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Preface

Throughout most of the 1970s, Americans have
been .surveyed regarding their experionces with

crimes. The National Crime Survey, an ambitious

program carried out for the Law Enforcement
Assistance  Administration (LEAA) by the US.

--Burenu-of-the Census, was undertaken 6 ‘obtain an

accurate and independent measure of certain forms
of crime and provide Insight into their impact on
sociely. T

Data collected under the National Crime Survey
have been analyzed and published in comprehensive
annual reports dating from 1973, This report is one in
u series of special monographs that complement the
annual publications (see inside front cover),
oxamining in greater depth selected topics on crime
und itg victims., | )

The National Crime Survey, hereafter referred to

- as the survey, provides estimates of the amount of

crime, whether reported or unreported to the police,
committed against persons age 12 and over and
~agaipst houscholds. Perhaps more impor(ant, the

- survey yields detailed information on the character-

istics of victims, on the circumstances under which
crimes take place, and on the eoffects of crime. Not all
type$ of crime are enumerated, only those that vic-
« lims are generally able and willing to report to an in-
terviewer. For individuals these are rape, robbery,
assault, and personal larceny; for households,
burglary, household larceny® and motor vehicle theft.
Infoymation in this report pertains to events
occurring within the 1973-76 period, as derived from
semiannual interviews with about 136,000 occupants
of some 60,000 housing units across the Nation.
Eliminated from consideration were crimes com-
mitted against U.S. citizens abroad and those in-
volving foreign visitors to this country, although it
can be assumed that such events were relatively rare.
As with results from any sample survey, caution
Should be ‘exercised in interpreting data from the
crime survey because such datd are estimates and
subject to errors arising from the fact that the infor-

- mation was obtained from a sample rather than a
_ complete census, as well as to errors associated with

“the collection and processing of data. Appendix 1V
offers a brief discussion of the sources of error and
provides additional technical information. A

thorough treatment on sample size and structure and

p}

A}

on the relinbility and variance of survey data can be
found in the recurring series, Criminal Victimization
in the Unlted States. . \
Estimates in this report are based on the) full
sample of respondents and have been weighted 1o ap-

proximate existing levels of crime nationwide. Unless _

otherwise qualified;” statements inxolving compari-
sons of two or more numbers have met statistical
tests that differences equaled at least two standard
errors, or, in other words, that differences of this size

would be produced by sampling variability 5 percent
“of the lime, at most.” ™~ oo .
Survey findings discussed in this study are orga-

nized into three sections, addressing the setting,
victim-offehder ~interaction, and aftermath of vio-
lence among intimates. The text is complemented by
graphics and followed by 4 scries of data tables (Ap-
pendix 1). Users familiar with other reports based on
the survey’s data should be alerted to the existehce of

conceptual and definitional differences in this study. -

A key variable in this repofi—the relationship
between victim and offender—differs from that
found in the annual reports. Individuals considered
to be related (including ex-spouses) or well known
(friends, neighbors, classmates, co-workers, eic.,) are

‘regarded as intimates; others, whc%cr strangers,

near-strangers, os casg_al acquaintances, are defined as
nonintimates. Thus the category “intimate” used here
is less inclusive than the standard “nonstranger™ cat-

cgory, whereas the term “‘nonintimate' encompasses -

4 larger group of relationships than the term
“stranger.” The technical notes (Appendix I11) and
glossary shoul@§be consulted in order to gain an

. undorstanding of these concepts and other key terms.
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Summafy findings

This report is one of the first efforts at describing
characteristics and identifying patterns of intimate
attacks using data from a large representative sample
stﬁvcy, the National Crime Survey. Violent crimes in-
. volving intimates—including relatives, friends,

T SR S neighbors;“or work-associates=were contrasted with— - -

- those involving strapgers or near-sirangers for the
petiod 1973 through 1976. Major findings are sum-
marized below:

e About 3.8 million incidents of violence among in-
timates were reported to have occurred during the 4-
year interval. Nearly a third (1.2 million) were com-
mitted by offenders who werce related to the victim.
’ e Approximately 55 of every 100 incidents of inti-
¢ «mate violénce went unreported to Jaw enforcement
authorities. In the case of domestic disputes, privacy
or the persgnal nature of the matter was the most
I common rehson offered for not reporting.
e In three-tenths of all incidents involving inti-
. y mates, the offenders displayed or used one or more
weapons; a firearm was present 10 percent of the
. time. An actual attack—when objects were thrown,
' weapons used, or- victims physically abused in some
other way—occurred in 3 of every § cases involving
: intimates. Threats, which comprised the remaindeér of
the incidents, were more common (0 nonintimate

[

= ' . s . lated in a general way to the seriousness of the crime
) ' ' . and victim-offender relationship.
o Twoyfifths of the intimate attacks resulted in
injury; bruises, black eyes, cuts, and/or scratches
" were the most common injuries. Thirteen percent of
_ the incidents were serious enough for the victim to
‘require -some form of medical care; a tenth needed
hospitalization or ‘emérgency room treatment, -

.0 Examination of incident summaries as related to
interviewers by victims—a feature unique to this re-
port—uncovered. .the existence of certain common

“‘ , scenarios in (_ﬂrnestic violence, such. as disputes
' among estranged -couples or the involvement of
minors, . : '
o As might be expected, domestic disputes were
most likely to occur in or near the. victimahome;
“crimes involving nonintimates usually tdok place
away {rom home,

s ameasy

than ‘intimate crimes. Self-protection was also re=
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_'xi‘mong_ intimates during 1973-76,
them involving persons married or otherwise rélated’

Introduction .

e

Public awarcness and concern about violence
within families and among friends burgeoned since
that time when the Nation, shaken by reports of
sharp increases in robberies, muggings, and other
“strunger-related™ attacks, focysed its attention @n a
“street crime.” The reasons for the
shift of interest are varied and complex. Perhaps they
are rooted in u recognition that crimes such as child
and spouse abuse tepresent as serious a threat, if not
more "of one, to the social fabric as stranger-to-
stranger violence. Morcover, although the pain and
suffering associated with intimate violence has
plugued humanity from its very beginning, relatively
little is known about these tragic and often brutal acts
because: relatively few of them are reported to the,
authoritics or otherwise shared with society at large. .

Uncertainty about violence among intimates
cxtends to measurements of the dimensions of the

oo - : LS I I S SO T e T
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FBI's Uniform Crime Reports, have shown that vic-
tims and offenders are acquainted, if not related, in i
majority of murders.

Closely related to scope is the problem of multiple
sources. Measurements of intimate violence have
becen based on a variety’of data—from official or
semiofficial pecords, to requests for assistance at
counseling O!&Cl‘lblb centers, to sample surveys of the
population—and have utilized differing time periods,
locations, and social groups. Most of the surveys

~have been highly localized and based on small
bumplcs

.

Given the variety of definitions and dam sources, it .

is understandgble that disparate measures exist.
Nonetheless, on one point most agree: underre-
porting is a problem, and available measurements of
domestic violence, no mat@N\what their origin or
intent, are probably oo low./Because of underre-
porting, intrafamily conflict and abuse no doubt
constitutes the most obscure: area of intimate vio-
lence. Ip view of this, summary case histories on
domestic violence are included in the last section of
l:i‘lc report. Based on personal accounts by théic-
fims themselves, the cases were drawn from a special

problem. There have been a number of efforts *tsubsamplc of completed survey questionnaires and

directed at estimating the amount of violence among
acyuaintances or relatives, and, depending upon the
source, one could conclude that the Nation is in the
midst of a tragic internecine epidemic, or, on the
other hand. that intimate conflict rarely ®rupts into
violence. The National Crime Survey measured the
occurrence of an estimated 3.8 million violent crimes
three-tenths of

to one unother. Violent ¢times arhong nonittimates
numbgred about 14.1 million inm same period.
There arc a number of reasons for the existence of
disparate measurements, not the least important of
which relate to scope and data sources. With respect
to scope ‘there has been no consensus on what to
meansure. To illusirate, regarding domestic abuse, the "
more ambitious offorts have sought to enumerate all
types of hostile activity, from family arguments and
Juvenile spankings to deadly attacks. Not sur-
prisingly{ results of such studies suggest that domestic
violencg is not a rare phenomomenon. Other
mvesug&tlons have been more limited in scope,
 counting only those activities perceived as “serious,”
or as ¢rimes punishable by law, Predictably, these
- studiéy have produced more conservative estimates.

At is dpubtful, however, that many individuals would

disagfee on the nature of the ultimate act of violence,

are.intended to be illustrative.

Apart’ from uncertainty over the size of the
problem, much stjll needs to be learned about the vic-
tims themselves—who they are and where, when,
how, and why they arc+abused. Because. of
un&crlamty as to the extent and variability of
underreporting, however, truly representative
measures of risk for different segments of the popu-
lation are difficult or even impossible to obtain. The
wife who reports a beating to the police, to a Census

Bureau ingerviewer, or to a counselor at a crisis center
may not representative of the “average™ abused
spouse. Fgy this reason, no attention is given in this

report to personal characgeristics of the victim, other
than particulars ‘on the rclauonshnp to the offender,
However, because of user interest in such informa-
tion from a methodological standpoint, two tables in
Appendix 11 present ‘data on selected victim
attributes.

This study is a ﬁrsl cffort at ﬁlhng somc of the in- -

formational gaps on the characteristics of violence
among intimates. The data’focus on where and when
incidents take place, number and interaction of
participants, weapons used, extent of injury to the
victims, and rate of reporting to the police. For

_purposes of comparison, data on crimes involving in-

timates arc presented ~alongside information on

'nomnumatc crimes,
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It Is necessary 1o be aware of the scope of the re-
port and the limitations of the data in order to evalu-

ate the importance of the findings. Only three crjmes

ol violence—rape, robbery, and assault—reported 1o
interviewers by the victims themselves are examined
here, and crimes against small children gre ot tallied
because youngsters under the age of 12 gare not

surveyed in the NCS. Thus, this.report does nor deal -

with child abuse. Excluded also are series crimes, that
15, three or more separate but simitar incidents for
which the respondent was unable to identily

--separately -the details—of ench event Research sug-
- gests that recurring attacks are not un

Icomimon in
certain types of intimate violence.' .

~In this study, as in others, underreporting remains
the most serious analytical problem. The figure of 3.8
millioi intimate crimes, while considerable, is un-

doubtedly an underestimate of the true number,

Analytically, the problem is complicated by the pos--

sibility that certain types of incidents, such as spousc
ubusc, are more likely han.others to go unreported
10 survey interviewers, [y e) plaining why victims of

intimate ubuse fail 1o shdfe their experiences with’

others, researchers have suggested that abused in-
dividuals frequently fear reprisals if outsiders are in-
formed, or they are reluctant to publicize matters
which society regards as “priviate” or “family mat-
ters.” It may also be true that respondents fail (o re-
port incidents such as rape or attempted rhpe by a
spouse, or abuse by parents, bccausu.he.\se)jv‘enls are
not generally regarded as crimes, or legally
designated as such fn some jurisdictions.

v . ' . e

‘See Deirdre A, Guquin, “Spousc Abuse: Data from the
Nationa! Crime Survey,'t Fictimology: An International Journal,
Vol. 2, No. 3.4 (1977.78), §32-643; Richurd W. Dodge and Harolg
Lentzner, Patterns Of Personal Series Incidents in the National
Crime Survey.” in American Statistien! Associntion. 1978
FProceedings of the Section on Survey Research Methods:
Washington, D.C.: American Statistiea Association, 1979, pp.
378-)82, : .
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Typical settings -

This section examines the background to incidents
“of violence, specifically when and where these crimes
tuke place, the number of persons victimized, and the
number of offenders present. The spatial and tempo-
ral dimensions determine, (o a great d®gree, the

. character_of any. incident.. Public perceptions- con-. ..

corning the setngs of common crime affect citizen
mobility, p h‘lpS even leading to patterns of
avoidance behavior. To illustrgte, some people may
fear and avoid walking down ddrk streets alone at
night becuuse they believe this setting puts_them in
danger. By contrast.'many individuals feel relatively
safe at their jobs during the day or in their homes at
night. 1t may well be, however, with respect to certain
types of crime, that these perceptions are inaccurate.

'Famlly violence mainly at night
gi ghly half of all NCS-mcasured crimes of vio-

 lence—rapes, robberies, asa!ults——«,ommlltcd by in-

timates (i.c., persons who were well known or related

- to their victims) took place in the daytime and half

occurred at night.- Of the nighttime incidents, more
than three-quarters. transpired before . midnight
(Table 1). There were differences in the distribution,
however, that were associated with the type of rela-

tionship. A slight majority of violent acts committed .
by friends, neighbors, close work associates, or others

well known but not related occurred during the day.

-~ This was not the case for acts of domestic violence,

that is, Focidents involving relatives. By contrast,
three-fifths of the violent incidents involving relatives
were carried out at night, the bulk between 6 p.m.
and midnight: The nocturnal nature of family vio-
lence hus been attributed 16 the extensive amount of

intrafamilial contact taking place during the eVvening.:

Simply stated, family members usually spend most of
theit time together after work and school, and so it is
loglcal'thul ¢ opportunity for conflict and violence
is greater in Ahe evening. Contact between friends,

. work associdtes, or classmates, on the other hand, is
‘more apt 1o take place during the day. Violent crimes
- compmitted by nonintimates (ie., strangers, persons

‘known by sight-only, or casual acquaintances) were
somewhat more likely to occur during the night than
“day.

In the case ‘of crimes committed by kin, the tempo-
T ul pagern dnsplaycd some variation’ by type of rela-

tionship. For single-offender crimes, which comprise
the vast mujority of. all cases of violence among inti-
mates, the relative incidence of nighttime attack was
greater among spouscs and cx-spouses than xlmong
all of the other kinship groups combined (Taple 2).
The disparity was particularly noticeable ‘when
incidents of spouse and ex-spouse abuse were
compfrd with those involving relatives not in the
immedtate (amily,"such as runts and uncles, cousins,
in-laws, or brothes and sisters.? It appears tha
marital partners and ex-partners have a tendency for

nighttime violence while -others-feud -ubout usoften - -— -

duringgshe day as at_night.

Place varies markedly with relationship

The concept of the home as a sanctpary from crime
has relevance only in the context of nonintimate
crimes. Indced, 31 percent of the attacks by inti-
mates took place in, and 13 percent near, the home;

—While 7 percent of the violent irtcidents perpetrated by

strangers, nedr strangers, or casual acquaintances
were sct in the homes of victims and 9 percent nearby
(in backyards, apattment hallways, driveways, etc.).
Streets, parks, fields, playgrounds, and parking lots
provided the setting for a slight majority of noninti-
mate crimes but only for a fourth of the intimate
crimes (Table 3). ‘

Acts of family violence were much more likely than

. those involving persons well known but unrelated to

take place in or near the victim’s resjdence; the com-

parable figures were 70 and 32 perglnt, respectively.
Because the home provides the “setting for much
family interaction, but is only one of a number of
places whers f[riends and associates gather, . this
finding was not uncxpected.

The spatial pattern for intrafamilial violence
showed some variation by type of relationship. Most
nombly, incidents involving marital partners or ex-
purtners took place at or near the victims’s home
relofively more often than those involving all other
typgs of kin taken together (Table 4).

Single victim vs. single offender

National Crime Survey ﬁndmgs indicate that,
irrespective of victim- offender relationship, violent

- ¢rimes involving more than_ one victim are uncom-
~ mon. Only about a tenth of intimate or nonintimate

crimes were charactérized by ‘the victimization of

PThe difference between incidents iﬂolving gpouses and eox-
spouses thd those involving brothery and sisters was statistically
significant at the 93 percent conﬂdeme level,

RIS Y —»wvg\'m
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* difference was not great.

more than a single.person, Wi.:z the vast majority of
these acts producing two victin (Table 7). Although
there was statistical indication that violence among
friends gr relations was less likely than that among
nonin_lim to involve additional victims, the

-~

With respect 1o intimate violence, there was no dif-
ference in the relative frequency of multiple victims,in
familial and nonfamilial acts. It was found, however,
that attacks directed at a spouse Or ex-spouse were
less likely than all other family incidents. considered

s & group, tosinclude other victims (Table 8).

-

Acts of intimate violence committed by multiple
offenders were about as rare as multiple-victim
ctimes. Roughly 87 percent were commitjed by a
single offender and about 6 percent each by cither
two offenders or by threc or more (Table 9).

