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Research on intimate partner homicide has increased in the recent years. This is partially 

due to the dramatic decline witnessed over the last couple of decades in these types of homicides 

as well as the growth that has occurred in public awareness and policy responses toward 

domestic violence.  Recent intimate partner homicide research has predominately focused around 

two perspectives to explain the relationship between intimate partner homicide and domestic 

violence resources – the exposure reduction hypothesis and the backlash or retaliation 

hypothesis, with results that support both (Dugan, Nagin, and Rosenfeld, 1999; 2003). The 

exposure reduction hypothesis proposes that domestic violence resources that reduce the 

exposure or contact between intimate partners should decrease the probability of intimate partner 

homicide, while the backlash hypothesis suggests the opposite. That is, domestic violence 

interventions may have unintended consequences and increase the risk of intimate partner 

homicide if they threaten male dominance and control over their partners. The contradictory 

results from these studies have frustrated advocates and have made them question their efforts to 

make females safer.  Societal remedies to lower intimate partner homicide seem to be addressing 

male-perpetrated intimate partner violence and homicide insufficiently. It is important to gain a 
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better understanding of what factors are truly influencing gender-specific intimate partner 

homicide, during a time that is marked by significant transformations in domestic violence 

legislation and response toward domestic violence with the enactment of the Violence Against 

Women’s Act of 1994. This research helps to address the contradictory findings while 

controlling for a number of structural factors that have shown to be important in the homicide 

literature. The current study examines both the arguments of exposure reduction and backlash, in 

addition to economic deprivation and marginalization to explain the observed patterns in male- 

and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time, something that has not been done in 

the literature to date. Measures of key concepts will be collected for 2 decennial points (1990 and 

2000). Supplemental homicide files for this time period and census data will be utilized. Poisson 

regression models will be used to investigate which theoretical perspective is associated with 

male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990 and 2000. Pooled cross-

sectional fixed effect time series regression will be used to determine whether changes from 

1990 to 2000 in key structural indicators influence trends in male- and female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide during this same time period. Overall, results suggest that key 

theoretical indicators do in fact influence the trends in female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide, but not male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.   
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Only in the area of partner homicides do women’s perpetration rates approach that of 
men. (Browne, Williams, and Dutton 1999: 150) 

 

Decline in Intimate Partner Homicide 

Research on intimate partner homicide1 has increased in recent years. Increased attention 

toward intimate partner homicide has resulted from the dramatic decline in perpetration that has 

been witnessed in these types of homicides. This decline coincided with the remarkable decline 

that was observed in total homicides rates that still puzzles researchers. Beginning in the early 

1990s and extending into the 21st century, Americans witnessed an unprecedented drop in 

violent crime rates, specifically a drop in homicide rates. This drop was witnessed across the 

U.S., but was seen in large cities2 in particular. From 1990 to 2000, homicide rates in large cities 

dropped roughly 42%3. See Figure 1-1 for an illustration of the decline in total U.S. homicide 

rates in large cities4. Interestingly, the decline in adult homicide rates has been recorded for all 

victim-offender relationship categories, but the sharpest decline in homicides have been observed 

in the family category for both males and females (Rosenfeld, 2000), with most of those 

homicides generally occurring between spouses, ex-spouses, boyfriends, and girlfriends (Bureau 

of Justice Statistics, 2006; Durose et al., 2005).  

Statistics reveal that U.S. intimate partner homicide counts have been declining for over 

two decades (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2006; Greenfield et al., 1998). See Figure 1-2 for 

                                                 
1 Intimate partners include spouses, ex-spouses, or boyfriends and girlfriends. 
2 Large cities have a population of 100,000 residents or more. 
3 See Figure 1-4 for summary of percent change from 1990 to 2000.  
4 Homicide rates per 100,000 population were calculated by dividing the homicide counts by the population and then 
multiplying that number by 100,000 to obtain a rate. Denominators were obtained from the 1990 and 2000 U.S. 
Census Bureau. Annual population estimates were calculated for between census years by subtracting the 1990 
population from the 2000 population and then dividing that difference over time by 10 (i.e., number of years). The 
annual population estimate was then subtracted from the 1990 population to obtain a population estimate for 1989 
and added to 1990 and each year after to obtain a population estimate for each of the following years.   
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gender-specific total intimate partner homicide rates for large cities, 1989-20015. Surprisingly, 

male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide rates appear to follow a similar pattern, 

though rates of male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide are higher than female-perpetrated 

rates. That is, both male and female intimate partner homicide rates fluctuate but are fairly stable 

from 1989 until 1992. From 1992 to 1994 a dramatic spike in the rates of intimate partner 

homicide is apparent. After 1994, intimate partner homicide rates level off. Female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide rates remain fairly stable from 1995 to 2001, while male-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide rates decline slightly. Though, the rates of male and female intimate 

partner homicide show a similar pattern over time, a greater decline is observed in the rate of 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, the rate of male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide decreased 33% from 1989 to 2001, whereas the rate of female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide decreased 45% during this same time. The reason for the more 

substantial decrease in the rate of female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide compared with 

male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide is unknown and remains an interest to researchers. 

Importance of Examining Intimate Partner Homicide 

There are many reasons that make intimate partner homicide an important topic for 

research. First and foremost, as stated earlier, intimate partner homicide has decreased in recent 

years with no concrete explanation. Furthermore, females are more likely to be killed by an 

intimate partner than any other offender. Among female homicide victims, roughly 1 in 3 is 

killed by an intimate partner, whereas among male homicide victims, only 5% are killed by an 

intimate partner.  Moreover, although intimate partner homicide rates have been decreasing, the 

proportion of female homicide victims killed by an intimate partner has gradually increased from 

1989 to 2001 (27.7% and 31.4%, respectively), whereas the proportion of male homicide victims 
                                                 
5 See footnote 4 for the rate calculation. 
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killed by an intimate has decreased during this same time period (5.3% and 2.8%, respectively). 

This is evident in Figure 1-3. Specifically, from 1989 to 2001 there has been a 13% increase in 

the proportion of females killed by an intimate partner compared to a 47% decrease in the 

proportion of males killed by an intimate partner. In addition, the intimate partner is the only 

victim-offender relationship category where female-perpetrated homicide rates approach that of 

men (Browne, Williams, and Dutton, 1999). This is apparent when examining the difference 

(i.e., the gap) between male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide rates.  

Typically, males commit roughly 90% of all homicides occurring in the United States, 

making males 10 times more likely than females to commit murder (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 

2006). Males are more likely than females to be perpetrators for every victim-offender 

relationship category (i.e., intimate partners, family members, acquaintances, and strangers). 

However, when females kill they are more likely to kill someone that is close to them, such as an 

intimate partner or a family member, making the intimate partner the only victim-offender 

relationship where female-perpetration approaches that of men (Browne, Williams, and Dutton, 

1999).  

The gap in the difference between male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide rates for large cities has narrowed in recent years. This is apparent when examining 

Figure 1-2. The gap between the rates of male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide 

was fairly stable from 1989 until 1992. In 1992, the rate of intimate partner homicide increased 

for both males and females, but far more drastically for males killing their female-partners. This 

difference in the rise in the rates of intimate partner perpetration resulted in a widening of the 

gap between the rates of male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. As the rates of 

male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide plummeted and then leveled off after 
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1994, the gap in perpetration rates began to consistently narrow. The rate of male-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide gradually decreased while the rate of female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide remained fairly stable, resulting in a gradual narrowing of the gap in 

perpetration rates that continued through 2001.   

Figure 1-4 summarizes the decline in the rate of total U.S. homicides in large cities, as 

well as the decline in the rates of male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide from 

1990 to 2000.  The total rate of homicide decreased 42% during this time period. Both male- and 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicides decreased as well. The rate of female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide had the largest decrease of 52% compared to 34% for male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. No confirmed explanation is available for the greater 

intimate partner homicide rates among males compared to females or the gender-specific 

differences that have been observed over time.  

Overview of Theoretical Perspectives 

Three theoretical perspectives are of interest in this study – the exposure reduction 

hypothesis, the backlash hypothesis, and economic deprivation and marginalization.  Previous 

research has supported each of these perspectives; therefore all three perspectives are believed to 

influence intimate partner homicide uniquely.  

The exposure reduction hypothesis proposes that the reduction in the time spent (i.e., 

exposure) between couples in violent relationships results in less intimate partner homicide, 

because couples have less contact with one another and therefore have less opportunities to kill 

their intimate partner. A number of factors have been considered to cause exposure reduction 

effects on intimate partner homicide, such as declining marriage rates, increasing divorce rates, 

greater economic and educational status of females, and the availability of domestic violence 

resources and services (Dugan et al., 1999; 2003; Rosenfeld, 1997). 
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The backlash hypothesis proposes that the increased status of females threatens males’ 

control and dominance over females and will result in more intimate partner homicide, because 

males will use more violence to dominate and control their female partners. Factors that have 

been thought to produce backlash effects overlap with some of the factors that are considered to 

produce exposure reduction effects. Some of the factors considered include: greater economic, 

employment, and educational status of females and the availability of domestic violence services 

when they fail to adequately reduce contact between violent partners (Dugan et al., 1999; 2003). 

Research supports these two main theoretical perspectives to explain intimate partner 

homicide (Dugan et al., 1999; 2003). However, the contradictory results from these studies have 

frustrated advocates. For instance, Dugan et al. (1999) reported an exposure reduction effect of 

domestic violence resources on male intimate partner homicide victimization, but not on female 

intimate partner homicide victimization, suggesting that the movement to prevent domestic 

violence only really made men safer and not women. In addition, Dugan et al. (2003) reported 

that some domestic violence services actually create a backlash effect and seem to put some 

women in more danger of intimate partner homicide victimization (i.e., prosecutors’ willingness 

to prosecute). Both of these perspectives need to be examined more closely to determine which 

factors are truly influencing gender-specific intimate partner homicide.  

Due to the contradictory findings from the above two perspectives it is important to also 

consider other factors. This study draws from the economic deprivation and marginalization 

literature to gain a better understanding of intimate partner homicide. Economic deprivation and 

marginalization have been shown to explain homicide in general and therefore seems reasonable 

to include in the present research. Ideas behind economic deprivation and marginalization come 

from both the strain and feminist literatures. Strain theorists relate the opportunity structure to 
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violence. Merton, ([1949] 1968: 185-248) argues that deviance is a result of an unequal 

distribution of opportunities among classes in society. According to Merton, the distribution of 

opportunities in the social structure determines which classes are most likely to be involved in 

crime and deviance. Males or females that lack certain opportunities because of deprivation (i.e., 

poverty and unemployment) may be frustrated or strained and this strain may influence intimate 

partner homicide perpetration. On the other hand, feminists scholars tend to focus on inequalities 

between men and women. Feminist literature examining inequalities tend to concentrate on the 

economic marginalization hypothesis, which focuses on the economic disadvantage of women 

relative to men (Heimer, 2000). The economic marginalization hypothesis argues that the 

economic disadvantage of women (i.e., female unemployment and poverty) is a significant 

predictor of female crime (Box and Hale, 1983, 1984; Heimer, 2000; Heimer, Wittrock, and 

Unal, 2005; Hunnicutt and Broidy, 2004; Steffensmeier and Streifel, 1992).  Extant homicide 

research has incorporated the ideas behind economic deprivation and marginalization (Bailey, 

1984; Blau and Blau, 1982; Land, McCall, and Cohen, 1990; Parker, McCall, and Land, 1999; 

Steffensmeier and Haynie, 2000a; 2000b; Whaley and Messner, 2002); however limited research 

has included indicators of economic deprivation and marginalization to explain intimate partner 

homicide (for an exception see Reckdenwald and Parker, 2008). Economic deprivation and 

marginalization in terms of poverty or unemployment may influence male and female intimate 

partner homicide perpetration.  

All three theoretical perspectives have received support in the literature; though at times 

some of the findings are mixed and even contradictory. This study hopes to determine which 

theoretical factors significantly contribute to male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner 
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homicide and whether or not similar theoretical factors influence male and female intimate 

partner homicide.  

Importance of Structural Changes and Domestic Violence Awareness 

Declines in both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide rates were not 

the only marked changes witnessed during the 1990 and 2000 time period. Changes were also 

seen in domesticity, the status of women, levels of economic deprivation and marginalization, 

and the availability of domestic violence resources. Any of these structural changes may have 

had an impact on the observed patterns in intimate partner homicide.  

From 1990 to 2000, there were significant changes in marital and non-marital 

domesticity. Marriage rates plummeted and divorce rates increased, while the percent of 

unmarried partner households increased from 3.5% in 1990 to 5.2% in 2000 (US Census Bureau, 

2003). Declining marriage rates and increasing divorce rates influence intimate partner homicide 

in terms of opportunity. With fewer people entering marriage and more getting divorced there is 

less opportunity for violent married intimate partners to kill each other. However, while rates of 

marriage and divorce are changing so are the rates of unmarried partners living together.  With 

more and more individuals choosing to live together and postpone marriage, the opportunity 

increases for intimate partner homicide between non-married intimate partners.   

Furthermore, the inherent dynamics of this type of relationship is different from a marital 

relationship and may have an effect on the rate of intimate partner homicide.  

Moreover, the status of females increased from 1990 to 2000. Females’ employment 

status, income, and educational attainment all improved. For instance, the percentage of females 

16 and over that were employed in 1989 was 54.3%, compared with 57.4% in 1999 (Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2008a). Improvements in the status of females would afford females the 

opportunity to be able to leave an abusive relationship before the violence resulted in death to 
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themselves or their partners; thus, resulting in a lowering of intimate partner homicide. However, 

these improvements in females’ status may have unintended consequences on intimate partner 

homicide. Some males may feel threatened by an increase in the status of females and may react 

in a violent and possibly lethal manner towards their female partners to gain back the perceived 

loss of control.  

In addition to changing domesticity and improving status of females, the 1990s were a 

time of economic prosperity. The percent of individuals that reported living in poverty decreased 

from 13.1% in 1989 to 12.4% in 1999 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2003). In addition to this, the 

unemployment rate decreased as well. In 1989, the percentage of the population that was 

unemployed was 5.3%, compared with 3.7% in 1999 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008b). 

Economic deprivation may influence the dynamics within the household. Less stress and 

frustration over lack of employment and living in poverty may result in a decrease in violence 

towards intimate partners.  

Domestic violence service and resource availability increased in the 1970s, but more so 

after the enactment of the 1994 VAWA. During this time, domestic violence policies and 

programs that offered services for females and even males expanded considerably.  The 

availability of domestic violence resources and services has been considered a key factor in the 

explanation of the decline in intimate partner homicide (Dugan et al., 1999; 2003). Before the 

1990s, many jurisdictions did not allow police to arrest on a misdemeanor charge unless they had 

witnessed the act. The battered Women’s Movement pressed for redefining the act of domestic 

violence from a domestic disturbance (i.e., something that is seen as a private family matter) to 

defining it as unacceptable and a criminal offense that will not be tolerated (Schechter, 1982). By 

the mid 1970s resources began to become available to abused women. However, it could be 
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argued that domestic violence against women was not seen as a national social problem until the 

enactment of the 1994 VAWA.  The VAWA significantly increased funding for domestic 

violence services, “and supported domestic violence specialization in local police departments 

and prosecutor offices” (Dugan et al., 2003: 171). Some examples of the VAWA’s programs 

include policies to encourage the prosecution of abusers, victim services, and domestic violence 

prevention programs. Although this act specifically acknowledges violence against women, 

violence, both lethal and non-lethal, should be acknowledged against both men and women. 

Domestic violence services should influence intimate partner homicide by limiting the 

opportunity for contact between violent intimate partners and thus limit the opportunities for 

partners to kill each other.  

Despite the reports that the increased availability of domestic violence services and 

resources is a significant factor in the explanation of the decline in intimate partner homicide 

over the past couple of decades (Browne and Williams, 1989; Dugan et al., 1999; 2003), 

resources have historically been directed at females and more so married females (Browne and 

Williams, 1993; Browne, Williams, and Dutton, 1999). This gives females options besides 

killing their partners and may in fact be a main reason that male intimate partner homicide 

victimization has decreased significantly. However, this explanation does not hold for female 

intimate partner homicide victimization. That is, female intimate partner homicide victimization 

has not seen as drastic of a reduction as male intimate partner homicide victimization.  

Taken together, there have been many changes witnessed over the last couple of decades 

in intimate partner homicide as well as in domesticity, the status of women, economic 

deprivation, and in the availability of domestic violence resources. It is important to determine if 

these changes can account for the significant decline in intimate partner homicide. Examination 
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reveals that rates of female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide from 1990 to 2000 had a 

greater decline than male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. It is important to determine 

what factors account for this decline as well as possible reasons why the decline was not as 

drastic for male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  

Research Questions 

One of the main purposes of this study is to examine gender-specific intimate partner 

homicide and determine which structural correlates contribute to the observed patterns seen in 

1990 and 2000.  In addition, this study will examine the changes between covariates in 1990 and 

2000 to determine if any of the changes can account for the changes in male- and female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time.  

The following research questions will be addressed: 

1. What is the impact of structural measures on male- and female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide in 1990 and 2000? 

2. Will criminological theories concerning domestic violence help explain male- and 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990 and in 2000? 

3. Does the availability of domestic violence services influence intimate partner 

homicide in 1990 and 2000? 

4. What is the impact of change over time (1990-2000) in key structural variables on 

male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide trends? 

Significance of Study 

 This study expands on the intimate partner homicide literature in several ways.  

First, this study draws from three theoretical perspectives in an effort to explain intimate partner 

homicide over time. The domestic violence literature has acknowledged both the importance of 

reducing the exposure between violent partners as well as backlash or retaliation by male 
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partners as a response or consequence to interventions designed to reduce violence between 

couples. However, this research has found results that support both perspectives. This study 

draws from two domestic violence perspectives while also controlling for a third theory of 

economic deprivation and marginalization in attempt to more clearly understand trends in 

intimate partner homicide.  

This study examines both male- and female- perpetrated intimate partner homicide and 

compares their trends over time. This study not only documents change but also explains 

changes in intimate partner homicide trends over time and gives a better understanding of what is 

correlated with this observed change. Examining changes in key indicators on intimate partner 

homicide over time has not been done in the literature. The dynamic nature of key indicators will 

be examined to determine whether or not the changes from 1990 to 2000 in key indicators 

correlates with the change in male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time. 

