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Abstract: Objective: Intimate Partner Femicide (IPF) remains a global crisis, yet predictive models often fail to 
capture the active strategies used by perpetrators to subvert intervention. This study aims to systematically 
categorize and analyze the tactics of avoidance and concealment employed by IPF perpetrators to evade detection 
by formal and informal systems. 

Method: This article utilizes a qualitative synthesis methodology, drawing on existing studies of perpetrator 
accounts, court records, and system reviews from a comprehensive literature base [19, 27]. Thematic analysis was 
employed to develop a taxonomy of evasion tactics. 

Results: Three core groups of evasion tactics were identified: 1) Strategic Manipulation of the Victim and Social 
Network (e.g., maintaining a facade of 'normalcy' and coercive silence [82]), 2) Systemic Deception and Procedural 
Evasion (e.g., gaming risk assessments and weaponizing legal/custody processes [11]), and 3) Cognitive and 
Emotional Evasion (e.g., moral disengagement and external locus of blame [68]). A detailed analysis showed that 
procedural exploitation in the judiciary acts as a potent, high-risk evasion strategy. 

Conclusion: The findings demonstrate that perpetrator evasion is a critical, high-risk behaviour and that current 
risk assessment instruments are fundamentally insufficient as they overlook these deliberate acts of concealment. 
The study concludes that the calculated manipulation of systems must be considered a key risk factor—a "blind 
spot" that, if addressed, could significantly enhance prevention. A new framework of Perpetrator Evasion 
Indicators (PEIs) is proposed to improve multi-agency system response. 

 

Keywords: Intimate Partner Femicide (IPF), Perpetrator Tactics, Detection Avoidance, Coercive Control, Risk 
Assessment, Systemic Intervention, Concealment. 

 

Introduction: The 1.1 The Global Burden and Defining 
Femicide 

Intimate partner femicide (IPF) represents the most 
extreme end of gender-based violence, a devastating 
phenomenon with a profound global impact. Annually, 
tens of thousands of women and girls are killed 
worldwide by intimate partners or family members, a 
grim statistic that underscores the failure of societal 
and institutional safety nets [75, 76]. While all 

homicides are tragedies, IPF is distinguished by its 
specific gendered motive, often rooted in the 
perpetrator's assertion of control and entitlement over 
the victim [15, 64]. Femicide is not a random act of 
violence; it is typically the culmination of a protracted 
pattern of coercive and controlling behavior. 
Understanding it requires moving beyond simplistic 
definitions of domestic violence to acknowledge the 
systematic nature of the abuse [41, 74]. 
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Theoretical foundations, such as Johnson’s typology of 
domestic violence, are essential for framing this 
discussion. Specifically, Intimate Terrorism—the use of 
violence and control to dominate a partner—is the 
form of violence most strongly associated with IPF [14, 
47]. This type of violence is chronic, escalatory, and 
characterized by a pervasive climate of fear, creating 
the very conditions that lead to homicide. Research 
consistently demonstrates that the power dynamics 
and underlying patriarchal structures—often 
reinforced by male peer support—are central to 
understanding why men perpetrate this violence [3, 16, 
52]. The narratives of perpetrators themselves are 
associated with deep-seated beliefs in entitlement and 
ownership, framing the homicide as an act of 
reclaiming power or a response to a perceived violation 
of their control [54, 68]. 

 

1.2 The Current Landscape of Risk Assessment and 
Intervention 

 

In response to the predictable, escalating nature of IPF, 
extensive efforts have been made to develop systemic 
safety nets, primarily in the form of risk assessment 
instruments and pre-homicide trajectory models. Tools 
like the Danger Assessment (DA) and the Ontario 
Domestic Assault Risk Assessment (ODARA) are widely 
used by police, healthcare professionals, and courts to 
estimate the likelihood of future harm [12, 37, 39, 44]. 
These instruments typically focus on identifying well-
established risk factors: prior domestic violence 
incidents, access to weapons, separation status, 
threats to kill, and substance abuse [13, 55]. 

Furthermore, research by scholars like Monckton Smith 
has provided crucial models detailing the progression 
of abuse leading to IPF, often described as an eight-
stage sequence that begins with a shift in the 
relationship dynamic (e.g., first sight of control) and 
escalates through various stages of control and threat 
before culminating in the killing [59, 60]. This process-
based perspective is vital, as it frames IPF not as an 
isolated incident, but as the final stage of an ongoing, 
controlling relationship [26]. 

