigatohndetermining
victim protective actions. Interviews with potential referral sources, (@ilitary
medical/dental providers, military law enforcement) could also illuraihatv cases are

identified and the decision to refer to the Family Advocacy Program made.

Similar research should also be conducted in the civilian context. It is important to

understand if the differential treatment by sex found in the response to other tgpgeseds
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also present in the response to domestic violence in the larger society. IEsdlitfezences
need to be brought to light so that it can be determined if these differential respenses a
warranted given the types of violence committed by sex and the context in whicrghey
committed, or if differences in response are due to traditional gendesbwliafich case

the offenders and victims may not be receiving appropriate services.
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Table 6.1. Initial Allegation Referral Source

Male Offenders Female Offenders Total

(n=7263)* (n=382) (n=7645)
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Military Law Enforcement 3331 (45.9) 194 (50.8) 3525 (46.1)
Military Medical/Dental 865 (11.9) 42 (11.0) 907 (11.9)
Other Referral Source 3067 (42.2) 146 (38.2) 3213 (42.0)

" Data missing on 1 case

Table 6.2. Effect of Sex orinitial Allegation Referral Source

Unadjusted OR Adjusted OR *
(reference category is  (reference category
female) is female)
(95% CI) (95% CI)
Military Law Enforcement .821 (.668, 1.009) .970 (.760, 1.237)
p =.060 p=.804
Military Medical/Dental 1.094 (.788, 1.520) 1.024 (.731, 1.435)
p=.590 p=.891
Other Total 1.182 (.956, 1.460) 1.021 (.803, 1.298)
p=.122 p = .864

+ N=7645, 1 case missing

* Controlling for age €25, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status &edl, officer), race/ethnicity
(white, Black, Hispanic, other), substance usefiignoler (Y/N) and victim (Y/N), location of the ient
(on/off installation), mutual abuse occurrence ()/Neverity of physical violence (0-3), and setyeof
emotional violence (0-3)
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Table 6.3. Agencies Involved in Investigation

Males Females Total
(n=7234) (n=382) (n=7646)
n (%) n (%) n (%)

Collaboration with Family
Advocacy Program

Military Law Enforcement
Civilian Law Enforcement
Child Protective Services
SWS (Overseas)

Only Family Advocacy Program

3663 (50.4%)

1825 (25.1%)
540 (7.4%)

1118 (15.4%)

1362 (18.8%)

213 (55.8%)
74 (19.4%)
18 (4.7%)
66 (17.3%)

75 (19.6%)

3876 (50.7%)
1899 (24.8%)
558 (7.3%)
1184 (15.5%)

1437 (18.8%)
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Table 6.4. Effect of Sex on Agencies Involved in Investigation

Unadjusted OR for Sex Adjusted OR for Sex*
(reference category is  (reference category is

female) female)
(95% CI) (95% CI)
Collaboration with Family
Advocacy Program
Military Law Enforcement .807 (.656, .993) .897 (.697, 1.153)
p=.043 p=.396
Civilian Law Enforcement 1.397 (1.078, 1.810) 1.380 (1.017, 1.872)
p=.012 p=.039
Child Protective Services 1.624 (1.004, 2.628) 1.713 (1.047, 2.802)
p=.048 p=.032
SWS (Overseas) .871 (.663, 1.144) 777 (.583, 1.035)
p=.321 p=.084
Only Family Advocacy Program 945 (.729, 1.224) .874 (.666, 1.147)
p=.667 p=.331

* Controlling for age €25, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status &edl, officer), race/ethnicity
(white, Black, Hispanic, other), substance useffgnaler (Y/N) and victim (Y/N), location of the iftent
(on/off installation), mutual abuse occurrence (),/Meverity of physical violence (0-3), and setyeoif
emotional violence (0-3)

111



Table 6.5. Victim Protective Action

Cases Involving Cases Involving Total
Male Offenders Female Offenders (n=7646)
(n=7264) (n=382)
n (%) n (%) n (%)

Spouse sheltered 183 (2.5) 17 (4.5) 200 (2.6)
Offender removed from home 2832 (39.0) 82 (21.5) 2912 (38.1)
Offender removed from activity 154 (2.1) 8 (2.1) 167 (2.2)
Child removed from home 7 (.1) 0 7(.1)
Other protective actions 3081 (42.4) 201 (52.6) 3282 (42.9)
No protective actions 1488 (20.5) 84 (22.0) 1572 (20.6)

Table 6.6. Effect of Sex on Victim Protective Action

Unadjusted OR for
Sex of Offender

(reference category is
female offenders)

Adjusted OR for

Sex of Offender*
(reference category is

female offenders)

(95% CI) (95% CI)
Spouse sheltered 555 (.334, .922) 463 (.273, .785)
p=.023 p =.004

Offender removed from
home

2.338 (1.823, 2.998)
p <.0001
Other protective actions .663 (.540, .815)

p <.0001
No protective actions 914 (.713, 1.172)
p=.478

1.996 (1.548, 2.574)
p<.0001

758 (.613, .937)
p=.011

.907 (.703, 1.170)
p=.451

* Controlling for age(<25, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status &edl, officer), race/ethnicity (white,
Black, Hispanic, other), substance use by offefdé) and victim (Y/N), location of the incident iféoff
installation), mutual abuse occurrence (Y/N), siy®f physical violence (0-3), and severity of @monal

violence (0-3)
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Table 6.7. Offender Removed frorthe Home and Spouse Sheltered

Offender Removed from Home

Spouse Sheltered Yes No
n (%) n (%) p value
Male Offenders <.001
Yes 46 (1.6) 140 (3.1)
No 2814 (98.4) 4315 (96.9)
Total 2860 (100) 4455 (100)
Female Offenders 137
Yes 1(1.2) 16 (5.3)
No 81 (98.8) 284 (94.7)
Total 82 (100) 300 (100)

" Pearson Chi-Square

" Fisher’s Exact Test
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CHAPTER 7: SPOUSE ABUSE RECIDIVISM BY
MALE AND FEMALE ARMY SOLDIERS

Abstract
Spouse abuse recidivism by male and female Army soldiers was examimg@ivesi

years of data (2000-2004) from the U.S. Army Central Registry, an electi@aisystem

that contains information on family violence cases. There were 960 recidd@8tsn@les,