For example, it is of interest to determine if the change in the percent divorced in cities from 

1990 to 2000 is related to the changes in intimate partner homicide during this same time period. 

Focusing on changes over time will give a better understanding of the differential trends in male- 

and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. 

The time period being examined in this study depicts a time where there has been 

significant changes in homicide itself as well as domesticity (i.e., living arrangements), the status 

of females, and economic deprivation and marginalization. Moreover, during this time, domestic 

violence was being seen as a national social problem and funding for domestic violence services 

were increasing significantly with the enactment of the 1994 Violence Against Women’s Act 

(VAWA).  This study controls for the influence of various domestic violence services while 
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examining other structural factors in an effort to better understand male- and female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide over time.  

Summary 

This is a macro-level study that proposes to build on existing literature by further 

considering the effects of key indicators that represent the exposure reduction and backlash 

perspectives, while also including a third theoretical perspective of economic deprivation and 

marginalization. Data will be collected to capture these theoretical perspectives in an effort to 

further the research on intimate partner homicide. Guided by these three perspectives there are 

two main research questions that this study hopes to address. First, this research will determine 

what structural factors correlate with male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide 

cross-sectionally (1990 and 2000) before examining changes overtime. Next, this research will 

document changes between key structural factors to determine if these changes correlate with the 

changes in male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time.  

Intimate partner homicide has gone through some remarkable changes over the past 

couple of decades. Both male- and female- perpetrated intimate partner homicide have witnessed 

drastic declines. However, gender-specific trends in intimate partner homicide rates show that 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide has declined more drastically than male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide, thus lessening the gap between male and female intimate 

partner homicide perpetration rates. Recent research has predominately used two main ideas to 

explain the over two decade decline in intimate partner homicide – the exposure reduction 

hypothesis and the backlash hypothesis. Research results favor both perspectives. Research also 

points to the importance of the emergence of domestic violence services and programs with the 

Battered Women’s Movement in the 1970s and the VAWA of 1994. This study is designed to 

examine these two theoretical perspectives as well as a third theoretical perspective of economic 



 23

deprivation and marginalization, which has shown to be very important in the homicide literature 

(Bailey, 1984; Blau and Blau, 1982; Land, McCall, and Cohen, 1990; Parker, McCall, and Land, 

1999; Steffensmeier and Haynie, 2000a; 2000b; Whaley and Messner, 2002), in an attempt to 

gain a better understanding of the differential gender-specific trends in intimate partner 

homicide. Structural factors and the availability of domestic violence services are of particular 

importance.  

This dissertation begins with Chapter 2 detailing the three theoretical perspectives that 

are of interest in this study. In Chapter 3 the data and methodology are discussed. Chapter 4 

provides the results of the multivariate analysis. Chapter 5 contains conclusions and directions 

for future research.  
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Figure 1-1. Total homicide rate per 100,000 residents for large cities, 1989-2001.  
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Figure 1-2. Gender-specific intimate partner homicide rates for large cities, 1989-2001. 
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Figure 1-3.  Proportion of all homicides involving intimate partners, 1989-2001.
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 1990 2000 % Change 
 
Total Homicide Rate 20.9827 12.1792 41.9 
 
Female-Perpetrated IPH Rate 1.520151 0.730003 51.9 
 
Male-Perpetrated IPH Rate 5.066648 3.325714 34.36 

 
Figure 1-4. Summary of percent change from 1990 to 2000 in total homicide rate, female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide rate, and male-perpetrated intimate partner 
homicide rate. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
While research on intimate partner homicide is growing, the majority of research on 

intimate partner homicide is directed at describing victimization and/or offending patterns (Block 

and Christakos, 1995; Browne and Williams, 1993; Gallup-Black, 2005; Puzone et al., 2000; 

Reidel and Best, 1998; Shackelford and Mouzos, 2005) rather than analyzing these patterns by 

controlling for the impact of key factors that may have an influence on intimate partner homicide 

over time (Block and Christakos, 1995; Browne and Williams, 1993; Puzone et al., 2000; Reidel 

and Best, 1998). This research has found that the trends in intimate partner homicide during this 

time period vary not only by the gender of the victim and offender, but also by the type of 

relationship between the victim and offender.  

For instance, Puzone et al. (2000) examined U.S. homicide victimization from 1976-1995 

and found that the decline in homicide victimization rates were more pronounced for husbands 

(75%) than wives (41%), boyfriends (68%) more than girlfriends (21%)6, and ex-husbands 

(88%) more than ex-wives (41%). Specifically, Puzone et al. (2000) found that the risk of being 

killed by a spouse in 1995 was 2.6 times greater for a wife than a husband, 2 times greater for a 

girlfriend than a boyfriend, and for the combined period of 1992-1995 was 3.8 times greater for 

an ex-wife than an ex-husband. Earlier work examining male- and female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide supports these findings (Browne and Williams, 1993). That is, Browne and 

Williams (1993) examined Supplemental Homicide Report data from 1976-1987 for all states 

and found that both married male-perpetrated (i.e., males killing their female spouses) and 

female-perpetrated (i.e., females killing their male spouses) intimate partner homicide declined, 

however the decline was more pronounced for the rate of wives killing husbands than the rate of 

                                                 
6 However, this decline was not statistically significant.  
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husbands killing wives. In addition, Browne and Williams (1993) showed that while marital 

intimate partner homicide has been decreasing over the years, male-perpetrated non-marital 

intimate partner homicide has actually been increasing. Browne and Williams (1993) concluded 

that the rate of unmarried females being killed by their intimate partner increased significantly 

during this period, while the rate that unmarried males were killed by their intimate partner 

“show no clear trend during the 1976-1987 period” (87). Similarly, in Rosenfeld’s (1997) 

examination of intimate partner homicide victimization in California between 1987 and 1996, 

rates of marital intimate partner homicide decreased while rates of non-marital intimate partner 

homicide increased. Rosenfeld (1997) attributes this marked change to an increase in the 

proportion of younger people who are not married. Along these lines, Riedel and Best (1998) 

also examined intimate partner homicide in California for the years 1987 to 1996 and found that 

intimate partner homicide is more common in common-law relationships compared with spousal 

and boyfriend/girlfriend relationships. They suggest that a reason for this may be because of the 

meaning that is attributed to the relationship (Makepeace, 1997) and the lack of stability 

(Makepeace, 1989).  

In summary, research describing recent trends in intimate partner homicide has found 

some interesting results. It appears that while total intimate partner homicide is decreasing, once 

one disaggregates by gender and relationship type different trends emerge. For instance, overall 

patterns show that males have experienced a greater decline in intimate partner homicide 

victimization than females. In addition, married intimate partner homicide has decreased, while 

non-married intimate partner homicide has increased and this increase is especially pronounced 

for non-married female intimate partner victimization.  
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Though research has not come to a definitive explanation for these trends, research that 

has controlled for the impact of key factors has tended to attribute the recent patterns to the 

social responses toward domestic violence; specifically, the availability of domestic violence 

resources (Browne and Williams, 1989; Dugan et al., 1999; Dugan et al., 2003) and have found 

that the availability of legal (i.e., presence of statutes pertaining to domestic violence) and extra-

legal services (i.e., number of shelters and other programs) to be related to the decline in the rates 

of female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide, but not associated with the rates of male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide (Browne and Williams, 1989). However, research has also 

shown that some domestic violence resources (i.e., prosecutors’ wiliness to prosecute) that were 

intended to help women have the unintended consequence of making them more at risk for 

intimate partner homicide victimization (Dugan et al., 2003). Increasing divorce rates, declining 

marriage rates, and an improved economic status of women have also shown to be important in 

explaining intimate partner homicide (Dugan et al., 1999; 2003; Rosenfeld, 1997). These factors 

will be examined more closely as I describe empirical findings for the theoretical perspectives of 

interest in this study. 

Theoretical Perspectives 

 Three theoretical perspectives are of interest to this study. The following pages will 

explain each perspective – the exposure reduction hypothesis, the backlash or retaliation 

hypothesis, and economic deprivation and marginalization. The section will end with detailed 

hypotheses for the current study. 

Exposure Reduction Hypothesis 

According to the exposure reduction hypothesis, limiting the exposure or contact of 

intimate partners to one another should decrease the probability of intimate partner homicide, 

because there is less exposure to a violent partner and more opportunities to exit the relationship.  
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Ideas behind the exposure reduction perspective stem from three main findings from previous 

research.  

Domestic violence research shows that intimate partner homicide is commonly the result 

of prolonged violence in the relationship (Browne, 1987; Campbell, 1992; Goetting, 1995; 

Smith, Moracco, and Butts, 1998; Totman, 1978) or a prior history of violence (Browne, 1987; 

Chimbos, 1978; Daniel and Harris, 1982; Totman, 1978). For instance, Campbell (1992) 

estimated that in Dayton, Ohio 64% of female intimate partner homicide victims were abused 

physically by their offender before they were killed. Also, they estimated that 79% of male 

intimate partner homicide victims had abused their offender previously during the relationship. 

In addition, self-report studies have shown that abused women make many attempts to try to get 

outside help before actually committing the intimate partner homicide (Sherman and Berk, 

1984). For instance, in reviewing police records in Detroit and Kansas City, Sherman and Berk 

(1984) discovered that in 90% of the intimate partner homicide cases police had been called at 

least 1 time during the 2 years prior to the homicide. Furthermore, they found that in 54% of the 

intimate partner homicide cases, police had been called 5 or more times. Other research has 

shown similar results (Goetting, 1995).  

Moreover, research has shown that in violent relationships women are more likely to be 

seriously injured (Berk et al., 1983; Browne, 1993; Brush, 1990; Crowell and Burgess, 1996; 

Fagan and Browne, 1994; Langan and Innes, 1986; Schwartz, 1987; Stark, Flitcraft, and Frazier, 

1979; Stets and Straus, 1990; Stout and Brown, 1995; Straus, 1993). In addition, victim-

precipitation is more likely in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide than male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide (Goetting, 1995; Rosenfeld, 1997; Silverman and 

Mukherjee, 1987; Wolfgang, 1958). Victim-precipitation means the victim initiated the incident 
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that later resulted in their own death by their intimate partner. Rosenfeld’s (1997) results support 

this idea as do a number of other research studies (Campbell, 1992; Cazenave and Zahn, 1992; 

Goetting, 1995; Jurik and Winn, 1990; Silverman and Mukherjee, 1987; Wilson and Daly, 

1992a).  

To summarize, intimate partner homicide is more likely to occur in a relationship where 

there is a history of violence. In these violent relationships, women are more likely to be 

seriously injured than men. Furthermore, victim-precipitation is more likely in female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. These findings suggest that women have very different 

motives for killing their intimate partners and women are more likely to kill intimate partners out 

of protection or self-defense (Bernard et al., 1982; Block and Christakos, 1995; Browne, 1985; 

1987; Campbell, 1992; Daly and Wilson, 1988; Dobash et al., 1992; Dugan et al., 1999; 

Goetting, 1988; Peterson, 1999; Stout, 1991; Stout and Brown, 1995; see Archer, 2000 and 

Saunders and Browne, 2000 for a review). That is, when women kill intimate partners it is  likely 

a result of attempting to prevent their partners from hurting their children or themselves, during a 

violent attack by their partner, or in an attempt to prevent a future attack (Browne, 1986; 1987; 

Dugan et al., 1999). According to Wilson and Daly (1992b) “Unlike men, women kill male 

partners after years of suffering physical violence, after they have exhausted all available sources 

of assistance, when they feel trapped, and because they fear for their own lives” (206).  

Factors that Reduce Exposure 

Availability of domestic violence resources. 

A main factor that has been shown to influence female-intimate partner homicide by 

reducing the exposure of violent partners is the availability of domestic violence resources. 

Browne and Williams (1989) was the first study to examine the influence of the availability of 

domestic violence resources (i.e., number of shelters; wife abuse programs other than shelters) 
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and domestic violence legislation (i.e., statutes providing civil injunction relief for victims of 

abuse; statutes providing temporary injunction relief during divorce, separation, or custody 

proceeding; statutes defining the physical abuse of a family or household member as a criminal 

offense; statutes permitting warrantless arrest based on probable cause in domestic violence 

cases; statutes requiring data collection and the reporting of family violence by agencies that 

serve these families; and statutes providing funds for family violence shelters) on female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Following prior work on homicide and intimate partner 

homicide, specifically, (Browne and Flewelling, 1986) Browne and Williams (1989) examined 

the rate of intimate partner homicide in U.S. states for the years 1976-1979 and 1980-1984 and 

found that indeed, domestic violence resources have the ability to provide abused females with 

alternatives besides killing their male partners. Specifically, they found a negative relationship 

between both domestic violence resources and domestic violence legislation and intimate partner 

homicide, however once controls were included in the analysis only the domestic violence 

resources remained significant. Other research has also supported this hypothesis and shown that 

social response to domestic violence may be important in explaining intimate partner homicide 

(Browne and Williams, 1989; Dugan et al., 1999; Dugan et al., 2003).  

According to Browne and Williams (1989) domestic violence resources provide the 

means for women “(1) to seek protection for themselves and their children, such as emergency 

restraining orders against abuse and harassment or police removal of the abusive mate; (2) to 

employ more direct avenues of escape, such as shelters where they can hide from the abuser for 

short periods; (3) to utilize third-party interventions, such as support groups, crisis counseling, 

and legal aid, which give advise and encouragement in identifying effective nonviolent means of 

responding to threat or danger; and, in some areas, (4) to receive the benefits from court-



 34

mandated treatment programs that work directly with the abuser on his problem with violence” 

(76).  

Dugan et al. (1999) examined the ideas behind exposure reduction as well, looking 

specifically at the availability of domestic violence resources, as well as declining domesticity 

(i.e., decrease in the marriage rate), divorce (i.e., increase in the divorce rate) and the improved 

economic status of women (i.e., females’ educational attainment relative to males’ and females’ 

income relative to males’). They hypothesized that these three factors would reduce the exposure 

between violent partners. Results are supportive of the exposure reduction perspective; however 

these factors contributed more to the decline in male intimate partner homicide victimization 

rather than female intimate partner homicide victimization. That is, they found that domestic 

violence resources (i.e., legal advocacy) reduced homicides of married males; however they did 

not find that domestic violence resources reduced homicides of married females. 

Dugan et al.’s (2003) work was an extension of their previous (1999) work. They again 

examined the relationship between intimate partner homicide and domestic violence resources, 

but they extended their research by including more places (i.e., 48 large cities with a population 

over 250,000), a longer period of time (i.e., 1976-1996), and utilize a richer source of domestic 

violence resource measures. As with their previous research they examined the exposure 

reduction effects7.  They found that aggressive arrest policies have an exposure reduction effect 

such that more aggressive arrest policies in cities is associated with less unmarried intimate 

partner homicide. In addition, they also showed an exposure reduction effect such that a decrease 

in Aid to Families with Dependent Children benefits is related to an increase in male victims 

killed by their girlfriends, specifically African-American males. They suggest that public 

assistance provided to poor women with children may cushion the financial impact of leaving a 
                                                 
7 Dugan et al. (2003) also examined backlash effects of domestic violence resources.  
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violent partner (Allard et al., 1997), but reductions in AFDC benefits would limit opportunities 

for females to leave their abusive partners and live on their own; thus resulting in more 

opportunities for females to kill their abusive partners.  Other variables that were shown to 

produce an exposure reduction effect include: marriage rates, legal advocacy, warrentless arrest 

laws, and mandatory arrest laws.  

Declining domesticity. 

Other common factors that have been considered to produce exposure reduction effects 

are increasing divorce rates, and decreasing marriage rates. Rising divorce rates would result in 

fewer married couples living together and would therefore reduce the exposure between violent 

couples.  The same idea is behind falling marriage rates, which would reduce the exposure of 

violent couples because fewer individuals would be getting married and living together. 

Rosenfeld (1997) examined intimate partner homicide trends in St. Louis and found that 30% of 

the decline in African American spousal homicides was attributable to falling marriage rates and 

rising divorce rates.  

Dugan et al. (1999) found that domesticity does in fact influence intimate partner 

homicide. They found that the decline in marriage rates is related to the decline in married male 

and female intimate partner victimization. That is, they found that the higher the marriage rate in 

cities, the higher the rates that wives kill their husbands and husbands kill their wives. 

Conversely, a high divorce rate corresponded to fewer wives killing their husbands8. 

Specifically, they found that “for every reduction of 10,000 women entering marriage, 2.3 

married women’s lives are saved. The same decrease in marriage among men saves the lives of 

3.8 married men… and…as 10,000 additional men are granted divorce, 3.8 married male 

homicides are avoided” (203). Dugan et al. (2003) found similar results. Specifically, they found 
                                                 
8 However, declining marriage rates was related to an increase in unmarried males killing their female partners. 
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that lower marriage rates are related to fewer husbands being killed by their wives. Rosenfeld 

(1997) suggests that “much of the decline in intimate partner homicide is a function of change in 

the rate of marriage with the age groups at highest risk of homicide victimization and offending” 

(73).  

However, decreasing marriage rates may mean that more individuals are cohabitating 

together without getting married. Cohabitation has been shown to be an important risk factor in 

intimate partner homicide (Shackelford and Mouzos, 2005). Research suggests that males and 

females in cohabitating relationships are at a higher risk of intimate partner homicide 

victimization compared to males and females in married relationships (Daly and Wilson, 1988; 

Shackelford, 2001; Wilson, Daly, and Wright, 1993; Wilson, Johnson, and Daly, 1995).  For 

instance, Wilson, Daly and Wright (1993) and Wilson, Johnson and Daly (1995) found that 

females that cohabitate with their partner are 9 times more likely to be killed by their intimate 

partner than are married females. In addition, Shackelford (2001) found that men that are 

cohabitating with their female partners are 10 more likely to be victims of intimate partner 

homicide compared to men in married relationships. Rodriquez and Henderson (1995) suggest 

that “individuals in cohabitating relationships, having invested heavily in such relationships, may 

be more likely to resort to violent retaliation (i.e., homicide) than those in dating or non-

cohabitating relationships because they do not perceive themselves as having legal ‘protection’ 

associated with marriage” (48).  

Improved economic status of women. 