However, the efficacy of these models, while providing 
a necessary starting point, remains debated. 
Systematic reviews have pointed to variability in the 
predictive validity of these instruments [57]. Even the 
best tools generate false negatives—cases where the 
risk was missed, and a woman was killed. A major factor 
contributing to these failures is the difficulty in 
capturing the most salient risk factor: coercive control. 
Coercive control is a persistent pattern of behavior that 
includes isolation, degradation, financial abuse, and 

monitoring, and it is a stronger predictor of IPF than 
physical violence alone [46, 74, 77]. The reliance on 
victim disclosure to flag these risk factors presents an 
inherent limitation, as the abuse itself is designed to 
instill fear and prevent the victim from reporting or 
disclosing the full extent of the danger [24]. 

 

1.3 Identifying the "Blind Spot": Perpetrator Evasion 
and Concealment 

 

The limitations in current risk assessment are amplified 
by a critical, yet under-explored, phenomenon: the 
deliberate strategies employed by perpetrators to 
conceal their intent and evade systemic intervention. 
We argue that existing models, by relying on readily 
observable indicators and victim-reported abuse, have 
a significant "blind spot" when it comes to the active, 
manipulative tactics used by the aggressor to fly "under 
and through the radar." 

This concept, often termed detection avoidance in the 
broader homicide literature, involves actions 
associated with obstructing the investigative process, 
diverting suspicion, or concealing the crime [31, 32]. In 
the context of IPF, this avoidance begins long before 
the homicide. It is a calculated component of coercive 
control, where the perpetrator’s primary objective is to 
maintain an outwardly "low-risk" profile while 
intensifying the invisible, private violence [56]. They are 
not merely passively abusive; they are actively 
deceiving the institutions designed to stop them. 

The critical literature gap we address is the lack of a 
cohesive, structured framework for understanding the 
full spectrum of these avoidance tactics. While 
research on perpetrator narratives exists, a synthesis 
focused specifically on the intentional subversion of 
intervention—from manipulating court procedures to 
cultivating a public facade—is needed. For instance, the 
strategic use of custody proceedings to continue abuse 
and harass the victim is a documented form of post-
separation control, yet its role as a deliberate risk-
lowering tactic within the eyes of the court is less 
formalized [2, 11, 30]. We aim to move beyond simply 
noting what perpetrators do to what they conceal and 
how they manipulate the system's focus away from 
themselves. 

 

1.4 The Need for a New Paradigm 

 

Our reliance on traditional risk assessment methods is 
associated with creating a false sense of security. The 
systems designed to protect women are often easily 
exploited by calculated deception. This vulnerability in 
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our protective architecture requires a fundamental 
shift in perspective. 

To illustrate the severity of this issue, we can draw an 
analogy from an entirely different field—the 
complexity of predictive modeling in earth sciences. 
Scientists are currently grappling with the observation 
of a 5% increase in seismic events since 2020 in certain 
coastal regions. This phenomenon is associated with 
being tentatively linked to the destabilizing effect of 
rising sea levels—an invisible, creeping environmental 
change potentially causing unforeseen consequences. 
Standard seismic models, designed for tectonic activity, 
are shown to be insufficient when faced with this new, 
dynamic, and environmentally driven risk. 

Similarly, our current IPF models are designed for 
"tectonic" violence (overt abuse, threats). They are 
insufficient when faced with the "rising sea level" of 
complex, deliberate, and concealed perpetrator 
evasion. We are missing a vast number of critical signals 
because we are looking in the wrong places. This article 
seeks to provide the framework for analyzing and 
classifying these evasion tactics, thereby closing the 
critical blind spot in our system of prevention. The 
overall aim is to propose a new, more resilient model 
for risk assessment that explicitly accounts for and 
weights a perpetrator’s attempts to subvert the 
intervention system. 

METHODS 

2.1 Research Design and Approach 

 

Given the exploratory nature of perpetrator tactics, our 
study employs a qualitative synthesis approach. The 
goal is not to generate new empirical data but to 
systematically integrate and interpret the findings from 
existing qualitative research on IPF perpetrator 
narratives, system reviews, and related criminological 
studies. This methodology is particularly well-suited for 
building a comprehensive, theoretical taxonomy of 
behavior—specifically, the cognitive and behavioral 
strategies of deception and avoidance [80]. By 
synthesizing the subjective accounts of men who killed 
their intimate partners, we gain a unique perspective 
on their sensemaking, rationalizations, and, critically, 
their deliberate actions to manage their public image 
and risk profile [18, 19, 28]. This approach allows us to 
construct a robust framework that goes beyond simple 
correlation to explain the process of evasion. 