Although this general pattern persisted irrespective of

the type of intimate relationship, crimes committed
by kin veere less likely (o involve more than one
offender. Multiple-offender violence was most apt to
occur when the parties were not close. Roughly 2 of §

X

Y v

nonintimate crimes were committed by two or more
offenders: proportionally, groups of three or more
were about 3 1/2 -times more prevalent in cases of
nonintimate than igtimate violence. N

When the number of victims and offenders was
considered concurrently, the most common configu-
ration, not surprisingly, was single victim/single
offender. Four-fifths of all intimate crimes involved
ogly two participants, and cach of the other specific
combinations acoounted for no more than about 6
pereent of the total (Table 10). The preeminence of
the victim-offender pair over other combinations was
cvident for both categories of intimates.’Regarding
crimes between nonintimates, involvement by
multiple offenders was more common, even though
onc victim/one offender was still the modal pattern,
In about a third of these crimes. two or more offend-
crs confronted a single victim. In 6 percent, two or
more victims were encountered by a single offender,
and there was a comparable number of cases
characterized by multiple victims and offenders. In
about {1 percent of the intimate crimes, two or more

- offenders confronted one victim.,

Y Chart 1. Percent distribution of violent crimes, by relationship and number of victims and oftanders, 1973-76
\ . Single offender
1\, ~Muitiple offenders
.. . _ Single victim ' Muttiple victimsg
| Intimate ' o ! W %
Mnowin V////WgI %
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- ' » .
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Summary

Violent criminal acts may be examined simulta-
ncously from a spatial and temporal perspective,
clements defining the environmental context. This
analysis shows that the pattern for violent incidents
involving intimates differed both spatially and tem-
porally from that for nonintimate crimes, and also

varied internally depending upon the specific typaof’,

intimate relationship. When relatives were involved,
the most frequent setting was nighttime, at or near
_the_home, followed by daytime crimes in the same
kinds of places (Table 5). Incidents involving friends,
neighbors, or work associates were more cvenly
distributed between night and day and were not
clustered within or near the victim's home. In fact,
violence between well-known persons was just about
as apt to happen on the street or clsewhere outdoors
as inside or near the home. By contract, nonintimate
crimes at the victim's residence are infrequent; in-
stead, the streets and other outdoor settings
predominate, with nighttime occurrences being
slightly more common than daytime events. |
Examination of the yumber of participants showed
that intimate violence most¢ often involved single

'

victim and a single offendor. In this regard, crimeos
befween nonintimates were different only in the
degree o which this single vicum/single offender re-
lationship prevailed. ~ :

Chart2. Percent distribution of violent crimes. by time and
place of occurrence, 1973-76
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Victim-offender interaction

- No matter what the setting, the violent acts re-
c0r(\cd in the crime-survey evince a wide range of ag-
gressive behavior from verbal threats intended to
persuado or intimidate to violent physical attacks
with a weapon designed to maim or kill. Similarly, in

“coping with an’ attack, victims can reactjin u variety

of ways, (rom gesigned acceptance to active defense.
This section explores aspects of the actual victim-
ization event, comparing patterns of victim- offender
.interaction in intimate and nonm_&malc crimes,
Although this discussion follows a logical
progressiton—that is, from offender assault 10 victim
responsc—the organization was guided by analytical

- convenience, for the survey does not provide infor-

mation on the sequence of events. Although violent
atts are treated in the context of a simple “‘attack-
rcsponsc modcl many chenés may, in reality, unfold
in dlffcrcnl more complcx fashton. Similarly,

I - . ‘ q R

3

although this analysis is grounded in a victim-

offender dichotomy, there is reason to believe that
this concept is an oversimplification——that separate
and distinct roles are not always -in evidence.
Reosearch has shown that some aggressors or
prcc’pntators end yp the cv;ntuul victims when the
" intended prey takes to the attack.’

Guns, knives, sticks, stones:..
Perhaps nothing enhances the risk of serious injury

_more than the presence of a bottle, knife, or pistol in
“the "hands of "an “offender.”

frequently occurred in both intimate and honinti-
mate ¢rimes, but it was not the rule. About 3 of every
10 incidents involving friends or relatives and roughly
4 of 10 nonintimate cases were characterized by the
presence of a weapon (Table 11). There was a
somewhat greater chunce that victims would not.
know if their attackers were armed when the
individual was unknown or only slightly known,

‘Sce, for cxx\ri\plc, Marvin E. Wolfgang, *“Victim-Precipitated
Criminal Homicide,” Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology. and
Police Science, Northwestern University School of Law, 1957 48(1)
pp. 1=

: t

Intimate
Don't know 4%

. Waell known
Don’t know '

.(Firearms
*8%)

< Chart 3 Percent distribution of violent orimes,by weapons use, 1973-76 - : " .

~

Nonintimate
Don’t know 10%
' .

No
weapon.
52%

Related

— e e o - e [N -
Armed involvement

[
“~
3
a4
-
B
s
o
- t
~
(.
1 ¥,
-
.
y &
AR
[
—




e

ERIC.

riadl “ﬂ'& *'

- A

!

LY

-
R

_intimate

v . Threat

40%

© Well known Related

Attack
67%

Attack

56%

Chart 4. Percent distribution of crimes gt violence, by attack or threat, 1973-76
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Note: Attack includes
aftempls and completions.

With respect to vnolcncc among relatives, violence
between spouses or ex-spouses was less frcqucnlly
accompanied by weapons than were all other
‘domestic mcndcnls (Table 12).

- The type of weapon brandished is, of c(')ursc of
colmdcrablc importance in determining the
seriousness of a crime. A deadly. wcapon such as a

- gun heightens the powblhly that dﬁ attack will lead
o a serious or fatal injury. In upproxxmalcly three-
tenths of all intimate crimes involving weapons, of-
fenders used” o gun, alone or in-conjunction with

.other types of weapons (Table 13). Knives were sbout

. s common as firearms, whereas “other weapons,”’
such as belts, bottles, or rocks, were somewhat more
prevalent. “A similar’ paltcrn ‘was in evidence l”or
nonintimate mcndenls v

- The dlslrlbutlon of kmds of wcapons in.acts in:
volvmg intimates nppearcd to vary with the relation-
ship, “Whereas crimes involving pcrs*ons ‘who were
well known but unrelated conformed to the trend
mentioned above, i.e. , & slightly higher j proporllon of

: othcr objects than guns fumlly mc:dems uppeared

-"t »

in . .« -

more likely to involve the lethal instruments. Because
of the scargity of sample.cases of family crimes,
however, dijffgrences’ did -not prove slallsuc'\lly
'»lgmf’cam _ !

;. . : LI R . . ".—‘l-. =

Q I’

Threats vs. attacks :
Many crimes rcporled in the survey—whether or
not weapons played a rolc—wcrc restricted (g acts of
intimidation. Two-fifths of all incidénts committed

- by friends, neighbors, or relatives. were verbal br

'physwul threats, and the remainder were attacks,:

most " of them gompleted rather than’ aﬁcmplcd‘
(Table [5). Thrcals were relatively more likely to take
place among close acquaintancés than among
relatives, and cOmplclcd acts of violence were
rclauvely more c0mmonplacc in kinship situations, ..

> With respect to family vielence, apprommm\cly three-
quartcrs of all smgle offcnder mcndcnts of spouse or

e
V"

‘Attempted attacks are defined as incidents inwwhich victims

. escaped unharmed after bcmg ;hot al or having objects thrown at’

them. . S .



cx-spouse abuse culminated in an attack, a higher
proportion than the average for all other kin crimes
(Table 16). Compiared with intimate crimes, the
distribution of those among ponintimates was more
balanced; ®only u little more than hall these crimes
were characterized by physical violence, including
attompts. In proportionate terms, therefore, the
possibility of actual attack wppeured-to increase with
the closeness of the rc_lali(ﬁshiﬁ.

Perceptions regarding what constitutes a crime
may have influenced personal responses in the survey
and, -hence; - these -findings. tt-is. possible that, on
bualance, the stronger the tics b"‘ctwccn feuding partices,
the Jess likely a verbal threat will be perceived as a
crime. A vague threat such as “I'm gonfa get you for
this” when uttered by one’s spouse or brother or
sister 1s no doubt treated much differently than when
delivered by a casual acquaintance or total stranger.

Nonetheless, as noted above, many individuals do
rcport being threatened, in a vagicty of wuys by
friends, neighbors, or rclahvcs The vast gmajority of
all single-offender th¥€ats involved sov‘c orm of
verbal abuse, alone or in the company pf other
intinidating actions (Tﬁlc 17). Victims mpst often
reported being threateied with bodily Harm, the
offender sometimes vowing to “kill,” “strangle,” or
"break (the victim's) neck.” In three-tenths of the
incidents involviag offenders who were well known
but not related and in four-tenths of the domestic
crimes, the aggrieved party was threatened with a
weapon but not harmed. Few victims, irrespective of
the type of intimate relationship, reported being
threatened with rape and/or involved in situations
where they-were followed or susrounded by offend:
ers. ! o

only the less scrious forms of abuse. Rape or
attempted rape, cither alone or accompatied by other
forms of aggression, was rclatively rare, as was
assault with a thrown object (Table 18). In 16 per-
cent of the domesti¢ incidents and a similar propor-
tion of the nondomestic incidents, victims reported
being struck with a hand-held object, shot, or knifed.
The more common forms of attack involved such acts
.- 18- being punched or slapped or physically abused in
. some other way: Thus, for example, in 81 percent of
the spouse incidents victims -were hit, slapped, or
: knockcd down, and in 37 percent they were grabbed,
held, pushed tnppcd gr jumped.

K
.\

e

Most of thpse assaulted by intimates experienced -

Y

Chanrt 8. Distribution of violent crimes. by rature of
incidant and typa of rasponse, 1974-76
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Violence begets violence

An attack or threat offtiackghdy be dealt with ina
variely of ways. The viétfim may no\ respond at all,
believing that the offense is n hy of retaliation
or enduring the hymiliation or hurt in order not to

. prolong or escalate the conflict. On the other hand,
~ the Victim may seck 10 énd the incident and prevent
. furthey, abuse by resisting, either in.a nonviolent -

mann -——cow:rmg up, reasoning with the offender,
running away, secking assistance—or aggressively—
striking back with 8 weapon, with fists, or any object
close at hand.

Survey data show that in about 2 of every 3 cases,
victims do something, if only to shout back or cover
up, in response to a threat or violent attack (Table
19).. This was true whether the dffender was
unknown, slightly known, well-known, or related.

Actual attacks were somewhal more likely than

threats to be accompanied by victim self-protection,

except when the antagonists. were related, Attempted
attacks, whether committed by intimates or noninti- *

mates, were characterizéd mare often by victim self-
protection than completed attacks, Finally, findings
from single-offender incidents suggest that abused
SPOUSES OF GX-$POUSCS Were no more or no less likely
thau other relatives as negroup to protect themselves
when threatened -or attacked (Table 20).

*
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But what of the types of action taken by those who
defend themselves? The firdings suggest that, irre-

spective of victim-offender relationship, the nature of .

the response corresponded, in general, with the
offender’s actions®*(Table 21). In situations where the
victims were only threatened, the vast majority of
responses were nonviolent, or passive,. such as
returning threats, yelling for help, orsrunning away.
Attempted attacks were more apt to produce a
violent reaction,® althoygh a majority of "these
incidents were still characterized by passive response.
In cases of actual physical violence, however, most
victims respoaded by striking back or attempting 1o
do so (often in concert with less aggressive actions),

With respect to variatiops in the response pattern
by relaiformhip, there wpstindication that when the
partics were related, victims were less apt to respond
actively. This was true for completed attacks and ap-
peared to be true for attempts, although there were
too few cases of the latter to ensure statistical
reliability. When committed by relatives, about half
of all the attacks met with active victim resistance,
but for thos¢ committed by persons who were well
known but not related the figure was 59 percent,
Fifty-six percent of all violent attacks between nonin-
timates produced an Active response, As was the case
with others, spouse-abuse victims dnly infrequently
struck back when threatened, ‘but often reacted
violently when attacked (Table 22).

Summary s

In toughly three-teaths of all intimate crimes of
violence victims faced assailants who were armed
with a weapon or weapons; 10 percent of the total
number of incidents involved the displdy or usc of the
most deadly of weapons, a fircarm (Table 23). Some
incidents consisted of nothing more than harsh words

‘ot threatening gestures, but 60 percent were actual

attacks in which objects were thrown, weapons used,
or victims bodily mistreated in some other fashion.

‘Becuuse of o revigion in the question pertaining to self- .

protective measures, data on this subject are limited to the 1974-76

* interval. Victim responses were clussified us aolive*®rpassive based

upon the lcvcl_ of action taken, as described in the technical notes
(Appendix 1)

*For nonintimate incidents the difference was significant at the
92 percent confidonce fevel.

- . -

2 3

Without regard to the character of the offense,
roughly two-thirds of the incidents elicited victim
sell-protection. Actual nttacks were only slightly
more likely than threats to gencrate a defense of some
kind, but much more likely to produce violent coun-
teraction. Those cases featuring the greatest amount
of violence, completed attacks accompanied by a.
violent response, comprised about 23 percent of all
intimate crimes. Participation by individuals related
to cach other did not significandy alter this pattern.
Nonintimate crimes were somewhat more likely than

intimate crimes 1o -be characterized by weapons use, -

but less apt to result in an actual attack.



the victim received medical attention. For purposes
of the survey, medical attention is defined as care
administored by a trained professional, such as n

’ . doctor, nurse, mcdic dentist, etc., either on the scene

The aftermath _or at an office, hospnml or clinic.
' - . . Two-thirds of those persops injured by relatlves.

[4

‘1n the wake of a violont attack, victims may ahd an cquivalent proportion of those injured by
exporience physical suffering and etonomic hardship,  persons well known but unrelated, did not receive
and thcy may choose to report the crime to the police.  medical attention, although they may have sought
It is pbssible that in the eyes of the victim such factors  help from nonprofessionals or treated themselves
“ns injury and cost of recovery determine, much more’  (Tables 27 upd 28). Among persons who obtuined
..thap_who attacked, the sericusness of the crime, and. . professional_medical. attention. after being attacked
perceived seriousness plays:an important role in by intimates, approximately 17 percent lvere
determining whether a crime is reported to_ the  hospitalized overnight or longer and about half

authorities. , recojved emergency room treatment .only, The
' remainder of these victims (28 percent) stated that no
Most injured but few hospitalized - hospitalization was requirell, although their injurics

may have been treated at the scene, at other types of
facilities, or at home." Here again, the pattern-that
prevailed for intimates as a group was by and large
characteristic of incidents involving relatives, persons
well known but not related, and also strangcrs and)
' ncar-Stmngcra '

With respect to medical costs, the grcal majority of
the injured victims who sought medical ¢are incurred
cxpenses (Tables 29-30), although thesc were often
defrayed by insurance. Irrespective of whether the
crime involved intimates or nonintimates, medically
treated victims had expenses in about 4 of every 5
cases. There was some evidence that persons related
to their attackers were more likely to sustain medical

es than those whd knew their assailants but
Junrelated.’
Considering the cost of medical care, ap-

Whettrer  perpetrated by mumatcs or nomnu-
mates, most incidents of‘\Hdlcnl crime involving more
than a mere threat rcsu‘tcd in some type of physical
mjury to the victim. Such injury occurred in 54 per-
cent of the attacks mvdlvmg nonintimates and in 63
percent of those between individuals who were well -
known but not related to the victim (Table 25). -
Three-fourths of the attacks resulted in injury when
the offender was related to the victim, and a similarly
high rate of injury was recorded for most types of
single-offonder, intrafamily abuse (Table 26). Thus,
the likelihood of sustaining injury Jppeared to
increasc the more intimate the v1cum ffender rela-
tionship.

The extent of i muury rangéd from supcrﬁcnul cuts
and bruises to seripus wounds. About 1 in every 20
victims were knifed or receiveth gunshot wounds,
alone .or in conjunction with other injuries,” and a
roughly equivalent proportion had‘bopes btoken or
teeth knocked out, or received internal injuries, or
were knocked unéonscious. Approxlmatcly 16 per- 5
cent sustained ‘“‘other’ injuries, 'such as burns, hair
pulled out, and pulled back 3r arm muscles. By .
contrast, roughly four-fifths of all those attacked
suffered bruises, black cyes, cuts, ot soratches; and, in
most cases, these were the only injuries received. This
overall pattern persisted whether the assailant was a
stranger, a relative, or a well-known acquaintance. -

The seriousness of the incident can also be
- oxdmined from another perspective, namely, whether

pr ximatcly one-quarter of the incidents produced
cxpcnscs of less than $50 and another fourth résulted

incidents, however, medical costs were not known or
not provided, Victims of nonintimate violence had a
slightly higher proportion-of medical expenses in the
$250 and over bracket than did the victims of inti-
mate crime. oy

© 'Because of an ambiguity in the questionnaire, a number of vic-

LY

s . ‘ .o - timized espondenty falling into the “other (remme&’ cntegory

may not have recelyed any prpfcsslonal treatmeont ddall. A dis-

16 C - . . . . . .
Beca s o
oause this was & multiple-response question, the vitim may cussion of the data on medjcal attention appears in the technical

have given one or more answers.on the type of injury received.