 Improved economic status of women has also been considered to produce exposure 

reduction effects. Improved economic status of women in terms of educational attainment, 

income, and employment increases the access of women to opportunities that may give them 
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other options besides resorting to killing their male partners. Also, increased status would reduce 

females’ dependence on males. Dugan et al. (1999) did indeed find that females’ improved status 

was associated with intimate partner homicide victimization, particularly male intimate partner 

homicide victimization. That is, the increase in females’ relative income is associated with a 

decline in married female-perpetrated homicide. Furthermore, an increase in females’ relative 

educational attainment is associated with a decline in non-married male victimization. They 

suggest that “more educated women are better able, and perhaps more willing, to exit violent 

relationships and thus avoid killing their partner” (204-205).   

Exposure Reduction Predictions 

In summary, it appears that women in violent relationships may be looking for other 

options, but without other options than remaining in the relationship available may turn to lethal 

methods. Ideas behind the exposure reduction perspective suggest that limiting the exposure or 

contact of intimate partners to one another should decrease the probability of intimate partner 

homicide, because there is less exposure to a violent partner and more opportunities to exit the 

relationship. Empirically, if exposure reduction efforts were available to intimate partners before 

either partner took the violence to a lethal level intimate partner homicide should decrease. 

Based on these ideas it seems likely that factors that reduce contact or exposure between intimate 

partners in violent relationships should have a significant impact on female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide, because certain factors may give women other options than having to resort to 

violence, lethal or not, to protect themselves.  

The availability of domestic violence resources and the possible effect on intimate partner 

homicide has gained increase attention. Results have been supportive of the exposure reduction 

perspective; however this is only true of female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. It appears 

that domestic violence services that are designed to make females safer are actually making 
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males safer instead. Divorce rates have also proved to be a significant factor influencing intimate 

partner homicide; as well as cohabitation of intimate partners, and improved status of females. It 

is believed that measures of exposure reduction will have a significant effect on female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide by creating other options for females besides killing their 

male partner.  

Backlash or Retaliation Hypothesis 

Although research has shown the importance of reducing the exposure between intimate 

partners in violent relationships, it is well known that the highest risk for homicide is when the 

victim leaves the relationship and this is especially true for females being killed by their male 

partners (Block and Christakos, 1995; Block, 2000). Research has suggested the possibility of 

retaliation by the abusive partner from domestic violence interventions (Campbell, 1992; 

Goetting, 1995). Dugan et al. (2003)’s findings are supportive of this statement. Dugan et al. 

(2003) found a retaliation effect where domestic violence resources actually increased homicide 

between intimate partners because they failed to effectively reduce exposure between intimate 

partners. In fact, the prosecutor’s willingness to prosecute violators of protection orders, though 

intended to reduce exposure between violent intimate partners, actually caused a retaliation 

effect where homicide increased for married and unmarried white females and African-American 

unmarried males. They concluded that “being willing to prosecute without providing adequate 

protection may be harmful” (192).  

Contrary to exposure reduction predictions, research has hypothesized that increased 

economic status of females would make it easier for females to exit an abusive relationship and 

may possibly threaten males’ control over their partners. Dugan et al. (1999) found that “net of 

other changes, more educated women are better able, and perhaps more willing, to exit violent 

relationships and thus avoid killing their partner” (205), however improved status appears to 
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increase the female intimate partner homicide victimization rate. Dugan et al. (1999) suggests 

that some men are threatened by their loss of power over their female partners as their status 

increases.  

The backlash perspective theorizes that increased male violence towards their intimate 

partners is due to a perceived loss of power or control because of women’s improving economic 

conditions (Browne, 1987; Vieraitis and Williams, 2002). This hypothesis was first developed by 

Williams and Holmes (1981) and Russell (1975) as a warning of the potential consequences of 

women’s increased economic conditions or gender equality during the women’s movement. That 

is, women’s improving economic conditions (i.e., increased income, employment, and 

educational attainment) would make women less dependent on males, which would threaten men 

and actually cause increased violence towards females by males. For instance, Avakame (1999) 

states “initial reductions in gender inequality might cause increases in violence because it would 

frustrate males into intensifying their use of violence to reassert their diminishing patriarchal 

power and authority” (927). Though measures of gender inequality have been identified by 

feminist scholars as a cause of violence against women, research has shown conflicting findings 

about the direction of the relationship. Some research has been supportive of this view (Yang and 

Lester, 1988; Whaley and Messner, 2002), while others have not been (Gartner et al., 1990). 

Whaley and Messner (2002) hypothesized and found that greater gender equality increased male 

killings of females, results directly consistent with the backlash perspective. They concluded that 

“greater gender equality is threatening to male dominance, and as such, it increases male 

violence against women…” (199). In addition, other research has shown that when male 

unemployment is high relative to females, wives killed by their husbands’ increases (Bailey and 

Peterson, 1995). However, other research shows contradictory results. Gartner et al. (1990) 
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examined females’ and males’ risk of homicide victimization for the period 1950 to 1980 for 18 

developed democracies (i.e., 13 western European nations, Canada, the U.S., New Zealand, 

Australia, and Japan) and found a relationship between higher female education and lower 

female homicide. They conclude that “the fact that the relationship between higher female 

education and lower female homicide increases over time suggests that the status gained from 

education acts through incremental changes in policies and norms proscribing violence against 

women” (608).  

Attempts have been made to test the backlash perspective on other forms of violence, 

such as rape (Avakame, 1999; Baron and Straus, 1987; Ellis and Beatie, 1983), however mixed 

findings have resulted. For instance, Avakame (1999) examined rape data from the National 

Crime Victimization Survey (1992-1994) to determine if females’ labor force participation had 

an increase on females’ rape victimization due to backlash, but did not find support. Instead, 

Avakame (1999) found that unemployed women were at a greater likelihood of being raped. 

However, Ellis and Beattie (1983) showed that gender equality (i.e., in terms of male/female 

differences in earnings, educational attainment, and employment) is related to an increased 

likelihood of rape. Surprisingly, Baron and Straus (1987) found the opposite results – more 

gender equality, lower likelihood of rape.  

  Individual-level research has looked at status incompatibilities between husbands and 

wives and the influence on physical and emotional abuse. Kaukinen (2004) examined the effect 

that men and women’s relative economic contributions to the family have on husband-wife 

physical and emotional abuse. Status compatibility was broken down into three statuses - 
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traditional status, status parity, and status reversal.9 Kaukinen (2004) found that there was no 

effect of status compatibility on physical violence, but there was an effect for emotional 

violence. Specifically, women in status reversal relationships are at risk for emotional abuse by 

their partner. It seems that men in relationships where their female partners had a higher status 

exerted their control by emotionally abusing their partners.  

Backlash Predictions 

 Despite the mixed results for the backlash perspective, research has suggested that power 

differences between partners increase the risk for abuse among women (Anderson, 1997). In 

addition, men who kill their intimate partner do so to dominate and control their female partner 

(Wilson, 1989; Wilson and Daly, 1992a, 1992b). It is therefore important to include measures of 

backlash in the study of male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide to determine if 

these factors influence intimate partner homicide in 1990 and 2000 and whether the changes in 

these factors contribute to the changes in intimate partner homicide over time.  It is expected that 

measures of backlash will have a significant impact on male-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide, because males will use violence to exert control over their female partners in 

conditions where female status is high or in conditions where they feel a perceived lack of 

control over their female partners.  

Economic Deprivation and Marginalization 

The importance of economic deprivation as a factor influencing crime has been 

documented in both the strain and feminist literatures and it is consistent with the other two 

perspectives of exposure reduction and backlash. The strain literature posits opportunity 

structures to be related to crime rates (Merton [1949], 1968). Merton ([1949], 1968: 185-248) 

                                                 
9 In traditional status the economic status between the woman and the partner favored the partner. In status parity the 
economic status between the woman and the partner was equal. In status reversal the economic status between the 
woman and the partner favored the woman. 
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argues that deviance is a result of an unequal distribution of opportunities among classes in 

society. According to Merton, the distribution of opportunities in the social structure determines 

which classes are most likely to be involved in crime and deviance. Blocked or unavailable 

opportunities have been suggested to increase offending (Cohen, 1955; Cloward and Ohlin, 

1960; Merton, 1968). Caused from differentials in access to opportunities, economic inequalities 

in particular have been suggested to increase violence levels (Braithwaite, 1979; Blau and Blau, 

1982). Specifically, Blau and Blau (1982) found that relative racial socioeconomic inequalities 

have a significant influence on criminal violence. That is, “aggressive acts of violence seem to 

result not so much from lack of advantages as from being taken advantage of, not from absolute 

deprivation but from relative deprivation” (126). Other research has examined the influence of 

economic inequalities on homicide (for reviews see Messner and Rosenfeld, 1999). Research has 

shown that, when economic deprivation is measured as an index including many measures of 

deprivation it is an important predictor of homicide rates (Land, McCall, and Cohen, 1990; 

Parker, McCall, and Land, 1999).   

Feminist scholars are interested in a particular form of inequality, particularly gendered-

inequality and its influence on gendered-violence. Feminist literature signifies the patriarchal 

system of male domination and control over women as a cause of gender inequalities in society 

and ultimately the oppression of women in society (Walby, 1986). “Feminist scholars argue that 

domestic violence is rooted in gender and power and represents men’s active attempts to 

maintain dominance and control over women” (Anderson, 1997: 655). When examining gender 

inequalities a majority of research tests the economic marginalization hypothesis, which 

attributes female crime to the economic disadvantage of women relative to men (Heimer, 2000).  
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Specifically, the economic marginalization hypothesis suggests that as the economic 

disadvantage of women increases, so will female crime. Research has found support for this 

hypothesis in regards to female perpetrated offenses including intimate partner homicide (Box 

and Hale, 1983; 1984; Steffensmeier and Streifel, 1992; Dugan et al., 2003; Reckdenwald and 

Parker, 2008). To test the economic marginalization hypothesis, research has measured the 

economic disadvantage of females in terms of female poverty and joblessness. For example, Box 

and Hale (1983; 1984) found that female unemployment was positively associated with female 

violent and property offenses. Importantly, research has shown that there is an overlap between 

factors that effect male and female offending (Boritch and Hagan, 1990; Steffensmeier and 

Haynie, 2000a; Steffensmeier and Haynie, 2000b). For instance, Steffensmeier and Haynie 

(2000a) examined the effects of structural disadvantage (i.e., poverty, unemployment, income 

inequality, female-headed households, and percent black) on male and female offending rates for 

multiple offenses (i.e., homicide, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft).  

Steffensmeier and Haynie (2000) concluded that structural disadvantage variables influenced 

female and male offending rates in similar ways. Surprisingly, the effects of the structural 

variables were stronger for male offending.  

The majority of studies have examined gender inequalities in relation to the killings of 

females (Bailey and Peterson, 1995; Gauthier and Bankston, 1997; Avakeme, 1999), but 

examining the impact of gender inequality on male homicides is important as well (Whaley and 

Messner, 2002). For instance, Whaley and Messner (2002) explored the effects of both gender 

inequality and economic deprivation on gendered-homicides (i.e., male offender-male victim, 

male offender-female victim, female offender-female victim, and female offender-male victim) 

in large cities for 1990 to 1994. Whaley and Messner measured gender inequality as the ratio of 
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male to female median income, the percent of males aged 16 and over who were employed 

relative to the percent of females aged 16 and over who were employed, the percent of males 

employed in the labor force, the percent of managers, executives, and administrators who were 

male, and the ratio of males aged 25 or more with 4 or more years of college education to 

females aged 25 or more with 4 or more years of college education. They measured economic 

deprivation as the percentage of black males, percentage of black females, percentage of poor 

males, percentage of poor females, percentage of unemployed males, percentage of unemployed 

females, and the gini index of income inequality10. Results suggested that gender equality is 

positively related to rates of males killing other males and males killing females in southern 

cities. In addition, they found that economic deprivation had a significant positive relationship 

with females killing males, females killing other females, males killing females, and males 

killing other males. 

Consistent with this research, other research has found that poverty and economic 

inequality influence male and female homicides (Gartner, Baker, and Pampel, 1990; Smith and 

Brewer, 1992). Also, research has shown that married females are at a higher risk of intimate 

partner homicide victimization in cities where there are high levels of educational attainment and 

employment inequalities between men and women (Bailey and Peterson, 1995). Furthermore, 

research has found that women’s economic power is significantly related to their involvement in 

intimate partner homicide. Specifically, it has been shown that as women’s economic resources 

increase their involvement in intimate partner homicide decrease (Gauthier and Bankston, 1997). 

 

 

                                                 
10 The gini index represents an index of income inequality. The index can range from zero, representing perfect 
equality, to 1, representing perfect inequality.  
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Economic Deprivation and Marginalization Predictions 

Although economic deprivation and marginalization is talked about differently in the 

strain and feminist literatures, it is still applicable to the current study and should have an impact 

on gender-specific intimate partner homicide. Economic deprivation is expected to increase both 

male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide, either in terms of differential 

opportunity structures or marginalization.  

Summary  

In summary, three theoretical perspectives are examined to determine their ability in 

explaining male- and female-intimate partner homicide. Each theoretical perspective is believed 

to have a unique influence on male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide, based on 

findings from prior literature. The exposure reduction perspective and the backlash perspective 

have shown to be important in understanding intimate partner homicide. Economic deprivation 

and marginalization has shown to be an important explanation of homicide offending, and is 

assumed to have an influence on intimate partner homicide as well. Many of the factors believed 

to represent the theoretical perspectives overlap in many ways. For instance, in prior research 

inequality has been used to represent economic deprivation and/or marginalization (Whaley and 

Messner, 2002; Reckdenwald and Parker, 2008), as well as exposure reduction (Dugan et al., 

1999); however in this study inequality represents a measure of backlash. I have done my best to 

break up the variables based on ideas from other research as well as my research hypotheses for 

this study.  

Hypotheses 

 Based on the previous literature on intimate partner homicide and homicide in general, it 

is expected that indicators of exposure reduction, backlash, and economic deprivation and 

marginalization will significantly impact intimate partner homicide for both males and females 
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for the years 1990 and 2000. Figure 2-1 contains a detailed theoretical and conceptual model of 

the theoretical perspectives on male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. As 

illustrated in Figure 2-1, it is believed that measures of exposure reduction will significantly 

decrease female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide, by reducing the exposure between 

violent partners and reducing the chance that females will have to kill their partners in self-

defense. In addition, it is hypothesized that measures of backlash will significantly increase 

male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide, due to males’ perceived loss of control and 

dominance over their female partners. Furthermore, it is believed that measures of economic 

deprivation and marginalization will increase both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide, whether it is from the lack of opportunities or marginalization. Also, it is expected that 

changes in key indicators from 1990-2000 will impact changes in male- and female-perpetrated 

intimate homicide from 1990-2000. Examining these changes will give a clearer picture of the 

differential declines witnessed for male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. As 

depicted in Figure 2-1, I propose the following hypotheses:  

Exposure Reduction- 

H1: Measures of exposure reduction will have a significant negative impact on female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide for both 1990 and 2000, based on research that suggests 

that some females are more likely to kill their intimate partner in self-defense and that exposure 

reduction efforts are mainly geared towards females.  

Backlash-  

H2: Measures of backlash will have a significant positive impact on male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide for both 1990 and 2000, based on the idea that an increase in the status of 

females causes some males to kill their female partners in an effort to exert control and 

dominance over them. 
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Economic Deprivation and Marginalization- 

H3: Measures of economic deprivation and marginalization will have a significant positive 

impact on both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide for both 1990 and 2000, 

due to the linkage in the literature of the role that economic deprivation and marginalization has 

on crime. 

Change Models- 

H4: The change from 1990 to 2000 in the theoretical measures of exposure reduction will 

correlate with the change in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide from 1990-2000. 

H5: The change from 1990 to 2000 in the theoretical measures of backlash will correlate with the 

change in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide from 1990-2000.  

H6: The change from 1990 to 2000 in the theoretical measures of deprivation and 

marginalization will correlate with the change in both female- and male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicides from 1990-2000. 

Data is collected for the years 1990 and 2000 to address these hypotheses. The purpose of 

this study is to address the contradictory findings of previous research on intimate partner 

homicide and reach a better understanding of the trends in intimate partner homicide that have 

been witnessed over this time period. To do this, this study draws on the exposure reduction and 

backlash perspectives, as well as ideas behind economic deprivation and marginalization.  
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Figure 2-1. Detailed theoretical and conceptual model on exposure reduction, backlash, economic 
deprivation and marginalization and male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner 
homicide. 
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CHAPTER 3 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

 
This section details the methodological strategy used in this study. To begin, the data 

sources and the unit of analysis are discussed. Next, all measures are operationalized. After 

examining the data three methodological issues are apparent. First, there is a number of missing 

cases in the dataset in regards to offender information and domestic violence resource information. 

Techniques for dealing with this will be presented. Second, there is evidence of collinearity 

between predictors included in this study. To address this concern, principal components 

(specifically principal axis factoring) analysis is employed. Third, Ordinary Least Squares 

regression estimations are inappropriate due to the skewed nature of the dependent variables. 

Poisson-based regression techniques will be utilized for the cross-sectional models, because the 

dependent variables are based on discrete counts of rare events and have a skewed distribution. 

These issues will be outlined in the following pages.  

Unit of Analysis 

For this study, the unit of analysis is cities with a population of 100,000 or more in 1990. 

This definition of urban cities is consistent with the Bureau of Justice Statistics definition of 

large cities (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2006). The resulting urban sample contains 200 cities 

that meet that criterion. Of those cities 178 cities were used in the analysis. Chattanooga, TN, 

Citrus Heights, CA, East Los Angeles, CA, Kansas City, KS, Lowell, MA, Metairie, LA, 

Omaha, NB, Overland Park, KS, Paradise, NV, Springfield, IL, Sterling Heights, MI, 

Worchester, NY, and all cities in the state of Florida were dropped from the analysis due to not 

reporting at all during either the period 1989-1991 or 1999-2001. Chicago, IL was the final city 

dropped due to being an extreme outlier. The average city population in 1990 is 323,445 (σ = 
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629,308), ranging from 100,217 to 7,322,564. The average city population in 2000 is 355,578 (σ 

= 686,124), ranging from 95,658 to 8,008,278.  

