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Abstract 
 

FEMICIDE: THE IMPACT OF VICTIM/OFFENDER  
RELATIONSHIP ON CRIME CHARACTERISTICS  

 
By 

 
Donna M. Morgan 

 
Advisor:  Dr. Patricia Zapf 
 

 The complexity of human behavior is never more evident than in the events 

surrounding the taking of another life (Flewelling & Williams, 1999).  However, the 

preponderance of research on homicide has primarily focused on those committed against 

male victims (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998).  Therefore, currently recognized patterns 

and theories in homicide research may merely be representative of those involving male 

victimization.   

 Recent studies examining femicide have shown that it is, in fact, very different than 

homicide committed against men.   It has been shown that homicides against women have 

different causes and circumstances than male-victim homicide, especially in terms of 

victim/offender characteristics, relationship, motive, method, and location (Block & 

Christakos, 1995; Moracco et al., 1998).  Furthermore, this research has shown that just 

as homicide is not a homogeneous phenomenon, neither is femicide.  We can expect 

different characteristics of the victim, offender, and offense based upon the victim/offender 

relationship.   

 The present study adds to the growing body of knowledge on homicides against 

women by examining the role of the victim/offender relationship in crime characteristic 

variation.  A number of hypotheses related to victim/offender characteristics, method, 



v 

 

location, and crime scene behavior were developed utilizing an integrated lifestyle-routine 

activities approach.  These hypotheses were tested through the analyses of 393 solved and 

unsolved cases of femicide committed in New Jersey during a seven-year period (1991 

through 1997).  This information was obtained from homicide reports completed by the 

case investigators and submitted to the New Jersey State Police, Violent Crime Analysis 

Unit (ViCAP).  These reports include information on victim/offender relationship, 

victim/offender characteristics, location, cause of death, sexual assault, and additional 

crime scene behavior. 

 While quantitative analyses are utilized in the present study to examine the patterns 

and interactions found in femicide, qualitative interviews help provide depth to this data.  

In-depth interviews were conducted with twelve offenders to provide further insight into 

the factors behind the offenders’ behavior.  The combination of quantitative and 

qualitative analyses presented in this dissertation helps provide a more comprehensive 

examination of femicide at the macro level as well as at lower levels of aggregation. 

 This dissertation provides new insight into the victim/offender interaction.   Most 

notably, it has practical utility for investigators.  It provides a more scientific and 

systematic basis to previously subjective approaches of police investigations through an 

increased understanding of femicide and the affect of the victim/offender relationship.   
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
 The complexity of human behavior is never more evident than in the events 

surrounding the taking of another life (Flewelling & Williams, 1999).    Homicide is a 

diverse and complex multidimensional phenomenon (Rojek & Williams, 1993; West, 

2000).  Yet, while no two homicides are the same, some are more similar than others.   

 Wolfgang’s (1958) classic study, Patterns in Criminal Homicide, was one of the 

first works that recognized the need to categorize homicides for the purpose of analysis. 

Wolfgang proposed that “if criminologists are to acquire general principles of homicide 

that are essential to effective control, prevention, and treatment they must seek patterns, 

similarities, and repetitions that can become the basis for classifications and 

generalizations” (p. 3).  Many studies have been produced in the 48 years since that use 

this philosophy to increase our knowledge of the homicide event as well as our knowledge 

of the characteristics of the victims and offenders.  Safarik, Jarvis and Nussbaum (2002) 

have further shown that, through the examination of crime scene variables, there is a 

potential to identify offender characteristics. 

 Current studies categorize homicides based on victim/offender relationship, 

circumstance, motive, and drug relatedness, but few have examined victim gender.  One 

explanation is that homicide is most often committed against males with females 

constituting only about one fourth of homicide victims in any given year (Flanagan & 

Maguire, 1992).  Consequently, most of what is known about homicide is based on male 

victimization (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998).  It is possible that the greater 

occurrence of male victimization in homicide may obscure any variations involving females 
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(Smith & Brewer, 1992).  Therefore, currently recognized patterns in homicide may 

merely be representative of those involving male victimization.   