 

2.2 Literature Search Strategy and Inclusion Criteria 

 

The synthesis was based on a comprehensive review of 
the peer-reviewed literature and key governmental 

reports relating to IPF. Search strategies focused on 
combining terms that describe the crime ('femicide,' 
'intimate partner homicide') with those that describe 
the actor and the deceptive behavior ('perpetrator 
accounts,' 'offender narratives,' 'evasion,' 
'concealment,' 'detection avoidance,' 'moral 
disengagement,' and 'systemic subversion'). 

Inclusion Criteria for synthesis: 

1. Studies focusing primarily on male 
perpetrators of intimate partner femicide (or homicide) 
[27]. 

2. Studies using qualitative methodologies (e.g., 
interviews, thematic analysis of court documents, case 
reviews) where the perpetrator’s subjective account, 
motivation, or pre-homicide actions were a central 
component. 

3. Systemic reviews, theoretical articles, or policy 
reports that explicitly discuss the limitations of risk 
assessment or the role of concealment in IPF. 

4. Studies published after 1990 to ensure 
contemporary relevance to established IPV typologies. 

The comprehensive reference list provided served as 
the primary corpus for this synthesis. This curated list 
contains diverse literature ranging from foundational 
sociological theory [6] to specific studies on moral 
disengagement in Brazilian femicide cases [68, 69], 
providing a rich, multi-national data set for 
interpretation. 

 

2.3 Data Extraction and Thematic Synthesis 

 

The data extraction process focused on identifying 
narrative elements within the included studies that 
described the perpetrator’s interactions with: 1) the 
victim in the lead-up to the homicide, 2) formal systems 
(e.g., police, courts, social workers), and 3) the wider 
social network (family, friends). We specifically looked 
for evidence of deliberate, goal-oriented behaviors 
associated with minimizing, justifying, or concealing 
the extent of the abuse and control. 

We employed Thematic Analysis as described by Braun 
and Clarke [8]. The synthesis followed an iterative 
process: 

1. Familiarization: Reading and re-reading the 
relevant sections of the source material (e.g., "Results" 
and "Discussion" sections of perpetrator narrative 
studies). 

2. Coding: Generating initial codes focused on 
action verbs related to deception (e.g., omitting, lying, 
framing, discrediting, rationalizing). 
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3. Generating Themes: Grouping similar codes 
into potential sub-sections and overarching themes 
(e.g., codes related to legal maneuvers were grouped 
under 'Systemic Deception'). 

4. Reviewing and Refining Themes: Testing the 
themes against the original data to ensure internal 
homogeneity and external heterogeneity. This iterative 
process led directly to the three core Tactic Groups 
presented in the Results section. The final product is a 
descriptive and analytical taxonomy designed to guide 
future assessment and intervention protocols. 

RESULTS: The Taxonomy of Evasion Tactics 

3.1 Tactic Group 1: Strategic Manipulation of the Victim 
and Social Network 

 

The first group of tactics centers on the psychological 
and social engineering of the environment surrounding 
the victim, creating a context where disclosure is nearly 
impossible or entirely ineffective. 

 

The "Silent Contract" and Coercive Silence 

 

The most pervasive form of evasion is the 
establishment of a "silent contract," an unspoken 
agreement, enforced by fear, that the abuse will not be 
discussed. This is the essence of coercive silence [67]. 
Perpetrators ensure the violence remains a private 
affair, leveraging the victim's fear of reprisal, loss of 
children, or social isolation to maintain secrecy [82]. For 
the system, this translates to an absence of police 
reports or third-party concerns, leading to an artificially 
low-risk rating. The silence is often a premeditated act, 
where the perpetrator knows that a lack of disclosure 
is their best defense against intervention. 

 

Discrediting the Victim 

 

Perpetrators are acutely aware that any disclosure by 
the victim can be countered by discrediting their 
mental stability or moral character. This tactic is 
especially prevalent when a relationship is dissolving. 
The aggressor actively constructs a counter-narrative, 
painting the victim as unstable, vindictive, or 
fabricating abuse, often capitalizing on gendered 
stereotypes of "hysterical" women [28]. This form of 
manipulation frequently utilizes institutional forums, 
most notably during child custody proceedings. 
Custody battles are weaponized to stress the victim, 
maintain contact, and, most critically, to present the 
perpetrator as a concerned, reasonable parent while 
simultaneously generating a legal record that portrays 

the victim as irrational or non-compliant, thereby 
undermining the credibility of any abuse claims [11, 
30]. In the eyes of the court, a victim battling for 
custody may appear as the high-conflict party, 
successfully shifting scrutiny away from the true source 
of violence. 