Analysis of multi-response patterns showed foW victims gave three ~ "0'¢8 (Appendix Tl o
Of more responses, and relatlvely few reported more than one _ . . .
. serious injury, . . ‘Statistically sigpificdnt at the 94 percent confidenco level.
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oxnmatcly 11 percent of those intimate victims
iqurring expenses had bills of $250 or more. More
of en, the” financial costs were less severe: ‘ap-:

in setbacks' of $50-$249. For a large proportion of
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Worktirne losses relatively high spouses, paronts, children, brothers, sisters, and other
: noa R - kin reached the attention of the police, compared
. for family vlolencg_ in ¢ atter p p

. Another consequence of crime is lok§ of income

and production through job abscnteeism. Roughly

one-tenth of all intimate, crimes of violence prodyced
sonie disruptityn, with one-fourth of these amotiniing
to los8es of less than_a* day (Table 31), Ingidents of
- family violence -wergy somewhat maore likely * than
‘ those between persons well known but unrelated to
- be attended by lost worktime. Furthermore, a larger

proporfion of family violence cases rgsulted in
- worktime losses of a:day or more, Two-thirds of the

spouse ot ex-spouse -offenses resulting inworktime

losses produced 1 to 5 dys of loss and on
* more days (fable 32).

« nd

. Varled reasons for police nonreporting

~ While there was no significant difference in the

s . ~police reporting rate for.intimate nnd nonintimate
L ceimes, violence among rélatives was more likely to
o be reported (0 the authorities thmll.(!mt invdiving
o persons well known bul mot related. A majority, 57
. " peréent, of all attacks committed by spouses, ex-
g . Yooy I
S . b . . . e

fifth, 6 or

go unreported to the policg, are also wissod by the survey,

with 39 percent of those incidents involving friends,
neighbors, or work associates (Table 33). Moreover,
the percentage of reported crimes involving relatives

. was higher'thun that for offenses amohg_L noninti-

mates (44 percent)," Incideits of spouse or ex-spouse
abuse were reported at a rate not unlike that for all
other kinship crimes (Table 34).

Justification for not reporting crimes to the police,
also differed with the relationship between victim and
offender (Table 35). The reasons most ofter' cited by
victims of nonintimate attacks wete that the crime

c \ : .

“The relatively high rate of reporting domestic incidents to the
police was uncxpeeted in the light of prevailing opinion about the
hidden nature of family violence. Caution should be axercised in
drawing ¢onclusions: for although the findings may be axplained
by such factors ns relative seriousness, they may ilso be related to o
voriability of underreporting fn the survey: It could be hypothe- ~J

. sized that there is o much stronger positive relationship between re. . -

porting 1o the. survey intervitwer and the police ip casos of

" domestic ibuse than in other types of crime. Consequently, relutive

to other attacks, o larger proportion of domestic incidents which
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' N
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TChart 7. Porcent oF violent drimaea réported to the MHCE
1973-76
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was not important enough 2 percent) and that
~nothing could be done (27 percent). By conteast, the
. mbst common response trom vigtims of an attack by
A intimate was that the incident was o private or
" pgrsonal matter (48 percent). This responsc was
especially prevalent when relatives were involved—it
was offered in abom two-thirds of such cases. The
weight (mnchcd to “considerations of privacy is not
ultogcthcr burpnsmg given the ceritral role of the
{amily ig. American life. To many, family life is sup-
posed o be charncterized by love, and kindness, not
anger and, harm. Failure to live up to this ideal
standard may be viewed py the victim as abnormal,
- something which must be kept from public know-

ledge, lest shame und hmmhmmn follow on th¢ heels

- ol physical uyuf)' i i

Summary

Certain consequences of violent st commmed by
intimate and nonintimate offenders have been
examined. Four-tenths of the victims,of an intimate
attack sustained some\type of injury; the equivalent
proportion for those ‘committed among noninti-

mates was about threc\\cnlhs (Table 37-38), How-

over, thc,ma)omy of § anul‘lcS sustained in vnolcnce of-
cither. type were rcln(we]y \supcrﬁual—bruncs bluck

Chart 8. Percent of respond nts glvlng prm or
personal matter” as § reason for not
rgporting to pol‘lco, 1973-76
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eyes, cuts, and/or scratches. As testimony of this fact,
only 13 percent of the crimes committed by intimates
were serious enough for the victim to require some
form of medical care, and only a tenth necessitated
hospital care or emergency room treatment.

Whether committed by intimates or nonintimates,”
about a tenth of all violent_ggts resulted in some -,
‘worktime loss for onc or mord fumily members, with
offerises involving relatives more likely than those in-
volving persons well known but not related to cause # -
abscnces of u duy or more. As a group, intimates were
neither more nor less likely to report crimes to the
palice; however, offenses involving” relatives had the
highest rate of reporting. The most common reason
given for failurc to notify the nuthorities of intimate
attacks was the private or personal nature of the
inogdent; for acts involving nonintimates, the reasons
reflected the. influence of pr:IC(iCﬂl, less emotional

constderntions. \

Selected case hlstorles _
of domestic violence ) L

_..the ex-husband repcatedly threatened the
responden(_ with a gun... finally...the husband .
pointed the gun at the rcbpondcnt and fired
three times. ln ckch instance, the gun misfired.”

While the muJOrlty of incidents involving
confrontations or attacks between relatives are not -
quite as dramatic as the situation above, in many
instances domestic altercitions can be highly
charged. Sjtuations leading to domestic violence can’
be sparked by. specific arguments over children,
cXcessive ()rinkmg, poSt-marital disputes, or may
involve n slow building of tensions over scemingly
petty disputes that suddenly erupt into overt hostility.
This section will examine some of the written sume*
maries of those im‘}c&)ls involving relatives or ex-
relatives, in the hope of giving the reader better
~ insight into-acts of domestic violence ‘than that

., provided by simple .crosstabulations and frcqucn(:y

*distributions. The descnplipns prosented are hased
on interviewer summaries,. and thus are not
necessarily the victin’s exact description of the
mudcnt ' .

A représentative M\mple of some 259 question-
naires involving violent crimes committed by u re-- -
lated single offender were examined. A proportion of
these questionnaires were then selected for detailed

casc study nnalysis. These sample case} were then

grouped along topical lines i in order to l‘u(,uhtmc their

prcscnmhon e
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Chlidren f%'pont!y the catalyst

In many af the summaries examined, children were

the catalyst 1‘1 ncts of violence between relatives.
Typical were yncidents in which the ex-hushand
. Wanted &uslod'y,pf the ¢hildren, an argument cnsucd,
and the wife \kau\ threatened with harm. In one case,
the husband | ,,who had repeatedly harassed or
attacked his }‘(L\Vlfc in ordér 1o take the children,
pretended to bM\ matd at the inotel where his ex-wife
was staying. V\{hcn she opened the door, he began to
threaten her wllh a wrench. She locked herself in the
bathroom, and: hc beat on the door. Fortunately, she
wis not lmurcd,\MOKcl mt\nugcr called the police../".

In another mstahcc **...husbgnd threatened to
take a car and riat over a relmivc‘aﬂcr he had taken a

child away fromy her {the ex-wife)—he then threat- .

ened to shoot o yun over anyone who tried to stop
him. This occuh‘ d ul a {amily reunion and the
husband was drjnk. '

Children are ,omm not gnly the cuusc of domestic
disputes; they m'ly also become the victims. Typical
examples were casgy in which a parent threatens or
otherwise physicalty harms a child during the cours®
of an argument. Yor cxample, in onc case, the
respondent was V\snj‘\g his stepfather, and in a short
time_an argument Wnsued between the two. The
stepfather left the “rifom to find a gun, and the

“respondent  left.. Tt\\q stepfather followed the
respondent into, the yjrd and fired’ the gun twice.
Fortunately, he mlsacd\bls stepson completely.

Although recorded iR glunccs of child abuse were
relatively rare," in some dstances the abuse was quite
serious. The molestatio _\_' f a child in one cuse was
the final incident in a serig of altercations between a
‘wife and husband that le \o the dissolution of the
murrmgc As described t\ithe interviewer **..the
husband molested the younéﬁ\r son several times. The
husband told the wife ‘if yN¢ reported him to the
police they would believe hml,,hot the child,’ because
"he was a friend of the judge, sfyd the police can’t do
anything in a domestic' dispyta,y Her husband was a
former law enforcement o (licoy; Because of this

“incident and several other “di ptes between the
husband and Wife, the rcspon(}mt lllcd for a d‘iforcc
and moved out,” Coy

“Since the minimum age for rcspondclm is® l2 1(\(! ]l
respondent is utilized for 12- and 13-year-olds rcl\ublz\(ncnsu ¢ of
child abuse is not obtainalile from the survey. . \‘\

Fol

e | ‘-\

" damaged) front door.’

volving intimate violence center on disputes between
estrunged couples. The case historics show that
resentment and hostility arve displayed by one or both
of the parties for months or years after the
separation” The potentinl for violeWee is often
enhanced becuuse frequent contact is unavoidable.
To illustrate, a wifc may have no choice but to remaip

in contact with hor ex-husband after a divorcg, often *

becuuse he brings her support checks, or wishes to sec
the children. Such visits may be accompanied by
threats or physical abuse from her cx- spousc One
rcspondcnl told the interviewer that whil

husband was moving out, he suddenly ulluckcd und
tricd to choke her. A more serious case involved an

- incident ofuucmptcd sexual abuse by an ex-husband.

The husband *._.came to the house to hglp with a
repair and lrlcd to force [the ex-wifc) Lo have sexual
rclations. She resisted and argued. He pushed her
around-and roughed her up somewhat, but he...was
persuaded to leave her alone.” In another instance,
the husband's ex-wife: threatened him 'with a knife
during the course of an argument. Later, the ex-wife
arrived at her ex-spouse’s apartment with the poli¢e

..1ook [the] respoudent to jail overnight—wife
smycd i apartment_[and)] took collection valued at
$15." More common were cuses involving pure har-

“assnieht, -Many of the summaries detail situations
- where the ex-spouse would cither see oftcall the

former partuer to shout at ot verbally abuse him/het.
A somewhat typical  example was .as follows. The
.-x-spousc came o pick up son and began [an)
nrgumcnt He used abu’uvc language and broke (or
Even thowgh the police are
notified ‘in situations phat involve ropeated verbal
abpse, such abuse usually continues until the victim
either remarries or moves nway. .

Alcohol abuse sometimes
accompanies violence

The use of nlcohol 1§ often a conlnbutmg fnuor in
acts of domestic violence, There were a number of re-
ports of threa(s or beatings made by a drinking father
or-husband against some other family membee. In
one instance, a drunken ex-husband broke down the
respondent’s door*with a chain wrapped around his
wrist, und beat her up. Another case details how the

cx-husband, after drinking, “...threatened wife, grab-

bed [und] shoved her down Frequent occurrence,
threatened 10 kill rcspondent because she had started

~dating.” A somewhat ‘more serious cise invdived a
" drunk husband who *...camc home, started to beat*

me [the wife], then got & gun and pointed it at my
fuce. L reasoned [wnth] him as-best | LOll'd " In a case.

]

o
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involving a drinking father, he threfntened to kill each
onc of his three children. Luckily #his was just a
threat—it was reported that no harm came to the
children. Thus, it appears that the use of alcohol
sometimes tends to magnify and exacerbate tensions

between intimate parties to the point where verbal -

abuse escalates into physical blows and in some
instances, threats of death,

Longstanding disputes may erupt
, Into vlolence,

In many of the situations, it is virtually impossible
to determine why minor disputés crupt into vicious
quarrels or acts of violence.

In some ol the case histories examined, however, it
appears that ténsions and disputes build over a
period of time o the point where threats and harsh

words escalate into overt acts of violence. Many of .

the interviewer. sdémmaries detail such situations,
- where repeated threats of | violence culminate ip
beftings, dttacks with weapons, or other attucks
resulting in serious injury to the victim. One
particularly chilling example.of such an escalation
involved a married couple. There had been previous
disputes* between the two, and in one instance, the
wife threatened her spouse with a knife. Finally, she
tricd to murder him by turning on the gas stove while
he was slecping, and leaving the upartment, making
sure that all the windows and doors were closed. The
victim smelled the gas thd wokc up before itawvas (0o
lmc In another instance mvolvmg a-divorced cdliple
...[the] ex-husband argued, threatened, hit [ex-wife)
once a week..in own h}mc--on phonc—m mother’s
housg—wherever he saw her, day, evening, etc.”” It
appears that jealousy may have been the cause of
these outbursts, for one month after the above
-idcident occurred, her ...ex-husband shot and killed
the man she was duling one evening while she was at
her mother’s home.” Afterwards “she was lhrcal-
encd with a weapon...”.

In-law problems are thc ﬁﬁme of a wcullh of

humor'.in’ this country, but they also provide the

background for tragedy. To illustrate, a Yespondent
got into an argument with his wife's relatives, and
while one man attracted- his attention, two others

.went around the truck and shot me in the

' stomacb..“ . In some of the analyzed cases there-ap- -

. pears to be no reason for-an auack, other than the
victim being in the wrong place at the wrong time.
For example, one respondcm was injured when his

sonin-law by marriage asked to see his wife and child -
(the husband and wife had separated). When ghc.

s “-ﬁ

| .

victim answered that they were not there, the son-in-

law pullc%-om a knife and procecded to attack him;/

The respohgent suflered only minor injuries.

Police intervention 2

l’cnhup:; one of the more pcrtmcm und comrovcr- -

sl Assues relating 1o domestic violence is the in-
volvumnl of the police in f.nmly disputes. A review
of the intervicwer summaries showed that authorities
generally do one of two things: comply with the

- vicum’s wishes to remove the offender, or-simply

ignore such rcqucbts because, uccording to the victim,
the iincident is a “‘family dispute.” A typical example
‘of the first outcomte would be as follows: the
respondemtt was threatened with harm by a relative,
the police were notified, and the offender was
charged with an offense. Most of the cases examined

indicated this to be the usual outcome for incidents of—

domestic abuse. Regarding the second situation,
however, the reactions of the police sometimes vary.
In a number of incidents, the amthorities refused to
litervenc because they viewed the incident purely as a
“family squabble,” something that could be worked
out™etween the two partics. w a’particularly extreme
cxample, a woman was severcly beaten and suffered a
coneussion; yet, according to her, the police did

* nothing-except laugh. In another insmncc a woman

encountered her ex-spouse on the street, she spoke to
hir, and he then beat her up. ‘She sustained bruiscs,
contusions, and loose teeth—but the pohcc did
_nothing.

The NCS does not verify whcthcr or not the police
were notified, nor does it follow the incident through
“to its (inal disposition, Therefore, in some instances
the ruspondcnl inay feel that the police were not
responsive, yet’ the officer on the scene may have
another officer or detective do a “follow up” on the
offense. Nevertheless, in some of the cases examined,
thert was o pattern of repeated harassment against
the victim with the police being notified in each
instance, .and yet no action was taken ugainst the
assailant, Over a period of time, this apparent lack of
interest on the part of the police may cause the victim
to believe it is fruitless to notify the authorities,
thereby increasing the feelings of bitterness .and
alienation on the part of the respondent. Thus, a
vicious cycle may be set in motion, whereby the
victim will not’call the police becsuse *they won't do
anything,” the offender, in turn, escalates the severity
and inténsity of,lhc» aftacks, and:the respondent
continues to cndure beatings and threats. And in such

. 4 gitugtion, the victim often has no reﬁourse but to
. C ) (
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nceept such nttacks, attacks that some day/may lead
to seriaus injury, or perhaps even death. v
J,”
Summary
4
- #{lhis section has presented excqypts from inter-
Lo ﬂew::r summaries of incidents of- dONOS‘IL violence.
' Although it would be- possible to conclude by
grcscnllng highlights of some of the more relevant
& $pects common to the incidents examined, one case
in particular best sums up the dilemma faced by vic-
tims of domestic vaolcncc ‘As told to the interviewer
- !hc victim's »
“ox-husband tried to gain access to HH
[household and] threatened respondent. He was
incbriated ‘and has a record of harassing
respondent, and has attempted several break-
\ ins during past 5 years. Respondent is fearful of
\ her life [and] daughter’s. Ex-spouse is an al-
coholic. She hopes some law would be passed to
_protect people from this kind of situation, The
police answer calls and remove intruders of this
type, temporarily. They are back on the streets,
on bail, to do more of the same. She was
divorced 10 years ago, feels she has a ‘right o~
live her life without fear of this man. She hopes .
o crime survey wil] help this type of.crime, of : <
. Which there are many, which dg:nd in deathof
innocent people.” - A |
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Appendix | .