   In fact, homicides against women differ vastly from those committed against men.   

It has been shown that femicide has different causes and circumstances than overall 

homicide, especially as it relates to victim and offender characteristics, motive, method, 

and location (Block & Christakos, 1995; Moracco, Runyan, Butts, 1998).  Identifying 

patterns of femicide is a crucial step toward developing the conceptual and theoretical 

frameworks necessary to better understand this event (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998). 

 This study examines the effect of victim/offender relationships (i.e., intimate, 

family, acquaintance, stranger, or unknown) on victim/offender characteristics, location, 

cause of death, sexual assault, and other crime scene behavior. It provides not only a 

better understanding of the characteristics and patterns of femicide but also interactions 

between these variables.  This study seeks to fill the gap in our understanding of femicide 

through the examination of comprehensive investigative data.  This data is comprised of 

the 393 solved and unsolved cases of femicide committed in New Jersey during a seven-

year period (1991 through 1997) that were reported to the New Jersey State Police 

ViCAP Unit.   

 In addition, in-depth interviews, which were conducted with a sample of the 

offenders, provide further insight into the factors behind the offenders’ behavior.  The 

quantitative analysis examines the patterns and interactions found in femicide, while the 

qualitative interviews provide richness to the data. Although qualitative case studies have 

long been viewed as the weaker research method, many researchers recognize that 

interviews are among the most powerful means we have in our quest to understand our 
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fellow human beings (Fontana & Frey, 1994).  Interviews provide strong insight into the 

‘who’ and ‘why’ of the femicide phenomenon.  One common concern regarding case 

study research is scientific generalization (Yin, 1994).  However, it should be noted that 

the interviews in this study are not intended to generalize to the whole population but 

rather to expand and generalize to the theoretical propositions.  The combination of 

quantitative and qualitative analyses presented here helps provide a more comprehensive 

examination of the phenomenon of femicide.   
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 
 
 For many years, extensive research literature has been published on homicide.  The 

belief that homicide should not be viewed as a homogeneous phenomenon has been widely 

accepted and can be seen in the body of research which has been carried out and 

published.  Many of these studies have examined the role of victim/offender relationships 

in homicides, predominately involving male victims (Decker, 1996; Decker, 1993; Drawdy 

& Myers, 2004; Huong & Salmelainen, 1993; Maxfield, 1989; Messner & Tardiff, 1985; 

Morgan & Kratcoski, 1986; Riedel & Zahn, 1985; Silverman & Kennedy, 1987; Simon, 

1995; Smith & Parker, 1980; Wilson, 1993; Zahn & Sagi, 1987). 

Homicide and Victim/Offender Relationship  

 Five of the most comprehensive and informative studies examining the effect of 

victim/offender relationship on homicide characteristics are described here followed in 

more detail by five studies which specifically examine the effect of victim/offender 

relationship on femicide.  The first study is included in both the homicide and femicide 

sections of this literature review.  Wolfgang’s (1958) classic study, Patterns in Criminal 

Homicide, was the first to recognize the need for categorization in homicide and the only 

to provide enough detail on femicides to allow for separate analysis.   

 Wolfgang conducted a study of the patterns in 588 cases of criminal homicide that 

occurred between 1948 and 1952 in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  His work was the first to 

systematically classify the victim/offender relationship.  When examining and comparing 

the victim/offender relationships, he found significant differences on a wide variety of 

variables, including race, sex, age, method, temporal and spatial patterns, alcohol use, 

degree of violence, motive, etc. 
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 The second study examined was conducted by Silverman and Kennedy (1987) 

utilizing data submitted to Statistics Canada by the Canadian Police Department on 9642 

homicides committed between 1961 and 1983.  They studied the effect of ‘relational 

distance’ or victim/offender relationship on the ability to predict patterns in gender, age, 

means, and location. 

 The next study was conducted by Zahn and Sagi (1987).  Zahn and Sagi collected 

police and medical examiner data on 1373 homicides occurring in 1978 in Philadelphia, 

Newark, Chicago, St. Louis, Memphis, Dallas, Oakland, San Jose, and one unnamed city.  