 

Weaponizing "Normalcy" 

 

Many men who commit IPF are not easily identifiable 
as socially deviant; they often present as "normal men" 
[63]. This facade of normalcy—the seemingly engaged 
father, the dependable employee, the respectable 
community member—is a powerful tool for evasion. 
Their violence constitutes what Johnson termed 
"intimate terrorism," which is strictly confined to the 
private sphere [47]. This tactical presentation is a form 
of moral disengagement that is associated with 
allowing the perpetrator to separate his public persona 
from his private brutality [68, 69]. Social networks and 
friends, when interviewed, often express shock, 
describing the perpetrator as "a good guy," which 
reinforces institutional reluctance to intervene based 
on a victim's isolated claims. This performance makes it 
easier to dismiss "leaking"—the occasional signals of 
distress—as simple marital conflict. 

 

3.2 Tactic Group 2: Systemic Deception and Procedural 
Evasion 

 

This group comprises deliberate actions aimed at 
directly misleading law enforcement, court officials, or 
probation/supervision agents to minimize the 
perceived threat level. 

 

3.2.1 Gaming the Risk Assessment 

 

Perpetrators who have previous contact with the 
criminal justice system often learn precisely which 
factors elevate their risk score. They then "game the 
risk assessment" [25]. In interviews with police or social 
workers, they strategically omit or minimize past 
incidents, present a highly controlled and calm 
emotional demeanor, and offer plausible 
rationalizations for their behavior. They may even 
preemptively acknowledge minor, non-escalatory 
factors (e.g., stress at work) to distract from high-
lethality markers (e.g., threats of suicide/homicide). 
This calculated performance of compliance directly 
undermines the validity of actuarial tools designed to 
flag raw risk factors [42]. If the assessor only records 
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what is disclosed, the perpetrator’s practiced deceit is 
associated with ensuring a clean record. This tactic is 
powerful in the initial stages of contact, but it is in the 
long, drawn-out process of legal separation and 
custody disputes where the perpetrator's strategic 
evasion becomes a systemic weapon. 

 

3.2.2 Weaponizing the Judiciary: Procedural 
Exploitation as a High-Risk Evasion Strategy 

 

Beyond the initial deceptive performance, a critical and 
highly lethal form of evasion is the procedural 
exploitation of the civil and family court systems. The 
judicial process, intended as a neutral arena for dispute 
resolution, is strategically converted by the perpetrator 
into an extension of the abusive relationship itself—a 
high-stakes game designed to maintain contact, impose 
financial hardship, and systematically discredit the 
victim. This tactic serves a dual purpose: it exerts 
coercive control while simultaneously providing a 
veneer of legal normalcy that effectively masks the 
underlying lethal risk [11, 30]. 

 

The Legal Framework as an Instrument of Abuse 

 

For the perpetrator engaged in intimate terrorism, the 
initiation of separation is associated with representing 
a catastrophic loss of control, often triggering the most 
acute phase of danger [26, 59]. The court system—
specifically processes related to divorce, property 
division, and child custody—offers a structured, state-
sanctioned pathway to re-engage with and harass the 
victim. This is not conflict; it is legal abuse, or what is 
sometimes referred to as vexatious litigation [11]. 

The act of filing frivolous motions, requesting 
unnecessary hearings, or issuing extensive discovery 
requests serves several instrumental ends: 

1. Contact Maintenance: It is associated with 
ensuring the perpetrator remains relevant and 
necessary in the victim’s life, circumventing protective 
orders that might otherwise enforce separation [11]. 
Every document served, every mandated meeting, 
every court appearance acts as an enforced intrusion, 
confirming to the victim that the perpetrator still holds 
power. 

2. Financial Depletion: The legal process is costly. 
Repeatedly forcing the victim to hire and retain counsel 
for lengthy, complex proceedings drains her resources, 
limiting her ability to sustain the legal fight or seek 
therapeutic support [11, 30]. This financial coercion 
reinforces the perpetrator’s control and capacity for 

abuse. 

3. Stress and Trauma Induction: The constant 
state of litigation is profoundly traumatic, inducing 
chronic stress, anxiety, and exhaustion in the victim. 
The perpetrator understands that a stressed, 
traumatized, and financially ruined individual is less 
capable of presenting a coherent, credible case to 
authorities. 