Data tables

The 38 statistical data tables in this section are
“arranged along toplcnl lines, paralleling the dis-
cussion of findings. Tables 1-10 present information
on the setting, Tables 11-25 on victim-offender
interaction, and Tables 26-38 .on ‘the aftermath.
Unless otherwise state}i\ all mblcs contain data for

- the period 1973-76. . *.

In general, two tables hrc prcscmcd for cach
specific subjcct The first provldcs information on the

- victim=offender relationship for all crimes of vio-
lence; the second gives a more detailed breakdown of
intimate crimes for single-offender incidents only. In
both types of tables there is a small residual
component, labeled *‘not available,” within the intj-
mate category. This subunit includes cases where in-
formation on the exact relationship between inti-

" mates was not prévided by the respondent or was not

classifiable.
All statistical data generated by the survey are
cshmatcs that vary in their degree of reliability and
_are subject to varianee, or sampling error, stemming
~from the fact that they were derived from surveys
rather than complete enumerations. Constraints on
interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as
‘for determining their rchablhty, arc set
forth ‘ip/ ppcndlx IV, As a general rule, however,

. saffiple éasos havc becn considered unreliable. Such
estimates, qualified by means of footnotes to the data
) _tables, were not used for analytical purpQses in this

“report. For data pertaining to ‘the personal and
household sectors, a minimum estimate of 10,000, as
well as percentages based on such a figure, was con-
sidered rehable

s
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Table 1.

Time of occurrenge, by victim-offender relationship

’ ¢ .
Daytime e e e Nignt e I . Hot known and
Ralaticaship Tutal Sam. Gp.m,. Total Up T midnight Jidnlght=6am. Not known not avatlaple
T T T e ]
Intimate )‘ 809,000 1,877,000 1,908,000 4 1,493,000 407,000 9,000 24,000
V4 100 .0 A1 201 vy, 10,7 'o.e 0.6
‘;'. well known < 917,000 1, jog,000 t,i1,000 Hip), 000 ZJ4,000 4,000 16,000
j 100.0 4.1 a5 ,0" 8.7 a.9 ‘0.4 0.7
J Hoalatou L. %0, 000 440,000 Gt U0 S, U00 160, V00 1} . 000
s e won N Yo .2 1 W0 s
' Nt avatlable 140, a0 62,000 17,000 * ol (g 16,000 0 1.000
¢ ~
¥ ov.o R 448 s [ PO LN 'o.s
*fw : Noninliinals PLLITS, 00 &.575,000 7,468,000 LIS S ) 1,700,000 @ 15,000 82,000
K 100.0 46,4 . 6.9 vooa0.2 ° 2.4 . 0. 0.6
N ety e ) S aup——
SHOTE:  Detatl may not add to total shown because of roun(llng.
'Esthmate, based n cora or an about 10 or fewer sampiv cases, is slanstcally ynreliable. .
. . . . . N :
-
v . .
’
. <
Table 2. Time of occurrence, by detailed intimate relationsfip (single-offender incidents)
f ) - T '
Daytune Nl.ghluﬂu- - N Not knuwn amd
Rulationship Total fa.m.-bp.m. Tatal b p.m . -midnighr Midnight -6 a.m. Not known not available
Woll known 2,125,000 *
1400 AYon 4.7/ e 0 . ] V.17
Ralated 1,09%,000 ¢
160.0 - ig_} o).t 16,4 4.6 '0.0 +0.6
Spousefex-spouse 616,000 )
100. % AFAR: 66 .4 18.8 o 17.6 0.0 ‘0.0
Parqnt 47,000 ey
- 100.9 19.4 60.b 19,8 ﬁ "o.8 0.0 0.0
Qwa ehild 18,000 - -
* 100.0 12.) 37.7 24.% 13.2 ‘0.0 0.0
Nrother /astor TH, 000
100.0 a8.¢ LN §1.) ‘8.5 ‘0.0 0.0
Other relative 2h8,000
100.¢ 17.8 .0 41.2 7.8 ‘0.0 '0.4
" Not available L, 000
14,0 4.3 34.8 13.5 no 0.9 ‘0.8
. J— .
NOTE: Detail may not add te dotal shown becauss ¢f roynding.
'Estioate, based an zefo 6F on about 10 or (ewer sample canes, s statistically vgreliable. B
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Table 3. Place of occurrence, by victim-offender relationship )
& ) . %
Inside non- Un streel o1 in park,
) ruatdential playground, school-
Relstlonahip - t Tolal Inailde own hohe Neay own home poniden Instde achool ground, and parking lot Lisowhere
Intimate - \.%QQ.OOO 1,173,000 477,000 41bH,000 2 215,000 - 987 000 %206 ,000
) 100.0 30.8 — 12.% 1.9 6.2 25,8 13.8
Wall hnown 2.517,000 148,000 190.000 149,000 ' 217,000 #5000 112,000
1000 7.8 1.9 ti.9 .6 1.4 13.2
Relutod 1.1%0, 000 6Y3, 000 L 000 a".000 2,000 121,000 170,000
100.0 60.) 2.8 4 ‘0.2 10.7 . 14.8
Nul avaitable t40 000 © 31,000 14,000 IH:l_)(;O 15,900 3g.a00 24,000
: 100.¢ o TEELD 19,0 1.8 109 271 17.1
Nantntimate . 14,125,000 - 1,029,000 1,262,000 2,208,000 889,000 7.388,000 . 1,349,000
. 100.0 1) 8.9 15,06 6.} . %92.) 9.0
~ ——— —

NOTE1 Detail may not add 10 tolal shown bucayse ol m\mdxr@/.
'Eatimate, based on about J0 or fawer saniple casos, ia slatistically unroliabla,

7

Table 4. Place of occurrence, by detalled intimate relationship (single-offender ln;\dents) ’

~

Inside non -

On streot gy in patk,

. - residontial playground, school -
I(elnuonsl'; Total Instde own home Near own homo bullding Instde schaol ground, aml parking lol Elaewhae
— e ] —_ —— & e ———
Weall known 2,125,000
190.90 19.7 13.0 15.3 8.9 29.1 13,7
Related 1,05%,000 |
100.0 2.6 8.9 4.2 0.0 10.2° 14.b
" Spousae/en-spouss 616,000 *
100.0 5.1 5.9 2.5 ~'0.0 8.9 T T4
Pargnt 37,000
: 106.0 51.1 ho.% W] ‘0.0 6.5 2.3
Own child 38,000 .
100.0 70.8 1.2 '0.0 ‘0.0 3 ‘0.0 1.9
Brothor /sister 16.000
100.0 441 ‘9.9 ‘8.8 0.0 1.8 . A 25.3
Other rolative 268,000
100.0 12 B 14.¢ 1.5 '0,0 5.9 24.2
Nat avatlable 140,000
100.9 :;2.0 10.0 12.8 10.9 2T, 7.1
. oy
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown becauao of rounding . + \
‘Eatimate, bused on 2ero or on abowy 10 or fpwer sample cases, is statistically unreliablo, A
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Table 8. Time and place of occurrence, by victim-offender relationship - . '
[ 3
2 N e im e . ST . B )
e e e Antimnte . < ' :
Time and placa - ) LT Nl
of accurrence Total Wotl known fHolated avafialile
" e e e e U
Total indidunts V. 009,000 LN 000 1. 1~0,000 {10, 000 M
? 100.0 100.0 100 - o 0
Daytime i 1,877 000 1,108 000 . 46,000, [ .\mu [ Y AN THT
Total L Y . PR 1 IS tr.t A6
Inside or neat own home tow ., T . RLWS ' s R
Inaide nonresidenttal butlding hod I . S I . 1.8 A I .l
B “Od siroel or in patk, piaygrouad. ' : . .
i nhoolgrouud and parhmg lot 4.0 1B L 2.5 Ja.0
Elsswhere’ 12 ITIRE 1. v v,
nghlllme » 1 _le,gon L1, 000 48,0008 . .00 T.a6u 000
Totul 50.1\ 45.0 [NUS & 1.8 W2
Inslde or neat own home " N ' 1y . ER I ALY bty
{nzlde nonresidential bullding 4.6 4.4 LS (L) "o
. On street or o park, playground, N . - e | ' °
‘ * achuclground, and parkiag lot et \ -t 1y 6.y N Y
N Elaewhero' 1.6 . [ i 1o ) s
" Van't know 24 000 16,000 6,000 1,000 w2000
Tolal 0,6 : .7 ‘0.3 VIR (LN
. Insids or near own home * 0.} ' ’ 0.} 0.4 'D.0 {3
» . Inside nonrestdential buflding ~ 0.1 1o te o 0,0 0.1
On streqfor in parf@iplayground, v : f\\ : .
schoalground, and’'parking lot oo A (W4} ‘0.0 LT . 0.8
Llaowhere' | < ‘0. 2. i.\ '0.2 L0 ‘0.0 . 0.1
. DTS . - . - ‘. . - - -— - « PR — .
NOTE! Dmall may nol add lo total shown becausé ol luun(lln“. \ R
Z roprounu tony than Q.03 porcent. | \
'Entimale. based un zero or on about 10 ar (cwer aample cagen, in statistic all\& vinrehiable
T tudus incidents \ll!l\(l\ schoot . . . 1
\
\ )
. \
\
: \
- ’ . W ‘ . : - \ ¢
) ' LI »'-' . b ot ' .
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) Table 6. Time and place of occurrence, by number of victims and
offenders, Intlmate crimes of vlolence o -
~y . . N
. Unie vk‘mq ' lwu Q9C pere viviyns
Time and place Awo nr marc - " Two or moty
, of gccurronce’ ' Totat & Une oltendey nk(ondvrs L One aftender  offundors
i o h
o T ”
. - Total Incideats 1,809,000 79.7 L 10,8 “ T 2.0 .
, ’ 100.0° it
- \
- Daytige 49,3 .1 P bt Vot 1.0
Insotr near own home V68", 1.5 vobd [ ) 0.4
i Tuswdu nonresidenaal busicing [ .1 Ju.e Lo *7)
On aureet ot in park. playground, ) .
whoolground., and parking lot . 4.0 0.1 i 0.4 0.4
Elagwhate! . 12.2 9.9 ;l.) f.l‘l 0.2
. Nightime ) oS0 40.0 AN 1.4 1.9
ntide or pear Own home P 1Y 2.4 .9 2.y 0.4
Inside nonrqmdcnml building . 1.0 3.2 0l , 0.4 L) '
On stvsot or th park, playground, . : : . 1
i . _ sthoolground, and pucking lot 1.7 8.6 et b 0.} S
) - Kixpwhere! 1.0 0.1 0.7 0.4 0.4, “
NGt knpwi /0ot svailadle 0.6 " 0.% {12 ') 17
NOTE:  Uetall may nut add 1o lolnl shuwn hevanse of mnndmg I *
% Representa lewn than 0.0% percent, '
'Estimate, hased on about 10 or fewer nample vaseg, 13 atanstically unrgliable,, N
- . MlacludeWucldents Inside school, i . :
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) Table 7. Number of victims, by victim-offender relationship
~ o . A
° . 3 i1 . N . .
- [ . - " - . -
. .‘: ‘ﬂ\nq_ or
- = Relationship Total - 1 One Two mora
N < ~ ¥
o Latgmate 3,809,000 M .3,446,000 274,000 " 88,000 ¢ *
-7 100.0 ’ 90. . 7.2 22
Wall known . 24517,000 ¢ _ 2,284,00 171,000 40,000 S
. A 1wo.0 .- o 90.7 ' 6.9 204
Helated . 1,130,000 1,033,000 93,002 24,000 '
, 100.0 - 99.8 8.1 Sos 20
Not avatlable 140,000 129,000 8,000 4,000 .
. 100.0 1.7 \ '5.6 2.6
Nanintimate 14,129,000 ~ 12,301,000 288,000 505,000 -
. 100.0 B7:3 - 7.1 36
g . - N
NOTE:  Detail may not 4dd to total shown because ol roonding.
4 'Estimate, based on about 10 or {ewer nmple caken, 13 atatiatically unreliable. .. N '_,‘ ~
. . . .
w a ~ . .
. . g . . , : !
* . ° - [ N '
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Table 8. Nuymber of vlctlms. by detallod intimate rohtlomhlp . :
\ .
(single- offender Incidents). . . v
‘ . £ e .
. " H L R * - ;
! -~ e - wl ' Three or . ‘g:
1 v’ Relatioashify .’ Total " Onpe Two -~ more “ =
. : A’
S’ Woll known 2,12 5 000 o
. i . . 100.0 nse 6.1 . 2.0 \
Related 1,055,000, ’
. . 100.0 0.3 N a 7.1 2.1
Spousefev-spousy 616,000
) ) v 10030 9%.0 1.1 ‘0.9 4
us Parent 57,000 * :
100 0 f 77.5 ‘15,1 ‘7.4
- . Own chilg 38,000 .o s <
) o < 100.0" 7139 LY '22.1 '0.0
i “ Urulher/q(s(ef“’ ’ 76,000 - )
. . . : .100.0 86.7 9.9 - i I
R Other relatsve 268,000 . _L . ' -
100.0 84.8 11,5 ‘3.7 -
4 Rot available : 140,000 .
: . - - 1000 I 5.6 2.6
il rs i
NOTE: Detaut 'may not add to tutal lhown Vecause of rounding.
't snmah: bated on zere or oy aboul 10 or fawer samply casos, is statistically unreliable.:
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Table 9. Number of offenders, by vletlm-oﬂonderarelatlomhlp

————

e e ey e

Threv or Multiple
Relationship Total One Two , more not avallable

* Tntlinate 3,009,000 3,322,000 244,000 238,000 1,000 -
. 100.0 #7.3 6.9 6.2 0.1
Wall known P 2,317 000 2,123,000 192,000 196,000 3,000
. 100.0 84.% 7.6 7.8 0.1
Rulatud 1,150,000 1,0%%.000 34,000 41,000 0
100.0 91.7 4.7 . 3.6 ‘0.0
Not available 140,000 140000 0 ¢ 0 0
: 100.0 100.0 0.0 - 0.0 ‘0.0
Nonintimate 14,125,000 8,639,000 2,376,000 2,981,000 106,000
100.0 61.3 16.8 L 21,1 0.8

NOTE: Datail may not add 10 total shown becauss ol rounding.

'Estimate, based on zero or on about L0 or tewar sampla cases, is statistically unreliabla.