Sources of Data 

Multiple data sources were used for the current study. The dependent variables are based 

on data from the Supplemental Homicide Files for the years 1989-1991 and 1999-2001 (Fox, 

2005). U.S. Bureau of Census summary files 111 and 312 for 1990 and 2000 are the sources of 

data for the independent variables. Uniform Crime Reports: Police Employee (LEOKA) Data are 

the source of data for police force size (consistent with work by Steffensmeier and Haynie 

2000a; 2000b). Also, the 1991 and 1999-2000 Domestic Violence Service Directory, collected 

by the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence, is the source for the data on the 

availability of domestic violence services. These years were chosen because they were the years 

published by the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence and represented 1990 and 2000 

closest.  

Homicide Data 

The homicide data used in this study were obtained from the Supplemental Homicide 

Reports (SHR). The SHRs are part of the Uniform Crime Reporting Program (UCR). In addition 

to monthly criminal offense information compiled for UCR purposes, law enforcement agencies 

submit supplemental data to the Federal Bureau of Investigation on homicide incidents. The 

SHRs contain detailed, incident-level data on nearly all murders and nonnegligent manslaughters 

that have occurred in the United States for a given year.  SHRs contain information for each 

                                                 
11 Summary File 1 presents 100-percent population and housing data for the total population, for 63 race categories, 
and for many other race and Hispanic or Latino categories.  See Appendix A for a more detailed definition.  
12 Summary File 3 presents data on population and housing long-form subjects, such as income and education. See 
Appendix A for a more detailed definition. 
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homicide incident, including information on victim and offender’s gender as well as victim and 

offender relationship information.  

Domestic Violence Service Data 

The data on domestic violence services were obtained from the 1991 and 1999-2000 

Domestic Violence Service Directory, collected by the National Coalition Against Domestic 

Violence. Unfortunately, the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence does not collect data 

ever year. These years were chosen because they represented 1990 and 2000 the closest.  The 

information about each domestic violence program for each city is provided by the domestic 

violence programs themselves. For 1999-2000, the National Directory includes information on 

whether 16 service categories are provided by the domestic violence program in each city. These 

service categories include: shelter, safe homes, 24-hour hotlines, TTY/TDD (ability to 

communicate by telephone with women who are hearing impaired or deaf), 

counseling/advocacy, non-resident support groups, children’s counseling/programs, rape/sexual 

assault services, emergency transportation, legal services/advocacy, wheelchair accessible, age 

limit for male children, counseling for batterers, shelter capacity, maximum length of stay, and 

languages other than English spoken.  For 1991, the National Directory includes information on 

whether 14 service categories are provided by the domestic violence program in each city. These 

service categories include: shelter, safe homes, 24-hour hotlines, accept collect calls, 

counseling/advocacy, non-resident support groups, children’s counseling/programs, fees for 

service, transportation provided, legal services/advocacy, counseling for batterers, wheelchair 

accessible, deaf services, and languages spoken besides English.  
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Measures 

Dependent Variable 

The Supplemental Homicide Reports (SHR) are the data source for the two dependent 

variables – male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts of arrest for the years 

1990 and 2000. To determine the counts of male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide for a given city and a given year, the counts were aggregated to the city-level for each 

year by the offender’s gender and intimate partner relationship. Consistent with other work 

(Messner et al., 2005; Villarreal, 2004) arrest counts for each city are based on three year sums 

(1989, 1990, 1991; and 1999, 2000, 2001) to control for any fluctuations in reporting and relative 

low frequency of offending. For the current study only murders and nonnegligent manslaughters 

with single victim and single offender were included. This is consistent with other research 

(Flewelling and Williams, 1999; Williams and Flewelling, 1987). Also, intimate partners include 

spouses, common-law spouses, ex-spouses, and boyfriends/girlfriends. Homosexual relationships 

were excluded for the purpose of this study, because the male-female dynamic is of particular 

importance and because of the small number of cases (Dugan et al., 2003).  

Independent Variables   

 U.S. Bureau of Census data for the years 1990 and 2000 were used as information for the 

majority of the independent variables. Police Employee (LEOKA) Data were the source of data 

for the officer rate. For simplicity, in the following section the independent variables are broken 

down into 4 categories of measures: exposure reduction, backlash, economic deprivation and 

marginalization, and control variables. Gender-specific indicators are utilized when appropriate. 

It is acknowledged that many of these measures may overlap and could possibly fall within 

another category of measures. For the purpose of this study the measures are divided with the 
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purpose of capturing the three theoretical perspectives of exposure reduction, backlash, and 

economic deprivation and marginalization.  

Exposure reduction measures 

 To assess whether domesticity and domestic violence service availability had an exposure 

reducing effect on intimate partner homicide, eight measures of exposure reduction are included 

in this study. These measures include: percentage of divorced males, percentage of divorced 

females, percentage of unmarried partner households, the number of shelters offered per 100,000 

females, the number of legal services offered per 100,000 females, the number of referrals 

offered per 100,000 females, and the number of male batterers counseling services offered per 

100,000 males.  

Percentage of divorced males. The first measure of exposure reduction is the percent of 

males that are divorced. This was calculated by dividing the number of males aged 15 and older 

who are divorced by the total number of males aged 15 and older. This calculation was then 

multiplied by 100 to obtain a percent.  

100 
age) of years 15 Males No.(

divorced) are that age of years 15 Males No.(
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 Percentage of divorced females. The percent of females that are divorced was calculated 

the same as the percent of males divorced. The number of females aged 15 and older who are 

divorced was divided by the total number of females aged 15 and older and then multiplied by 

100 to obtain a percent. 
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 Percentage of unmarried partner households. Another measure of exposure reduction is 

the percent of unmarried partner households. This measure captures cohabitation by unmarried 
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partners. Unmarried partners include male householders living with a female partner and female 

householders living with a male partner. This measure was calculated by dividing the number of 

unmarried partner households by the total number of households and then multiplying this by 

100 to obtain a percent.  

100 
)Households no. Total(

)HouseholdsPartner   UnmarriedNo.(
×⎥
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⎤
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⎣

⎡
 

 
Shelter rate. To measure the rate of the number of shelters available to females a measure 

of the number of shelters for each city and year per 100,000 females 15 years and older was 

computed. The number of shelters was divided by the total number of females aged 15 years and 

older and then multiplied by 100,000 to obtain a rate. This is similar to Dugan et al. (1999)’s 

calculation for the availability of hotlines, counseling, and legal services.  
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Legal service rate. The legal service rate is designed to measure the availability of legal 

assistance, such as in obtaining restraining orders, court accompaniment, legal clinics or 

advocacy. To measure the rate for the number of legal services available to females a measure of 

the number of legal services for each city and year per 100,000 females 15 years and older was 

computed. The number of legal services was divided by the total number of females aged 15 

years and older and then multiplied by 100,000 to obtain a rate.  
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Number of referrals rate. Many cities may not have offered a particular service (i.e., 

shelters, hotlines, counseling, children’s counseling, and legal services) but were able to refer 

individuals to other programs that offered the service. To capture this, a measure for the rate of 
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the number of referrals per 100,000 females aged 15 and older for a particular city offered was 

calculated. The number of referrals was divided by the total number of females aged 15 years 

and older and then multiplied by 100,000 to obtain a rate. 
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Male batterers counseling rate. To measure the rate for the number of male batterers 

counseling services available to males a measure of the number of male batterers counseling 

services for each city and year per 100,000 males 15 years and older was computed. The number 

of batterers counseling services was divided by the total number of males aged 15 years and 

older and then multiplied by 100,000 to obtain a rate. 
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Backlash measures  

Three ratio measures of female status relative to men were included in this study to 

capture the ideas behind backlash. These measures have been used in previous research (Whaley 

and Messner, 2002). They include: the ratio of male to female median income, the ratio of the 

percentage of male employment to the percentage of female employment, and the ratio of the 

percentage of male education to the percentage of female education. A value of 1.0 on the ratio 

measures would represent equality between males and females. Values greater than 1.0 represent 

greater disadvantage of females to males.  

Ratio of male to female median income. The first backlash measure is the ratio of male to 

female median income. This measure was calculated by dividing the male median income by the 

female median income.  



 56

⎥
⎦

⎤
⎢
⎣

⎡

income)median  Female(

incomemedian  Male(
 

 
Ratio of the percentage of male employment to the percentage of female employment. 

The second backlash measure is the ratio of the percentage of male employment to the 

percentage of female employment. This measure was calculated by dividing the percent of males 

aged 16 or older who were employed in the civilian labor force by the percent of females aged 16 

or older who were employed in the civilian labor force.  
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 Ratio of the percentage of males with college education to the percentage of females with 

college education. The final backlash measure is the ratio of the percentage of males with a 

college education to the percentage of females with a college education. This measure was 

calculated by dividing the percent of males aged 25 and older with 4 or more years of college 

education by the percent of females aged 25 and older with 4 or more years of college education. 
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Economic deprivation and marginalization measures 

 Two gender-specific measures were included in the models to capture economic 

deprivation and marginalization. These measures included: percentage of males living in 

poverty, percentage of females living in poverty, percentage of males unemployed, and the 

percentage of females unemployed. A third measure of the percentage of households on public 

assistance was also included to measure economic deprivation. 

Percentage of males living in poverty. The first measure is the percentage of males living 

in poverty. It was calculated by dividing the number of males below the officially defined 
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poverty threshold in either 1989 or 1999 by the total number of males for whom poverty status 

was determined in 1989 or 1999 and then multiplied by 100 to obtain a percent.  

100 
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Percentage of females living in poverty. The next measure is the percent of females living 

in poverty. It was calculated by dividing the number of females below the officially defined 

poverty threshold in 1989 or 1999 by the total number of females for whom poverty status was 

determined in 1989 or 1999 and then multiplied by 100 to obtain a percent.  
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Percentage of males unemployed. Another measure representing economic deprivation 

and marginalization is the percent of males unemployed. This measure was calculated by 

dividing the number of males 16 yrs and older who are unemployed by the total number of males 

aged 16 and older and then multiplying this by 100 to obtain a percent.  
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Females unemployed. Another measure representing economic deprivation and 

marginalization is the percent of females unemployed. This measure was calculated by dividing 

the number of females 16 years and older who are unemployed by the total number of females 

aged 16 and older and then multiplying this by 100 to obtain a percent.  
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 Percentage of households on public assistance. The final measure representing economic 

deprivation and marginalization is the percent of households on public assistance income. This 
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measure was calculated by dividing the number of households on public assistance income by 

the total number of households and then multiplying this by 100 to obtain a percent. 
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Controls 

 Four control measures were included in this study. They include: residential mobility, 

officer rate, log of the percent Hispanic, and the south.  

Residential mobility. Residential mobility (i.e., percent of the population who have lived 

in current household for 5 years or less) was included in this study to represent a standard social 

disorganization measure. It was measured by dividing the number of people in the population 5 

years and older that had lived in a different house 5 years prior by the total population 5 years 

and older and then multiplying this by 100 to obtain a percent. This variable has been suggested 

to influence intimate partner homicide (Browne and Williams, 1989; Williams and Flewelling, 

1988), particularly female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide as a result of male aggression. 

Browne and Williams (1989) found that disruptions in life in the form of population mobility 

were associated with greater female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. They suggest that 

mobility may isolate females from support networks that would give females other avenues when 

conflicts arise instead of resorting to lethal violence.   
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Officer rate. The officer rate was calculated by dividing the total number of officers for 

each city by the total population and then this was multiplied by 1,000 to obtain a rate of officers 

per 1,000 persons in the population. This calculation is consistent with other work (DeWees and 

Parker, 2003; Steffensmeier and Haynie, 2000a).  
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Log Percent Hispanic. Another control variable is the percent Hispanic population. This 

variable is included in the models to account for the fact that research has shown that Hispanics 

are less likely to be involved in intimate partner homicide (Paulsen and Brewer, 2000). In their 

analysis of spousal sex ratios of killing (i.e., the number of female intimate partner homicide 

perpetrators for every 100 male intimate partner homicide perpetrators), Paulsen and Brewer 

(2000) found that the largest disparities between male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide and 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide was for Hispanics. One reason could be that 

domestic violence and homicide is viewed differently in the Hispanic culture.  To calculate the 

percent Hispanic the total Hispanic population was divided by the total population and multiplied 

by 100 to obtain a percent. The natural logarithm of the percent Hispanic was then calculated due 

to the skewed nature of the independent variable.  
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South. A dummy coded variable for the south is used in the present analysis to control for 

any regional differences in intimate partner homicide offending. Research has shown that 

homicide rates are higher in the south (Nisbett and Cohen, 1996) and that partner homicide is 

higher in the south as well (Browne and Williams, 1989; Nisbett and Cohen, 1996). This 

measure is based on Census Bureau definitions of southern regions (i.e., coded as 1 - for cities 

located in the southern region and 0 - for cities not located in the southern region).  

Missing Data 

Missing information in the homicide data was problematic. For the most part this is 

caused by the fact that participation in the Supplemental Homicide Reports program is 
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completely voluntary. Therefore, some law enforcement agencies fail to report their homicide 

incidents to the FBI. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (2006) the SHRs are just over 

90% complete. Though the coverage is high, there are still a number of homicides that go 

unaccounted for. This underreporting by law enforcement agencies was corrected with an 

adjustment factor based on the total number of homicide incidents reported to the Uniform Crime 

Reporting program (see Fox, 2004 for discussion on weight calculation; Williams and 

Flewelling, 1987). That is, SHR records were adjusted so that State and national total counts of 

murder and nonnegligent manslaughter matched UCR estimates. It is important to note that this 

weighting process assumes that the missing records are not systematically different from those 

that have been reported to the FBI. In addition, there is a problem with using offender data 

because there is a growing problem with unsolved murders. Ignoring homicides with missing 

offender information understates homicide offending. A weighting strategy based on available 

information about the victims murdered in both solved and unsolved homicides is used in the 

present study to adjust for missing offender data (see Fox, 2004 for discussion). In the current 

analysis all cases are weighted to reflect UCR estimated U.S. homicide counts and imputed 

offender data.  

Missing data were also an issue with the domestic violence service data. There were 

instances where a program in a city did not report whether or not a particular service was offered. 

In these cases, the mean of that particular service across cities was imputed. For the domestic 

violence service variables included in the model, a dummy variable for whether the mean was 

imputed for a city was included in the final models (i.e., 1 = mean imputation, 0 = no mean 

imputation for a city) to determine if the missing values were missing at random. Results showed 
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that the missing values were missing at random and therefore the mean imputations were 

appropriate to use.  

Multicollinearity 

There are two ways to assess mulitcollinearity: (1) examining bivariate correlations 

between the variables and, (2) examining variance inflation factors. The bivariate correlation 

matrices for all variables in 1990 and 2000 are presented in Appendix B and Appendix C. After 

examination of the correlation matrices it is evident that there is collinearity and partiality among 

the regressors. While there is no clear standard, researchers generally accept a correlation greater 

than .500 to mean that there may be problems with mulitcollinearity. Examination shows that 

there are correlations between the independent variables that are above .500. For instance, in 

1990 and 2000 the percent of female unemployment and the percent of females living in poverty 

are highly correlated (r =.782 and r = .816 respectively). The percent of females living in poverty 

and the percent of households on public assistance are correlated (r = .786 and r = .751). The 

percent of females unemployed and the percent of households on public assistance income are 

also correlated (r = .793 and r = .751). Furthermore, the percent of male unemployment and the 

percent of males living in poverty are highly correlated (r=.786 and r = .788 respectively). The 

percent of males living in poverty and the percent of households on public assistance are 

correlated (r = .766 and r = .757). The percent of males unemployed and the percent of 

households on public assistance income are also correlated (r = .863 and r = .816). 

To be sure that multicollinearity is not a problem variance inflation factors were 

calculated. Generally it is accepted that VIFs greater than 4 represent multicollinearity (Fisher 

and Mason, 1981:109). However, some have suggested that a value of 10 or greater indicates 

multicollinearity (Ott and Longnecker, 2001:652; Pindyck and Rubinfeld, 1998). Variance 

inflation factors for all independent variables are presented in Table 3-3. For the female-
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perpetrated intimate partner homicide model in 1990, the percent of females living in poverty, 

the percent of females unemployed, and the percent of households on public assistance have a 

variance inflation factor greater than the value of 4 (5.465, 4.887, 5.192, respectively). None of 

the other independent variables have a variance inflation factor greater than 4. As in the female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide model, the same three variables have variance inflation 

factors greater than four - the percent of males living in poverty, the percent of males 

unemployed, and the percent of households on public assistance (4.697, 6.970, 4.871, 

respectively).  Again, none of the other independent variables have a variance inflation factor 

greater than 4.  

For the female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model in 2000, the percent of 

females living in poverty and the percent of households on public assistance have variance 

inflation factors that are greater than the value of 4 (4.827 and 4.496 respectively). In addition, 

the percent of females that are unemployed has a variance inflation factor that is very close to the 

value of 4 (3.834). None of the other independent variables have a variance inflation factor close 

to or greater than 4. For the male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model in 2000, the 

percent of males living in poverty, the percent of males unemployed, and the percent of 

households on public assistance all have variance inflation factors greater than 4 (4.040, 4.494, 

and 4.865 respectively). As with the female-perpetrated intimate partner model, none of the other 

independent variables have a variance inflation factor close to or greater than 4. 

Due to relatively high variance inflation factors, the percent living in poverty, the percent 

unemployed, and the percent of households living on public assistance were included in a 

confirmatory factor analysis to determine if these variables loaded together. An index was 

developed using principle axis factoring with varimax rotation. The principal components 
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analysis for 1990 is displayed in Table 3-4 and the analysis for 2000 is presented in Table 3-5.  

The measures of percent unemployment, percent poverty, and the percent of household living in 

poverty loaded together in both the male-perpetrated and female-perpetrated models for both 

time periods. An index was created that is referred to as the male economic deprivation index 

and the female economic deprivation index. The simplified correlation matrices for 1990 and 

2000 are presented in Appendix C and Appendix D. In addition, variance inflation factors for the 

simplified models are displayed in the Appendix F.13 

The bivariate correlation matrices for the domestic violence service variables clearly 

show that many of the individual domestic violence services are highly collinear with each other 

(See Appendix G). Four variables were of particular interest because they represented service 

information that were collected for both time periods and contained the most information. These 

variables included whether or not shelters, legal services, male batterers counseling, and referral 

services were offered for a city.14 In the final analyses composite measures of these variables are 

utilized. Examining variance inflation factors revealed that collinearity was not an issue between 

these variables.  