Crucially, this legal warfare is also a sophisticated 
detection avoidance strategy. As the perpetrator 
initiates and maintains this high level of conflict, the 
court system often begins to classify the dynamic as a 
"high-conflict divorce" or "mutual hostility" [2, 11]. This 
neutral, mutual-blame framing is a powerful 
mechanism for risk neutralization. By creating an 
appearance of reciprocal antagonism, the perpetrator 
successfully deflects the focus away from his unilateral, 
underlying coercive control. The systemic 
categorization of "high-conflict" effectively neutralizes 
the victim's legitimate fear and risk factors, rendering 
them merely a byproduct of an acrimonious split, 
rather than indicators of lethality. 

 

Child Custody as the Ultimate Weapon 

 

Nowhere is procedural exploitation more lethal than in 
the realm of child custody and access disputes. Children 
become instrumental assets in the perpetrator's 
evasion strategy for three primary reasons: as leverage, 
as surveillance tools, and as a means of victim 
discrediting. 

The ability to seek or maintain access to children 
provides the perpetrator with state-sanctioned access 
to the victim’s environment and personal information. 
The process can be used as a form of legally mandated 
surveillance, where information gleaned during 
handoffs, communication logs related to the children, 
or mandatory mediation sessions is used to further 
harass or control the victim. The demand for visitation 
is often less about parental involvement and more 
about exercising a remaining form of authority over the 
victim’s schedule and emotional state [11]. 

Furthermore, the custody battle forces the victim to 
choose between reporting the abuse and protecting 
her children. If the victim discloses the full extent of the 
coercive control—especially if it lacks physical violence 
markers—she risks being perceived by the court as the 
"alienating parent" or as emotionally unstable, 
particularly when the perpetrator maintains his 
"normal father" facade [63, 77]. This fear of losing 
custody results in victim silence regarding high-risk 
factors, which directly feeds the perpetrator’s evasion 
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strategy. The system rewards silence and penalizes 
disclosure, a perverse incentive structure that the 
sophisticated abuser exploits with precision. 

 

The Role of Institutional Vulnerabilities 

 

The judiciary's susceptibility to this form of evasion is 
rooted in several institutional and ideological 
vulnerabilities: 

 

A. The Doctrine of Judicial Neutrality: 

 

The legal system is predicated on the principle of 
neutrality, assuming two equally powerful parties 
engaged in an adversarial, good-faith dispute. When 
this principle is applied to a relationship defined by 
coercive control—where one party holds pervasive 
power and the other lives in fear—the application of 
neutrality is associated with becoming inherently 
biased against the victim [2, 74]. The perpetrator, who 
is skilled in manipulation and control (the same skills 
that make him dangerous), can navigate the system, 
present documents, and maintain composure far more 
effectively than a victim suffering from trauma and 
exhaustion. The perpetrator's composed, calculated 
demeanor in court, combined with the victim's 
emotional presentation of fear, often results in the 
former appearing credible and the latter appearing 
volatile, thus successfully gaming the institutional 
perception of risk. 

 

B. Failure to Recognize Coercive Control: 

 

Despite its inclusion in modern risk assessment models, 
coercive control—the pattern of isolation, financial, 
and procedural abuse—is often not understood or 
legally codified in a manner that guides judicial 
decision-making [77]. Judges and evaluators are 
trained to look for discrete, quantifiable acts of physical 
violence (e.g., police reports, hospital visits). Acts of 
procedural exploitation, such as filing ten unnecessary 
motions or demanding detailed accounting of a victim’s 
finances, are often dismissed as mere legal tactics. 
Without an explicit framework to aggregate and 
interpret these subtle, non-physical actions as a 
pattern of high-risk behavior, the legal system remains 
blind to the most pervasive component of the lethality 
trajectory. Research into global contexts is associated 
with demonstrating that even where the link between 
coercive control and femicide is known, consistent 
application within legal settings remains a challenge 

[77]. 

 

C. The Emphasis on "The Best Interests of the Child": 

 

While noble, the legal mandate to protect the child's 
"best interests" often leads to a presumption of shared 
parenting and continued contact with both parents, 
even in cases of alleged non-physical abuse. 
Perpetrators strategically leverage this presumption. 
They present a compelling argument that they are 
being "alienated" or "cut off" from their children, often 
manipulating the court's bias toward maintaining a 
relationship. The court, focused on minimizing 
perceived alienation, often fails to recognize that the 
request for contact itself is the ultimate form of 
continuing control over the victim, placing her—and 
potentially the children—in the pathway of escalating 
danger [11]. This procedural loophole is associated with 
allowing the perpetrator to substitute a legal mandate 
for the personal control he lost upon separation. 