These cases were categorized based on victim/offender relationship and then examined for 

statistical differences based on age, race, gender, method, location, and witnesses. 

 The final two studies examined were conducted by Decker and published in 1993 

and 1996.  Utilizing data on 792 homicides gathered from the St. Louis Police Department 

for the years of 1985 through 1989, Decker first examined the association between 

victim/offender relationship and race, age, gender, location, motive, weapon, and number 

of suspects.   

 Decker then examined the homicides that did not fall within normative 

expectations about the relationship between victim-offender relationship and motive.  This 

refers to the expectation that homicides committed by those intimately related would be 

motivated by emotion, whereas homicides committed by strangers would be more likely 

motivated by material gain.  He then examined the effect of the victim-offender 

relationship and motivation on variables such as race, sex, age, marital status, weapon, 

location, number of suspects and/or witnesses, as well as drug and/or alcohol involvement.   



Femicide     6 
 

 

 Each of these studies classified the victim/offender relationship into a different set 

of categories.  Wolfgang (1958) categorized the victim/offender relationship into 

paramour sex relationship, family, close friend, acquaintance, sex rival, enemy, stranger, 

felon or police officer, or other.  Unfortunately many of the studies to follow collapsed 

Wolfgang’s categories into a dicotomy, primary relationship/secondary relationship 

(Bankston & Loupe, 1985; Decker, 1993; Parker & Smith, 1979; Smith & Parker, 1980) 

or stranger relationship/non-stranger relationship (Messner & Tardiff, 1985; Sampson, 

1987; Simon, 1995; Smith & Parker, 1980).   

 Silverman and Kennedy (1987) utilized four victim/offender relationship 

categories; stranger, spouse/lover, other family, and friends/acquaintances.   Their findings 

revealed that relational distance provided an important factor for the examination of all 

variables and they conclude that examinations of aggregate data without categorization 

can be misleading in the development of patterns.  Zahn and Sagi (1987) took a different 

approach and classified the victim/offender relationship as family, acquaintance, stranger 

felony, and stranger non-felony.  Family included blood relatives, unmarried couples living 

together, separated, and divorced couples.   

 Decker (1993) used a more traditional approach and examined the use of 

dichotomies such as primary/secondary or stranger/non-stranger for categorizing 

victim/offender relationships vs. utilizing the five categories of intimate, familial, friend, 

acquaintance, and stranger.  He defined primary as including intimates and family 

relationships.  His classification of secondary included those with limited or no prior 

relationship, such as acquaintances and strangers.  Decker acknowledges the use of 
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dichotomies in categorizing these relationships may in fact mask the variations between 

the relationship categories.   

 Decker (1993) argued that homicides committed within the primary/non-stranger 

relationships differ from those within the secondary/stranger relationships due to the 

intensity of the victim and offender bonds and the level of the offender’s stake in the 

victim’s wellbeing.  Within the primary relationship there is also a variance in the intensity 

of the relationship, with relationships involving blood ties the most intense, followed by 

those romantically involved, and lastly by friendship. Therefore, Decker notes that the 

difference in the intensity between these relationships is masked by collapsing them into a 

single primary/non-stranger variable.  As predicted, he found differences between the 

victim/offender relationship categories would have been missed had a dichotomy been 

utilized.   

 While the studies of the role of victim/offender relationship in homicide have 

greatly added to the body of knowledge, the collapse of the victim/offender relationship 

into a dichotomy or combined categories has made further differentiation and analysis 

limited if not impossible. Some prior studies have used motive and relationship as two 

interchangeable measures of the same dimension.  Decker (1996) found that while 

relationship intensity did appear to play a role in the motive for the homicide, it is not as 

strong a predictor as was previously thought. 

 Decker (1996) defined motive as either expressing outrage and emotion or as 

instrumental, in pursuit of financial gain or to gain an advantage over the victim.  Decker 

predicted that homicides normally involve expressive motives when there is an intimate 

relationship and instrumental motives when no close relationship is observed.  Decker 



Femicide     8 
 

 

hypothesized this would be due to expressive violence being a product of a more intense 

relationship and the fact that stranger relationships should lack the “history or intensity of 

interaction necessary.”  Whereas, the bonds established in the intimate relationship should 

provide a protection from instrumental violence not found in the stranger relationship.  