Methodology 

Descriptive Statistics 

The means and standard deviations for all the variables in 1990 and 2000 can be seen in 

Table 3-1. Examining the dependent variables shows that both male- and female-perpetrated 

                                                 
13 The variance inflation factors for the simplified male-perpetrated and female-perpetrated models in 1990 and 2000 
reveal that after principal components is considered and the index made, the variance inflation factors do not exceed 
4.0.  
14 Initially an index was created that measured the availability of domestic violence services, which included the 
number of programs per 100,000 females offered for each city and the number of different domestic violence 
services offered (i.e., whether the domestic violence program provided shelters, a 24-hour hotline, 
counseling/advocacy, children’s counseling, and legal/services/advocacy) per 100,000 females. The index for the 
availability of domestic violence services did not obtain significance in the models. However, once the services were 
measured separately individual services reached significance. Therefore, individual services were included in the 
final analysis, instead of the combined index.   
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intimate partner homicides decreased from 1990 to 2000. The mean of female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicides (i.e., 3 year sum of counts) in 1990 is 6.553 (σ = 10.864). In 

comparison, the mean of female-perpetrated intimate partner homicides in 2000 is 2.970 (σ = 

4.779). The mean of male-perpetrated intimate partner homicides in 1990 is 11.569 (σ = 18.378) 

and the mean in 2000 is 8.770 (σ = 13.929).  

For the indicators of exposure reduction, both the percent of males divorced and females 

divorced decreased from 1990 to 2000, whereas the percent of unmarried partner households 

increased. In addition, the rate of the number of shelters available to females and the rate of the 

number of legal services available to females increased from 1990 to 2000 (.354 to 1.49 and .313 

to 1.42, respectively). In contrast, the rate of the number of  male batterer’s counseling programs 

and the rate of the number of referral services offered decreased from 1990 to 2000 (.746 to .552 

and .089 to .075, respectively).  

Examining the indicators of backlash shows that the disparities between male and female 

educational attainment and employment decreased (1.33 to 1.14 and 1.24 to 1.19, respectively), 

whereas the disparity between male and female income increased from 1990 to 2000 (1.42 to 

1.55).  This suggests that over time, the gap between males’ and females’ educational attainment 

and employment are becoming more narrower, while at the same time the gap between males’ 

and females’ median income is widening.   

For the indicators of economic deprivation and marginalization, both the male and female 

economic deprivation indices decreased from 1990 to 2000. In 1990 the mean of the female 

economic deprivation index was 29.38 (σ = 11.97) and in 2000 it was 15.88 (σ= 6.22). In 1990 

the mean of the male economic deprivation index was 26.97 (σ= 11.28) and in 2000 was 14.88 

(σ= 5.88). 
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 Table 3-2 reports the paired sample t-test values to show whether the variable means are 

significantly different between 1990 and 2000. All the variable means are significantly different 

except for the mean of the number of referral services per 100,000 females.  In summary, 

statistics show that both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide decreased from 

1990 to 2000. In addition, for both males and females, economic deprivation and the percent 

divorced decreased from 1990 to 2000, as well as the ratio of male to females’ educational 

attainment, the ratio of male to female employment, and the rate of male batterers counseling 

programs. In contrast, the ratio of male to female median income, percent of unmarried 

households, the rate of the number of shelters, the rate of the number of legal services, percent 

Hispanic, residential mobility, and the officer rate increased from 1990 to 2000. 

Analytical Plan 

Cross-Sectional Analyses 

Cross-sectional regression models are used to analyze the impact of the theoretical 

concepts at two points in time (1990 and 2000). Poisson regression models will be used for the 

current study, because the dependent variables are based on discrete counts of rare events and 

have a skewed distribution. In addition, the dependent variables include a number of cities with 

zero counts, all of which make OLS inappropriate to use (Osgood, 2000; Osgood and Chambers, 

2000).  

The poison regression model is the simplest regression model for count data. However, in 

the poison regression model the variance is forced to equal the mean, which is often not the case 

with count data. After examining the mean and variance of the current distribution it is clear that 

the mean and the variance are not equal (Cameron and Trivedi, 1998). The negative binomial 

regression model is more appropriate to use because it allows for overdispersion of the data (i.e., 
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where the variance exceeds the mean) (Gardner et al., 1995; Osgood, 2000). In the negative 

binomial distribution the mean and the variance are as follows:  

)/(    )Var(      )( 2 kμμμ +=Υ=ΥΕ  [1/k is the dispersion parameter] 

Though negative binomial models take into account overdispersion, they usually under 

predict the number of zero counts in the dependent variable. Since both male- and female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicides are rare events and therefore result in a number of zero 

counts across cities, zero-inflated negative binomial regression is more appropriate and will be 

utilized. Furthermore, the vuong test produced a z-value of 14.55 (p = .000) for the male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide model and a z-value of 15.05 (p = .000) for the female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide model. A significant value means that the zero-inflated 

model is a better fit of the data. Excess zero counts may cause overdispersion and zero-inflated 

models take this into consideration (Cameron and Trivedi, 1998). In both models the intimate 

partner homicide count was converted into an equivalent of a rate by including the logged 

gender-specific population size multiplied by a factor of 3 (i.e., to account for the 3 year pooled 

dependent variable counts) as an exposure variable in the model (Agresti, 1996). 

Pooled Cross-Sectional Time Series Analysis: Fixed Effect Estimation 

 Using STATA, version 9.1, pooled cross-sectional time series analyses with fixed effect 

estimation are used to estimate the impact of key theoretical constructs on changes from 1990 to 

2000 in male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  An Ordinary Least Squares 

fixed effects regression15 was employed as follows 

                                                 
15 Negative binomial fixed effects and random effects regression models were estimated, due to the large number of 

zero counts and skewed distribution for the dependent variables. However, the model for the female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide data would not allow for the estimation of the Hausman test because the data failed to 
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yit = xitβ + νi + λt + εit  i = 1, . . . , N; t =1, . . . , T 

where xit is the vector of covariates for both cities (i) and time periods (t), with dummy variables 

controlling for city (νi) and time trends (λt). A time variable for year 1990 was included in the 

analysis to control for period effects, with the year 2000 as the reference period. There are 

advantages to this type of analysis. For instance, pooled cross-sectional time series analysis 

increases the number of observations (i � t) and also allows one to model time and space and 

generalize between them.   

Due to the skewed nature of the dependent variables both the female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide count over 3 years and the male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide count 

over 3 years was transformed using a logarithmic transformation. An issue arose with the 

logarithmic transformation when the count of intimate partner homicide equaled zero. The log of 

a zero equals -∞. To fix this problem, all zero counts were also coded as zero for the logarithmic 

transformation of the intimate partner homicide count. To account for this a dummy variable was 

included in the models that represented zero counts for intimate partner homicide (See Hausman, 

Hall, and Griliches, 1984 for rationale). Also, the log of the population 15 and older multiplied 

by a factor of 3 was included in the models to control for the population size.  

 Both fixed-effects and random-effects models are appropriate to use for pooled cross-

sectional analysis, however for the current study the fixed effect estimation was used for a 

                                                                                                                                                             
meet the asymptotic assumptions of the Hausman test. The assumptions of the Hausman specification test are often 

hard to meet. The Hausman test assumes that one of the estimators is efficient (i.e., has minimal asymptotic 

variance). This assumption is violated if observations are clustered or pweighted or if the model is misspecified 

(STATA 2008). For comparison purposes, both female-perpetrated and male perpetrated intimate partner homicide 

were modeled using OLS fixed effects regression.  
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variety of reasons: (1) it expresses variables only in terms of change within a unit (Parker, 2004), 

which is appropriate because the current study seeks to determine the relationship between 

change in key theoretical constructs and change in the dependent variable for a given city; (2) it 

controls for all omitted and included time invariant variables (Allison, 1994; Johnson, 1995); and 

(3) as described below, the Hausman specification test indicated that the fixed effects model was 

more appropriate to use than the random effects model.  

The results of the Hausman specification test (1978) revealed that fixed effects estimation 

was more appropriate than random effects estimation for both the male-perpetrated and female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide multivariate models. The Hausman specification test 

examines the null hypothesis of no difference between the parameter estimates of the more 

efficient random effects model and the fixed effects model, whereas the alternative hypothesis 

states that there is a significant difference between the random effects model’s parameters and 

the fixed effects model’s parameters. This difference indicates bias in the random effects 

estimation and thus the fixed effects estimation is preferred (Greene, 2000; Hausman et al., 1984; 

Hsaio, 1986; Maddala, 1983). The Hausman specification test produces a Chi-square statistic, 

such that a significant p-value indicates that fixed effects estimation is more appropriate and an 

insignificant p-value indicates that random effects estimation is more appropriate.  



 69

Table 3-1. Means, standard deviations (in parentheses) for all variables, 1990 and 2000 (N= 178).  
   1990  2000 
 Female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide 6.553(10.864)  2.970(4.779) 
  
 (counts summed over 3 years) 
  
 Male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide 11.569(18.378)  8.770(13.929) 
 (counts summed over 3 years) 
 
Percent female divorced    13.31(4.24)     12.25(2.08)  
 
Percent male divorced    9.92(3.12)     9.31(2.03)  
     
Percent unmarried households    3.91(1.54)   5.25(1.068)  
 
Male batterers counseling per 100,000 males  .746(1.09)  .552(.738) 
 
Shelters per 100,000 females  .354(.276)  1.49(.909) 
 
Legal service programs per 100,000 females  .313(.289)    1.42(1.167) 
 
Referral services per 100,000 females      .089(.243)    .075(.187)  
  
Ratio of male to female education   1.33(.140)  1.14(.098) 
  
Ratio of male to female income   1.42(.173)  1.55(.180) 
 
Ratio of male to female employed   1.24(.106)  1.19(.086) 
    
Female economic deprivation Index     29.38(11.97)   15.88(6.22)  
 
Male economic deprivation index    26.97(11.28)   14.88(5.88)  
 
Percent hispanic     13.40(15.67)   18.61(18.17)   
        
Residential mobility    50.22(7.88)   51.40(6.71)  
     
Officer rate per 1,000       1.98(.910)   2.22(1.04)  

South    .303(.461)  .303(.461) 
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Table 3-2. T-test scores for change from 1990 to 2000 (N=178). 
                                                                                       Mean 1990 Mean 2000 Mean Diff t 
      

Female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide                 6.55(10.86)            2.97(4.78)            -3.58                       -5.83** 
  
Male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide                    11.57(18.38)          8.77(13.93) -2.80                       -4.32** 
     
Percent female divorced 13.31(4.24) 12.25(2.08) -1.06 -3.45**
 
Percent male divorced 9.92(3.12) 9.31(2.03) -.61 -2.76**
 
Percent unmarried households 3.91(1.54) 5.25(1.07) 1.34 12.17**
 
Male batterers counseling per 100,000 males .75(1.09) .55(.74) -.20 -2.99** 
 
Shelters per 100,000 females .35(.28) 1.49(.91) 1.14 18.11** 
 
Legal service programs per 100,000 females .31(.29) 1.42(1.17) 1.11 13.29** 
 
Referral services per 100,000 females  .09(.24) .08 (.19) -.01 -.695 
 
Ratio of male to female education                                   1.33(.14) 1.14(.10)               -.19                        -28.94** 
 
Ratio of male to female income                                       1.42(.17)               1.55(.18)               .13                         12.09** 
 
Ratio of male to female employed 1.24(.11) 1.19(.09)               -.05                        -5.97** 
 
Female economic deprivation Index                                29.38(11.97)          15.88(6.22)           -13.5                       -13.64** 
 
Male economic deprivation index                       26.97(11.28)           14.88(5.88)          -12.09                     -24.85** 
 
Percent hispanic  13.40(15.67) 18.61(18.17) 5.21 14.03** 
        
Residential mobility 50.22(7.88) 51.40(6.71) 1.18 2.76** 
 
Officer rate                  1.98(.910) 2.22(1.04) .24 4.74** 

+   p  <  .10    *  p < .05  **  p <  .01 

 
 



 71

Table 3-3. Variance inflation factors for all variables included in the models (N=178). 
 F-perp90 M-Perp90 F-perp00              M-perp00
 
Percent female divorced 1.228 1.464 
 
Percent male divorced                                                                                      1.204 1.666 
 
Percent unmarried households 1.366 1.360 2.830 2.940 
 
Male batterers programs per 100,000 males 1.245 1.241 1.405 1.399 
 
Shelters per 100,000 females 2.198 2.138 2.392 2.387
 
Legal service programs per 100,000 females 2.101 2.129 2.874 2.861 
 
Referral services per 100,000 females  1.179 1.163 1.300 1.323 
 

Ratio of male to female median income                           1.883                      1.818     2.110 2.159
  
Ratio of male to female education                                    1.580                       1.550          2.080 2.120
     
Ratio of male to female employment 1.443 1.468 2.446 2.514 
 
Percent  female unemployment 4.887 3.834 
 
Percent  male unemployment 6.970 4.494 
   
Percent females in poverty 5.465 4.827 
   
Percent males in poverty                                                                                  4.697 4.040 
 
Percent of households on public assistance 5.192 4.871 4.496 4.865 
 
Percent hispanic  1.591 1.463 2.359 2.302
    
Residential mobility 1.976 2.219 1.696 1.718
     
Officer rate per 1,000 1.796 1.845 2.098 2.056 
 
South                                                                                  1.720 1.629 2.246 2.063 
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Table 3-4. Principal components analysis after varimax rotation 1990 (N=178).  
 VARIABLES Female Model Male Model 

Percent below Poverty .881 .836 

Percent Unemployed    .888    .941 

Percent of Households on Public Assistance .893 .917 
 
Eigenvalue     2.574    2.611    
% Variance Explained   85.81%    87.037%  

  

Note:  only factor loadings greater than 0.5000 are reported  
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Table 3-5.  Principal components analysis after varimax rotation 2000 (N=178).  
 VARIABLES Female Model Male Model 

Percent below Poverty   .903    .856 

Percent Unemployed    .903    .921 

Percent of Households on Public Assistance .832 .886 
 
Eigenvalue     2.546    2.574   
% Variance Explained   85.851    85.809%  

  

Note:  only factor loadings greater than 0.5000 are reported  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

 
 The following chapter presents the results of the cross-sectional analyses and the pooled 

cross-sectional time series analyses.  

Cross-Sectional Analysis 

 Tables 4-1 and 4-2 present the analysis from the zero-inflated negative binomial 

regression equations for male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts in 1990 

and 2000. Table 4-3 summarizes the findings. Some interesting findings emerge regarding 

exposure reduction, backlash, and economic deprivation and marginalization on male- and 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. The following section will begin by explaining the 

findings from 1990 for both the female-perpetrated intimate partner model and the male-

perpetrated intimate partner model and then will end with the cross-sectional results from the 

2000 models.  

Female-Perpetrated Intimate Partner Homicide 1990 

 After examining the female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model for 1990 it is 

clear that the first hypothesis is not supported. The only exposure reduction measure that showed 

slight significance was the percent of females divorced in cities (p < .1). It was found that as the 

percent of females divorced in cities increases, the counts of female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide increase as well. Specifically, a one standard deviation increase in the percent of 

females divorced results in a 13% increase in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicides 

{[exp (.029 x 4.24) = 1.130]}. However, this is not in the predicted direction. According to the 

exposure reduction perspective, reducing the exposure between violent couples (i.e., an increase 

in female % divorced) should reduce the likelihood of female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide. Surprisingly, none of the other exposure reduction indicators, including the measures 
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for domestic violence service availability, are significantly related to female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide.  

Results are consistent with the second hypothesis. None of the backlash indicators are 

significantly associated with female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990 when 

controlling for a number of other structural factors. It was hypothesized that as females’ status in 

terms of income, employment, and educational attainment increased male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide would increase as well. Backlash indicators were not predicted to be related to 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  

Consistent with the third hypothesis, economic deprivation and marginalization is 

significantly related to female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in the predicted direction. 

That is, the higher the female economic deprivation index in large cities, the higher the counts of 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, a one standard deviation increase in 

the economic deprivation index results in a 40% increase in female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicides {[exp (.028 x 11.97 = 1.398]}. Just as predicted, it was hypothesized that economic 

deprivation and marginalization would have a significant impact on female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide, such that increases in economic deprivation and marginalization would be 

related to higher female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in cities.  

In addition, despite findings from previous research none of the control variables are 

significant in the model. Residential mobility, the officer rate, log of the percent Hispanic, or 

whether or not the city was located in the south are not significantly related to female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide in 1990. However, all of the coefficient signs are in the predicted 

direction.  
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Male-Perpetrated Intimate Partner Homicide 1990 

  After examining the male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model for 1990 it is 

clear that contrary to the first hypothesis, a number of the exposure reduction measures are 

related to male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. It was hypothesized that exposure 

reduction indicators would impact female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide by reducing the 

contact between violent partners. However, three exposure reduction indicators are associated 

with male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. The number of legal services per 100,000 

females is negatively associated with male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, a 

one standard deviation increase in the number of legal services per 100,000 females results in a 

15% decrease in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (-.578 x .289 = .846]}.  

Moreover, the percent of males divorced is positively related to male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide. That is, a one standard deviation increase in the percent of males divorced 

results in an 18% increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (.053 x 

3.12 = 1.179]}. This contradicts the ideas behind exposure reduction. One would assume that as 

the exposure between partners decreased, particularly through divorce, intimate partner homicide 

would decrease as well.  

Furthermore, the number of shelters per 100,000 females is positively related to male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. That is, a one standard deviation increase in the number of 

shelters per 100,000 females results in a 26% increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide counts {[exp (.828 x .276 = 1.257]}. None of the other exposure reduction indicators 

reached statistical significance.  

Also surprisingly, there is a lack of support for the second hypothesis. It was 

hypothesized that the backlash indicators would be significantly related to male-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide, such that an increase in females’ status would be related to an 
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increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide as males attempt to gain control back in 

their relationships. However, none of the backlash indicators are significantly related to male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide.   

Consistent with the third hypothesis, economic deprivation is significantly related to 

male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts in cities for 1990. The higher the male 

economic deprivation index in cities, the higher the counts of male-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide. Specifically, a one standard deviation increase in the male economic deprivation index 

results in a 20% increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (.016 x 

11.28 = 1.198]}. This is not surprising and is in the predicted direction.  