40 females) from the 7,646 initial offenders (7,264 males and 382 females) duringethis fi

year period. The five year recidivist rates were not significantlgrifit between males and
females (males = 12.68 per 100 initial offenders, 95% CI = 11.93, 13.47; females = 10.47 per
100 initial offenders, 95% Cl = 7.77, 13.96). Compared to male single time offenders
offenders, male recidivists were more likely to be Black (40.2% versus 48.9%, p<.001),
younger (48.4% versus 55.9%, p=.015), and in the lower pay grades (24.1% versus 30.7%,
p<.001). Female recidivists were more likely than female single timed#fe to be Black

(72.5% versus 64.3%) and younger (72.5% versus 63.2%), though these differences were not
statistically significant. There were no significant differenoetsveen the sexes in the

severity of each type of violence perpetrated at the reoffense. Compaieditialal

incidents perpetrated by males, males’ reoffenses included higher propatimoderate

(48.3% versus 41.6%) and severe physical violence (15.3% versus 9.5%) (p=.002). Females’
reoffenses were more likely than female initial offenses to involve emotimiahce

(22.5% versus 8.9%, p=.007), with higher proportions of both mild (7.5% versus 4.7%) and
moderate (15.0% versus 3.4%) emotional violence. A Cox proportional hazard model found

males had 35% greater risk than females (95% CI = .974, 1h86®)72) of reoffending



during the study period, controlling for characteristics of the offender and tia¢imsident,

though this difference was not statistically significant.

Introduction

Domestic violence is a significant public health problem in U.S. families, imgjudi
those with a member in the military (Bohannon, et al., 1995; Heyman & Neidig, 1999;
Marshall, et al., 2005; McCarroll, et al., 1999; H. S. Pan, et al., 1994; Rentz, et al., 2006;
Rosen, Parmley, et al., 2002a, 2002b). Even when domestic violence offenders receive
treatment, reoffending may occur (Babcock, Green, & Robie, 2004). Sex diéfelienc
partner aggression and domestic violence perpetration have been the focus of muath resea
in recent years (e.g., Archer, 2000; R. Bachman & Saltzman, 1995; LanghinrichisemgR
et al., 1995; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000), including changes in aggression and violence over
time (e.g., Fritz & O'Leary, 2004; Lawrence & Bradbury, 2007; O'Leary, et al., 1989;
Vikerman & Margolin, 2008). However, it remains unclear if sex of the offenddigse
recidivism when controlling for other characteristics of the initial intidend the offender.
Further insight into this issue will enhance our understanding of how gendes dffentstic

violence recidivism and will inform prevention and treatment programs.

Studies examining longitudinal patterns of couple violence have identified fdtabrs
increase the risk for continued violence. Male and female perpetrators whot@wommastic
violence of greater severity have been shown to have increased risk of setidsvi
compared to those whose violence is less severe (Woodin & O'Leary, 2006). Additionally,
some research suggests male domestic violence offenders are at blgberaoffending
than female domestic violence offenders (McCarroll, Thayer, et al., 2000; Q)'e¢at.,

1989). However, some studies also have found that males commit more severe domestic
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violence than females in general (McCarroll, et al., 2004a; Tjaden & Thee2d@0).
Therefore, it is unclear if sex would remain a predictor of recidivism edterolling for the

severity of the initial spouse abuse offense.

Other individual level characteristics of the offender and the initial domnastence
incident have been found to be associated with reoffending. Blacks and Hispanicsdrave b
found to have a higher probability of reoffense than other racial groups in some stuadies (Fi
& Caetano, 2003; McCarroll, Thayer, et al., 2000). Other offender sociodemographic
characteristics associated with higher risk of recidivism incluoignger age (Klein, 1996);
low socioeconomic status (Aldarondo & Sugarman, 1996), and substance use/abuse (e.g.,
Fals-Stewart, 2003; Hamberger & Hastings, 1990; Jones & Gondolf, 2001; Klein, 1996).
Additionally, psychological/emotional aggression has been shown to predict lgsergbh
aggression in some samples (Bennett, Goodman, & Dutton, 2000; Jacobson, Gottman,

Gortner, Berns, & Shortt, 1996; Murphy & O'Leary, 1989; Woodin & O'Leary, 2006).

Spouse Abuse Recidivism in the Army

Though more than 90% of spouse abuse offenders in the Army receive treatment, a
significant number of spouse abuse offenders reoffend. McCarroll, et al. (2000ner
recidivism rates of spouse abusers in Army families between 1989 through 1997. The
analysis included substantiated spouse abuse cases perpetrated wuacavet civilian
offenders (married to active-duty soldiers) between fiscal years 1989 and Ti9&% were
34,690 active-duty spouse abusers and 13,640 civilian spouse abusers who had their first
substantiated incident during this eight year period and had complete datddles were
55% more likely to reoffend than females, and civilians were 12% more likely femdof

than active-duty offenders after controlling for the number of dependents, ageia@gucat
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race, and alcohol and/or drug involvement. At the end of the 5 year study period, the
probabilities for a spouse abuse reoffense by group were: 30% of male cividiaders;

27% male active duty offenders; 21% of female civilian offenders; and 198fmalé active-
duty offenders (McCarroll, Ursano, et al., 2000). Characteristics of the offendé¢he

initial incident associated with higher risk of recidivism were identifiede Aad a positive
association with reoffense of spouse abuse. Race was examined using two dichotomous
variables — white/non-white and black/non-black — with other races/ethnfamiesoning as

the reference group. Blacks were more likely than other racial groupdgbegiites) to
reoffend, and white were less likely than other racial groups (besides)llatiesre a spouse
abuse reoffense. Those with substance use during the initial incident werkkelgrto

have a spouse abuse reoffenses than those without substance use (McCarroll, Utsano, et a
2000). These analyses did not control for the type and severity of violence pedpstthee
initial offense. Additionally, the types and severity of violence perpetlatedale and

female soldiers at reoffense is not known.

This study will address the following research questions: 1) What arddkeofa
recidivism for males and females? 2) How do sociodemographic characserasty between
male and female recidivists, between female single offenders ancfesnalivists, and
between male single offenders and male recidivists? 3) How do the violensatype
severity perpetrated vary between male and female recidivists,dretermales at the initial
offense and females at the reoffense, and between males at the irgtiabaihd males at the
reoffense? 4) How is the relationship between sex and reoffense affectegesciae
deployments, and 5) Does the sex of the offender predict spouse abuse reoféanse wh

controlling for other characteristics of the offender and the initial intide
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Data and Study Design

The data source for this study is the Army Central Registry, an automeiteiit-
based reporting systerivi@nual for child maltreatment and domestic abuse, 2005). Family
Advocacy Program personnel enter information into the registry for each kpasie of
family violence. The registry collects information about the offender, viatichabusive
incident. Demographic data on the victim and offender are provided, including thes’soldi
race/ethnicity, and pay grade. The type and severity of the abusive incidenhethdr
alcohol or drugs were involved are also recorded. While the Army CentystRecurrently
collects information on all cases of domestic violence involving soldiers (including
unmarried couples), at the time the study data were collected, only domelsticei
involving married soldiers was recorded. All cases are investigated aadeeMdy a
multidisciplinary committee that determines if substantiation of the isasarranted.
Additionally, data on the annual number and length of annual troop deployments by sex was
provided by the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC).