. Table 10. Number of ‘ctlmn and offenders, by

-

11

A‘-“.

m-offender relationship

*

g <o R - - g

N v e . : Intjmate Nonlntimate ¥
r Talaly Well known Tielated
Number ol vitlims i Peorcomt of Percent of Percont ol Percenl of
and effendars . Number incidents Number tnchilents Number incidents * Numbor incidentg
— _ e — £ e —_ - ‘. . o
Total ' Y, 809,000 100.0 2,517,000 100.0 1,150,000 100.0 14,125,000 100.0
Une viclim 1.446,000 = 9,5 2,284,000 920.7 1,033,000 89.8 ne,m,ouo':_ 87.3
| oflender 3,034,000 9.1 1,9%2,000 7.6 9%2,000 82.8 . 7,764,000 55.0
& vilpenders ) * 211,000 5.8 165,000 6.0 46,000 4.0 2,031,000 14.4 B
) or more offandurs 198,000 - 3.2 163,000 6.5 5,000 f.0 2,447,000 _ 17.3
Multiple not avallable 3,000 n.l 3,000 . ° ol o hUIC AN 89,000 0.0
Two victims 275.000“' 1.2 171,000 6.2 9},000 8.1 1,288,000 9.1
‘ ou-ma.{ﬁ 219,000 5.8 130,000 . £.2 81.000 7.0 660,000 4.1
X ollenders % 27,000 0.7 20,000 0.8 1,000 9.6 264,000 1.9
1 or more olfenders 28,000 0.7 21,000 0.9 . 5,000 ¢ 0.4 < 151,000 .5
Multiple not available 0 0.0 1] 0.0 0 0.0 B 14.000 0.1l
~
Lirene ur mére victims 88,000 2.} 60,000 2.4 24,000 2.1 “3051000 . 3.6
1 oﬂend‘ur 69,000 [ T 43,000 .7 22,000 1.9 = 235,000 T
2 ollerders 8,000 0.2 1,000 0.3 « 1,000 ‘0.1 81,000 0.6
3 or more offonders 12,000 0.1 10,000 ‘0.4 2,000 .+ g2 ¢ 185,000° 1.)
Multipla not Avallable - 0 0.0 . 0 '0.0 ] ‘0.0 y, 4,000 ‘o0, 7
T - .
NOTE)  Detail may not aidsl to total shown hecause of rounding .
'Includes incidenta 1h which tho type of inlimale relationship was not avaihsble. .
¥ stimale, based on 20ro or on aboul 10 or fewer sample cases, is slatistically unreliable.
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Table 11. Weapons use, by victim-offender relationship ,
o \ . .
e Lariandug 1} ontat Weapan proaent ¢ Niv we g Dan't haow
' A o R0, a60 11y uoo 221,000 139,000 I
- tuo, 0 - TR L - 1.7 !
n . Wetl Rnown ’ S 91T, 000 164,000 . P.647 Q00 . 105,000 .
100.0 30.4 05,4 P 4.2 '
. .* Pated Vs, 000 RS 000 ' W, 000 Q8,000
. 1ug, 0 s, 61,4 ' 2.4
Nedoan qtlable 199, 000 49,000 4, GOD &, auo
[NHTH va i . (YAt Yl
- . antoman HE IR T{TH) ERE LTI : PN B (AT 1,00, oa ‘
. . a0 .y DT Y
Pe— e = NUREET O IWTET oy W TR TANGE SRGdn T @i 80T amiling - X -
. Ustuinate, Bassron aboyt 10 or fewer sample coses, 15 statistically enrelisble,
. r .
1
: .
. - M
- ¢ \
. '
Table 12. Weapons use, by detailed intimate relationship o
. N L}
) (single-offender incldents) . ,
' . k '
. . %, ; §
- C e e —- —r— e t
Relattonaliip Tolal . . ‘Woapon prosent No woapon _Don't know ES i
, Well frwn 2,145,000 . ¥ e
: 100.0 0.3 6.0 1T, ¥ .
Huolatwd 1,048,000 ’
100.0 2.8 5.1 3.1
pued s spouse - H16H,000
100.0 264 1.8 1y
radent 57,000 \
igo.0 O 9. 8.4 2.8 ’
o Uwn ¢ hild }8,000 .
, -~ 100.0 s 54,1 o LN ‘0.0
- Bruihee/ sidiers 4 70,000
) 100.0 40.0 . 6.0 '0.0
uthes redative : 208,000 . ' < T
N 100, 0 : .1 56.% 44
Net avatiabie 194,000 b Lo
190, 3.7 61.0 4. '
L) - e e s S - - —— - '
NOTE: Oetdd may not add 15 total shown Liéy ause o ru,uudu!g.
B ‘Eavimate, hamed on 2o e un alvag 10 or fewer rample caxes, is atatiscally unreligble, .
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Table 13. Type of weapon, by victim-otfendeér relationship
. ~ 9, P T {- . r
Relationship \Woapan prosont fircarm Kntfe \-7\ Mher . Type unhnown )
- Intimate . (I.I‘N.UOD ¥0.1 1.9 ¢ 3.4 5.8 .
3 Wall known . 764,000 7.4 13,0 19.8 . 5.0
Related 189,000 35.8 .4 e 290 . 7.3
Not avatlable 49,000 16,1 3.0 36,9 '5.0
‘ Nanintinate ’ %.114,000 V.8 o .S 1.5 5.3
e e - e bt "
. ® N TH [ntsil may add 1o morg than 100 percent becsute pf multiple rosponss, T '
. D " stimate. based on gbout 10 ur lewer sample casen, ia atatistically voreliable. 5
— - .4
[N @« ¥ .
- . ) ‘
. Table 14. Type of weapon, by detalled intimate relationship
- J ' (single-offender Incidents) _
. .’ 9 .:
Relgtionship ' Woapon present Kirearm Knite _ Other Type unknown .
RN = — .
o Well known 644,000 271.6 11.9 Ta .
v Rolated 346,000 3%.2 ! 3.0 28.) .
Spouse/ox-spouse 16%,000 3.8 10.0 32.9
Paront 45,000 40.9 '26.8 26.3
OWn child 31,000 37,9 '20.8 30,3
Urotber/ sistek 10, 000 '24.0 4.1 '25.7
Wyrer relative 105,000 42.0 g5 21.9
Mot Avaslable -~ 49,000 . 26.1 13,0 8.9
A e e em e om e o s
LNOLE: Detdil may adid to more than 106 povcemt bevause ol multiple respofie. +
R . *EslimAfe, Based on aboul 10 or fower sampie cases, Is stalistically unreliable.
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Table 15. Nature of the incident, by victim-offender relationship
Q .
é ¢ — _Alagk
Helstionships . Tata) . Threat Towal Alleinpled Completed
Intimaty . 1,80%,000 1,941,000 1.268,000 154,000 2,154, 000
Lk 160.0 19.9 00.1 4.0 56,0
Woll knuwn ", 3.517,000 1,102,000 1,414,000 109, 000 1,704,000
00,0 4).8 0.4 4.) 51.9
Helatd ! 1,1%0,000 318,000 172,000 19,000 733,000
' . 1go.0 - 2.9 67.1 Y4 6).7.
< ' Nt o shile 140,000 . 410, 000 10V, 000 5,000 25,000
t0u.v 28.0 7.4 N 67.%
Newnntinate 14,129,000 Tl 6,018,000 7,507,000 190, 000 6.716, 000
1909 1,4 - s1r 5.6 N X
T / . * TNOTE. Detart may néi add to total shown becauss of rounding.
. ‘tativato, basedn abuut 10 ur (ewer samply vaseu, Us statistically unreltable.
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Table 16. Nature of the incident, by detalled Intimate relationship
{ A
(single-offender incidents) .
e ) ar 2 Sy
- ) . Attack 3
’ Rolatlonship Tutal Thraat Total Attampted Completod
Well known 2,125,000
100.0 44.0 50.0 4.1 51.9
Netatod 1,055,000 . .
. 100, 0 N7 - 60,3 A IV ¥ 6.1
Npouso/ex-spouse O 616,000 ,
1000 25%.) T4.7 2.0 127
*atgnt 57,000
- ' 100.¢ - J9.9 60.1 ‘0.8 59.3
Owny ehild 34,000
i : 1000 M. 65.9 4.7 01.2
Orother /ristar 76,000
. 0.0 214 2. 6.0 6.6
. . Other rejative . 268,000 h
w 1/].0 45,7 54.1 5.2 49,1
Nut“available 140¥p0 «