The only control variable that is significant in the model is whether or not the city was 

located in the South. According to the results, if the city is located in the South the likelihood of 

male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide increases. Other research has found similar results. 

For instance, DeWees and Parker (2003) found that female victimization is higher in the South.  

In summary, there are clear differences between which structural variables account for 

male- and female perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990. Exposure reduction measures 

influence both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicides. However more of the 

measures influence male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide and in particular, a couple of the 

domestic violence service indicators. None of the backlash measures influence male- or female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990. As predicted, economic deprivation and 

marginalization influence both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990. 

Female-Perpetrated Intimate Partner Homicide 2000 

Examining the female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model for 2000 reveals 

some very different results than the 1990 model. In 2000, two of the exposure reduction 

indicators are significantly related to female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Inconsistent 
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with the first hypothesis, the number of shelters per 100,000 females in cities is positively related 

to female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. That is, a one standard deviation increase in the 

number of shelters per 100,000 females results in a 55% increase in female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide counts {[exp (.48 x .909 = 1.547]}. Although a somewhat surprising finding, 

this was also found in the male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model for 1990.  

 In the predicted direction, the number of legal services per 100,000 females in cities is 

negatively related to female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. That is, a one standard 

deviation increase in the number of legal services per 100,000 females results in a 28% decrease 

in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (-.279 x 1.167 = .722]}. This was 

also seen in the male-perpetrated model for 1990. 

Contrary to the second hypothesis, all three backlash indicators are significantly related 

to female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Results suggest the higher the ratio of male to 

female median income (i.e., females’ status relative to males’ decreases) in cities, the lower the 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, a one standard deviation increase in 

the ratio of male to female median income results in a 19% decrease in female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (-1.156 x .180 = .812]}. Also, the ratio of male to female 

employment is negatively related to female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. That is, the 

higher the ratio of male to female employment (i.e., gap widens) in cities, the lower female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, a one standard deviation increase in the ratio 

of male to female employment results in a 23% decrease in female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide counts {[exp (-3.081 x .086 = .767]}. However, in the opposite direction, the ratio of 

males’ to females’ educational attainment is positively related to female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide. That is, a one standard deviation increase in the ratio of males’ to females’ 



 79

educational attainment (i.e., gap widens) results in a 22% increase in female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide counts {[exp (2.042 x .098 = 1.222}.   

Not supporting the third hypothesis, the economic deprivation index is not significant in 

the 2000 model. This is surprising considering that the economic deprivation index was 

significant at the .001 level in the 1990 model (p < .001). However, examining descriptive 

statistics does show a significant decrease in the female economic deprivation index from 1990 

to 2000. The lack of significance in the economic deprivation index in 2000 may be due to the 

differences in the U.S. economy in the 1980s and 1990s. The U.S. experienced a recession in the 

late 1980s until the early 1990s. This was followed by a substantial period of economic growth 

throughout the 1990s. 

 The only control variable that is significant in the female-perpetrated model is the officer 

rate. That is, the higher the officer rate per 1,000 persons, the lower the count of female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. This suggests that more police officers would be able to 

react quicker to domestic violence calls and therefore prevent many intimate partner homicides.  

Male-Perpetrated Intimate Partner Homicide 2000 

The main difference between the male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model in 

2000 compared with 1990 is that the economic deprivation index is not significant. This is 

surprising, considering that economic deprivation was significant at the .001 level in 1990 

(p<.001). As stated earlier, the lack of significance in the economic deprivation index in 2000 

may be due to the differences in the U.S. economy in the 1980s and 1990s. However, all other 

results are similar.  

Of the exposure reduction indicators, the percent of males that are divorced in cities is 

positively related to male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. That is, the higher the percent 

of males divorced in cities, the higher the count of male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. 



 80

Specifically, a one standard deviation increase in the percent of males divorced results in a 12% 

increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (.058 x 2.03 = 1.124]}. This 

follows the findings from the 1990 male-perpetrated model.  

Also, the number of shelters per 100,000 females is positively related to male-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide. That is, the higher the number of shelters per 100,000 females in 

cities, the higher the count of male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, a one 

standard deviation increase in the number of shelters per 100,000 females results in a 20% 

increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (.202 x .909 = 1.202]}. 

Though contradictory to the exposure reduction perspective, it is not all that surprising 

considering that the same finding showed up in the 1990 male-perpetrated model. 

Moreover, the number of legal services per 100,000 females is negatively related to male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, the higher the number of legal services per 

100,000 females in cities, the lower the count of male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. 

That is, a one standard deviation increase in the number of legal services per 100,000 females 

results in a 25% decrease in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts {[exp (-.244 x 

1.167 = .752]}. This too, was a significant finding in 1990.  

Again surprisingly, none of the backlash indicators are related to male-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide in 2000. It appears that measures of females’ status relative to males’ 

are not predictive of male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Also, none of the control 

indicators are significant predictors of male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  

In summary, many of the structural indicators influence male- and female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide. Exposure reduction measures influence both male- and female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicides, with two domestic violence service variables 
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significantly related to both; however both are not in the predicted direction. Contrary to what 

was predicted, backlash indicators influence female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 

2000, but are not related to male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 2000. Also opposite of 

the predictions, economic deprivation and marginalization did not influence either male- or 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  

Pooled Cross-Sectional Time Series Analysis: Fixed Effect Estimation  

Table 4-4 and 4-5 displays the results from the pooled cross-sectional Ordinary Least 

Squares fixed-effects regression models. Table 4-6 summarizes the findings. Interestingly, 

results suggest that the theoretical constructs explain changes in female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide, but not male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Specifically, changes in 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts are associated with variables used in 

exposure reduction explanations, but not with indicators used in backlash explanations. That is, 

cities that are characterized by increases in the percent of females that are divorced are also 

characterized by decreasing counts of female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  

Surprisingly, the only domestic violence service variable that is significant in the female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide model is the number of shelters per 100,000 females and 

the relationship between the change in this variable and the change in female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide is in the opposite direction of what was originally predicted. Cities that 

show increases in the number of shelters per 100,000 females also show increases in female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts. No significant relationship is found between 

changes in the percent of unmarried partner households, the number of legal services available to 

females, the number of batterers counseling programs available to males, or the number of 

referral services offered to females and the female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide count. 
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None of the changes in the indicators for backlash are significantly related to the change in 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide from 1990 to 2000.  

Furthermore, changes in the female economic deprivation index are significantly 

associated with changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts. This suggests 

that intra-city changes in female economic deprivation were strongly associated with within-city 

increases in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts in the model. Cities that are 

characterized by increases in the percent of females in poverty, the percent of females that are 

unemployed, and the percent of households on public assistance from 1990 to 2000 are also 

characterized by increases in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts.  

Overall, there is mixed support for the changes in the theoretical perspectives on the 

changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts from 1990 to 2000.  A change in 

economic deprivation within cities is significantly associated with changes in female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide counts. Also, changes in two indicators of exposure reduction were 

related to changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts; however one was in 

the opposite direction of what was predicted.  

Interestingly, support is not found for the changes in the variables identified by the 

theoretical perspectives on the changes in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts 

from 1990 to 2000. Male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicides are unique events 

with different motives that require a unique set of explanations. From this analysis, it appears 

that changes in factors that influence female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide from 1990 to 

2000 have no influence on the perpetration of male intimate partner homicide from 1990 to 2000. 

Research examining these trends has acknowledged the greater support among certain factors in 

explaining female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. For instance, Dugan et al. (1999) find 
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that indicators of exposure reduction primarily influence male intimate partner homicide 

victimization. 
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Table 4-1. Zero-inflated negative binomial regression equations with coefficients (and Z-Scores) 
for gender-specific intimate partner homicide 1990.  

  Female Model (N=178)  Male Model (N=178) 
 
Exposure Reduction 
Percent divorced (gender-specific)  .029 (1.84)+   .053 (3.26)** 
 
Percent unmarried households  -.024 (-.62) -.024 (-.82) 
 
Male batterers programs rate  -.017 (-.27) .028 (.59) 
 
Shelter rate  -.015 (-.04) .828 (2.72)** 
 
Legal service rate  -.001 (-.00) -.578 (-1.99)* 
 
Referral services rate  -.060 (-.20) -.202 (-.80) 
 
Backlash 
Ratio of male to female education  .396 (-.75) -.221 (-.51) 
 
Ratio of male to female income  .969 (1.39) -.041 (-.10) 
 
Ratio of male to female employment  -.514 (-.83) -.256 (-.46) 
 
Economic Deprivation 
Economic deprivation index (gender-specific) .028 (3.92)** .016 (2.80)** 
 
Controls 
Percent Hispanic (log)  -.057 (-1.23) -.041 (-1.06) 
 
Residential mobility  .010 (.88) -.002 (-.23) 
 
Officer rate  -.069 (-.75) -.050 (-.68) 
 
South  .255 (2.02) .332 (3.13)** 
 
 
Constant  -12.44** -10.359** 
Maximum likelihood R-square  .831 .821 
Log likelihood  -350.368** -462.997** 

 +   p  <  .10    *  p < .05  **  p <  .01 
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Table 4-2. Zero-inflated negative binomial regression equations with coefficients (and Z-Scores) 
for gender-specific intimate partner homicide 2000.  
  Female Model (N=178)  Male Model (N=178)  
 
Exposure Reduction 
Percent divorced (gender-specific)  .052 (1.18)   .058 (1.93)+ 
 
Percent unmarried households  .105 (.79) .112 (1.35) 
 
Male batterers program rate  .077 (.61)  .076 (.94) 
 
Shelter rate  .48 (3.95)** .202 (2.69)** 
 
Legal service programs rate  -.279 (-2.41)* -.244 (-3.32)** 
 
Referral services rate   .023 (.04) -.565 (-1.55) 
 
Backlash 
Ratio of male to female education  2.042 (1.72)+ .537 (.70) 
 
Ratio of male to female income  -1.156 (-1.66)+ .019 (.05) 
 
Ratio of male to female employment  -3.081 (-1.97)* -.040 (-.04) 
 
Economic Deprivation 
Economic deprivation index (gender-specific) .013 (.72) .009 (.71) 
 
Controls 
Percent Hispanic (log)  .001 (.01)  -.045 (-.71) 
 
Residential mobility  -.020 (-.98)  -.010 (-.84) 
 
Officer rate   -.193 (-1.86)+  .057 (.95) 
 
South   .218 (.91)  .085 (.59) 
 
 
Constant   -8.61**  -11.99** 
Maximum likelihood R-square   .783  .8084 
Log likelihood  -245.044**  -424.747** 

 +   p  <  .10    *  p < .05  **  p <  .01 
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Table 4-3. Summary of cross-sectional results, 1990 and 2000.  
 1990 2000 

 
 

 
Female Model 

 
Male Model 

 
Female Model 

 
Male Model 
 
 
 

Exposure 
Reduction 

% divorced (+) % divorced (+) 
# shelters (+) 
# legal services (-) 

# shelters (+) 
# legal services (-) 

% divorced (+) 
# shelters (+) 
# legal services (-) 
 
 
 

Backlash NONE NONE M/F income (-) 
M/F education (+) 
M/F employ (-) 
 

NONE 
 
 
 
 
 

Economic 
Deprivation 

EcoDep Index (+) EcoDep Index (+) NONE NONE 
 
 
 
 
 

Control NONE South (+) Officer Rate (-) 
 

NONE 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 87

Table 4-4. Fixed-effects regression coefficients for the relationship between changes in predictor 
variables and changes in logged female intimate partner homicide counts for 143a US cities, 
1990-2000  
   b t 
 
Exposure Reduction 
Female percent divorced -.036+ -1.74 
Percent unmarried households .065 1.26 
Male batterers program rate  .055 .60 
Shelter rate  .261* 2.15 
Legal service programs rate  -.035 -.40 
Referral services rate   -.268 -.90 
 
Backlash 
Ratio of male to female education .095 .13 
Ratio of male to female income -.184 -.29 
Ratio of male to female employment .299 .32 
 
Economic Deprivation 
Female economic deprivation index .035* 2.37 
 
Controls 
Percent Hispanic (log) -.260+ -1.70 
Residential mobility -.023 -1.03 
Officer rate  -.111 -.99 
1990b -.030 -.10 
Female dummy log zeroc -.754** -5.51 
Female population 15 and over (log)d -.534** -2.81 
Constant  8.90** 2.65 
 
Within R2  .537  
Hausman test .000** 

Notes: (a) 70 observations (35 groups) were dropped due to all zero outcomes (i.e. zero count for intimate partner 
homicide for both 1990 and 2000); (b) coefficients for period effects are relative to the reference category, 2000; 
(c) represents a dummy variable for imputation of zero for log of a zero count; (d) female population is multiplied 
by a factor of three to account for the dependent variable multiplied by a factor of three. 
+   p  <  .10    *  p < .05  **  p <  .01 
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Table 4-5. Fixed-effects regression coefficients for the relationship between changes in predictor 
variables and changes in logged male intimate partner homicide counts for 174a US cities, 1990-
2000  
   b t 
 
Exposure Reduction 
Male percent divorced -.009 -.28 
Percent unmarried households .034 .66 
Male batterers program rate .113 1.40 
Shelter rate  .035 .33 
Legal service programs rate  .097 1.16 
Referral services rate   -.025 -.09 
 
Backlash 
Ratio of male to female education .389 .78 
Ratio of male to female income .360 .69 
Ratio of male to female employment -.834 -.99 
 
Economic Deprivation 
Male economic deprivation index .008 .66 
 
Controls 
Percent Hispanic (log) -.013 -.09 
Residential mobility -.010 -.77 
Officer Rate  .016 .17 
1990b .338 1.16 
Male dummy log zeroc -1.01** -6.79 
Male population 15 and over (log)d .296 .68 
Constant  -1.99 -.34 
 
Within R2  .303  
Hausman Test .008** 

Notes: (a) 8 observations (4 groups) were dropped due to all zero outcomes (i.e. zero count for intimate partner 
homicide for both 1990 and 2000); (b) coefficients for period effects are relative to the reference category, 2000; 
(c) represents a dummy variable for imputation of zero for log of a zero count; (d) male population is multiplied 
by a factor of 3 to account for the dependent variable multiplied by a factor of 3. 
+   p  <  .10    *  p < .05  **  p <  .01 
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Table 4-6. Summary of change model results, 1990 to 2000.  
 Female Model Male Model 

 
Exposure Reduction 

 
% divorced (-) 
# shelters (+) 
 
 

 
NONE 
 
 
 
 

Backlash NONE 
 

NONE 
 
 
 
 

Economic Deprivation EcoDep Index (+) NONE 
 
 
 
 

Control % Hispanic (-) 
 

NONE 



 90

CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The goal of this study was to examine the trends in both male- and female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicides from 1990 to 2000 to obtain a better understanding of the differential 

declines in male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Clearly, the decline in intimate 

partner homicide over time is a very complex issue. This research suggests that one explanation 

will not suffice. This research was based on the theories of exposure reduction, backlash, and 

economic deprivation and marginalization. Results suggest a lack of support for these theories. 

Cross-sectional analyses are presented to evaluate the ability of the exposure reduction perspective, 

the backlash perspective, and ideas behind economic deprivation and marginalization in explaining 

male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts in large cities at two time periods 

(1990 and 2000). Pooled cross-sectional time series analyses are presented to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the exposure reduction perspective, the backlash perspective, and economic 

deprivation and marginalization in explaining the changes in male- and female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide in large cities over time.  

Discussion 

Dramatic changes were occurring in domesticity, the status of females in terms of income, 

employment and educational attainment, economic deprivation, and domestic violence resources 

from 1990 to 2000 in large cities. For instance, during this time period the percentage of the 

population divorced decreased for both males and females, while the percentage of unmarried 

households increased. Furthermore, females have made gains in educational attainment and 

employment relative to males (i.e., status of females increased). However, this is not true for 

females’ median income. Females’ median income relative to males actually decreased during this 

time period (i.e., status of females decreased). Also, economic deprivation in terms of poverty, 
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unemployment, and public assistance income decreased for both males and females. Moreover, the 

availability of shelters and legal services for females increased, whereas the availability of male 

batterers counseling programs and referral services decreased. Any of these changes may have an 

impact on the gender-specific trends in intimate partner homicide that have been witnessed over 

the last couple of decades.  

Exposure Reduction 

Some of the structural predictors are related to intimate partner homicide perpetration. 

According to the exposure reduction perspective, it was hypothesized that measures that reduced 

the contact between violent partners would be associated with female intimate partner homicide 

perpetration in both 1990 and 2000.  For 1990, cross-sectional analyses show that the exposure 

reduction measure of female percent divorced is in fact associated with female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide; however the relationship is in the opposite direction of what was predicted. 

Instead of the percent divorced being associated with a decrease in female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide, as the exposure reduction perspective would predict, the percent of females 

divorced is associated with an increase in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Other 

research has found similar results (Dugan et al., 1999; 2003). One possible explanation may have 

to do with the dynamics that come with the ending of a violent relationship. Research has 

suggested that the most dangerous time in a violent relationship is when the relationship is coming 

to an end (Campbell, 1992; Goetting, 1995).  Some females may be reacting to male partners’ 

violence over the end of the relationship and may resort to lethal means to protect themselves. 

None of the other exposure reduction measures were related to female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide in 1990.  

In 2000, two of the domestic violence service variables reach significance for female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide, however in opposite directions. The number of shelters per 
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100,000 females is associated with an increase in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. 

One reason for this finding may be that although the shelter rate is accounting for the number of 

shelters available per 100,000 females in cities, it may not be capturing shelter usage by females 

in abusive relationships. It is possible that the availability of shelters across cities is increasing 

but females are not taking advantage of them to reduce the exposure between themselves and 

their abusive partner. On the opposite end of the spectrum, females may in fact be using shelters 

to reduce the exposure between themselves and their violent partners, but once shelter stays end 

may find themselves in contact with their violent partners and may have to resort to lethal 

violence to protect themselves, if adequate protection is not available. Furthermore, research has 

shown that the most dangerous time in an abusive relationship is when a partner is trying to end 

the relationship (Goetting, 1995). Some females may be reacting to male partners’ violence over 

the threat of the end of the relationship and may resort to lethal means to protect themselves.  