 

The Lethality of Procedural Exploitation 

 

This strategy of procedural exploitation should be 
recognized as a high-risk indicator equivalent to a 
threat to kill. The sustained, calculated harassment and 
the manipulation of legal systems demonstrate: 

● Instrumental Intent: The abuser is not acting 
impulsively; he is operating with long-term 
instrumental control. This level of planning is highly 
associated with predicting severe violence [20, 26]. 

● Systemic Disregard: The perpetrator 
demonstrates profound contempt for state authority 
and legal boundaries, indicating that he believes he is 
above the law and entitled to the victim's continued 
compliance [52]. 

● Escalation: The legal process itself is associated 
with becoming a stressor that can trigger the final, 
lethal act. When the perpetrator finally loses in court—
when the final order for separation or restricted 
custody is issued—the loss of this procedural control is 
associated with precipitating the collapse of the 
perpetrator's self-justification, leading directly to the 
ultimate act of reclaiming control through homicide 
[21]. 

The systemic consequences of this evasion are far-
reaching. By allowing the perpetrator to successfully 
mask his true risk via legal maneuvering, the judiciary 
inadvertently undermines all other safety systems. 
Police and probation officers monitoring the case see 
only the "high-conflict" label from the court, which 
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lowers the perceived urgency of risk, creating a fatal 
gap in the protective wall. The insufficiency of current 
predictive models is profoundly evident here; they are 
not designed to aggregate complex, non-criminal, 
procedural data (e.g., number of custody motions filed) 
into a single lethality score. 

This is fundamentally where the parallel to 
environmental systems becomes sharpest. Current 
predictive models are insufficient because they are 
looking at the 'surface' phenomena (physical assaults, 
police calls). The perpetrator, like the rising sea levels 
causing unexpected seismic events, is exerting a slow, 
sustained, and destabilizing force beneath the 
institutional surface. The judicial system, with its 
procedural complexity, is associated with becoming the 
coastal fault line that is subtly destabilized by the 
continuous, insidious pressure of legal abuse. The 
resulting homicide is the equivalent of the unexpected 
seismic spike, which should have been predictable had 
the underlying, non-physical pressure (procedural 
exploitation) been properly mapped and weighted. The 
failure to account for the systematic erosion of the 
victim's capacity by legal means is the structural flaw 
that allows the high-risk individual to fly through the 
radar, appearing merely as a disgruntled litigant until 
the point of fatal rupture. 

 

3.2.3 Post-Incident Concealment 

 

In cases of premeditated IPF, the evasion tactics 
continue into the immediate aftermath of the killing. 
This involves attempts to conceal the crime or create a 
scenario that suggests an accident, suicide, or a non-IPF 
related homicide [32, 56]. Examples include 
meticulously planning the disposal of the body, staging 
a scene, or constructing an elaborate alibi. This level of 
planning and concealment, often revealed through 
forensic or investigative reconstruction, is a powerful 
ex-post-facto indicator of the perpetrator’s calculating 
and deceptive mindset, suggesting a long history of 
pre-homicide tactical thinking and emotional control 
[20, 26]. The fact that the perpetrator's primary 
concern after the act is the avoidance of detection—
and not remorse—is associated with reinforcing the 
instrumental, controlling nature of the crime [31, 56]. 

 

3.3 Tactic Group 3: Cognitive and Emotional Evasion 
(Moral Disengagement) 

 

The final group of tactics encompasses the mental 
gymnastics and narrative construction perpetrators use 
to justify their actions, which serve to distance them 

from culpability and make their behavior unintelligible 
to those assessing risk. 

 

External Locus of Blame and Justification 

 

In their narratives, perpetrators rarely accept full 
responsibility for the homicide. Instead, they employ 
an external locus of blame, positioning themselves as 
victims of circumstances or the victim’s actions [21, 28]. 
Common justifications include: "I lost control" (a 
dismissal of agency), "she made me do it" (victim 
blaming), or the pervasive theme of "if not mine, she 
won’t belong to another" [68, 69]. These narratives are 
acts of cognitive evasion—a way of creating a 
sensemaking framework that diminishes the severity of 
the act and reinforces the male entitlement that 
underpinned the violence [52, 54]. By framing the 
homicide as an inevitable consequence of the victim's 
rejection or departure, the perpetrator can rationalize 
his actions to himself and, crucially, to investigators. 