N 1000 28.6 7.4 '3.9 or.s

\ 4 NOTEL Dotatl may nut add to toial shown becauae ol rounding.
‘Estimate, based on shout 10 oy fewer sample canos, I Matistically unraliable.
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Table 17, T of threat, by detalled Intimate relationship (single-offender incidents
'
'; N - . ! )
« .
' D v . Weapon present .
pv v - Verbal threat Verhal thyeat or threateasd Followed, \’
Ralationship - Total ol altach of rape « Wil woapon . surrovnded Other
- v 1 4
Well }nown . 938,000 8.2 0.7 29.6 ' 1.9 1.1
N Related 134,000 16.8 . 39.0 3.7 ¥ 0.
Spouse/ex-zpouse 156,000 Bl1.8 . 0.8 2.0 ‘4.7 13.6
« Parent 231,000 ) 67.% ’ 0.0 1.0 Q.0 \ HEIN 4
Own child 11,000 He.s - ‘0.0 A0S TR v 0.0 ' ‘8.0
Brother/ sinter’ . 21,000 . 9.8 ‘0.0 4.2 '0.0 7.9 o
' Qther relative 122,000 5.0 . 4.9 40.8 ‘4 7.8 <\
. . Net avajlable ¢ a0000 . imkl. 0.9 AQ,8 EICE LA -
NOTE1  Detall may add to more than 100 pegCent becauss of mulliple response. * - -
‘Eutimate, bated on 2era ox on about*10 or {ewer semple gaxes, fx statisticelly unceliable. '
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Table 18. Type of completed attack, by detalied intimate relationship (single-offender
incldents) N :
« -
- = N - —y a. - - v
“ Hit with
. object held Hit by . . .
N Tried to in hand, shot, thrown Hit, slapped, Grebbed, held, . -
Pelationship Total = ~ Raped rape | knifad object knocked down pushed, etc. © Qthes Lt
Well hknown 1,104,000 2.4 1.6 16.9 5.0 69,1 364 12.0
Related - - &87,000 1.3 1.8 18.7 3.) ‘15.0 36.6 15.0
Spouse/ex-epouse 448000 0.8 '1.8 12.1 4.2 80.7 RS ¥ X1} 13.0 s
. Parent ; 34,000 2.0 ¢ 0.0 123.8 V5.5 4.2 0.6 24.7 . -
' * Owii child 23,000 0.0 0.0 '28.9 '0.0 64.3 . 41.6 i
brolhq'[l-h\qi « 30,000 0.0 ‘0.0 ] s 0.4, s 8.0 29.3 1 5,
Other relatlve 131,000 ";3.1 1.1 12.} ‘1,8 60,3 38.2 20.)
Not available 95,080 4.2 2.5 19.) RN 53.7 29.% . ©o16.Y
% - - = = + 5
NOTE: . Detail may not add tu 100 percent because of mulllplo responsa.
'Eatjimate, based on tero or on about 10 or fewer sampld cases, In statistically unraliable.
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‘ 1 Table 19. Nature of the Incident and :olf—er m-omjnﬂor relationship
H N ) *
' . . - cm— e * i v
. e — e e e - ..\_
| _ Toial o __Threat’j . Attach N
‘. : - , gl J\_ /\I\vm! gw
i " Sell- Hel]~ .
| N . . protective . profedtive prumcllvvﬁ\ protective proluulvu )
i X measures moapurcs * meatiires measuroes Measurcx
* ‘ ' Relationahip Number’ takeon Number takohy Numbey tahen \\ Nymber  tahoen Number \ahen
- - . . R AN r
: lotimate 3,807, 000 . 06,2 1,921,000 .2 1.28x, 000 9.6 1'3-1". U0y 79.4 Zavi,oue Y ‘a9
Woll known 2,517 0ue 60,0 1,tue 000 1.1 1,114,000 7.4 IU‘)‘O(’I() no,s < 1.30%, 000 10,0
Helated t.1%0, 000 67.3 118,000 .6 112,000 G614 19000 71,8 71),000 67.1 s
Nut avaslable 140, 000 59.7 40,000 N 100,000 60.7 5*()00 T < 95 _0u0 o
Noaintimate t4_.12%,000 685 0, b18. 000 N ] 'm] [} (Y118 - =790 1000 o Y LT 8THG, 000
- NOTE: Detall may dul add to lula) shown hucausy of rounding. [
! 'Exllmale, basgd on about lO or fower aample casos, is Mntlsucully nroliable, )
' ‘ * . ¢ I ’ Y
! . . i N
| oo |
\ .
: y
£
. \ .
P v
A Table 20. Nature of the incident and self-pro tlon, by detalle | Intimate relationship ‘
(single-offender incldents)
x \ .
. Imyat Threat . - - Alipek
T . T T*’T:‘:JJ“ "'“?’;,;.‘,;1.1.;‘?. -
—— - ——— R — —— — -~ ————
] Sell- Hel(- "“Q’Fﬁ- B %.— S
prafcetive Prated ey protectne ! pProtaective . Protostive >
R mueasures ""'I‘ﬂh\ll’('\ \ Mea Syufos - All('ll.\“f(“ . LTI RRTE SEES
Q'i Roetatwpnship Nuymhy r taken Nuoite, r takosn Nuwnber titkeny Nuwdiof taken Namber taken v
4
. Hcll~[:own 2,128,000 L1 35,000 9.0 bt aun 71.9 HT,0M 2.0 1. tha 000 na
. Rotated L 088,000 67,1 114,000 Ht % 120,000 & 67.% 1), 004 8.0 087,000 G6.8
Spaune/ 0% -spoupe 516,000 06.7 156,000 - b8, 461, 000 66, 12,004 LI 148, 000 .}
Parent 87,000 72,1 £3,qu0 72.1 3, o0n 7.1 (z ‘100.0 34,000 2.0 &
. Own child 18,000 R 34 1] 14,000 '70.8 25, 000 6% .0 <.,4900 ‘100.0 , ¢y, 000 6.3
Dreothersixter 76.000 o 67,0 2. 000 LI | 84 vvo 2.4 5,000 RN 80,000 1.4
Other rolative 268,000 ° 66,7 122,000 4.9 14%, puo 68.2 14,000 ‘At 11, 0nn 9.4
Nat avnuublo \ ‘110,000 %9.7 40,0600 471 100, o 07 5, DUy 710 s, QU 60.0
‘ NOTE:  Detall may nat add 1o total showa b dune of vaungling. T
£, Represcols Ieee than 00, : . ‘ »
I mtimadte, based on about 1D or fewer Sample canes, 1 mtalistic ally unreliable-
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Table 21. Nature of the incident and type of self-protection taken, by victim-offender )
relationship
e " ) . ’ ’ .
e e e e . . . N -
) SR 1 11 ¢ 1) W |WM ] e e e -\
. X ___M____'__ I _ﬂr\ga__ R ¢ mnK ‘lml .
Relationship Total Active Passive Toal™ Active’ Dasalve © Tolal 7 Active  Dassive Totai ? Jdve  © Basalve
. e e i e R e \
. Tnlimale 741,000 129,000 013,000 1,219, ooo 685,000 534,000 ° 468,000 10,000 44,000 4,131,000 05%.000 170,000
100.0 17 .4 82.6 100.0 b1 N V.8 100.0 B L on.7 00,0 - 5T1.9 4.1 '
Well knoWvn 511,000 9%,000 ALL,0Q0 169,000 414,000 14,000 4,000 21,000 8L agu w000 430,000 217,000
100.9 18,6 ¥l .4 100.0 59,0 41,0 100.0 1.0 2. too.0 0.9 .1 -
Nulated . 212,000 1,000 igl,000 UL 199,000 SO0 000 J3L 000 1,000 1,000 Vir.oon 195,000 1 0on
. 1g0.0 4.7 8%.1 100.0 49.8 0.2 1o .0 9.8 Ho .5 1000 LY X1 AR LA
' Not available 17,000 £.000 15,000 sl 000 2,000 18,000 4,000 LITH 1,000 47,000 0. 000 V7,000
e 100.0 "1hy To8Y.Y W) (YW .9 1000 Yoh 0 VLt 100.0 6y [T '
Noatolimate Y, 102,000 "61%,000 7.¥86,000 1,9IR, 000 1o 000 @ L PR 00 447,000 114000 VIAL000. . 0,420,000 0,000,000 1,192,000 R
& 100.0 17.8 Bo.2 100,0 1%.9 A4l 100.0, 2%.0 .0 1060.0 9% .4 4000 ¢
- e e et e ———— = e —ene A = = A e e e o R 3
NOTU Dlll“ may nol add le 100 percent because of rounding. Table baned upon 1974-76 dala.
‘F‘ slimal®, based on about 10 or fewer sample casos, is stalisticaily unrolidlle,
é
- ‘ ) Iy ~
Table 22. Nature of the incident and type of self-protection taken, by detalled Intimate :
: . relationship (single-offender incldents) . ‘ . .
A}
= 0 Lt 28 - e— —————— -
¢ Thieay . .. _Auach - - K
- Rl M 4 \Ilonm‘lt-i s ”'PP""‘!‘.L i
R-hllun-hlp Total Active Pasatve ala Active Fnu(n- TFABT T Rctive  Passlve \ un Ntive  Pisaive
Well knuwn . 424,000 6452 .000 X 51 ,()Ul) [Xi} ,(k)li .
: 100.0  18.6 81.4 100.0 59.4 40.0 100.0 1.8 od.e T S 38.8
‘ Related 183,000 . 32,000 ¢+ 20,000 152,000 :
100.0 1v.0 -850 100.0 48.8 51.2 100.0 18.8 gr.2 106.0 5.0 3.4
‘ Spoune/ex—spousy 87,000 . 224,000 9,000 215,000
100.0 14.2 3.8 . 100.0 46.9 8.1 *100.0 ‘&fkb 295 100.0 A8.0
Parsat ’ 15,000 - ' 21,000 0 21,000
100.0 0.0 i00.0, . 100.0 1304 09.7 ‘0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 3o
Ovn chtld 6,000 14,000 2,000 12.000
.t '100.0 220 ‘77.9 0.0 '38.9 ‘bl 100.0 ‘00 ¢ 100.0 100.0 447
N Brother/sister 8,000 . 1,000 4,000 27,000
o Moo 'M.6 Y684 10,0 61y ¢ 0.7 'mg.p EREN 5 4 100.0 bS53
“+ Other rolative 69,000 [ 842,000 ’ 0n . 76,000 .
« 100.0 161 LRI I 100.0  %3.8 4.2 M00.0 Mg 89.0 100.0 5.1
Not available 17,000 . 51,000 . o+ 4,000 47,000
100.0 1643 8.7 M00.9. 64.1 359 'IO0.0_‘ ‘tb. Y 1.1 LN 63.9
- o .o
. NOTE: Dnu,ﬂ may not add to 1FG pert’qnl buecauss of rnundlng' Table based upon 1974- 7(» data.
) “Catimate } Hasod 07 {5{9 orfon about 10 or. l&wnr \mplv cAsW, is statiatically unratiavble. / o
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Table 23.  Summary measures, victim-offender Interaction, by victintzoffender relationship
e ——— ke e N e —~ R TP OO O S ——— e g e
Woapan tirmarm Attachod or Bell-protedtion " Aclive rd_nponu-
Relatfonship Talal N present presont astlempted aftack lnkopn to comnpleted sttack !
- )
—t ke
Intimate 1,809,000 . 1t 2.3 60.1 \ N 66.2 ) 22,0
Woll known 2.317,000 10,4 8.} 56.3 66.0 2.5
Rulated 1,150,000 3.9 2.0 67.1 [ ‘ 0
Not avatlable 140,000 34.7 9.1 1.4 9.7 . 2Ty
Nanintimate 14,125,000 4.5 12.2 53.1 05.8 19.6
' TR PG data, b igures based on tullowtng 1otalar 2,902 ,.000; 1,903,000, 890,000, 107,000; 10,604,000,
[y TR T e *
- - R
Q
’ ¢ R J i3
N oY
Table 24.  Summary measures, victim-offender interaction, by detalied intimate relationship
(single-offender incidents)
LY
N . ~ Weapon Fircarm Atlacked or Yell-protes tion Active response
Relationebip . ) {otat prasent present avteripted anlack . takedn o o completed atlack?
- R— i '
Wall known N VLW 10.3 8.4 56.0 . 06.) 28.27
Ratatud 1,084,000 2.4 1.0 68.3Y | . 67.1 21.8
u “pouse/ax - spouse T+ 016,000, q6.8 8.5 “ 14,7 , 006.7 22.0
Harem . 57,000 43.7 17.9 060.1 ’ L 72.7 9.4
® Own ciitd 19,000 54.3 120.0 ) 05,9 . 67.0 122.0
Neather/aiater 16.000 0.0 - .6 2.6« 67.0 . 29.2
Mher relative 208,000 (U] 16.4 54.) 66T 20.9
Nt oan arlable 110,000 4.7 9.1 1.4 59.7 21.9
PO e datg . Fagures based on following totada: |, S89,000, B17,000; 469,000, 47.000; 24,000; 61,000: 216,000, 107,000, e
'Entimale. based on abiut 10 or fower samplo casos, {s statisbically unreliablo, f\
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Table.23. Victim injury, by victim-offender relationship .
*
tlagk and atigmpied sitac N Inury X
Tniornal " Brulues, black o
: Knilw or  Droken honas injuries, eyan, Culs,
Without  With Altlympted  gunashol  or leslh knoched scratchos,
Relati¢nahlp Total injury {njury Taral Rape raps wound knuogked gut unconselous wwelllng ~  Other
- ~
Intimate 2,208,000 747,000 1,5)0,000 1,530,000 2.3~ 1.2 $.1 6.2 6.} w2.17 16.1
100.0 13.1 66.9
Wall knowa 1,414,000 . 320,000 424,000 44 000 2.1 B IN1 5.3 3.9 h.4 81.4 1%.7
160.0 36.8 6).2 .
Ralated T12,000° 192,000 590,000 580,000 "1.1 .2 4.8 6.0 6.) 84.) 16.8
o 100.0 4.8 132
- Not available 100,000 45,000 33,000 53,000 1.2 iy 23S “11.8 1.4 187 5.8
: 100.0 . 452 . %48 .
Noniotimate © 7,307,000 3,410,000 4.077,000 4,077,000 .2 1.6 6.1 T.0 6.2 82.2 16.1
100.0 5.7 34.3 '
NOTE! Delall may.not add 1o total shown becauvse ol roynding.
YAdds 0 mure than 100 percent becauné of multiple s¥iries.
'Entimate, baked on about 10 or lewer xample caxa, ts atatistically unrelidblo. ‘,
. ‘
s ¥
7 . .
Table 26. Victim injury, by detalied Intimate relationship (single-offender incidents)
-~ n r &
[] [ b
s Atlack and altempted ajtack ‘Injury !
v X ' Tnlernal Brulses, black”
' Knils or Bxoken bonea  injuxiee, eyen, culs’
Mitheut With Altempted  gunshot oy teeth knocked scraiches,
Relationship "ohl injury tnjury Total Rape rape waund ¢« knoched out unconalous  swolling Olher
N a " . L -
Well known 1,104,000 _ _— T : _
100.0 .3 68.2 ° 733,000 3.2 "n.a 6.0 8.7 5.6 80.1 15.8
Kgl«l 687,000 .,
100.0 1.0 79.0 343,000 .2 .3 4.6 5.6 sia 843 17.1
Bpouse/ex-spouse 448,000 g '
" 100.0 19.1 80.9 163,000 '0.7 ) 1.7 6.9 7.0 87.4 16.2
s * Parant )46?0 .
1000 40.7 89.3 30,000 0.0 '0.0 - 7,2 4.1 ! 0.0 L.\ 88.0Q '22.4
Ouwn chlid 23,000
100.0 20.4 19.6 19,000 '0.0 '0.0 '7.8 '0.0 6.) 2.2 n2.7
Biother/ alster 50,000 -
100.0 22.7 773 39,000 0.0 ‘0.0 13.8 0.Q '0,0 ¥s.) '8
Other relatlve 131,000 . Lt . ¢ ' M
. 100.0  29.6 70.4, 931,000 4.4 2.2 9.1 4.5 5.6 69.0 24.1
Not avaflable 93,000 : & -
lOO.b_ 4.1 AT.9 55,000 N2 -~ '2.) 2. 11.08 '4.6 78.7 1s.8
. T ta " ol
NOTE: Detall may not xdd 10 101a] shown because of rounding.
- *Addn 10 more than 100«wercent becauas of multiple sitrids.
Eelimate, basned on xery or on about 10 or [gwer sample casen, ia ytatintically unrellable.
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. hJo' dical attention, by victim-offender relationship - L
- 3 .
o N L - \ / ’
= i , ' E R ll!jul’)' ' Mool Meygthion tey ]\_Lg
(. . l; ]I X NII e (\. N(‘dll Al . o . i T - ‘,% TTTT T e e
/ A 4 i . attentiun Alention ) Iipaticn Emergend dt
'/ Relatiogabip -, ‘, - Faral ' veveaeyed reveived Laral vare rootn yacy Other ' avatlable
: L LN S R B . . .
: .. . e e e . . e e e e
/ P lwumate ¥ b3 50,000 1,007,000 A11,000 ¢ 13,000 . . ,7 .
‘ . / . . lao,0 6.8 s Yoy,  TODLO R g N i
- Wall Knonwa a4, o (LTI RUT T ARSI -,
/] . 1.0 06 .6 1 100, 0 174 L) 8.8 I
. uflamx H AHO _10pn LI [RITAR T (KBRS . , !
f , ‘ [T T 1y NEETUTIRY Lo s ISR R Lt
Not avarhahiy 5 ; Wy 12 oo Ve T eno D
. . § i L0 ' w9 ot (RO N L LT Ly L
/ Newmintimar. I L dadou . oL and onn R TR T [P LN 1 1T - : . PR
floorete j’y‘.‘ Lo vl . TP 1,0 17 TR 26808 0.2
/ - . 5 y - ¥ e Ly v
// O - N Detart §i f&ml‘ add 1e total showrf e auae o rowddiog ., . ! - N . .
] ' 'Eatimaly, h --:I-m Zvtn or on abiigt 1 oy lewer sample canes, i slatingn wlly anevliaile, ' / .
g ot , . ‘
| r
v N
! ,
i i (':: Xl
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1 . < I‘.
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. {Medical attention, by detalled intimate relagionship (single-offender Incidents)
. . rs - -
s . \ . .
Lnjury . e : Medical attgntion regutved -
. I3 . No medfenl Medical - N P ) . ¥ .
attention atientuth Inpatient Ewmergency ’ Not
Fotal received received I Toral carv TOUm Cate Other available
/ e e T e
* Woall knphwn 4 254,000
« 0 ¥ 66.) ¢ T 100.0 16.9 LANA 9.0 0.4 :
"Relatfll 4 181,000 *
66.6 13.4 : 100.¢ 16.6 56.7 45.4 1)
Ipfruselex-spouse . . 117,000 ' .
67.7 2.} . 100.0 PR ¥ 53.2 "27.5 P12
rent . 6,000 ' '
' 8.4 210 100.0 127.4 129.8 ‘42.7 0.0
. dwn ehitdd 19,000 8,000 *
/ 100.0 . 56.9 SN 100.0 ‘0.0 '84.0 5.4 0.0
; Brother/ sistor 19,000 . 11,000 )
/ . . 100.0 T2.2 a1.8 100.0 '0.0 ‘834 14,6 0.0 ) /
Othar ralative 91,000 - " 19,000
" : 100.0 50.2 4).8 . 100.0 21,1 58,3 S 1206 . 0.0
1 Not avallable . 55,000 18,000 : s ’ ’
K w0 A 100.0 3.6 Mgl T s 0.0 "
. b S
) NOTE: Dalail may aot add 10 1otal shown Lecauwn of -rpunding. . : ¢
" *Estlmate, based on X&ro or on Ahout 10 or Iswor sample cases, I3 wtatistically unreliable. . & ,
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e e e = wen ' - et e — et e e E
'E!p:!!_(__l'ium!x_\‘l.nn rcx;_)tnd e Nodical, LY LIS
; Wo medical Wedlcal ’ ' Noi k"“w;‘;;“; ’
Relationahip Total expenscs sipenses 1 ntal tean than $%0 20 240 F240 wr mare nat avarlable
——ea - S . g OO O
{ntimate 7 $13,000 an, 000 FREIT 8 000
, 14,0 i a4 [IHTN} 2.8 ALK [ .8
Woll Known 29% 000 49,000 240,000 240, (0 .
[RHV N t9.n 80 .1 100 .0 LI PR 1 [II
Raolatvd 194, 00 R 174, a0 Y1y, 000
1og.0 .o o tou.0 .l IhLd 1.y [T
. Nol avatlable 18,000 6,000 1,00y 1,000
TroTmT o ) B (U AR LI 681 [LHTVT] n e o Wi, R4
Noninthuato ‘1,440,000 265,000 1.17%,000 1,174,000 ES
N 0,0 8.4 1l .6 190 .0 IAN) QT th,? LRI
NOTEY  Dotatl may nol add 1 total shown becaure of suuatding .
‘Extiimate, based on aboul 10 or fewer sample cases, is slaljstivally uarviiable, . o -~
€, -
1
1
Table 30. Medical expenses, by detailed Intimate relationship (single-offender incidents)
s e Hydlical aptentior fegoived - _ Medical expenses - . -
o medical Medfcal . Not known and ¢
Relatlonahtp” Total cxpenses oxponses Total Less than $%¢ $50- 8240 $290 or more not gvailable
AY - T
Wall knowd 134,000 ‘ * 201,000
\ 100.0 21.v 78.9 100.0 24.9 FATS) 10.5 m.a
Nelatad 3 181,000 166, 000 )
L \ 100.9 12,0 88.0 100.0 Jo.2 fS.) 12.0 2.5
Spouse/extspouse . 117,000 . _ ' 102,000
\ 1.0 ¥ o130 a7.0 100.0 26.2 30.5 14.2 29.2
Pavept \ 6,000 6,000 ¢ ,
’ \ '100.0 5.2 “94.8 '100.0 120.0 '19.6 0.0 “10.4
Own child 8,000 8,000
. ngo.0 0.0 1100.0 Y rec.0 '70.0 30.0 ‘0.0 ‘0.0
Brother/ sistar 11,000 8,000 e
100.0 '28.0 '712.0 ‘100.0 '29.8 ‘1.8 0.0 ‘031 ‘
Cithar ralativ *39,000 . . 36,000 | L
t 100.0 - '3.0 . 2.0 100.9 3.8 0.9 "13.0 A1) ¢
Not available ! 18,000 ‘ 11,000 ' : . Y
! 100.0 8.9 641 1000 0.1 .o 0,5 ¥ 08.4
NOTE: Detail mhy not add to 1otal shown because of rounding. -
'Eatimate, baded on zuero oc.on about 10 or {eweor aamplo chnes, is stalistically uyareliable, ¢
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Table 31. Loss of time from work, by victim-offender relationship
AN
' ’ |
N - i " 3 —
. - . o -
' . ) Amqg.\ gj |r!: lowt N
Relationship ota o Ume loat Time loof Total Teee T day” ayn ¢ days or more ot known
Intimate 3,809,000 364,000 443,000 443,000 ' : ’
. " 100.0 , 0.4 . 100.0 242 50.2 .2 2.
Wall kaown 1,317,000 2,277,000 239,000 139,000 . .
) " 100.0 0.8 9.8 100.0 29.0% RN ] 241 ‘2.8 -
‘ < Related 1,130 000 967 600 184,000 184,000
100.0 . 8.0 Y 16.0 100.0 17.2 58.6 22.9 "4
Not aveliable 140,000 121,000 120,000 20,000 ”
100.0 8.0 14.0 100.0 21.8 '50.7 TN . I R
Nonintimate 14,123,000 12,009,000 1,018,000 - 1,913,000 -
- 100.0 90.7 9.3 100.0 26.7 47.1 C o242 f 2.1
NOTE: [l)allll may nal add to lotal shown beceuse of rounding . -
N 'Cotimate, based on about 10 or (ewer aample capas, In staiistically unreliable. . \
' \
1
‘ AY
A"
\ 1 .
LY - . ° ’ (\"
N, i 1
Table 32. Loss of timée from work, by detalled Intimate relationship (s!nglo-o(fondor
. Incidents)
< L4
T ' Total . Amoynt of time los
4 Relationship Tolal No Ume Tost Tlme Jost Tolal Lews than T day ~3 days & days or more Nol known
Well knawn 1,123,000 196,000 :
100.0 90.9 9.2 100.0 8.5 4.0 26.2 "n.2
Related 1,085,000 - 164,000 R
100.0 8.4 13.6 100.0 17.0 59.8 22.) ‘o8
Spouseden-spousa 4167000 98,000 «
100.0 84.1 15.9 100.0 12.8 67.7 19.3 - '0.0
Parent 57,000 8,000 - .
100.0 0.1 4.9 00,0 9.3 's1.9 28.8 .. - ‘0.0
Own child 38,000 9,000 ) &
100.0 .3 247 '100.0 '13.0 '55.6 314 '0.0
Brother/sister 76,000 - ‘ 11,000 . .
100.0 83.7 < 143 100.0 ‘48,37 '23.6 6.1 . 't1.9
Othet relative 248,000 37,000 * T
100.0 8.0 A 14.0 100.0 ‘19,8 52.7 27.8 ‘0.0
Not avalleble 140,000 20,000 !
100,0 86.0 14,0 . 100.0 2.8 '50.7 t6.0 's.3
- NOTK: Detall may not sdd to total shown bagause of rounding. . ©
'Colimate, based on xero or on about 10 or fewer sadple cases, [x stafistically unreliable. : .
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o - Table 33. Reporting to the polie, by victim-offender relationship
{ .
. Nu‘ Not
. E . Redationahlp Total Reporied reported known
. - T e . v
P - Intimats ),809,000 1,699,000 2,084 000 2%,000
100.0 TN A Y 0.t
. . Well kiiown * 4,517,008 981,000 1,519,000 ’ 17,000,
¢ . 180.0 9.0 60.4 0.7
Netatey * 1,130,000 6%1,000 489,000 8,000
’ 100.0 @ [T 91 7
' . Mot .ﬁmm» A 140,000 64,000 16,00 0
e e : - 100.0 . 4857 - I L S N
- Nonintimatd . 14,125,000 . 6,104,000 7.,844,0 117,000
R 100.0 43.6 55, 0.8
' NOTE: Datail may not add 1o 1otal shown because ol rounding.