However, he found that homicides between victims and offenders with primary 

relationships (i.e. intimate, family) were not primarily expressive (emotional) violence and 

homicides between strangers were not primarily motivated by instrumental (monetary) 

reasons. Decker’s study found that nearly 20% of intimate/familial homicides were 

motivated by material gain rather than emotional expression and stranger homicides were 

equally as likely to be expressive as for material gain.  

 The findings of Decker’s (1996) study show that the victim/offender relationship is 

not as important a determining factor in motivation as was predicted.  Twenty-eight 

percent of intimate victim/offender relationship homicides actually involved an 

instrumental motivation.  Even more significant, 46% of secondary victim/offender 

relationship homicides involved an expressive motivation.  These findings show that prior 

studies have erroneously used victim/offender relationship and motivation as alternative 

measurements of the same concept. 

Femicide and Victim/Offender Relationship 

 More recently, we have begun to see an emergence of work done on homicides 

involving women.  Much of this research has been devoted to women as the perpetrators 

of homicide (Bradfield, 2001; Browne, 1987; Kirkwood, 2003; Peterson, 1999; Rasko, 

1976; Walker, 1989).  This is surprising as even fewer women are found to be 

perpetrators of homicide than victims of it.  Those studies which have examined the female 
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as the victim have focused primarily on the victims of domestic violence (Barnard, Vera, 

& Newman, 1982; Block & Christakos, 1995; Dawson & Gartner, 1998; Johnson & 

Hotton, 2003; Morton, Runyan, & Moracco, 1998; Smith, Moracco, & Butts, 1998; 

Wilson & Daly, 1993) and the role of gender inequality in violence against women (Bailey 

& Peterson, 1995; Brewer, 1995; Brewer & Smith, 1995; Davies, 1996; Gartner, Baker, 

& Pampel, 1990; Gauthier & Bankston, 1997; Stout, 1992; Vieraitis & Williams, 2002).    

 Although these studies are valuable to our understanding of spousal homicide, they 

lack generalizability to femicide as a whole (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998).  Domestic 

femicide only focuses on one sub-group of this population and may not be generalizable to 

the victims of familial, acquaintance, or stranger femicides.  Just as male-victim homicide 

statistics overpower the reality of female victims, within femicide the large number of 

domestics can obscure the findings for family, acquaintance, and stranger femicides. 

 Five primary studies which provide the most descriptive and thorough analysis of 

femicide were identified.  The first study was conducted by Wolfgang (1958).  The study 

included both male and female victims, but unlike other studies, he separated the results 

for most of the variables, thus allowing for an examination of femicides specifically.  One 

hundred thirty-nine of these cases (23.6%) included female victims.  This is in keeping 

with current reports that female victims account for approximately one-fourth of homicide 

victims. 

 Wolfgang (1958) utilized police reports, coroners’ reports, court records, and 

prison records.  The results, published in Patterns in Criminal Homicide, allow for the 

first in-depth examination of femicide through analysis of the following variables: method, 

location, brutality, motive, victim/offender relationship, and victim precipitation.  This 
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study provides us with our first real look at homicide against women.  Wolfgang also 

found significant differences between homicides of African American women and 

Caucasian women, as well as those killed by their spouses and those killed by offenders 

other than their spouses. 

 More than thirty years passed before a second study was published.  This study, 

conducted by Goetting (1991), greatly contributed to understanding the overall patterns of 

femicide.  Goetting’s study examined only those homicides perpetrated against female 

victims during 1982 and 1983 in Detroit, Michigan.  She utilized data gathered from 

police reports in order to analyze 131 solved cases of femicide.  This study examined the 

descriptive characteristics of offenders and victims, relationship, motive, method, victim 

precipitation, and location.   