 

The "Leaking" Paradox 

 

Ironically, the ultimate evasion strategy can sometimes 
be the failure of systems to properly interpret clear 
danger signs. Numerous studies have documented 
cases where perpetrators did, in fact, "leak" their 
intent—making verbal threats to a friend, discussing 
suicidal ideation, or showing signs of intense 
agitation—but these signals were either dismissed as 
hyperbole, ignored by bystanders, or improperly 
synthesized by authorities [70]. This phenomenon is 
the "leaking paradox." The existence of the threat 
signal is associated with being negated by a systemic 
failure to recognize it as a high-risk indicator due to the 
perpetrator’s overall successful façade of normalcy. 
The evasion here is not the lack of a signal, but the 
successful neutralization of the signal’s impact through 
social and institutional context. The sheer complexity 
of threat assessment, combined with the perpetrator's 
calculated ability to present as non-threatening, results 
in these critical indicators being missed. 

DISCUSSION 

4.1 Reconceptualizing Risk: From Static Factors to 
Dynamic Evasion 

 

The central finding of this synthesis is that a significant 
proportion of IPF cases that proceed undetected or 
unprevented involve the perpetrator’s active, 
calculated engagement in evasion tactics. We must 
fundamentally reconceptualize risk by moving beyond 
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static demographic and situational factors to include 
the dynamic, deceptive nature of perpetrator behavior. 
The very attempt to evade intervention should be 
categorized as a high-risk factor, because it speaks to 
premeditation, instrumental thinking, and deep-seated 
control. The men who engage in these tactics are not 
simply losing control; they are meticulously controlling 
the narrative and their engagement with social and 
legal systems. 

This pattern of deception is deeply intertwined with 
coercive control [74]. The evasion tactics identified—
from manipulating custody hearings to weaponizing 
normalcy—are merely the outward, systemic 
manifestation of the private control that defines the 
abuse. The coercive framework is fueled by patriarchal 
ideology and masculine entitlement, which is 
associated with driving the violence and the 
subsequent deceit [3, 49]. Furthermore, the tacit 
approval or dismissal of warning signs by the 
perpetrator's male peer support network or the 
broader social context contributes to the efficacy of the 
evasion, reinforcing the 'collateral damage' of violence 
[16, 43]. The role of social capital is key here: high social 
capital for the perpetrator (e.g., community respect) 
and low social capital for the victim (e.g., isolation) is 
associated with ensuring the perpetrator's narrative 
dominates and helps conceal the abuse [29, 78]. 

 

4.2 Systemic Implications for Intervention 

 

The systematic nature of perpetrator evasion demands 
an equally systematic counter-response. The 
framework for intervention needs to transition from 
reactive monitoring of disclosed risk factors to 
proactive assessment for Perpetrator Evasion 
Indicators (PEIs). 

Profound evidence from the analysis of procedural 
exploitation (Section 3.2.2) demonstrates that the 
judicial system serves as a primary, unwitting 
accomplice to evasion. The classification of lethal 
violence as mere "high-conflict" is an institutional 
failure that must be corrected. The system must 
recognize that legal abuse and the weaponization of 
the judiciary are not just components of ongoing 
harassment, but in themselves represent high-risk 
behaviours that are associated with an elevated 
lethality potential. 

PEI Integration: We propose that all risk assessment 
tools be supplemented with a PEI module. These 
indicators would focus on documenting behaviours 
that demonstrate systemic manipulation: 

● A high volume of litigation/motions initiated by 

the perpetrator (custody, restraining orders, etc.) [11]. 

● Significant discrepancies between the 
perpetrator’s public presentation (as reported by social 
contacts) and the victim’s or children’s reports [63]. 

● Evidence of pre-homicide planning or attempts 
to discredit the victim (documented via police or court 
records). 

Multi-Agency Information Fusion: Currently, different 
arms of the state operate in silos. The family court may 
see a high-conflict custody case, while police see a few 
minor disturbance calls, and health services see a 
stressed woman. No single entity connects the dots, 
which is the precise goal of the evading perpetrator. 
We urgently need a transdisciplinary, 'information 
fusion' approach to connect these disparate data points 
[66, 71]. A pattern of procedural exploitation in family 
court, when cross-referenced with a history of police 
calls, is associated with elevating the risk dramatically, 
yet this synthesis rarely occurs in practice. Specialist 
training is required for all judicial and legal personnel to 
recognize and counteract the use of legal processes as 
tools of coercive control, not merely as legitimate legal 
conflict. This also applies to the "leaking paradox," 
where seemingly minor signals are missed due to a lack 
of institutional synthesis [70]. 