To be included in the study sample, an Army family including an active dutgsoldi
must have at least one substantiated case of spouse abuse perpetrated bgrthassoldi
recorded in the Army Central Registry, between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2004.
Prior analyses revealed that only males committed sexual violence duringigthepouse
abuse offense. Because the purpose of the analysis is to compare the effect afrgender
reoffense, all other characteristics held constant, initial cases invelxugl abuse (n=51)

were excluded from the sample.
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Operational Definitions

Perpetrator individual level variables from the Army Central Registiyde
race/ethnicity, sex, age, pay grade, and Army status (enlisted or)offRare/ethnicity is
categorized as one of the following options: white, not Hispanic; Black, notritspa
Hispanic; and other (includes Asian/Pacific Islander and AmericaarihdiSex of the
offender is alswecorded. Age was calculated using the date of birth and the incident date as
recorded in the Army Central Registry. Pay grade is operationalized migrowps by the
Army’s code for soldiers’ pay grade; specifically, E1-E3 is consdire “lower” pay grade
group (Private through Private First Class), while E4 (Specialist or Gdyaord higher are
considered the “higher” pay grade group. Army status was determined from pldpa
variable in the ACR; perpetrators coded as “commissioned officer” or ‘maficer”

were classified as officer; those coded as “enlisted” remained as such.

Incident characteristics are also considered. The location of the incidecbided
in the Army Central Registry as either on installation or off indtatla Additionally, drug
and alcohol use by the offender and victim during the incident are each recatrdéddee
response options — yes, no, or unknown. Substance use variables were created for offenders
and victims that indicate if any substance use (either alcohol or drug gseledcduring the
incident. The occurrence of mutual abuse (i.e., the offender was also a vighousé s

abuse) during the incident is recorded (Y/N).

Offenses were classified as “initial spouse abuse offenses” ity recorded in
the Army Central Registry as initial, as opposed to “subsequent incidem€open.” An
incident is identified as a reoffense if it is recorded as “subsequent incateén¢bpen,” as

opposed to initial, for a particular soldier in the Army Central Registry,dstwanuary 1,
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2000 and December 31, 2004. Only the first reoffense is considered in these analgses. Th
time to reoffense is calculated using the dates of the initial and reoffemdents. Soldiers

are considered “one time offenders” if they have an initial offense and nonsaffe

Two aspects of the spouse abuse offenses were considered, specificalye dued
severity of the violence. The types and severity of spouse abuse are operatidnatize
Army Central Registry (ACR) categories, and include physical, sexuatj@al, and
neglect. The severity of each type of violence is recorded as mild (1), reo(®rar severe
(3). Incidents wherein a certain type of violence did not occur were codedoafor

severity.

Statistical Analysis
All data analyses were conducted using SPSS 16.0 for Windows. An alpha level of

.05 was considered statistically significant in all analyses.

The five-year rates of spouse abuse recidivism for married soldieex byese
calculated. The number of male and female soldiers who committed an initial sposse
offense were used as the rate denominators. Ninety-five percent confitkencals were

then calculated for males and females.

Descriptive analyses were conducted on sociodemographic variables tbalascri
compare characteristics of male and female spouse abuse recidivislisaastaveonduct
within sex comparisons between initial offenders and recidivists. Chi-sgstserere

performed to determine if the sociodemographic variables differed betweaps.
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The characteristics of the first spouse abuse reoffense were examgeddfthe
perpetrator. Chi-square tests were run to test the relationship betweew selence type
and severity. Ordinal regression models were run to determine if sex isfiz@gni
predictor of the level of physical and emotional abuse perpetrated abtfemse alone and
while controlling for characteristics of the offender at the time of thalmicident and the
initial incident itself including: age<@5, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+), Army status
(enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, Black, Hispanic, other), substase by offender
(Y/N) and victim (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation), and mugiause
occurrence (Y/N). Log likelihood chunk tests were performed for all ragressdels to
test if any of the independent variables were moderators of the effet (@f.98.
Kleinbaum, 1994). Models were run, including all the independent variables identified
above as well as their interaction terms with sex, the -2 log likelihoods were reahwpth
models containing only the main effects and no interaction terms. If no significant
differences are found between the models, this implies that none of the intetaats
significantly improved the predictive ability of the models, and therefotentivee of the

independent variables moderate the effect of sex in the models.

Additionally, the type and severity of violence perpetrated by female initexiadrs
and female recidivists was compared as was that of male initial offeadérecidivists.
Chi-square tests were run to determine if the distributions of violence typesvanityswere

equivalent for initial and reoffense incidents.

Soldiers enter and leave the Army on a continuous basis. The data being examined
do not follow soldiers indefinitely, but rather cover a five year period. Theredoldier
spouse abuse offenders will have varying opportunity to reoffend during the study period,
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“exposure period”, depending on their entry and exit dates from the Army. In order to
account for these varying exposure periods and assess the time to reoffenseala survi
analysis approach (Allison, 1995; D. Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005) was utilized. This approach
has been employed in numerous studies examining domestic violence reoffgnses (e
Cissner & Puffett, 2006; Gondolf, 2007; McCarroll, Thayer, et al., 2000; Mears, Carlson,
Holden, & Harris, 2001). Another factor that affects soldiers’ opportunity to commit a
spouse abuse reoffense is their marital status. Because the Army CegisaiyRIoes not

include marriage beginning or end dates, marital status is not accounted for inljfssana

The data cover a five year period, 2000-2004. Significant deployment of troops
began in 2003 and continues through the present. The data were assessed to determine if one
sex were more likely than the other to be deployed, thereby affecting their opjydduni
reoffend and potentially confound the analyses. Data were provided from DMDC for 2003
and 2004 of the total number of enlisted soldiers and officers by sex, the total number and
percentage deployed by year, as well as the average number of annuahdeEand the
average length of deployments. Small differences between the sexes thagbercentage

deployed in both years (see Table 7.5).