 Goetting’s (1991) study was then followed, six years later, by the work of Wilt, 

Illman, and Brodyfield (1997).  Through the New York Department of Health, they 

conducted a study of female homicide victims in New York City from 1990 through 1994.  

Wilt et al. reviewed medical examiners’ records and police reports for 1159 women, ages 

16 and older, murdered in New York City during that period.  Their study examined the 

descriptive characteristics of offenders and victims, motive, method, location, relationship, 

victim precipitation, and brutality.  This study was later expanded by Frye, Hosein, 

Waltermauer, and Wilt (2004) to include all 1861 femicides victims in New York City 

from 1990 through 1999. 

 The final primary study that examined femicide was conducted by Moracco, 

Runyan, and Butts (1998).  This study examined 586 cases of femicide occurring in North 

Carolina between 1991 and 1993.  Moracco et al. collected data from medical examiners’ 
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reports and interviews with investigators to gather information on the descriptive 

characteristics of offenders and victims, method, and location. 

 Additionally, two studies that specifically examined victim marital status were also 

included (Kposowa, Singh, & Breault, 1994; Breault & Kposowa, 1997).  Each of these 

studies is detailed by variable in this section, followed by a table comparing the findings 

for each.  Lastly a critique of the five primary studies is presented. 

A) The Victims 
 

1. Victim Age 

 The mean and median ages for victims of femicide were similar across all five 

studies.  When Wolfgang (1958) examined the victims’ ages in the Philadelphia study, he 

categorized it by victim’s race.  Using the dichotomy of Caucasian and African American, 

he found that female Caucasian victims were, on average, 36 years of age.  Female African 

American victims had a slightly lower mean of 31 years of age.  Goetting (1991) found a 

similar mean age of 32 years for the femicide victims in her Detroit study.  The Detroit 

victims ranged in age from 2 months to 84 years.   

 The first New York City study conducted by Wilt et al. (1997) only considered 

victims who were 16 years of age or older.  Its findings reported a mean age of 37 years 

with only 19% of the victims being 50 years of age or older.  When the study examined 

age in conjunction with victim race, the researchers found Caucasian females more evenly 

distributed with 43% being 50 years of age or older.  This is also consistent with 

Wolfgang (1958)’s findings of a higher mean for Caucasian victims.  Wilt et al. also 

reported that 73% of the New York City familial femicide victims were 40 years of age or 

older.   



Femicide     12 
 

 

 With Frye et al. (2004) expansion of the New York City study, victim age was 

lowered to include all females 12 years of age and older beginning in 1995.  In order to 

compute the mean age for victims for the ten-year period, Frye et al. examined victims 16 

years of age and older and reported no change in the average age of 37 years that Wilt et 

al. (1997) reported.  When examining age in conjunction with motive and perpetrator, 

they found victims with known motive and perpetrators had a mean age of 38 years, and 

victims with unknown motive and perpetrators had a mean age of 37 years.  The study 

then calculated the mean age of intimate femicide victims and found they had the youngest 

mean age of 35, whereas victims of all other offenders had a mean age of 38. 

 The North Carolina study (Moracco et al., 1998) took a similar approach and only 

included victims who were 15 years of age or older.  It reported a range in age from 15 to 

90 years with a median age of 32 years.  Consistent with the findings of Wilt et al. (1997), 

Moracco et al. also found that young women were particularly affected by femicide with 

77% of the victims being less than 45 years of age.   

 Further examining this younger group in conjunction with relationship and gun 

usage, Moracco et al. (1998) discovered these younger victims were more than four times 

likely to be killed by a intimate partner and twice as likely to be killed by a gun than were 

victims 55 years of age or older.  The latter victims were more likely to be killed by a 

family member, acquaintance, or stranger and more likely to be killed by bodily force in 

their homes.  This is consistent with Frye et al. (2004) reporting a younger mean for 

intimates and Wilt et al. (1997) reporting most familial victims were over 40 years of age. 

2. Victim Ethnicity 

 All five studies found higher rates of femicide for African American victims.  
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Wolfgang (1958) reported that 69% of the Philadelphia victims were African American 

although African Americans comprised only 17% of the city’s population at the time.  