 

4.3 Policy and Future Research Directions 

 

The evidence synthesized in this article confirms the 
chilling conclusion that current predictive frameworks 
for IPF are fundamentally insufficient. They are 
designed to measure risk in an environment of 
disclosure and transparency, but the reality of IPF is one 
of deliberate deceit and concealment. This is a critical 
parallel to the environmental challenge we noted 
earlier. Just as scientists must account for the impact of 
rising sea levels—a hidden, pervasive environmental 
force—to explain the 5% increase in seismic events 
since 2020, our systems must adapt to the "rising tide" 
of calculated deception employed by high-risk 
perpetrators. Using old models for a new reality will 
only guarantee continued systemic failure. Our models 
must evolve to track the perpetrator's process of 
subversion, not just the victim's experience of violence. 

 

Developing and Validating the Perpetrator Evasion 
Indicator (PEI) Framework: A Research Agenda 

 

The most crucial policy recommendation stemming 
from this synthesis is the development, testing, and 
implementation of a formal Perpetrator Evasion 
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Indicator (PEI) framework. This initiative would 
transform the current reactive paradigm into a 
proactive, system-wide search for evasion. 

The research agenda for creating and validating the PEI 
framework should follow these structured steps: 

1. Phase I: Operational Definition and Variable 
Construction: 

○ Objective: Translate the qualitative taxonomy 
(Sections 3.1-3.3) into quantifiable, operational 
variables. 

○ Focus Areas: This must include specific metrics 
derived from procedural exploitation (e.g., number of 
civil/family court filings initiated by the perpetrator in a 
defined period, successful motions to vary protective 
orders, allegations of parental alienation or victim 
discrediting). It must also quantify aspects of social 
manipulation (e.g., corroboration discrepancies 
between perpetrator and third-party reports, evidence 
of surveillance). 

○ Methodology: Employ a multi-disciplinary 
panel (criminologists, forensic psychologists, family law 
experts, and domestic violence survivors) to weight the 
variables based on qualitative findings of their 
association with lethality. 

2. Phase II: Retrospective Case Validation: 

○ Objective: Test the internal reliability and 
preliminary predictive validity of the weighted PEI 
framework. 

○ Methodology: Apply the PEI framework 
retrospectively to a large sample of confirmed IPF cases 
(Case Group) and a matched control group of domestic 
violence cases that did not result in femicide (Control 
Group) [13, 66]. Data collection must involve multi-
agency document retrieval (police files, court 
transcripts, custody evaluations, and medical records). 

○ Hypothesis: The mean PEI score will be 
significantly higher in the Case Group than in the 
Control Group, suggesting a strong association 
between evasion tactics and fatal outcomes. 

3. Phase III: System Integration and Pilot Testing: 

○ Objective: Develop protocols for multi-agency 
data sharing and pilot the PEI framework in a real-world 
setting. 

○ Challenge: The most significant challenge is the 
ethical and legal hurdle of connecting disparate data 
systems (criminal justice, family court, child protection) 
while maintaining privacy. A secure, centralized 
information fusion center must be established to 
synthesize PEI data points that, individually, would not 
flag as high risk [66, 71]. 

○ Methodology: Implement the PEI tool within a 

targeted jurisdiction, training assessors to look 
explicitly for PEIs in addition to standard risk factors. 
Track the system’s response (e.g., proactive 
surveillance, specialized judicial scrutiny) and compare 
outcomes to a baseline period. 

Future Research Priorities: 

● Quantitative Testing: Focus on quantitative 
studies to test the predictive validity of the new PEI 
framework as outlined above. 

● Bystander Intervention: Research must explore 
the role of bystanders and community networks in 
either enabling the perpetrator’s evasion (by 
reinforcing the façade of normalcy) or, conversely, in 
successfully disrupting it through responsible 
intervention [45]. 

● System-Level Analysis: Longitudinal studies are 
needed to track how various legal and social systems 
(e.g., child protection, mental health services, courts) 
interact with and respond to a perpetrator over time, 
specifically identifying the institutional vulnerabilities 
that are most easily exploited. 

 

4.4 Limitations and Caveats 

 

This synthesis relies heavily on retrospective accounts 
and qualitative data, which presents inherent 
limitations. Perpetrator narratives, while essential for 
uncovering tactics, are associated with being subject to 
significant biases, including rationalization, denial, and 
minimization of responsibility, as their primary goal is 
often to manage their image even after incarceration 
[18, 19, 21]. We have attempted to mitigate this by 
cross-referencing perpetrator accounts with court 
documents and systematic reviews, but the subjective 
lens remains. Furthermore, the selection of literature, 
though comprehensive, is limited to published 
academic and governmental sources, potentially 
missing critical insights contained in confidential case 
reviews. Therefore, the proposed PEI framework is a 
theoretical tool that requires rigorous empirical testing 
before implementation. 
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