Cox proportional hazard models were run to determine if offender sex significantl
predicts the risk of spouse abuse reoffense, taking into account the differenclengthef
time perpetrators had in which to reoffend. The date an offender left the Antnyds
during the study period) or the last day of the study period (if the offender did notHeave
Army before the end of the study period) was used as the censorship date. &mnlyitas
sufficient and plausible date information (e.g., the date for the reoffeasafter the date for

the initial offense) were included in analyses. Three Cox proportional hazard nvedels
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run to assess if deployment affected the relationship between the sex of derofied the
occurrence of a reoffense: one including all initial offenses and reoffecs@sing between
2000-2002 (before large scale deployments began); the second including abffatiaes
and reoffenses occurring between 2000-2003 (including the first year of hegaloymdents);
and a third including all five years of data. Adjusted Cox proportional hazard models
assessed the effect of sex, controlling for the following charaatsredtthe offender at the
initial incident and characteristics of the initial incident: aggb( >25), pay grade (E1-E3,
E4+), Army status (enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, black, Higpather), substance
use by offender (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation), mudibalse occurrence
(Y/N), emotional violence perpetrated (0-3), and physical violence pegub(a3).
Additionally, log likelihood chunk tests were performed for all Cox proportion hazard
models to test if any of the independent variables were moderators of tietffex (D. G.
Kleinbaum, 1994). Hazard functions were determined. The hazard ratios, which describe
therelationship between sex and survival time and estimate relative rigiqresielered

(Allison, 1995; D. Kleinbaum & Klein, 2005).

The hazard ratios for sex and their 95% confidence intervals were comparechbetwee
the three data periods (2000-2002; 2000-2003; 2000-2004). This allowed us to determine the
appropriateness of using the full data set (2000-2004). If large variatios lexigteen the
effect of sex in the models, data from the years following large scale degits/(2003 and
on) should not be used, as such variation would be indicative of deployment affecting spouse
abuse reoffense differently in males and females. However, if the haiasdare similar,
the full data set may be utilized, as this would indicate deployment having i@igpa

effects on both sexes.
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Results

Recidivism Rates

The five year recidivist rates were not significantly differentveen males and
females (males = 12.68 per 100 initial offenders, 95% CI = 11.93, 13.47; females = 10.47 per

100 initial offenders, 95% CI = 7.77, 13.96) (not in tabular form).

Sociodemographic Characteristics

The vast majority of recidivists were males (n=920, 95.83%); there werd@nly
female recidivists (4.17%) during this five year period. However, givenhbakimy is
approximately 86% male and 14% female ("Active duty service personnel bylmfanc
service, officer/enlisted status & sex as of 30 September 2006," 2007), a prepondkrance

males is to be expected.

Significant sociodemographic differences were found between male an@ femal
recidivists (Table 7.1). Male and female recidivists differed by rduagsty (p=.026). A
significantly larger percentage of males than females were white (3@&¢ss 17.5%,
respectively), and a larger percentage of females than males aeke(BB2.5% versus
48.9%, respectively) (chi-square = 7.58, 1 df, p=.006). Additionally, a larger percentage of
female recidivists as compared to males were 25 years old or younger (72.6%6888%6,

p=.038).

One time offenders and recidivists were then compared within sex groupsron thei
sociodemographics at the initial spouse abuse incident (Table 7.2). Male recidifestsl di
from initial offenders by race/ethnicity (p<.001). As compared to one tireaddéfs, male

recidivists were less likely to be white (44.7% versus 36.4%, respectively)eaadnere

127



likely to be Black (40.2% versus 48.9%, respectively, p<.001). Additionally, maleuistsdi

were more likely to be 25 years of age and younger (48.4% versus 55.9%, regpectivel
p=.015), and to be in the lower pay grades (24.1% versus 30.7%, p<.001) than male one time
offenders. Female recidivists were more likely to be Black (72.5% versus 64.3%, p=.304)
and 25 years of age and younger (72.5% versus 63.2%, p=.244) as compared to one-time

offenders, though these differences were not statistically significant

Violence Types and Severity

The majority of all reoffenses included physical violence (89.5%), while 15.5%
included emotional violence, and only .4% included sexual violence (incidents may include
>1 type of violence) (Table 7.3). None of the reoffenses included neglect. Thereaver

significant differences between the sexes in the severity level ofygaebftviolence.

Ordinal regression models assessed the effect of sex alone and while ogrfwolli
other characteristics of the initial incident and offender on the severityatfaal and
physical violence perpetrated at reoffense (not presented in tabular faeither the
unadijusted (-2 log likelihood = 27.246, chi-quare=.320, p df,572) nor adjusted models (-
2 log likelihood = 488.082, chi-square=7.611, 10pdf, .667) of emotional violence severity
were significant. The adjusted model of physical violence severity graicant (-2 log
likelihood = 1109.653, chi-square=72.188, 10pK.001). Additionally, the test of parallel
lines confirmed the assumption that the slope coefficients are the sangeraspmsse
categoriesf = .423). Sex was a significant predictor in the moplel (027); females have
.668 (95% CI = .467, .956) times the odds of males of perpetrating higher severity levels of
physical violence as compared to lower severity levels, given all of thevathables in the

model are held constant. The ordinal regression model of physical violendgyseik sex
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as the only predictor variable was not significant (-2 log likelihood=36.887, chi-square
1.622, 1 dfp=.203). Log likelihood chunk tests for all models were insignificant indicating
that none of the interaction terms significantly improved the predictive alfiibheanodels,

and therefore that none of the independent variables moderate the effecthaihgemodels.

As compared to all initial incidents perpetrated by males, male rec&ivisidents
included higher proportions of moderate (48.3% versus 41.6%) and severe physicaéviolen
(15.3% versus 9.5%) (p=.002) (Table 7.4). Females’ recidivist incidents were moyredikel
involve emotional violence than initial incidents perpetrated by females (22.5Us &880,
p=.007), with higher proportions of both mild (7.5% versus 4.7%) and moderate (15.0%

versus 3.4%) emotional violence.

Deployment and Recidivism by Sex

Cox proportional hazard models were run on the three data time periods. The chunk
tests for all models were insignificant which indicates that none of the indepefadi@bles
moderate the effect of sex in the models. The adjusted and unadjusted hazard ratios for s
are very similar across models, with their 95% confidence intervals overlafjibig (7.6).
Therefore, the largest data set (2000-2004) will be utilized to explore predittors

recidivism.