Goetting (1991) found a similar though less dramatic proportionality between 

victimization and population rates in Detroit, finding that 76% of the victims in Detroit 

were African American, while 63% of Detroit’s population was African American, 

according to a 1980 census reported.   

 This phenomenon also repeated itself in the New York City studies.  In the Wilt et 

al. (1997) study from 1990 through 1994, 52% of the victims of femicide were reported to 

be African American although they only comprised 25% of the city’s population.  The 

number of African American victims dropped slightly to 50% when Frye et al. (2004) 

extended the study to 1999.  Wilt et al. further reported that Caucasian (16%), Hispanic 

(29%), and Asian (2%) victim rates were either similar to or less than their percentage in 

the population, reported as 46%, 22%, and 7% respectively.  Frye et al. found no 

significant change in the percentages of Caucasian (17%), Hispanic (28%), and Asian 

(3%) victimization.   

 While they comprised only 22% of the state’s population Moracco et al. (1998) 

also found that 50% of the victims in North Carolina were African American.  However, 

unlike the study’s predecessors, North Carolina had a higher rate of Caucasian victims 

(48%).   

 With respect to ethnicity and victim/offender relationship, Wilt et al. (1997) 

reported that while over twice as many African American women in the New York City 

study were killed by intimate partners, Caucasian victims (25%) succumbed to intimate 

femicide in greater proportion than African Americans (19%) or Hispanics (22%). 
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However, when Frye et al. (2004) lengthened the New York City study to include 1995 

through 1999, they found the Asian/Other (35%) and Hispanic (26%) categories 

surpassed the proportion in which both Caucasian (24%) and African Americans (22%) 

were killed by intimate partners.  Conversely, Moracco et al. (1998) reported that 

Caucasians in North Carolina were twice as likely to be killed by a stranger as were 

African American victims.   

3. Victim Marital Status 

 It should be noted that in a study on the effects of marital status, Kposowa, Singh, 

and Breault (1994) found marriage to be a protective factor in male victimization.  They 

found that single and divorced men were more likely than married men to be the victims of 

homicide.  However, Breault and Kposowa (1997) in a later study hypothesized that due 

to the higher rate of domestic violence, this phenomenon would not hold true for women.   

Breault and Kposowa (1997) and Moracco et al. (1998) both found that the rates for 

single women did not appear to differ from married women.  It might be expected the 

femicide rate for married women to even surpass that of single women.  However, many 

intimate femicides are committed by boyfriends and ex-boyfriends, which also raise the 

percentage of single female victims. 

 Goetting’s (1991) and Moracco et al. (1998) studies reported similar findings.  

Goetting found that 49% of all the women murdered in Detroit were married and living 

with their husbands at the time of their deaths.  Similarly, Moracco et al. found little 

difference when marital status was considered.  Moracco et al. reported that 

approximately one-third of the victims in North Carolina were married (35%), another 

third were single (36%), 6% were separated, 13% were divorced, and 10% were 
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widowed. Gartner and McCarthy (1991) also found that, unlike males, marriage does not 

provide females protection from homicide. 

B) The Offenders 

1. Offender Age 

 Goetting (1991) and Moracco et al. (1998) found similar rates for the offenders of 

femicide.  Goetting reported that the Detroit offenders ranged from 13-74 years of age 

with a mean of 32 years.  Moracco et al. found their North Carolina counterparts ranged 

from 10-82 years of age with a median age of 30 years.  While Wilt et al. (1997) did not 

present a mean age for the offenders in the New York City study, they did report that 58% 

of the offenders ranged in age from 20 to 39.  This finding was consistent with the mean 

age reported in the Detroit and North Carolina studies.   

 In the expanded New York City study, Frye et al. (2004) focused on victim 

characteristics and did not cite descriptive information on the offenders.  While Wolfgang 

(1958) did present offender information for homicides as a whole, he did not break down 

offender age by the gender of the victim.  Wolfgang did, however, address femicides when 

he specified the age difference between victims and offenders.  Wolfgang reported that 

female African American victims had a median age two years younger than their offenders.  