The second domestic violence service variable associated with female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide is the number of legal services per 100,000 females. This variable is 

associated with a decrease in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. It seems that as 

females are provided with more opportunities for legal assistance, such as in obtaining 

restraining orders, court accompaniment, legal clinics or advocacy the opportunities for females 

to kill their male partners decreases.  

Interestingly, three of the six exposure reduction measures are associated with male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicides in 1990 and 2000. Similar to female-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide in 2000, the percent of males divorced is positively related to male-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide. Based on suggestions from prior research (Goetting, 1995), it seems 
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plausible that the end of a relationship may cause some males to use more violence towards their 

female partners, resulting in more male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  

The shelter rate and the legal service rate were also significantly related to male-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide, however in opposite directions. Instead of reducing intimate partner 

homicide due to a decrease in opportunity, as the exposure reduction perspective would predict, the 

number of shelters per 100,000 females increases male intimate partner homicide perpetration. 

Although surprising, this finding is plausible in light of the research that has found that male-

perpetrated homicide is likely to occur when a partner is trying to leave an abusive relationship 

(Goetting, 1995). Some males may feel threatened that their partners are leaving and staying at a 

shelter and may react in a lethal manner. Moreover, adequate protection may not be provided 

when females are ending their stay at a shelter.  

In addition, the number of legal services available to females is related to a decrease in 

male intimate partner homicide perpetration. It seems reasonable that, as females are provided 

with more opportunities for legal assistance, the opportunities for males to kill their female 

partners would decrease. Dugan et al. (2003) found similar results. That is, they found that legal 

advocacy, measured as an index of the number of agencies with a separate budget for legal 

advocacy and the number of agencies that have lawyers on staff, was related to fewer killings of 

white married females by their partners.  

Backlash 

According to the backlash perspective, it was hypothesized that measures that may threaten 

male control and dominance would be associated with male intimate partner homicide perpetration 

in 1990 and 2000. Interestingly, support was not found for this hypothesis. Although surprising, 

backlash explanations may be less relevant in explaining male-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide, because gender roles have changed over the years. Today, it is more acceptable for 
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women to have jobs outside of the home and pursue higher education. Due to this transformation in 

gender roles, females’ economic and social status has increased. Furthermore, Felson (2006) 

surveyed 10,000 men and women about their spouses’ behavior and concluded that males are no 

more controlling than females.  

Contrary to what was expected, backlash correlates are associated with female-perpetrated 

intimate partner homicide in 2000. It appears that, as the gap between male and female 

employment and income widens (i.e., females’ status relative to males decreases), female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide decreases. However, as the gap between males’ and females’ 

educational attainment widens, female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide increases. Females 

may react to disparities in income, employment and educational attainment just as it is predicted 

that males do, just in terms of frustration and not in terms of maintaining control and dominance 

in the relationship. Along these lines, females appear to be taking their frustrations about the 

widening gap in educational attainment out on their male partners, but not their frustrations about 

the widening gap in income or employment. Anderson (1997) suggests that it is possible that 

females with lower status relative to males are more likely to engage in violence because they are 

less likely to be able to leave a violent relationship. That being said, females with a lower 

educational attainment status relative to males may be less likely to be able to remove 

themselves from a violent situation, possibly because education affords females opportunities to 

learn about services available to reduce contact to prevent violence. Anderson (1997) found that 

“women with slightly less education than their male partners have almost 3 times greater odds of 

perpetrating domestic violence than women partnered with men processing the same amount of 

education” (664).  
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Economic Deprivation and Marginalization 

According to the ideas behind economic deprivation and marginalization, it was 

hypothesized that measures of poverty, unemployment and the percent of the population on public 

assistance would be associated with both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicides. 

Support for this hypothesis was found in 1990. Poverty, unemployment, and having to rely on 

public assistance income may significantly impact the dynamics within the home, either in terms 

of frustration or strain. Males and females may react to this strain by lashing out in a lethal 

manner at their intimate partners.   

Summary 

The results of this analysis offer support for economic deprivation and marginalization in 

explaining both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990. Results also 

suggest an association between some of the variables representing the exposure reduction 

perspective and male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in both 1990 and 2000. In 

general, the three exposure reduction indicators that are consistently significant in 1990 and 2000 

are gender-specific percent divorced and two indicators measuring the availability of domestic 

violence services - the shelter rate and the legal service rate. Importantly, these measures are 

related to both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicides in a similar fashion. A one 

standard deviation increase in any of these measures results in a significant percentage change in 

intimate partner homicide counts. The availability of legal services in cities supports the exposure 

reduction hypotheses. That is, an increase in the number of legal services per 100,000 females is 

related to an increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 1990 and 2000 and female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 2000.  

However, not all of the significant exposure reduction measures influence intimate partner 

homicide in the predicted direction. For instance, an increase in the percent divorced increases both 
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male and female intimate partner homicide. Furthermore, results suggest that an increase in the 

number of shelters per 100,000 females is related to an increase in male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide in 1990 and 2000 and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 2000. This 

is a main domestic violence service measure that has historically been used to measure domestic 

violence services and was expected to have an exposure reduction effect on intimate partner 

homicide perpetration. Instead, it appears that this measure is associated with more males and 

females reacting out in a lethal manner towards their intimate partner, whether it is for protection 

or to maintain control and dominance. Dugan et al. (2003) also found a backlash effect for one of 

their measures of domestic violence services. Specifically, they found that prosecutors’ willingness 

to prosecute violators of protection orders was related to an increase in homicides of married and 

unmarried white females and unmarried African-American males. They concluded that, although 

prosecutors’ willingness to prosecute is advantageous, if this willingness comes without also being 

able to provide adequate protection for victims, homicide may result. As stated earlier, if these 

services aren’t being utilized by females, they will be less likely to have an exposure reduction 

effect on intimate partner homicide. Also, given the fact that the likelihood of intimate partner 

homicide is extremely high when the relationship is ending, domestic violence resources need to 

provide adequate protection when the relationship is ending or all the good intentions of increasing 

shelter availability will not prevent intimate partner violence and homicide.  

Indicators measuring the backlash perspective do not predict male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide in 1990 or 2000 as was hypothesized. Interestingly, backlash indicators do reach 

significance in the 2000 female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide model. However, the 

relationship between these variables and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide is complex.  
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A one standard deviation increase in any of these three ratio measures results in a significant 

percentage change in the female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide in 2000. An increase in the 

ratio of median income and the ratio of male to female employment has a negative effect on 

female-perpetrated intimate homicide (i.e., decreases), while an increase in the ratio of male to 

female education has a positive effect (i.e., increases) on female-perpetrated intimate partner 

homicide.  

Changes Over Time 

In regards to changes over time, changes in structural variables from 1990 to 2000 were 

related to intimate partner homicide perpetration over time, however this is only true for female-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Interestingly, although many of the structural predictors 

influence male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide cross-sectionally, these perspectives did not 

explain male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time at all. Results suggest that cities that 

are characterized by changes in the percent of females divorced from 1990 to 2000 are 

characterized by changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts. Also, cities 

that show changes in the number of shelters per 100,000 females from 1990 to 2000 also show 

changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts. Furthermore, cities that are 

characterized by changes in the percent of females in poverty, the percent of females that are 

unemployed, and the percent of households on public assistance from 1990 to 2000 are also 

characterized by changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts. Lastly, cities 

that are characterized by changes in the logged percent Hispanic population from 1990 to 2000 

are characterized by changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts.  

Overall, there is mixed support for the changes in the theoretical perspectives on the 

changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts from 1990 to 2000 and 

absolutely no support on the changes in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts. 
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Changes in economic deprivation within cities are significantly associated with changes in 

female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide counts. Also, changes in two indicators of 

exposure reduction were related to changes in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide 

counts; however the shelter rate was in the opposite direction of what was predicted and 

increased shelter availability appears to be associated with more harm than good if shelters are 

not being taken advantage of or if shelters are not providing adequate protection.   

Limitations 

There are some limitations to this research. First and foremost, the data utilized for the 

dependent variables was based on Supplemental Homicide Files. The deficiencies of the database 

have been well-documented (Junger-Tas and Marshall, 1999). These include underreporting, 

errors in the assignment of relationships, failure to identify relationship in a substantial portion of 

cases, and other missing information SHFs include information on homicides that were submitted 

by law enforcement agencies to the FBI. Submission of homicide information is completely 

voluntary and therefore not 100% accurate. In addition, many homicides are coded as having an 

unknown victim-offender relationship. A weighting procedure was utilized to account for this lack 

of reporting and lack of relationship information.  

Moreover, it is acknowledged that actual usage of the domestic violence services was 

unable to be captured in cities. Just because shelters, legal services, batterers counseling programs, 

and referrals are offered does not mean they are being utilized to the fullest by individuals in 

violent relationships. Also, the size of the domestic violence service programs (i.e., service 

capacity) was unable to be captured. If domestic violence services are not being utilized or if 

programs have limited capacity, domestic violence services would have a limited effect on intimate 

partner homicide.  
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 Also, it was difficult to divide the structural factors of interest into the three theoretical 

categories. It is possible that many of the structural indicators could have fallen into another 

theoretical category. For instance, although for this study females’ status relative to males’ was 

considered to represent the backlash hypothesis, other research has considered females’ status 

relative to males’ as measuring exposure reduction, because an increase in the status of females 

affords them more opportunities to leave abusive relationships. In addition, research has used 

females’ status relative to males’ to represent economic deprivation and marginalization. For the 

current study, all structural indicators were divided into theoretical categories based on the 

developed hypotheses.  

Furthermore, data was limited to two time points (1990 and 2000). Although the 1990s 

witnessed drastic changes in intimate partner homicide perpetration, changes in intimate partner 

homicide have been witnessed since 1976. It would be interesting to expand the data to include 

earlier data. Also, data was limited to large cities with a population over 100,000. It would be 

useful to examine data in all sizes of cities over time.  

Future Research  

Future research on intimate partner homicide could take many directions. First, it would be 

useful to examine intimate partner homicide as well as intimate partner aggravated assault, in 

addition to the access or availability of medical centers.  Aggravated assault and homicide are 

similar events, with the exception of the outcome (i.e., one ends in death, whereas the other does 

not). Harris et al. (2002) argues that research would benefit by focusing on serious assaults, with 

only a small percentage that actually end in death. They show that the decline in the homicide rate 

parallels the increase in medical technology and support services. It is seems reasonable that the 

availability of medical care (i.e., trauma centers) may influence whether an intimate partner 

aggravated assault remained an aggravated assault or resulted in death and was categorized as an 
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intimate partner homicide. Many intimate partner homicides may have been aggravated assaults 

that became homicides when adequate medical care was not available. Greater availability of 

medical resources may prevent many intimate partner homicides and thus is an important factor 

and should be considered when examining intimate partner homicide over time.  

Also, it would be important to examine the cities that were excluded from the current 

analysis due to lack of reporting. The majority of the cities excluded were located in the state of 

Florida. Research has shown that homicide rates are higher in Southern states (DeWees and Parker, 

2003; Smith and Brewer, 1992). If intimate partner homicide data could be gathered, it would be 

interesting to examine intimate partner homicide in large cities in Florida to see if results were 

similar with the results from the current study.  

Furthermore, it would be important to include other factors in the analysis – especially the 

age structure of the cities. Browne et al. (1999) examined age-specific rates of intimate partner 

homicide from 1980 to 1995 and found that different trends emerge for different age groups and 

for males and females. They found that a decline in female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide 

occurred in all age groups, except the age group 13 to 17 years old (rates have remained low). The 

greatest decreases occurred in the 25 to 34 and the 35 to 44 year old age groups. For male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide, increases were found for the 13 to 17 and the 18 to 24 year 

old age groups, while decreases were seen in the 25 to 34 and the 35 to 44 year old age groups. 

Since differential trends in intimate partner homicide have been witnessed for various age groups 

and younger age groups are more likely to participate in intimate partner homicide, it would be 

important to control for age in future analyses.  

Conclusion 

This research offers many contributions to the literature on intimate partner homicide. Most 

importantly, this research examines the dynamic nature of a number of different structural 
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variables on both male- and female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time. This is 

something that has not been done in the literature to date. The time period covered includes a time 

in history where dramatic changes were occurring in domesticity, the status of females, economic 

deprivation and marginalization, and the availability of domestic violence resources with the 

enactment of the Violence of Against Women Act in 1994.   

 A main finding of this research speaks to the ineffectiveness of domestic violence services. 

The number of shelters per 100,000 females is significantly related to intimate partner homicide in 

1990 and 2000 and over time. Despite all the efforts to increase shelter availability to females in 

violent relationships, it appears that the increase in availability is actually associated with an 

increase in intimate partner homicide. For instance, in 1990 and 2000 the increase in the shelter 

rate was related to an increase in male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide. Furthermore, not 

only was this finding seen in 2000 for female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide, this finding 

was witnessed over time as well. Efforts to prevent domestic violence and homicide need to make 

sure that they also provide adequate protection during times that are characterized by increased 

violence.  

This research adds to the knowledge of the decline in female-perpetrated intimate 

homicide, but still leaves explanations behind the decline in male-perpetrated unclear. Research 

needs to continue to examine gender-specific intimate partner homicide, but particularly male-

perpetrated intimate partner homicide.  Surprisingly, none of the three theoretical perspectives 

were associated with male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time, whereas some of the 

predictors were associated with female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time. It is 

extremely important to gain a better understanding of predictors of male-perpetrated intimate 

partner homicide, given the fact that male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide has not decreased 
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as sharply as female-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time despite the increase in 

domestic violence resources geared towards preventing violence against females. It is essential to 

determine what really has influenced male-perpetrated intimate partner homicide over time. This 

may be the only way to for us to see a larger decline in these types of homicides.  
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APPENDIX A  
GLOSSARY 

Place - Places, for the reporting of decennial census data, include census designated places, 

consolidated cities, and incorporated places.  

South Region 

South Atlantic Division: 

Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Georgia, Florida 

East South Central Division: 

Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi 

West South Central Division: 

Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas 

Employed - All civilians 16 years old and over who were either (1) ‘‘at work’’— those who did 

any work at all during the reference week as paid employees, worked in their own business or 

profession, worked on their own farm, or worked 15 hours or more as unpaid workers on a 

family farm or in a family business; or (2) were ‘‘with a job but not at work’’— those who did 

not work during the reference week, but who had jobs or businesses from which they were 

temporarily absent because of illness, bad weather, industrial dispute, vacation, or other personal 

reasons. Excluded from the employed are people whose only activity consisted of work around 

their own house (painting, repairing, or own home housework) or unpaid volunteer work for 

religious, charitable, and similar organizations. Also excluded are all institutionalized people and 

people on active duty in the United States Armed Forces. 

Unemployed - All civilians 16 years old and over were classified as unemployed if they were 

neither ‘‘at work’’ nor ‘‘with a job but not at work’’ during the reference week, were looking for 
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work during the last 4 weeks, and were available to start a job. Also included as unemployed 

were civilians 16 years old and over who: did not work at all during the reference week, were on 

temporary layoff from a job, had been informed that they would be recalled to work within the 

next 6 months or had been given a date to return to work, and were available to return to work 

during the reference week, except for temporary illness.  

Civilian labor force - Consists of people classified as employed or unemployed in accordance 

with the criteria described above. 

Labor force - All people classified in the civilian labor force (i.e., ‘‘employed’’ and 

‘‘unemployed’’ people), plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the 

United States Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). 

Not in labor force - All people 16 years old and over who are not classified as members of the 

labor force. This category consists mainly of students, individuals taking care of home or family, 

retired workers, seasonal workers enumerated in an off-season who were not looking for work, 

institutionalized people (all institutionalized people are placed in this category regardless of any 

work activities they may have done in the reference week), and people doing only incidental 

unpaid family work (fewer than 15 hours during the reference week). 

Household - A household includes all of the people who occupy a housing unit. (People not 

living in households are classified as living in group quarters.) A housing unit is a house, an 

apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room occupied (or if vacant, intended 

for occupancy) as separate living quarters 

Householder - The data on relationship to householder were derived from the question, ‘‘How is 

this person related to Person 1,’’ which was asked of Persons 2 and higher in housing units. One 

person in each household is designated as the householder (Person 1). In most cases, the 
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householder is the person, or one of the people, in whose name the home is owned, being bought, 

or rented. If there is no such person in the household, any adult household member 15 years old 

and over could be designated as the householder (i.e., Person 1). Households are classified by 

type according to the sex of the householder and the presence of relatives. Two types of 

householders are distinguished: family householders and nonfamily householders. A family 

householder is a householder living with one or more individuals related to him or her by birth, 

marriage, or adoption. The householder and all of the people in the household related to him or 

her are family members. A nonfamily householder is a householder living alone or with 

nonrelatives only. 

Unmarried partner - An unmarried partner is a person who is not related to the householder, 

who shares living quarters, and who has a close personal relationship with the householder. 

Unmarried-Partner Household - An unmarried-partner household is a household that includes 

a householder and an ‘‘unmarried partner.’’ An ‘‘unmarried partner’’ can be of the same or of 

the opposite sex of the householder. An ‘‘unmarried partner’’ in an ‘‘unmarried-partner 

household’’ is an adult who is unrelated to the householder, but shares living quarters and has a 

close personal relationship with the householder. An unmarried-partner household may also be a 

family household or a nonfamily household, depending on the presence or absence of another 

person in the household who is related to the householder. There may be only one unmarried-

partner per household, and an unmarried partner may not be included in a married-couple 

household as the householder cannot have both a spouse and an unmarried partner. 

Income of individuals - Income for individuals is obtained by summing the eight types of 

income for each person 15 years old and over. The characteristics of individuals are based on the 

time of enumeration (April 1, 2000), even though the amounts are for calendar year 1999. 
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Median income - The median divides the income distribution into two equal parts: one-half of 

the cases falling below the median income and one-half above the median. For households and 

families, the median income is based on the distribution of the total number of households and 

families including those with no income. The median income for individuals is based on 

individuals 15 years old and over with income. Median income for households, families, and 

individuals is computed on the basis of a standard distribution (see the ‘‘Standard Distributions’’ 

section under ‘‘Derived Measures’’). Median income is rounded to the nearest whole dollar. 

Median income figures are calculated using linear interpolation if the width of the interval 

containing the estimate is $2,500 or less. If the width of the interval containing the estimate is 

greater than $2,500, Pareto interpolation is used. (For more information on medians and 

interpolation, see ‘‘Derived Measures.’’) 