Predictors of Recidivism

Sex was not a significant predictor of recidivism in the unadjusted model (hazard
ratio = 1.183p =.327). In the adjusted model, males had 35% greater risk than females
(95% CI =.974, 1.866 = .072) of reoffending during the study period, controlling for

characteristics of the offender and the initial incident, though this differeasaot
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statistically significant at alpha=.05 (Table 7.7). Additionally, being indivel pay

grades, as opposed to the higher pay grades, increased the risk of recidivism by 51%
(p<.001). Being 25 years old or younger also increased the risk of recidivismi(retza=
1.156, 95% CI1=1.298, 1.762, p<.001). Black offenders had 43% greater risk of recidivism
than white offenders (p<.001). Substance use and the severity of emotional aodl physi

violence perpetrated at the initial incident were not significant predictoecidivism.

Discussion

The sociodemographics of initial spouse abuse offenders and one time offenders were
compared, and the findings support those from previous research of some of the risk factor
for domestic violence recidivism for males, specifically, being Blacknyg (25 years old or
less), and being in the lower pay grade group, which may be considered a prox$.for SE
However, while differences were seen in the racial/ethnic makeup and adpitiastrof
female recidivists compared to one time offenders (also more likely to ble &idc
younger), these differences were not statistically significant. ddkedf statistical
significance is likely due to the low power of the analyses because of thesmhber of
female recidivists (n=40). Nonetheless, these findings suggest sociodemogfapturs

may be helpful in identifying perpetrators at risk for recidivism.

No differences were found by sex in the type and severity of violence @eepledht
the reoffense incidents. Previous analyses found that while males committadtthe
majority of all types of violence at the initial spouse abuse incidents, &cagtly larger
percentage of male offenders than female offenders committed emotiona(@isLiEL),
and a significantly greater percentage of female offenders commitgsat@hviolence than

male offendersy<.001)(Sullivan, Bowling, Martin, Gibbs, & Moracco, 2008). Further
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research should explore possible reasons for the disappearance of saxcadferg¢he types

of violence perpetrated at reoffense.

Previous analyses of these data demonstrated that males had signifighetlydtes
of perpetrating initial spouse abuse incidents than females (p<.001) (Sullie&n2608).
This study found the five-year rates of recidivism of male and female sldéculated as a
proportion of initial spouse abuse offenders over the study period, were equivalent.
Therefore, though female soldiers are initially less likely to peafgespouse abuse than

male soldiers, once they do so, they reoffend at rates equal to males.

It is unclear how the large scale deployments from 2003 onward affect the rates of
recidivism. Some research suggests domestic violence increases in tlodl gwarg
deployments (McCarroll, Ursano, et al., 2000), while other studies have not found such
effects (McCarroll, et al., 2003; Newby, et al., 2005). Because soldiers areeatitbm
their spouses less frequently, their opportunity to reoffend is limited. Howevengbe af
being in a combat zone may increase the risk of perpetration when they return home.
Therefore, these five year rates of recidivism, calculated acrosstpea and wartime,

should be interpreted with caution.

While the rates of recidivism of male and female soldiers were equivabesistent
with previous research on Army soldiers (McCarroll, Thayer, et al., 2000), matedaund
to have a higher relative risk of recidivism which was nearly statigtsignificant (p=.072)
when controlling for other factors in the survival analysis. Additionally, beiagkBlas
compared to being white, being in the younger age group, and being in the lower pay grade

group were significant predictors of recidivism. None of the charactsratihe initial
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spouse abuse incident, including the severity of physical and emotional violepeeaied,
were significant predictors of recidivism in the model. This suggests thatlsowgraphic
characteristics including sex, rather than characteristics of tied incident, are better

predictors of recidivism among Army soldiers.

The influence of sex on spouse abuse recidivism remained relatively constant when
the three study data periods were compared. This implies that heavy depteyuring
wartime do not result in a large change in the risk of reoffense of one sex inrisom pa
the other, at least in the short term. However, as discussed, the absolute chaftgngere

rates with large scale deployments remains unclear.

Study Limitations

This study has several limitations. There are potential problems with theAdata
all studies of domestic violence, it is likely that cases are unreported f@rousreasons
which may include fear of the perpetrator and the failure to identify behasaisusive.
Moreover, because the Army investigates and reviews all reported casasystadtgation
of spouse abuse perpetration may harm a soldier’s career, victims mathbe reluctant to
report. The primary data source for this study, the Army Central Registty also contain
unidentified errors. Additionally, there is a limitation in the way thatahdffenses and
subsequent offenses have been defined in this study. Offenses were considdriédheitia
were recorded as such in the Army Central Registry, between Janua®pBrzDDecember
31, 2004. However, this does not mean that this was necessarily the first case of spouse
abuse to occur for a couple. Spouse abuse may have occurred before the soldgranliste

prior incidents may have gone unreported. Therefore, some of the incidents considered
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initial in this analysis are likely actually reoffense incidents. Thierg@l misclassification

may affect the results.

Conclusion

This study makes important contributions to understanding the importance of sex in
spouse abuse recidivism, and in describing the recidivists and the reoffense snciknt
was found to be a nearly significant predictor of reoffense when controllirghfer
characteristics of the offender and the initial incident. This researchsssigge
sociodemographic characteristics may be useful in predicting recidiwisibe
characteristics of the initial spouse abuse incident are not. The Army is &yecdto
consider these findings when evaluating the future risk posed by initial spgmusse a
perpetrators. Additionally, better understanding of recidivism risk facéorsnéorm

treatment and tertiary prevention efforts.

Future research should further explore sex differences in spouse abusesracidivi
More research on the effect of deployment on spouse abuse recidivism is neededsarfd rat
recidivism by soldier sex should be calculated over other time periods to detdreneféect
of peace and wartime. Finally, further research should explore reasons faaihygedirance
of sex differences in the types of violence perpetrated at reoffense paredno initial

offenses.