< —

e
Reporting to the palice,

'Eatimate, buud on 24dxo or on ahqul 19 or fewar sample gases, {n statintically unreltatile.

y detalled ’!fmlmat_o_ relationship”

Table 34.
(single-offender incidents)
\ .
[
7 . A Not Not
[ . Relationship © Tatal * Raported roporied khown
Well known 2,129,000
"&- 100.0 37.7 61,8 0.8
Related 1,053,000
100.0 6.9 49 0.8
Bpouse/ex<spouse 616,000 "
100,0 56.8 . 2.6 ‘0.6
Pavent ) 37,000 - .
< 100.0 41 50.8 1.9
Qwn child 38,000 - .
190 L0 8.8 39.7 ‘1.6
Brothar /atster | 16,000
160.0 3.6 \ 45.7 ‘0.7
' Other rolative 268,000 “\
100.0 56.2 N 43.0 ‘0.8
Not avallable wo,000 Woe -
R 100,0 - xR Vb s 0.0
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NOTE: Detail may not Add o tolal shown bac.uu ol roundmg
'Extimats, Lased on xero or on\nbuu( 10 ox {awer aamply canes, s -u(hucnuy unrclhblm
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Table 35. Reasons for not reporting to the police, by victim-offender relationship

> \ e e . PR ) . S e e . - A
e : Co " .o o + Didnol :
; LI Nuthisrg < ould’ Not Pollc¢ woold  Tuyu inconve- | Private want " Repurted 1q .
. . e done; tack Important not want 1o nignt or thine ui peraghal 1o get Foar of adbweogny *
P : Ratationdutp Total - of pront , enough . be bothered consuming instter Involved .\ reprisal , ¢lse _Other
o i . ; . ’ .
. . A +~- o
s Tntimate 2,084 000 .. 0.7, LR . 1 a0t 4.2’ 6.6 14.8 o4 ‘
: Wel! known .51, 000 e v T g 1.} 41,0 o4 * 6.5 16.9 16.8, o
’ . Relatod 489 000 T 8. 9.1 0.8 ° 65.4 . g 6.5 6.0 15,0
L Not availabie LA oy Loy .7 .o 3.3 4.9 '8.9 9.1 16,4 N\
. Nontnthinate [ SR T R & B R s8] 4.4 16.) 1.8 8.2 * 14,8 193
b m e . . - .- NIV .- S N - U G AN e - N
NOTE: Detatl may adid tu more than LOD ery eat hesanse of mujtiple redpanae, . ) B B e
oo D talmAaLa Basad o serss areor abiber 1 br fewer ramply cages| 13 AEUTHCRY oarsltables 0 Tt ) a c o , )
i . . . . : . - . . . o . - . X . s 5 . Q
;' £ , ) . el, . - . - . 7 | - L . - . ‘ ¢
. * ‘ . ¢
4 g = .
P ) Tk ot
" I's v : - % A . .
- . 1
] "
" . . . ) a L.
Table 36, Reasons for not reporting ta the police, by detalled intimate relationship (single- ) .
N - : : - : ’ .
offender incidents) _ . y , o
. . e . - N o . " * .
. . . . . LS
3 T - g 4 s et o gt ram ‘ .
N : ) - . Did not :
’ Nothing could  .Nwt ¢ Police would  Too inconve- Privat- want .- Reported to
P . by deney dack finportanl not want to slent orx time or persgnal o got Fear-of  somvong
» Relavonship Tala) of proal i, nough be Bothered consuming matter Anvolved reprisal  olxe Other
Well known  © ¢ L, 4,000 (R A L 6.8 . b : “e A 0.4 15.7 16.0
Rolatmt < 447 000 10.6 [ 8.4 'u.8 08,7 2.9 N 6.1 15.6
. Spoune fex-dgouse 361,000 129 ” A6 0.5 ‘1.0 635 L] ] ‘1.6 15.4
Pareit fda, AL T T 0.0 R LT 0.0 ‘9.8 '0.0 ‘8.8
Uwn chttd ~ . r=.000 LI I Y ‘7.2 co0 ! ‘47,6 /0.0 - '0.0 3.9 LS )
- : " Brother/ slyter 15,000 L T ‘7.8 18 g 2.8 ‘0.0 1.5 '5.5 ¥ u4e
: Other rylative 13,000 v a0 g 6.} '8.0 ‘1.0 72,3 ‘2.2 "8.2 ‘4.9 13.7
BT Not'avatlable = - 76,000 Nty [ Y7 ‘0.0 .3 Y4y W9 L s 290 16.4
. ' . . cs .
% P T b yidma ” -
~ = NOTL: Drelail may add to meie than LD peraent beciuse of multiple response. - s
‘Eatimate, based on soru ar of about 1Y) ot (pweor sample casos, 18 Sstatisticaily unreliablo. w N -« - T ) 4
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Table 37. Summary measures, the aftermath, by victim-offender relationship
o ) . et e e —— - r e mrmmat e m cmmemadn s e e e e e
- lHospital or .
’ i Required Mudica) emergency w0
’ . . * medical codl room - I Mork~ Heported tu
Relationahtp N Total (nJured . allontion . Incurred (reatment {_/Hmu lost police
L= - - N s
. Inlinate. . 1,809,000 40.2 3.5 1.2 2.6 ;) 1.6 . Wl
. © Well known 2,%17,000 15.% it.9 9.5 8.% : 9.4 19.0
talated 1,140,000 50.47 7.1 1%.1 12,y * . 16.4 56.8
Not avsilable 140,000 W 12.% 8.0 7.1 ! 14.0 45,7
Nontaltmate 14,134,000 28.9 1.2 8.} 1.0, -_. 9.) 410
e e e S & g e N v oa - - mea e e mm e e e ame aee s - - - [, g o e e e s e
: \
O, - - - . - \
. \
S, .\‘
Table 38. Summary measures, the aftermath, by_detalled intimate relationship (single-
\ offender incidents) .
N : flospilal or
. ° Hequived Mudical omorgency .
. . edical c¢ost xuom Work- Reparied to
Rolationshlp Tolal 1njurad attention Incurred troaimsnt Ume lost police
) *wall known 2,123,000 35.4 2.0 9.4 8.4 9.2 7.1
Related 1.0%5,000 N« 8.8 17.2 151 - 12.6 15.6 56.0
Spouse/ex-apoure 616,000 58.8 19.0 16.6 17.4 5.9 5.8
. Parsnt - 57,000 53,0 114 *10.9 ‘0.6 ‘4.9 47
Qwn child 18,000 48.7 121.0 '21.0 '17.8 24.7 56.8
Brothae/sister 16,000 51.% 14.) ‘191 - 1.9 14.3 53.6
Other relalive 268,000 1.6 4.5 13.3 1n.s 14.0 56.2
Nat lnvulhblu 140,000 19.1 12.6 8.0 1.7 14.0 5.7
. ‘Estimate, basud on aboul 10 or fawer sampla cases, is slatistically untcliable. N ,
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Appendix Il

RN

Crime and victim
characteristics tables

The four tables that follow contain information

relating both to the specific type of violggt personal
" cgme commyied by intimages and nongtimaleyand

to sclected characteristics of the victims. As was true
for the Appendix 1 tables, data in this section are
ostimates of the total universe of crimes committed
aguainst persons age 12 and older during the 1973-76

interval. These cstimates, like others, vary in their

degree of reliability and are subject to the same kinds

~of sampling and nonsampling errors discussed in Ap-
- pendix IV,

The first two tables contain information rclatmg to

“ type of crime (rape, robbery, or-assault) for the major -

analytical groupings (Table A) and the more detailed
categories of intimates (Table B) To sumnmnic, the
findings show that:

e Assault was far and away the most common
crime, irrespective of the relationship between victim
and offender. '

" ¢ Compared with nonintimate crimes, a higher
proportion of incidents involving friends, neighbors,
or rslagwes were assaults, particularly simple
assdults,

.- ”}Q s might be expected, the® was very rire in inti-

ate encounters. However, a fourth of the nomnu-'.
_“fmale crimes "were robherjes. 3

Tables .C and D, also based on survey results for
1973-76, provide estimates by sex, race, marital
status, and annual family income. Totals in these two
tables are greater than those in the preceding
_tabulations becuuse the victimization is the unit of-
measute, fmd, as noted carlier, multiple victim-
izations tQok place in a number of incidents (see the:
technical notes and glossary).

Extreme caution must be exercised when utilizing
data relating to victim characteristics, and inferences

-concerning relative vulnerability should not be drawn

from the \details presented in Tables C.and D.

- Underreporting of acts of intimate violence is-

recognized us a problem in this and other surveys; it

no doubt affects both cstimates of the overall size of /i

the phcnomcnon and their distribution among popu-
Iauon groups,
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Technical notes -t

.

~volving one or more victims and ane or more offend- .

« This'section Prmidm an explanation of concepts
und terms used in the’ body of the report. Although
not all-inclusive, the nbtes cover the most impprtant
itemns, and, when used "in conjunction with the
glossary, should provide the necessury téchnical base
upon which to evalugte the findings. -

In this report the unit of measure s the incident. By
defenition, un incident is o specific criminal act in-

ers. The other measure used in National Crime
Survey reports, and in Tables C and D of Appendix
1V relating 1@ victim charactoristics, is the victim-
ization. A vicimization is a specific criminal act as it
affects o single victim. To illustrate the difference
bétween the two measures, i during a family feud
three individuals wére u;suullcd, the event would pro-
duce three vicimjzations but only onc incident,
Because the purpose of this*eport is to provide in-

formation on the ,ft,imrdumstu,s of the crime itsclf, it -

was  decided to ullluc the incident as the basic
measure, even lh()ugh there are some charactertstics
more appropriately measured s victimizations.

" Utilization of one mcasure allows for continuity

throughout-the data tublc;s'. In assessing the impact

on analysis it should be noted that in the vast
majority of grumes, the two measures were
interchangeable becapse only one individunl was vic-

oy

Intimates and nohlntlmates

The relationship of the victim and affender is the
mujor analytical focus of this report. Respondents, of
course, determine 4he \'ﬁ_acl‘_‘ relationship between
partics, their responsés “di€ “categorized and then
reformated for this report to form the intimate:

nonin'limatc break. Individuals considered to.be re- -

. . : & "
lated (including ex-spouses) or well known (friends,
neighbors, classmates, co-workers, ete.,) are regarded
as intimates: others, ‘whether strangers, “near-

strangers; or casval acquaintances, are delined as-

nonintimates. 1t should be wentioned that these
terms are hol synonymous ¥ith the terms “non-
stranger”™ and “'trnngqr used in other National
Crime Survey rcporls. The primary distinction is that
“nonstranger’” includes casual acquaintances,
person$ regarded as nonintimates in this report.

When there was more thun one offender, the act

" was designated as intimate in-naturg if one or more

offenders were related or all were well kivowi. This
definition, While facilitating data tabulution, has the
potential for understuting intimate crimes, specifical-
ly those crimes involving dng gr more, tuit not all,
individuals who were well kBéwn. This understate-
ment, however, 15 at best ndnor, becnuse there were
few cases of this kind in the santple,

With respect to the more detailed intimatd 'rela- .~

tionships, the presentation .is restricted to single-

offender crimes because of the difficulty in objaihing |

discrete entegory data for multiple-offender crimes.
Since violent crime committed by several intimates
appears 10 be unusual, this procedure has little, if
any, impuct on the analysis.

Number of offenders =

In the sequence of survey questions on offender
churacteristics, the lead question concerned the
number of offenders present, When the victim did not
know il one or more than one offender took part in
the incident, no further questions were asked about
the relationship of the offender. These cases are ex-
cluded from this report,

Use of weapons

Information was gathered on whether or not the
victim obscrved that the offenders were armed, and,
if so, the type of weapon present. The mere presence
of a weapon constituted “uge™; thus, the term applies
both to situations in which weapons were used to
inimidate or thygeaten and to those in which they
actually were employed in a physical attack.

In addition to firearms and knives, the data tables
distinguish *‘other’> weapons and those of unknown
type. The category “other” refers to such objects as
clubs, stones, bricks, and bottles, For each crime, the
type or types of weapon present was recorded, not the
number, For instance, if offenders wielded two
fircarms and a knife in an attack, the crime was

: CldSSIﬁLd as pne in wh|ch weapons of each type were

used,

' Thf&ats and attacks

Persons confronted by an offender provided infor-
_mation on the general nature of the abusive act,

whether threat or attack, and the specific type or
types of _actions taken. Attucks tisted fn” ‘the '
questionnadre included rape; attempted rape; being
hit by :an object held in the hand, shot or knifed;
being hit by a thrown objecw being slapped or
knocked down; or being grabbed, ﬁcld, tripped,
jumped, or pushed. Threats included verbal abuse of

any kind; the threat of rape; the presence or threat of
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ttweuponattempted attack with a weapon or thrown
obyect; or being followed or surrounded.

Ip this report, cases involving an attempted uttack
wil: & weapon and/or thrown object, whether or not
accompunic® by other threats, were extracted from
the bodv' of threats and treated as attempted artachay .

Victim self-protection !

Information was obtained on whether or not vic-
tims tried to rebuff a threat or an uttack, and, if so,
the measures they 1gok. Findings relating to the
presence or absence of self-protection are based on
the 4 years of datu (1973-76) utilized in other

- tabulutions. Information on the typé of ymcusures
teken is restricted to the .last 3 years (1974-76)
becuuse categories in the relevant question were
changed in 1974, '

Mecasures defindd as passive in this report included
reasoning with -3hc offender, Mecing from the
offender, und screaming or yelling for hielp’ uctive
reactions included hitting, kicking, or scratching the
offender, and using or brandishing a weapon. For
multiple responses, classification was dctermined by
the presence or absence of one or more uctive
responscs.

Medical attention and expenses

Victims who had been.injured furnished informa-
" tion on whether or not they ‘“nceded medical
attention,” or hospitalization, and on their medical
expenses, il any. Needing medical attention® was
* defined as obtaining treatment from u trained
medicul professional. If aid was not sought, or if self-
treatment or. nonprofessional treatment wgs
obtained, u negative response should have been re-
“corded. It is thought,-however, that because “need”
was not  always defined by interviewers, some
regponscs might. have been based on differing
conceptions such is the seriousness of the injury.

» - Individuals necding (acquiring) treatment were

asked if they were hospitalized, and, if so, whether j

- Wwas inpatient or emergency room treatment. In this

report, tables displaying information on type of
li’?:'a'it'menl_ have three bagic categories, “inpatient
“care,” “emergency room care,” and “other.” . The last
category encompasses those cases in which treatment
wids obtained at places other than hospitals, such as
ul the scene of the crime, at o medical or dental office,
or at a clinic. Individuals who mistakenly said they
.needed attention when they did not receive any also
were in this category. - g
Tables on medical expenses nclude many incidents
in which there were missing duta. Most involved vie-

46

tms who had  undetermined  imsdical ¢Xponsces,
although there muy have beon some cases in which
the victim did not know if there had been any
cxpenses at all. The large number of incidénts in the
“not known and not available” ca gory wonkens the
anulysis; however, it was detided ( include them in
the table to preserve the continuity of the presenta-
tton, :

Time lost from work

The survey determined whether persons lost time
from work after the cnime, and, if so, the length of

time involved. It did not record the identity of the . .

houschold member (or mcnibcrs) who lost work time,
although it may be assumed that it probably was the
victim who sustained the loss.

Reporting to the police

The police may have learned about a crime directly
from the victiq or from someone tlse, such as
another household member or a bystander, or

because they appeared on the scene at the time of the .

crime. In the data tables, however, the means by
which police learned of the crime are not
distinguished; the overall proportion made knowp to
them was of primary concern. ,

Interviewers recorded all reasons cited by respon-
dents for not reporting crimes to the police. Data
tables on this topic distribute all reasons for not re-
porting, and no determination has been made of the
primary reason, if any, for not reporting the crime.

¢ ~

'
-y

re

¢

A

g e



.. yessels, _Armed_Forces.

- Appendix v

Information on the sample
and reliability of the estimates

* Survey results contained in this report arc based on
data collected from a samplo of persons living in
houschblds throughout the Nation apd from persons
living in group quarters, such &s dormitories,
rovming houses, and religious group dwellings. Ex-
cluded from the survey were crews of merchant

barracks, institutionalized persons, U.S. citizens
residing abroad, and foreign visitors to this country.
With these exceptions, all individuals age 12 and over
living in houscholds ﬁcﬁngnulcd for the sample were
cligible to be interviewed.

Each interviewer’s first contact with a unit selected
for the survey wag in person, and, if it were not

" possible to secure interviews wjth all elnglblc members

of the househald during this initial visit, interviews by
telephone were permissible thereafter. The only
exeeptions to the requirement for pcrsomll interview
applied to 12- and 13-year-olds, incapacitated
persons, and individuals who were absent from’ the
household during the entire ficld interviewing period;’
for such persons, interviewers were required to obtain
proxy responses from & knowledgeable udult member
of the houschold. Survey records were processed and
weighted, yielding results representative both of the
Nation’s population as a wholodnd of sectors within
society. Because they are based on a sample survey
rather than a. complete enumeration, the results are
estimates, A '

~ Sample design and size o

Households were choseti for interview by means of
a stratified myltistage cluster sample. This complex

selection’ procedure produced a potentipl universe of.

approximately 73,000 housing units and other living

quarters, Then, for the purpose of conducting the

field interviews, the sample was divided into six
groups, or rotations, each of which contained
housing units whose occupants were to be
interviewed once every 6 months over a period of 3
yeurs. After these groups have completed their ti né -

in sample, they are replaced by new groups conslstlg‘)dnffcreme would be 2.0 timey the standard error;.and

of households selected in a similar manner,

-+ As might be expected, not all housing units which

are desngnnted for the sample provide interviews; of
the units selected,

ersennel_living ‘in_military .

interviews were eventually °

obtained for about 60,000 each yenr Most of the  plus the standird error; the chané

nontntervigwed units were found to bLe vacunt,
demolished, or turned into nonresidential use; the
residents of only abopt 4 percent of the units consid-
ered cligible were not interviewed.