However, since Caucasian females were slightly older than their African American 

equivalents and their offenders remained roughly the same age, they had a median age four 

years older than their offenders. 

 Consistent with Wolfgang's (1958) findings, Goetting (1991) found that only 38% 

of the Detroit victims were older than their offenders.  Goetting hypothesized that this 

might be due to the high number of domestic femicides and the tendency for these 
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domestic relationships to involve an older male and younger female.   

2. Offender Ethnicity 

 Each study that addressed offender characteristics reported proportions of 

offender ethnicity similar to those of victim ethnicity.  This was consistent with reports 

that femicide is primarily an intraracial phenomenon.  Both Moracco et al. (1998) and 

Goetting (1991) reported that 86% and 87%, respectively, of the homicides with known 

offenders were intraracial. 

 Philadelphia data (Wolfgang, 1958) showed that 71% of the known femicide 

offenders were African American and 29% were Caucasian.  Goetting (1991) reported 

similar proportions, finding that 86% of the known Detroit offenders were African 

American.  Wilt et al. (1997) reported that 48% of the known New York City femicide 

offenders were African American, 12% were Caucasian, and 35% were Hispanic.  These 

findings were consistent with the rates for victim ethnicity.  

 The data from North Carolina (Moracco et al., 1998) showed that 54% were 

African American, 43% were Caucasian, and 3% were categorized as other.  Although 

these findings presented by Moracco et al. showed a significantly higher rate for 

Caucasians, they were consistent with North Carolina’s higher reporting of Caucasian 

victims, which is expected in light of the findings that femicide is primarily intraracial. 

3. Offender Gender 

 Goetting (1991) found that 89% of the femicide offenders in Detroit were male 

and 11% were female.  Similarly Wilt et al. (1997) reported that 94% of the known New 

York City offenders were male and 6% were female.  Moracco et al. (1998) reported an 

even higher number of known male femicide offenders (96%) in North Carolina.  These 
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findings are not surprising considering the common prevalence of male offenders in 

general and in addition studies have shown that when women kill, they typically kill men 

(Goetting, 1988).   

C) The Victim/Offender Relationship 
 
 Based on Durkheim’s (1951) theory that females typically lead a less secular life 

than do men, Wolfgang (1958) hypothesized that they would be more likely to be killed by 

someone who they were in a “relatively close, intimate, personal, and direct” (p. 204) or 

primary relationship with than would male victims.   Wolfgang, in fact, found that while 

primary relationships accounted for 59% of the male victims, they accounted for 84% of 

the femicides.  Further examination revealed that while only 11% of men were murdered 

by their wives, 41% of the women killed were murdered by their husbands.   

 Wolfgang (1958) stated: 

Criminal homicide is probably the most personalized crime in our society.  Because 
motives do not exist in a vacuum, the subject-object, doer-sufferer relationship is of prime 
importance in this particular crime . . . homicide is a dynamic relationship between two or 
more persons caught up in a life drama where they operate in a direct, interactional 
relationship.  More so than in any other violation of conduct norms, the relationship the 
victim bears to the offender plays a role in explaining the reasons for such flagrant 
violation. (p. 203) 
 
 Wolfgang (1958) found that femicides in Philadelphia occurred most often 

between family members (52%).  His study included the husband/wife association as part 

of the family relationship.  A boyfriend/girlfriend relationship was reported in 21% of the 

solved femicides, followed by friends (9%), acquaintances (6%), strangers (5%), lovers 

triangle/sex rivals (4%), innocent bystanders (2%), and enemies (1%).  There were 38 

unsolved / unknown offender homicides in Wolfgang’s study.  He examined the category 

of spousal killings at the end of the Philadelphia study but did not examine femicides 
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separately.  Therefore, the findings are for homicides as a whole and may not be 

representative of femicides. 

 Goetting (1991) utilized a more simplified victim/offender relationship 

classification system for the Detroit femicides and found almost identical offender 

percentages among strangers (22%), marital (21%) and acquaintance relationships (21%).  