133



Table 7.1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of Married Soldier
Spouse Abuse Recidivists

Recidivists
Males Females p-value
(n=921) (n=40)
n (%) n (%)
Race/Ethnicity .02¢
White 335(36.4) 7(17.5)
Black 450 (48.9) 29 (72.5)
Hispanic 112 (12.2) 4 (10.0)
Other 24 (2.6) 0 (0.0)
Age Group
<25 515 (55.9) 29(72.5) .038
>25 406 (44.1) 11 (27.5)
Army Status .185
Officer 17 (1.8) 2 (5.0)
Enlisted 904 (98.2) 37 (95.0)
Pay Grade
Lower (E1-E3) 283(30.7) 16 (40.0) .215
Higher (E4+) 638 (69.3) 24 (60.0)

+ Fisher’s Exact Test
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Table 7.2. Within Sex Comparison of Sociodemographics between One Time Offenders

and Recidivists

Male One Male p- Female One Female p-
Time Recidivists  value Time Recidivists  value
Offenders (n=921) Offenders (n=40)
(n=6343) (n=342)
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Race/Ethnicity <.001 413
White 2835 (44.7) 335 (36.4) 80 (23.4) 7 (17.5)
Black 2548 (40.2) 450 (48.9) 220 (64.3) 29 (72.5)
Hispanic 789 (12.4) 112 (12.2) 27 (7.9) 4 (10.0)
Other 171 (2.7) 24 (2.6) 15 (4.4) 0 (0.0)
Age Group .015 244
<25 3274 (48.4) 515 (55.9) 216 (63.2) 29 (72.5)
>25 3069 (48.4) 406 (44.1) 126 (36.8) 11 (27.5)
Army Status 204 .160
Officer 161 (2.5) 17 (1.8) 5 (1.5) 2 (5.0
Enlisted 6182 (97.5) 904 (98.2) 337 (98.5) 37 (95.0)
Pay Grade <.001 .616
Lower (E1-E3) 1526 (24.1) 283 (30.7) 123 (36.0) 16 (40.0)
Higher (E4+) 4817 (75.9) 638 (69.3) 219 (64.0) 24 (60.0)

+ Fisher’s Exact Test
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Table 7.3.Violence Type and Severity Perpetrated at Reoffense by Sex

Males Females Total
(n=921) (n=40)
Violence Type \éié)\llirr\i(t:e n (%) n (%) n (%) p-value
y
Emotional .188
None 783(84.8)  31(77.5) 812 (84.5)
Mild 47 (5.1) 3(7.5) 50 (5.2)
Moderate 67 (7.3) 6 (15.0) 73 (7.6)
Severe 26 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 26 (2.7)
Emﬁ?i%nal 140 (15.2)  9(22.5) 149 (155) .212*
Physical 434
None 97 (10.5) 4 (4.0) 101 (10.5)
Mild 238 (25.8) 14 (35.0) 252 (26.2)
Moderate 445 (48.3) 19 (47.5) 464 (48.3)
Severe 141 (15.3) 3(7.5) 144 (15.0)
Any Physical 824 (89.5) 36 (90) 860 (89.5) 1.000
Sexual 1.000
None 917 (99.6) 40 (100) 957 (99.6)
Mild 0 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Moderate 2(.2) 0 (0.0) 2(.2)
Severe 2(.2) 0 (0.0) 2(.2)
Any Sexual 4 (.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (.4) 1.000
Neglect 0 0 - --
>1 Type 47 (5.1) 5 (12.5) 52 (5.4) .059

+ Fisher’s exact test

* Pearson Chi-Square
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Table 7.4.Within Sex Comparison of Violence Type and Severity between Initial
Offenders anRecidivist:

Male Male p Female Female
Initial Recidivist value Initial Recidivist FI)
Offenders s Offenders S value
(n=7264) (n=921) (n=382) (n=40)
Violence Violence
e | severty | MO | n(8) nEe) | n (%)
Emotional .397 .006
None 6109 (84.1) 781 (84.8) 348 (91|1) 31 (77.5)
Mild 409 (5.6) 47 (5.1) 18 (4.7) 3(7.5)
Moderate| 591 (8.1) 67 (7.3) 13 (3.4) 6 (15.0
Severe 155 (2.1) 26 (2.8 3(.8) 0(0.0
Any 1155 (15.9), 140 (15.2 584 34 (8.9 9 (22.5) 007
Emotional ' ' ' ' ' '
Physical <.001 407
None 755 (10.4)] 97 (105 19 (5.0 4 (4.0
Mild 2794 (38.5)| 238 (25.8 172 (45.0) 14 (35.0)
Moderate| 3024 (41.6)| 445 (48.3 171 (44.8) 19 (47.p)
Severe 691 (9.5)| 141 (15.8) 20 (5.2) 3(7.5)
Any 6509 (89.6) 824 (89.5) .897 | 363 (95.0 36 (90.0) 183
Physical
>1 Type 400 (5.5) 47 (5.1) 612 15 (3.9) 5(12.5) .05
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Table 7.5.Soldier Deployments by Sex
Total o Average Average

Active

Year  Sex Troops Number of Depl(:)ye d Number of Length of
Deployments Deployments Deployment
2003 Female 74,907 19,605 26.173% 1.119 232.298
Male 418,656 124,712 29.789% 1.164 243.188
2004 Female 71,037 17,794 25.049% 1.251 272.380
Male 417,106 134,830 32.325% 1.275 277.680
Table 7.€. Spouse Abuse Recidivism
Hazard Ratio for Sex Adjusted Hazard Ratio for Sex*
(reference category is female) (reference category is female)
(95% CI) (95% CI)
2000-2004 1.183 (.858, 1.630) 1.348 (.974, 1.866)
p=.327 p=.072
2000-2008 1.151 (.808, 1.640) 1.309 (.914, 1.874)
p=.437 p=.142
2000-2002 1.339 (.857, 2.093) 1.547 (.985, 2.430)
p=.199 p =.058

* Controlling for the following characteristics of the offender at the initieident
and characteristics of the initial incident: agéX, >25), pay grade (E1-E3, E4+),
Army status (enlisted, officer), race/ethnicity (white, black, Hispanierpt
substance use by offender (Y/N), location of the incident (on/off installation),
mutual abuse occurrence (Y/N), physical violence (0-4), and emotional \edi@nc
4)

'n=7497 (7121 males, 376 females)

’n1=6413 (6090 males, 323 females)

31=5066 (4822 males, 244 females)
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Table 7.7.Predictors of Spouse Abuse Recidivism, 2000 - 2004

N HR (95% CI)* p value

Sex
Male 7121 1.348 (.974, 1.866).072
Female (Referent) 376 1.0

Age
<25 3974 1.156 (1.000, 1.337.050
> 25 (Referent) 3523 1.0

Pay grade
Lower (E1-E3) 1936 1.512 (1.298, 1.762<.001
Higher (E4+) Referent) 5561 1.0

Army Status
Enlisted 7326  1.010 (.629, 1.622).967
Officer (Referent) 171 1.0

Race/Ethnicity
Black 3175 1.432(1.239, 1.65€<.001
Hispanic 922 1.189 (.960, 1.473).112
Other 208 1.081 (.708, 1.651).717
White (Referent) 3192 1.0