Because a manjor objective of the survey is to
provide measures of the totil incidence of crime
throughout the United States, sample data are
inflated or weighted up by means of 8 multistage
estimation procedure. The estimntion procedure is
porformed on g quarterly basis to produce quygerly
estimates ofdthe votume and rates of victimization
and thesc in turn are aggregated to produce annual

_estimates. Simply stated, the inflation process starts

with a. basic ‘weight equal to the reciprocal of the
probability of selection and then is refined further to

~reduce the variability of the sample estimates.

Reliabllity of estimates

As previously noted, statigtical data contained in
this report arc estimates. Despite the precautions
taken to minimize sampling variability, the estimates
nre subject to errors arising from the fact that the
sample employed in conducting the survey was only

one of a large number of possible samples of equal .

size that could have been used applying the same
sample design and selection procedures. Estimates
. derived from differcht samples may vary somewhat;
they ulso may differ from figurcs obtainable if u
complete census had been taken using the same
schedules aistructions, and interviewers.

The stdifdard ercor of a survey cstimate is a
measure of the varintion among cstimates from all
possible samples and is, thercfore, a gauge of the
precision with which the estimate from a particular
saimple approximates the average result of all possible
sarnples. The estimate and its associated stahdard
error may be used to construct a confidence interval,

that is, an Interviil having a prescribed probability:

that it would include the average result of,all possible
samples. The average value of all pow{;lc samples
«may or may not be contpined in any particular com-
puted interval. The chandes dre about 68 out of 100
that the survey ,esimate wouldl dql‘f‘:r from the

" average result'of all possible mmplcs by less'than one

standard error. Similarly, the ul&mccs are about 90

out of 100 that the difference would be less.than 1.6.

. times the standard error; about L9 out of 100 that the

99 out of 100 chances that it would be less than 2.5
times the standard error. The 68 percent confidence

~ interval is defined ns the range of valuesigiven by the

or and the estimate
‘& are 68 in 100 that

estimate minus the standard e
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s tange would contain the ligure from a complete

census. Likewise, the 95 percent confidence interval is
defined as the estimate plus or minus two standard
Crrors. :

In addition & sampling crror, the estimates
presented i this report are subject o so-called
nonsumpling error. Major sources of such error are
reluted to the ability of respondents to recall victim-
ization  gxpericnces  and  associated  details that
occurred during the 6 months prior to the time of
interview und the underreporting of intimate vio-
lence. In addition it is suspected that, among certain
societal groups, crimes that contuin the elements of
assuult are a part of everyday life and, thus, are
simply forgotten or are not considered worth
mentioning, Lo u survey interviewer, Nonsampling
errors cun also result from incomplete or erronequs
responses, systematic mistakes introduced by ter-
viewers, and improper coding and processing of data.
Muny ol these errors would also occur in'a complete
census. Quality control measures, such as interview-
er observation, with retraining and reinterviewing, as
appropriate, as well as edit procedures in the field
und at the clerical and computer processing stages,
were utilized o keep such crrors at an ucceplably low
level. As calculated for the survey, the standard
crrors purl“mlly meusure only those nonsampling

crrors arising from random response and interviewer

ercors; they do not, however, take into account any
systemalic biases:in the data,

Concerning the reliability of data from the survey,
it should be noted that estimates based on £ero or orr
ubout 10 or fewer sample cases have bcc;n considered
unreliable. Such estimates are qualified in footnotes
to the duta tables and were not used for purposes of
analysis in this report. : N

As they appear in the report’s data ‘tables, all
numbers shown on the tables have been roundw
the ncarest thousandth. Relative ligures wWere

Computation and application |
of the standard error

Survey results presented in this report were tested
to determine whether or not statistical significance
could be associnted with observed differences

“through the utilization of standard errors. bi(fc\r-
ences between pairs of values were tested (o deter)
minc whether they equalled either 2.0 standard errdrs
(95 percent confidence level) or 1.6 standard etrors
(90 percent confidence level). Unless appropriately
qualified, all statements in this report have met the
statistical test at the 95 percent-level. - - -

The procedures for computing standard errors and
for performing tests of significance with values other
than those glready tested in the prepuration of this re-
port are described below.

With respect to the comparison of pereents derived
from different bases, the procedure for computing the

standard crror of a difference is given by the fol-

lowing formula:

Standard error of the difference (X, — X,) =

| X, (10 = X) (X, (1.0~ X))

B

B+
D, D

»
«

. : w .

The symbols are defined us follows:

X, — Fjrst pereentage value (expressed in decimal
form) to be tested.

X, — Sccond percentuge value (a&o expressed in

decimal form) to be tested.

- gusc from which the first pereent is derived.
ase from which the second ppereent s

deriyed.

B _— A’ constant, cquivalent to 1,821, which is
baskd on the full sample and incorporates
the dgsign effect '(,)j(hc survey and (hc‘;umplc

o<

——

- caleulated from unrounded figures. : size for the percefitage. ‘ )
L aa " . ) I .
4 ' ﬁ‘ ' .
) 2
% 9 . 3
/ . \‘.- l *
P anl :.
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v a - (' w
; LW S SREEN o ’ .




that
For

differences to their standard error defines values
~can be converted ' to levels of significance.
- example, a ratio of about 2.0 (or more) denotes

S

w0

hat .

concluded that the differences in police reporting for
"the two groups was statistically slgmﬁcam at a
conﬁdcncc level cxcecdmg 95 percent.

\

» N ) / ’ | “'{ -
. P W _ ’ )
N |
r /‘ /~
A\ u [
— “To illustrate the use of the formula, Data Table 33 |
shows that the proportion of crimes reported to the |
) police by persons’ victimized by relatives was 5§.8,
and for those victimized by well-known offonddrs, .
39.0. Submm(mg the appropriate values lmo the : .
formula yields: '
Standt\rd crror of thc difference (. 568 -~ .J90) =
568 (1.0 — 568) 990 (10 — 390)\ -, ,
1.821 + 1,821 v
.- . o oo I W l._lso‘_(xx) _v_l..._ - . C e mn LI _2,5_|7y(xx) e e et e
) L4
[ 3 * , - -
. | (568 (432) 390 (.610)
= fl—] 1820 +. [——] 1821
‘ 1,150,000 2,517,000 - -
t , \ - . ~ T <5
. i 245376\ | 2379 .
ot = — 1,821 + _— 1,821
Ny : 1,150,000 2,517,000
! /_’. . .
. ’ N\
- \[(.oooooozm?) 1,821 + (.00000009452) 1,821
\ = \[ 00038854677 + .0001721209%
4 r
= \/ 00056066769 o
= 02367842246 which rounds to .024.
\ e ‘
l |
Thus, the conﬁdencc interval at one slandar erforis  the difference is significant at the 95 percent
xapprommalol 2.4 percentage points aroynd| the  confidence Jevél (or higher); a ratio ranging between
dlf[arcncc of P7.8 percent (56.8 - -39.0 = l7 ,ord, 8 about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates that the difference is
percentage goints at the two standard error lcv significant at a confiden®®™level between 90 and 95
68 percom confidence interval places the differ nt:e ‘percent; gnd a ratio of less than about 1.6 defines a
. -between ) 5.4 and 20.2 (17.8 plus or minus 2,4) and a- . leyél of fonfidence below 90 percent. In the above
w98 perc:%t confidence interyal places it between (13.0 " ekample, the ratio of the difference (17.8) to-its
. dnd 226 (17.8° plus or minus 4 .8). The rati Qf . standard error (2.4) equals 7.42. Therefore, it was

\
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- The forpiula below réprosents the procedure for , '\' ’ L
- caloulatink the standard orror of. a differonce when - o S
both of the percents are derived ffom the same base: - - \ "
P . ) . R T ]

Standard error of the difference (X, - X) =

o ( 8 ( : ) L TR
) . = - xr + X: - (X' - X-z))> v ‘~‘ ) -
-‘f/ D ' : s

-

- ~ “wherc the symbols are the same a5 those described for _
the previous formula, except that I refers to the base
from which the two percents are derived, —

“ To iltustrate the application of this formula, Data .
Table 29 shows that the proportion of those victims '
of intimate crimes reporting medical expenses of less
thun $50 was 27.2 percent; the proportion reporting
cxpenses in the range of $50-$249 was 24.8.

" Substituting the appropriate values into the formula o e
" yields the following: 3

Standard error of the difference (1272 ~ 248) =

<

_ 1,821 ‘ )
_ = (272 + 248 — (272 — 248 . O
~ - 425,000 - . _

/ f

= \/.0042347 (.52 — .900576)

v !

i
/

- \/ 0042847 (.519424)

= \/ .6022256 / ST \
(.

o 0471760 w\hich rounds to .047, i _' :

"crval at one standard error _ -

Y Y

The confidence in
around the difference lof 2.4 percent would be from
- ~2.3 t0 7.1 percent (2.4 plus or minus 4.7). The ratjo
s . of the differonce (2.4) to its standard error (4.7) is , . _
;i".*:‘-i""' iy equal to (S11, Which is less than 1.6, Thus, in acc-~ R B ‘
R . ordance with standaids observed in analyzing survey S o ‘
g ‘results in this report, sthtistical significance would nor
. be attached to the difference between the two per- .

. centages, o .

B A S
. N D . - ) )
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. : \ e lntlmte viglent An Incident of violent crime
) conmimitted by/an iddividual who is well known or re- P .
- ¢ . lated. Muluplc—}offfndcr crimes are delined ug ini- -
Gl‘ossary mate violence w’lhul one ‘or more of the o(ﬁ,ndcn are
N related or all arde well known to the V}lln\, K
Active response—Victim resistance characterized Marital status—Each houschold®member js ™,
by the use or display of a gun o knife, or the use or - #ssignéd 10 one of the following categories: (1) |
attempted use ofphysicﬁ force against the offender. Married, which {ncludes persons having common-law o

Aggravated ISSllIW-——ANl\Ck with a weapon unions and thgse parted lgmpornnly fon rensons
resulting in any |n)ury/ ‘and attack without a weapon  other than marital discord (cmployment, nilitary

‘ ruuTlmg either in scnpus mnjury (c.g.. broken bones, service, clc,); (2) Sopurulcd and dwol’ccd Set ura(cd'('/ L
~==loss of tecth; internalfinjurics, loss-of consciousnessy ~ - intludes fharricd-persons who hirve,u legal sepuratio T
or in undetermined i;ﬁury requiting 2 or more days of ~ Of have parted because of marital.discord; (3) wid-
~hospitelization. Alsg includes mlcmplcd assault with ~ owed; and (4) Never murried, which includes thoso

f weapon. / whose only ma}rmgc has been annulled and those
‘Annual family income—Includes the income of the  living together (excluding common-law unions).

household head and all other related persons residing Medical attention—As defincd by the survey, aid

in the same household unit. Covers the 12 months secured from a‘lruincd medical profcssionu_l, such as -

preceding the interview and includes wages, salaries,  # doctor, nursc, medic, or dentist, either at the scene
net income from business or farm, pensions, interest,  of the crime, or at an office, hospital, clinic, etc.

dividends, ront, and any other form of monetary =~ Nounintimate—A giranger, someone known by sight
income. The income of p)Qsone unrelatedNo the head  only, or a’casyal acquaintance. - ' -
of houschold is excluded. } Nonintimate violence—Criminal acts committed by
Assault—An unlawful physical attack, whether ag-  Strangers, casual acqugintances, or persons knownby
gravated or simple, upon a person. Includes  sight only. Multiple-offender violence is defined as .
attempted agsaults with or without a weapon. Ex- nonmlmmtc when none of the assailants is well -
cludes rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks in- known or reluted or when only some are well known ”
. volving theft or attempted &R, which aie claJiﬂcd and the rest nonintimates. :
! us robbery. Offender—The pcrpelrmor 'f a crime: the tc?‘m '
Attemgted attack—An inCidcnl.iﬁ 'which an  generally is applied in relation to crimes cnlmhng
offcndcrgrows an object or shoots at a victim, or conlact between victim and offender. )
otherwist initiates, but fails to complete, a violent ~ Offense—A crime; with respect to personal crimes, .
. crime. the two terms can be used mlctchungg:\bly, irrespec- 3
Completed attack—An incident in which an  tiveof whclhcr t})ca‘é{hcablc Umtoﬁ‘ggawrc isavie- .,
offender - carries out a violent crime against an  limization of ad’ incident. -
individual by rapmg or attempting to rape, by Passive response—Victim resistance chnracwmgﬁd
'shooting or kmﬁng, hitting, grabbing, punching, or by such nonviolent measures as arguing’ With or
physically abusing in some other fashion, threatening the offcnlicr, screaming or calling for
*  Family violence—An incident of violent crime com- help, running away, or shielding one’s self.
: mitted by a relative, Includes incidengs involving ex- " Personal crithes of violence—Rape, fobbery, or
L spouses, g assault. Includes both completed and attempted acts,
Household———Consns(s of the occupants of sepamte ~ Race—Determined by the interviewer upon obser- ©
living quartgrs meeting cither ,of the following vation, and asked only about persons not related to
criteria: (1) Persons, whether prcsenl or temporarily * the head of household who were not present at the
absent, whosc usuaf place ofresidcncc is the housing - time of the interview. The racial categories
_unit in question, of (2) Persons Qtaymg in the housing dnstmgmshed are white, black, and other. The cate->
oy unit who have, no dsual place of régidence elsewhere.  'gory “other”. consists mainly of Amencun lndmns N
Incident—A speoific criminal act involving one.or  and persons of Asian ancestry, IR £
gre- victims and offenders. . ‘-X . Rape—Carnal knowledge through the use of force '

) ntimate—An individual who is " relulcd through or the threat of force, mcludmg attemipts. Statutory .
"+ ykinship or marriage or who is well known, such as a rape (without force) 18 excluded. Ipclpdes both
é‘food friend, nmghbor classmatc or work associate. hclcrmcxunl nnd homoscwul rape. e
ERAN - . . '
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Robbery-_Theft or attompted theft, directly fro
person qr a Business, of properly or cash by forcz‘or . A
N threat of-fotce, with or without n weapon. ’ ' '

. Robbery with injury—Theft or attempted theft ,

'3, from & person, uu,ompumcd by an attack, cither with S "

or without g weapon, resulting in igury. An nyury ls '

. clagsifled a3 resulting from a serious assault if a' s .
weapon wag used in the commission of the crime or, . ; < . —
ifnot, when thé extent of the injury was either serious ‘
(c.8., broken bones, loss of tecth, internal injurios, '
loss of consciousness) or undetermined butqtqumng -

2 or more duays of hospitalization. An injury is / \

-« —-clagsified &y rcwllmg Trom wminot assault when the e
cxtznl of the injury is minor (c.g., bruises, black eyes, - A v o
cuts, scratches, swelling) or undetermined but re- - g ' ‘
‘quiring less than 2 days of hosphalization. * # e

Robbery without injury—Theft or attempted theft

“from a person, accompanied by force or the threat of .

~ lorce, cither with or without A weapon, but not’ : .
resulting in-injury. ’ ~ * . ' ‘
Slmple assault—Attack without a weapon resulting - . :
. cither in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, cuts, .
' scratches, swelling) or in undetermined injury fe- ' - -
( - quiring less than 2 dgys of hospitalization. Alsm ) LN ‘;
) . cludés attempted uss%ll without a weapon. " ' :
- Threat——An incident charucterized by no more % .
' N than verbal harassment, a display of a weapon, or )
any other fogm ot‘\monphysmnl intimidation. _ '

Vietim—The recipient of a criminal act, ' .

Victimization—A specific criminal act as it affects a '
single victim. In criminal acts against persons, the
number of victimizations is determined by the. . v
number of wvictims of such acts: “ordinarily, the _

** number of victimizations is sonfewhat higher than the

S number of . incidents because. .niore than one » s ’ q
v o individual i3 victimized during certain incidents. A
, Victimize—To perpetrate a crime againgl a person, SN e .
- * Violent crime—Sec ““Personal crimes of violence,”’ '
above. | . : ! .
© Well knowh—As pertams to victim-offender rela- e -
tioship, the quality of being closcly associated or in- - o ' "

= fimately connected, through fncndship or continued - '
« cbntact ad neighbors, work associates, or classmates, - . -

o,

o ' . : . . * . . - .
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