Divorced -This category includes people who are legally divorced and who have not remarried. 

How Poverty Status is Determined - 

The poverty status of families and unrelated individuals in 1999 was determined using 48 

thresholds (income cutoffs) arranged in a two dimensional matrix. The matrix consists of family 

size (from 1 person to 9 or more people) cross-classified by presence and number of family 

members under 18 years old (from no children present to 8 or more children present). Unrelated 

individuals and 2-person families were further differentiated by the age of the reference person 

(RP) (under 65 years old and 65 years old and over). 

To determine a person’s poverty status, one compares the person’s total family income with the 

poverty threshold appropriate for that person’s family size and composition (see table below). If 

the total income of that person’s family is less than the threshold appropriate for that family, then 

the person is considered poor, together with every member of his or her family. If a person is not 



 107

living with anyone related by birth, marriage, or adoption, then the person’s own income is 

compared with his or her poverty threshold. 

Individuals for whom poverty status is determined - Poverty status was determined for all 

people except institutionalized people, people in military group quarters, people in college 

dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old. These groups also were excluded from 

the numerator and denominator when calculating poverty rates. They are considered neither 

‘‘poor’’ nor ‘‘nonpoor.’’ (Census Glossary) 

Residence 5 years ago - The data on residence 5 years earlier were derived from answers to 

long-form questionnaire Item 15, which was asked of a sample of the population 5 years old and 

over. This question asked for the state (or foreign country), U.S. county, city or town, and ZIP 

Code of residence on April 1, 1995, for those people who reported that on that date they lived in 

a different house than their current residence. Residence 5 years earlier is used in conjunction 

with location of current residence to determine the extent of residential mobility of the 

population and the resulting redistribution of the population across the various states, 

metropolitan areas, and regions of the country. 

Summary File 1 – This Census 2000 file presents 100-percent population and housing data for 

the total population, for 63 race categories, and for many other race and Hispanic or Latino 

categories. The data include age, sex, households, household relationship, housing units, and 

tenure (whether the residence is owned or rented). Also included are selected characteristics for a 

limited number of race and Hispanic or Latino categories. The data are available for the U.S., 

census regions, census divisions, states and statistically equivalent entities, counties and 

statistically equivalent entities, county subdivisions, places, census tracts, block groups, census 

blocks, metropolitan areas, urban areas, American Indian and Alaska Native areas, tribal 
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subdivisions, Hawaiian home lands, Congressional districts, and ZIP Code tabulation areas. Data 

are available down to the block level for many tabulations, but only to the census tract level for 

others. Available on CD-ROM, DVD, and American FactFinder. 

Summary File 3 – This Census 2000 file presents data on population and housing long-form 

subjects, such as income and education. It includes population totals for ancestry groups. It also 

includes selected characteristics for a limited number of race and Hispanic or Latino categories. 

The data are available for the U.S., census regions, census divisions, states and statistically 

equivalent entities, counties and statistically equivalent entities, county subdivisions, places, 

census tracts, block groups, metropolitan areas, urban areas, American Indian and Alaska Native 

areas, tribal subdivisions, Hawaiian home lands, Congressional districts, and ZIP Code 

tabulation areas. Available on CD-ROM, DVD, and American FactFinder. 

UCR – Uniform Crime Reports 
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APPENDIX B   
CORRELATION MATRIX FOR EXPLANATORY AND OUTCOME VARIABLE 1990.
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. Female-perp 
IPH 

1.00                 

2. % Fem poverty .359 1.00                
3. % Fem unempl .300 .782 1.00               
4. % HH pub assis. .244 .786 .793 1.00              
5. M/F income -.221 -.282 -.093 -.265 1.00             
6. M/F education -.190 -.393 -.328 -.364 .429 1.00            
7. M/F % employ -.003 .181 .249 .212 .220 .208 1.00           
8. % fem div .005 -.106 -.124 -.041 -.076 .050 -.126 1.00          
9. % unmarried  .003 -.020 .053 .124 -.236 -.084 -.105 -.122 1.00         
10. Shelter rate -.281 .024 -.107 -.026 .118 -.039 -.085 .036 -.129 1.00        
11. Legal serv rate -.223 .093 .011 .026 .078 -.017 -.068 .079 -.086 .678 1.00       
12. Male batt. rate -.078 .052 -.048 .016 -.077 -.178 -.071 .127 -.118 .293 .316 1.00      
13. Referral rate -.115 -.048 .084 .034 .034 -.046 -.072 .025 .017 .164 -.009 .133 1.00     
14. Res. mobility -.244 -.460 -.431 -.442 .046 .111 -.226 .213 .225 .028 .016 .009 .079 1.00    
15. Hispanic(log) -.058 -.125 .110 .072 -.159 .032 .152 .109 .198 -.126 -.105 -.045 .077 .279 1.00   
16. Officer rate .347 .467 .305 .388 -.403 -.345 -.146 -.132 -.004 -.014 -.044 .039 -.049 -.449 -.167 1.00  
17. South .183 .189 .045 -.195 .014 -.083 -.041 -.189 -.234 -.008 .010 .074 -.067 -.025 -.262 .105 1.00 
 
1. Male-perp IPH 

 
1.00 

                

2. % Male poverty .260 1.00                
3. % Male unempl .199 .786 1.00               
4. % HH pub assis. .195 .766 .863 1.00              
5. M/F income -.250 -.322 -.193 -.265 1.00             
6. M/F education -.177 -.405 -.335 -.364 .429 1.00            
7. M/F % employ .006 .192 .218 .212 .220 .208 1.00           
8. % Male div .050 .001 .024 .029 -.094 -.009 -.152 1.00          
9. % Unmarried  .004 -.021 .063 .124 -.236 -.084 -.105 -.107 1.00         
10. Shelter rate -.280 .011 -.053 -.026 .118 -.039 -.085 .054 -.129 1.00        
11. Legal Serv rate -.245 .091 .050 .026 .078 -.017 -.068 .079 -.086 .678 1.00       
12. Male Batt. rate -.039 .062 -.018 .016 -.077 -.178 -.071 .137 -.118 .293 .316 1.00      
13. Referral rate -.121 -.033 .063 .034 .034 -.046 -.072 .005 .017 .164 -.009 .113 1.00     
14. Res. mobility -.227 -.389 -.537 -.442 .046 .111 -.226 .138 .225 .028 .016 .009 .079 1.00    
15. Hispanic(log) .018 -.041 .075 .072 -.159 .032 .152 .014 .198 -.126 -.105 -.045 .077 .279 1.00   
16. Officer rate .323 .426 .444 .388 -.403 -.345 -.146 -.048 -.004 -.014 -.044 .039 -.049 -.449 -.167 1.00  
17. South .122 .151 -.160 -.195 .014 -.083 -.041 -.188 -.234 -.008 .010 .074 -.067 -.025 -.262 .105 1.00 
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APPENDIX C  
CORRELATION MATRIX FOR EXPLANATORY AND OUTCOME VARIABLES 2000. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. Female-perp IPH 1.00                 
2. % Fem poverty .257 1.00                
3. % Fem unempl .219 .816 1.00               
4. % HH pub assis. .147 .751 .751 1.00              
5. M/F income -.245 -.256 -.200 -.178 1.00             
6. M/F education -.148 -.365 -.365 -.326 .476 1.00            
7. M/F % employ -.124 -.201 -.182 -.122 .396 .535 1.00           
8. % fem div .032 -.061 -.146 -.145 -.009 -.038 -.245 1.00          
9. % unmarried  .067 .339 .382 .537 -.294 -.358 -.267 .209 1.00         
10. Shelter rate -.224 .089 .095 .115 -.012 -.079 -.182 .010 .150 1.00        
11. Legal serv rate -.197 .030 .033 .072 -.092 -.058 -.168 -.008 .124 .709 1.00       
12. Male batt. rate -.100 .018 -.004 -.015 -.021 -.123 -.055 -.021 -.014 .347 .431 1.00      
13. Referral rate -.137 .047 .065 -.002 .109 -.035 .065 -.034 -.060 .047 -.253 .086 1.00     
14. Res. mobility -.084 -.164 -.155 -.251 -.289 .004 -.122 .162 .117 .008 .058 .019 -.013 1.00    
15. Hispanic(log) -.058 -.061 .085 .177 -.053 .061 .477 -.345 .133 -.182 -.191 -.008 .108 .153 1.00   
16. Officer rate .311 .482 .425 .353 -.424 -.224 -.372 -.011 .152 .004 .072 .000 -.103 -.210 -.282 1.00  
17. South .096 .099 .001 -.293 -.019 -.023 -.078 .070 -.523 -.115 -.121 .112 .053 .118 -.213 .107 1.00 
                  
1. Male-perp IPH 1.00                 
2. % Male poverty .210 1.00                
3. % Male unempl .126 .788 1.00               
4. % HH pub assis. .151 .757 .816 1.00              
5. M/F income -.226 -.323 -.218 -.178 1.00             
6. M/F education -.105 -.370 -.405 -.326 .476 1.00            
7. M/F % employ -.007 -.124 -.233 -.122 .396 .535 1.00           
8. % Male div -.013 .000 .131 -.009 -.034 -.123 -.348 1.00          
9. % Unmarried  .048 .371 .484 .537 -.294 -.358 -.267 .302 1.00         
10. Shelter rate -.327 .054 .130 .115 -.012 -.079 -.182 .136 .150 1.00        
11. Legal serv rate -.241 .012 .062 .072 -.092 -.058 -.168 .085 .124 .709 1.00       
12. Male batt. rate -.105 .003 -.010 -.015 -.021 -.123 -.055 .022 -.014 .347 .431 1.00      
13. Referral rate -.143 .040 .066 -.002 .109 -.035 .065 .039 -.060 .047 -.253 .086 1.00     
14. Res. mobility -.099 -.081 -.195 -.251 -.289 .004 -.122 .065 .117 .008 .058 .019 -.013 1.00    
15. Hispanic(log) .071 .080 .012 .177 -.053 .061 .477 -.434 .133 -.182 -.191 -.008 .108 .153 1.00   
16. Officer rate .338 .411 .435 .353 -.424 -.224 -.372 .125 .152 .004 .072 .000 -.103 -.210 -.282 1.00  
17. South .005 .026 -.154 -.293 -.019 -.023 -.078 .040 -.523 -.115 -.121 .112 .053 .118 -.213 .107 1.00 
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APPENDIX D  
SIMPLIFIED CORRELATION MATRIX FOR EXPLANATORY AND OUTCOME 

VARIABLES 1990. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. Female-perp IPH 1.00               
2. Econ. dep. index .359 1.00              
3. M/F income -.221 -.241 1.00             
4. M/F education -.190 -.393 .429 1.00            
5. M/F % employment -.003 .209 .220 .208 1.00           
6. % Fem divorced .005 -.116 -.076 .050 -.126 1.00          
7. % Unmarried HH .003 .000 -.236 -.084 -.105 -.122 1.00         
8. Shelter rate -.281 -.012 .118 -.039 -.085 .036 -.129 1.00        
9. Legal service rate -.223 .074 .078 -.017 -.068 .079 -.086 .678 1.00       
10. Male batt. rate -.078 .026 -.077 -.178 -.071 .127 -.118 .293 .316 1.00      
11. Referral rate -.115 -.012 .034 -.046 -.072 .025 .017 .164 -.009 .133 1.00     
12. Res. mobility -.244 -.473 .046 .111 -.226 .213 .225 .028 .016 .009 .079 1.00    
13. % Hispanic (log) -.058 -.063 -.159 .032 .152 .109 .198 -.126 -.105 -.045 .077 .279 1.00   
14. Office rate .347 .442 -.403 -.345 -.146 -.132 -.004 -.014 -.044 .039 -.049 -.449 -.167 1.00  
15. South .183 .156 .014 -.083 -.041 -.189 -.234 -.008 .010 .074 -.067 -.025 -.262 .105 1.00 
                
1. Male-perp IPH 1.00               
2. Econ. dep. index .254 1.00              
3. M/F income -.250 -.298 1.00             
4. M/F education -.177 -.403 .429 1.00            
5. M/F % employment .006 .210 .220 .208 1.00           
6. % Male divorced .050 .016 -.094 -.009 -.152 1.00          
7. % Unmarried HH .004 .004 -.236 -.084 -.105 -.107 1.00         
8. Shelter rate -.280 -.008 .118 -.039 -.085 .054 -.129 1.00        
9. Legal Service rate -.245 .083 .078 -.017 -.068 .079 -.086 .678 1.00       
10. Male batt. rate -.039 .040 -.077 -.178 -.071 .137 -.118 .293 .316 1.00      
11. Referral rate -.121 -.005 .034 -.046 -.072 .005 .017 .164 -.009 .133 1.00     
12. Res. mobility -.227 -.454 .046 .111 -.226 .138 .225 .028 .016 .009 .079 1.00    
13. % Hispanic (log) .018 -.007 -.159 .032 .152 .014 .198 .198 -.105 -.045 .077 .279 1.00   
14. Office rate .323 .452 -.403 -.345 -.146 -.048 -.004 -.004 -.044 .039 -.049 -.449 -.167 1.00  
15. South .122 .061 .014 -.083 -.041 -.188 -.234 -.34 .010 .074 -.067 -.025 -.262 .105 1.00 
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APPENDIX E  
SIMPLIFIED CORRELATION MATRIX FOR EXPLANATORY AND OUTCOME 

VARIABLES 2000. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. Female-Perp IPH 1.00               
2. Econ. Dep. Index .229 1.00              
3. M/F Income -.245 -.237 1.00             
4. M/F Education -.148 -.380 .476 1.00            
5. M/F % Employment -.124 -.184 .396 .535 1.00           
6. % Fem Divorced .032 -.114 -.009 -.038 -.245 1.00          
7. % Unmarried HH .067 .449 -.294 -.358 -.267 .209 1.00         
8. Shelter Rate -.224 .107 -.012 -.079 -.182 .010 .150 1.00        
9. Legal Service Rate -.197 .049 -.092 -.058 -.168 -.008 .124 .709 1.00       
10. Male Batt. Rate -.100 .003 -.021 -.123 -.055 -.021 -.014 .347 .431 1.00      
11. Referral Rate -.137 .036 .109 -.035 .065 -.034 -.060 .047 -.253 .086 1.00     
12. Res. Mobility -.084 -.208 -.289 .004 -.122 .162 .117 .008 .058 .019 -.013 1.00    
13. % Hispanic (log) -.058 .052 -.053 .061 .477 -.345 .133 -.182 -.191 -.008 .108 .153 1.00   
14. Office Rate .311 .462 -.424 -.224 -.372 -.011 .152 .004 .072 .000 -.103 -.210 -.282 1.00  
15. South .096 -.059 -.019 -.023 -.078 .070 -.523 -.115 -.121 .112 .053 .118 -.213 .107 1.00 
 
1. Male-Perp IPH 

 
1.00 

              

2. Econ. Dep. Index .180 1.00              
3. M/F Income -.226 -.260 1.00             
4. M/F Education -.105 -.390 .476 1.00            
5. M/F % Employment -.007 -.161 .396 .535 1.00           
6. % Male Divorced -.013 .030 -.034 -.123 -.348 1.00          
7. % Unmarried HH .048 .500 -.294 -.358 -.267 .302 1.00         
8. Shelter Rate -.327 .104 -.012 -.079 -.182 .136 .150 1.00        
9. Legal Service Rate -.241 .051 -.092 -.058 -.168 .085 .124 .709 1.00       
10. Male Batt. Rate -.105 -.008 -.021 -.123 -.055 .022 -.014 .347 .431 1.00      
11. Referral Rate -.143 .032 .109 -.035 .065 .039 -.060 .047 -.253 .086 1.00     
12. Res. Mobility -.099 -.189 -.289 .004 -.122 .065 .117 .008 .058 .019 -.013 1.00    
13. % Hispanic (log) .071 .110 -.053 .061 .477 -.434 .133 -.182 -.191 -.008 .108 .153 1.00   
14. Office Rate .338 .426 -.424 -.224 -.372 .125 .152 .004 .072 .000 -.103 -.210 -.282 1.00  
15. South .005 -.154 -.019 -.023 -.078 .040 -.523 -.115 -.121 .112 .053 .118 -.213 .107 1.00 
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APPENDIX F  
VARIANCE INFLATION FACTORS FOR SIMPLIFIED MODELS 

                                                                               Fem-Perp90         Male-Perp90        Fem-Perp00         Male-Perp00 
      
Female economic deprivation index 1.900 2.028 
 
Male economic deprivation index                                                       1.987 2.006 
 
Ratio of male to female education 1.549 1.546 2.068 2.084 
 
Ratio of male to female income 1.615 1.614 2.039 2.034 
 
Ratio of male to female employment 1.438 1.457 2.369 2.381 
 
Percent female divorced  1.226 1.450 
 
Percent male divorced  1.197 1.623 
     
Percent unmarried households  1.343 1.314 2.799 2.908 
 
Male batterers programs per 100,000 males 1.226 1.227 1.397 1.397 
     
Shelters per 100,000 females 2.056 2.054 2.391 2.385 
 
Legal service programs per 100,000 females 2.056 2.061 2.864 2.855 
 
Referral services per 100,000 females   1.108 1.111 1.290 1.308 
  
Percent hispanic (log)  1.348 1.361 2.078 2.176 
        
Residential mobility  1.908 1.890 1.634 1.616 
     
Officer rate per 1,000  1.780 1.789 2.076 2.026 

South   1.237 1.242 1.959 1.891 
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APPENDIX G  
CORRELATION MATRICES FOR DOMESTIC VIOLENCE SERVICE VARIABLES. 

1990 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Shelters 1.00       
2. Hotlines .906 1.00      
3. Counseling .906 .995 1.00     
4. Children counseling .877 .920 .922 1.00    
5. Legal services .646 .723 .736 .661 1.00   
6. Batterers counseling .392 .419 .420 .422 .283 1.00  
7. Number of referrals .328 .413 .418 .301 .101 -.241 1.00 
 

2000 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Shelters 1.00       
2. Hotlines .904 1.00      
3. Counseling .900 .981 1.00     
4. Children counseling .923 .946 .956 1.00    
5. Legal services .851 .921 .959 .933 1.00   
6. Batterers counseling .630 .702 .734 .715 .733 1.00  
7. Number of referrals -.163 -.144 -.153 -.191 -.246 -.095 1.00 
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