Substance Use 1780

Substance use by offender
No substance use by offender (Referel5717

Location of Initial Spouse Abuse Incident

Off installation 3489
On installation (Referent) 4008
Violence Perpetrated
Emotional (0-4) 7497
Physical (0-4) 7497
Mutual Abuse
Yes 2005
No 5492

923 (.786, 1.083) .326
1.0

.924 (.810, 1.054) .239
1.0

1.031 (.930, 1.144).556
.969 (.886, 1.059) .490

.904 (.778, 1.049) .183
1.0

'HR=Hazard ratio; 95% CI=Ninety five percent confidence intervals
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Chapter 8: Discussion

Overview

The purpose of this research was to explore sex differences in spouse abuse
perpetrated by U.S. Army soldiers. The primary data source for this stieyAsmy
Central Registry, an incident-based reporting system of family vieleredents anual
for child maltreatment and domestic abuse incident reporting system, 2005). The findings are
described in three manuscripts. The first describes how male and females soldie
perpetrate spouse abuse differ in terms of sociodemographics, rates ofeyialahthe types
and severity of violence perpetrated. The second examines by sex difdretiee Army’s
response to spouse abuse perpetrators and victims, specifically, the agencies involved i
referral and investigation of spouse abuse cases perpetrated by soldieed,icterventions
provided to offenders and victims, and victim protective actions taken by the Army. The
third manuscript describes how recidivism varies for male and female péopetind the
role of offender sex in predicting spouse abuse recidivism. This final chapter smesntiae

findings and discusses implications for theory, practice, and research.

Summary of Findings

Aim one: To describe differences by sex in spouse abuse perpetration in the U.S. Army.

The first manuscript explored differences by sex in the perpetrationiaf gpbuse
abuse incidents by Army soldiers. Ninety five percent of the offenders wéedma@315),

and 5% were females (n=382). Sociodemographic differences were found by sex of



offender. Females were more likely to be younger, Black, and in lower pay dradesdle
offenders, while males were more likely to be white or Hispanic. Perpetraties of

whites, Blacks, and Hispanics were compared between the sexes; malesiifiadrgigy

higher rates than females in all groups. Blacks had the highest fiveayemafor both males

and females, followed by Hispanics, then whites. Among offenders, femalemmwere

likely than male offenders to commit physical abuse, and were less bkebyrtmit

emotional abuse. Slightly more than half of females (52.5%) were alsovctiabuse

during the incident, more than double the percentage of males. Males were found tb commi
more severe emotional violence controlling for other variables. Sex was notf@aing

predictor of physical violence severity.

Aim two: To explore how the organizational response to spouse abuse varies by sex of the

perpetrator.

The second manuscript examined differences in the Army’s response to spouse abuse
perpetrated by male and female active duty Army soldiers, spegifiagkncies involved in
the referral and investigation of spouse abuse cases, clinical interventions provided to
offenders and victims, and victim protective actions taken by the Army. Ndistlys
significant differences were found by sex of the offender in the initial éibegeeferral
source. Differences were found in the civilian agencies involved in investigationganC
law enforcement was more likely to collaborate on the investigation with thg'@&Family
Advocacy Program when the offender was male (adjusted OR$E389), as were child
protective services (adjusted OR=1.j%,032), controlling for other offender and incident
characteristics. Differences also were found by sex in victim pragestitions taken. Males

were twice as likely as females to be removed from the hpmeQql). Additionally, the
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spouses of male offenders were approximately half as likely as the spotem®slek to be
sheltered§=.004). The vast majority of both male and female offenders and their victims

received clinical intervention (>96%).

Aim three: To examine the influence of the sex of the perpetrator on spouse abuse reoffense.

The third manuscript examined spouse abuse recidivism during the five year study
period. Males and females had equivalent five year recidivist ratess(ma®68 per 100
initial offenders, 95% CI =11.97, 13.47; females = 10.47 per 100 initial offenders, 95% CI =
7.77,13.96). Significant differences were found between the sociodemographic
characteristics of recidivists and single offenders. Male recidiviste more likely to be
Black (p<.001), to be younger (p=.015), and to be in the lower pay grpde€(01) than
single offenders. Female recidivists were more likely to be Black (72.5%sv@4s3%) and
younger (72.5% versus 63.2%) than single offenders, though these differeneemtver
statistically significant. Males and female recidivists had no sogmif differences in the
severity level of each type of violence perpetrated at the reoffensees’Madffenses
included higher proportions of moderate and severe physical violence compatexitialal
incidents perpetrated by males (p=.002). A larger proportion of female rexsfEgt¥5%)
involved emotional violence than initial offenses (8.9%) (p=.007). Cox proportional hazard
models were run to examine the risk of recidivism by sex, taking into accountférertie
in the length of time perpetrators had in which to reoffend. Males had 35% grelatean
females (95% CIl = .974, 1.866~ .072) of reoffending during the study period, controlling
for characteristics of the offender and the initial incident, though this differeas not

statistically significant.
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Theoretical Implications

For this research, | drew upon organizational and sociological frameworks, and
empirical evidence discussed in Chapter 2, including the influence of orgamataulture
and the functioning of a gendered organization. These theoretical groundingd steap
analyses described in the second manuscript which examined the Army’s resEpmese
abuse perpetrators and victims by sex, whereas the first and third manusoiapiypr
described the effects of sex on violence. The findings supported some of the tafaions
proposed in the conceptual framework (see chapter 3).

In the conceptual model, sex was proposed to have a direct effect on both the initial
spouse abuse incident and the spouse abuse reoffense. These relationships Wgre partia
confirmed. Males were found to have significantly higher rates of patjpetiof initial
spouse abuse incidents, and to commit more severe emotional violence at the im&at.inci
While the reoffense rates for males and females were not significafféisedt, males were
found to have higher odds of reoffending than females that were nearly stétistical
significant when controlling for other individual level characteristics, thonghypes and
severity of violence did not differ for males and females.

Sex was also found to have a direct effect on some aspects of the response to the
victim and perpetrator as proposed in the conceptual model. The involvement of civilian
agencies, specifically child protective services and civilian law egrioeat, in the
investigation of substantiated cases of spouse abuse varied by sex of the perpéttin
protective action varied by sex in that male perpetrators were sigrlificaore likely to be
removed from the home and the husbands of female perpetrators are more likely than the

wives of male perpetrators to be sheltered, after controlling for chasticteof the
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perpetrator and the violence incident. However, as discussed, sex had no effect on the
referral source or the provision of clinical services to the perpetratorsctmalsv

While some of the Army’s responses to spouse abuse did vary by the sex, it is unclear
what caused this variation. Without further information, we cannot conclude that these
variations in response are due to the construction of gender in the Army. While that may b
the case, it is also possible, as | discussed in chapter six, that thesensaaegidue to the
greater availability of housing options for males than females on Armylatistas, making
males easier to remove from the home whether they are the spouse abuse affeatier. o
Alternatively, the case managers may be considering aspects of the imotieedorded in
the database that suggest differing protective actions are indicated. nfdes®elude verbal
threats made by the perpetrator, and/or the injury and fear levels of the vittese
differences in response by sex may well be appropriate and reflect gotdepr®verall,
the effect of sex on the Army’s response was relatively minor; male ardef@erpetrators

and victims of spouse abuse are treated similarly.

Implications for Practice

This study is the first examining how sex of the offender affects the resfponse
spouse abuse in the Army. While the overall affect of sex overall is minor, sgmfeeant
differences were found. The Army is encouraged to consider if any difesr@mntheir

response by sex are appropriate.

Males were found to have higher rates of initial spouse abuse offenses for all
racial/ethnic groupg.001). However, males and females were found to have statistically
equivalent rates of recidivism. This suggests that males should be the prinu@rgffoc

spouse abuse primary prevention efforts, though once abuse has been perpetraged, femal
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perpetrators need intervention/prevention efforts as much as males. Sociodemographi

characteristics of perpetrators may help identify who is at particakafai recidivism.

Implications for Research

Measurement and Methods

As discussed in chapter two, much debate has occurred over the true extent of
intimate partner violence perpetrated by women. Some studies that utizasad scales
have found similar rates of violence perpetrated by women (e.g., Archer, 200@)othieits
that focus on IPV in the context of criminal behavior, find men perpetrate the tymajori
violence (e.g., McCarroll, et al., 2004a; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). The Army Central
Registry is certainly more similar to data collected in a criminalestnhan an act based
scale. Inthe Army, cases are reported to a central agency (the Fawilgaty Program),
who then conducts an investigation that may involve law enforcement agencies.sdhe ca
worker then determines a treatment plan with which the perpetrator is cednigedomply.
Given the nature of the data set, it is not surprising that males were found to ¢togeit
rates of violence than females. While the centralized, longitudinal nature ofrtiye A
Central Registry offers an exceptional opportunity to explore patternskiiacisrs for, and
organizational responses to spouse abuse, we must bear in mind its limitations when

considering the findings.

Future Research

Future research should continue to explore differences in the Army’s response to
domestic violence offenders and victims by sex. Other aspects of the Aastnse to

offenders should be examined, including the percentage of referrals that aretmibdta
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through the investigation, as well as the type, length, and content of clinicalem¢atm
provided. Analyses could also then evaluate the effectiveness of differethisland
approaches to treatment in preventing recidivism by sex. Additionally, athativis
sanctions and disciplinary actions against soldier spouse abusers should bectkgrsme
as well as their effect on recidivism.

These analyses focused on the effect of sex on the Army’s response to spouse abuse
However, the response by the Army may be more strongly influenced by other
sociodemographic factors other than sex, such as race/ethnicity, that wesberbfdr but
not fully explored in these analyses. Future research should work to develop models
predictive of the Army’s response. Additionally, a deeper understanding of tlesgesc
involved in the Army’s response could be realized through qualitative studiesziewr
with Family Advocacy Program case managers and others involved in the rafhelral
investigative process could seek to illuminate factors that influence the@zagen’s
response to spouse abuse. Further, interviews with victims could be used for program
evaluation purposes to determine if they feel their needs are being met throAgmyte
response.

Other potential areas for future research into sex difference in spouseraBusy
families include an exploration of how males and females soldiers differmns tof common
problems that tend to co-occur with spouse abuse, such as substance abuse and child abuse.
Additionally, examining changes in rates of spouse abuse initial perpetsatorecidivism
by sex due to deployments would be of particular current interest.

Examining administrative records of substantiated abusive incidents to understa

sex differences in intimate partner violence should only be a first step.inGeraploring
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the effects of the abuse on the victim is of primary importance. Surveys afs/itgvel of
fear of their abusive spouse and injuries resulting from violence could illuntiveateue

effects of violence by sex of the perpetrator on Army families.

Spouse abuse recidivism by sex in the context of the Army should also be further
explored. As discussed, data sets with larger samples of female perpetinaiuld be
utilized to determine if different predictors of recidivism by sex emeargex stratified
survival analysis models. Additionally, rates of recidivism by soldier sexdheul

calculated over other time periods to further explore the effects of peaceadimdey

Research on sex differences in spouse abuse should also be continued in the civilian
context. The response to male and female perpetrators and victims should be compared.
Further research is needed to determine what gender appropriate regppespstrating

spouse abuse are and if these are in fact being implemented.

Limitations

This study utilized a large administrative database that allowed us tonexami
multiple aspects of spouse abuse by sex, specifically, differences ihpanpetration, the
Army’s response, and subsequent recidivism. However, this research has segetall pot
limitations. As in all studies of spouse abuse, it is likely that many casesm@ported due
to factors including fear of the perpetrator and the failure of victims ¢afysrs to identify
behaviors as abusive. Additionally, in the Army, substantiated cases of spouse abuse
perpetration go in a soldier’s record and may negatively affect one’s caprrseSvictims

in the military may therefore have a heightened disincentive to report abuse.
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As discussed, the operationalization of the Army’s response to spouse abuse
perpetrators utilized in this analysis is incomplete; we therefoneotaefinitively conclude
if significant variation by sex does or does not exist, as the “response” waslyot f
operationalized. Other aspects of the response to offenders remain unexansegd for
differences including the type (e.g., individual versus group) and length aatlireatment
provided, the percentage of referrals that are substantiated through the itivastiga

administrative sanctions, and disciplinary actions.

Conclusion

This study explores an area largely unexamined, namely, sex differerbes i
perpetration of spouse abuse in the U.S. Army and the organization’s response. Male and
female perpetrators inflict violence at the initial offense that diffgnsates (males
significantly higher than females), type, and severity. However, thereliites largely
disappear in the first reoffense incident. This has implications for preventosts effilizing
a population perspective; males should be the main target for primary preventits) effor
while both sexes need equivalent attention once the initial incident has occurred.

The Army’s response to spouse abuse perpetrators and victims appears tdybe large
ungendered. Further research should explore the effects of the Army’sntitanefforts

on male and female recidivism to determine if sex specific approaches bebkneficial.
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