These statistics further showed that 18% of femicides were committed by family members, 

15% by former spouses, and 2% were committed by friends.  It is unclear where 

boyfriend/girlfriend relationships fit in to this classification scheme.  No cases of femicide 

in which the offender was unknown were included in this study.  

 Initially, Goetting’s (1991) findings appear to vary drastically from Wolfgang’s 

(1958) results.  Though, if Goetting’s categories are reworked to more closely mirror 

Wolfgang’s definitions, the numbers become more congruent.  For example, combining 

Goetting’s family, marital and former spouse categories as Wolfgang did in his family 

category would yield 54%, which is similar to Wolfgang’s result of 52%.   

 The studies that followed more closely mirrored the categories selected by 

Goetting (1991) and therefore appear more similar at face value.  Wilt et al. (1997) 

reported that in New York City, 49% of the solved femicides were committed by intimate 

partners, 17% by strangers, 14% by family members, 14% by acquaintances, and in 6%, 

the relationship was unclear or the relationship was classified as “other.”  In the expanded 

New York City study, Frye et al. (2004) re-categorized the victim/offender relationship 

into intimate partners (24%), non-intimate partners (31%), and unknown (45%).  

Moracco et al. (1998) found femicides in North Carolina were committed predominately 
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by current and former intimate partners, 35% and 16% respectively, followed by 

acquaintances (25%), strangers (10%), and family members (7%).  

D) The Crime Scene  
 

1. Location 

 Wolfgang (1958) found that femicide victims in Philadelphia were most likely to be 

killed in a residence (68%).  In 55% of those femicides, it was the home of both the victim 

and the offender.  More specifically, 27% took place in the home of the victim but not the 

offender, 7% were solely in the home of the offender, and 11% were in the residences of a 

third party.  A further breakdown revealed the bedroom (35%) was the most common 

location, followed by a public street (20%), kitchen (15%), living room (12%), stairway 

(7%), bar (4%), another commercial place (7%), and other places (2%).   

 Concerning femicide location, Wolfgang (1958) found it striking that women were 

significantly more likely than men to be killed in the bedroom.  He concluded that, while 

the particular place did not cause the homicide and the offender did not necessarily choose 

one place over another, his data showed that location “may play an important role in the 

circumstances” surrounding the homicide (Wolfgang, 1958, p. 133). 

 Goetting (1991) utilized similar categories in the Detroit study and found 

comparable results.  She reported the following breakdown for victims killed in a 

residence: females killed in the bedroom (40%), living room (15%), yard or on the porch 

(14%), kitchen (10%), bathroom (7%), and in another room or basement (14%).  

Goetting also found that the victims were most often killed in the home of both the victim 

and the offender (31%) or a home belonging to the victim but not the offender (33%), 

followed by a home belonging solely to the offender (11%), and finally the residence of a 
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third party (2%).  Overall, Goetting reported that 77% of the Detroit femicides occurred 

in a residence. 

 Wilt et al. (1997), Frye et al. (2004), and Moracco et al. (1998) reported similar 

findings.  Wilt et al. reported that 60% of the New York City victims were killed in private 

residences, 50% of which were in the victims’ own homes.  Thirty-seven percent were 

killed in a public place; 29% of these were outside, such as on a street or in a parking lot; 

and 8% were indoors, such as in a restaurant, store, or nightclub.  The expanded New 

York City study conducted by Frye et al. similarly reported findings that 52% were killed 

in their own homes, and 18% occurred in public on the street, sidewalk or subway.   

 In both New York City studies, the victim/offender relationship was examined 

along with the location.  Wilt et al. (1997) reported that from 1990 through 1994, 94% of 

familial femicide and 83% of intimate partner femicides were committed in a private 

residence.  From 1990 through 1999, Frye et al. (2004) reported that 74% of intimate 

femicides occured in the victims’ homes while only 46% of the non-intimate femicides 

occurred in the victims’ homes. 

 Location statistics in the North Carolina study revealed that 67% of the state’s 

femicide victims were killed in a private residence, and 56% of the femicide victims were 

killed in their own homes.  In 7% of the cases, the victim was killed in the offender’s 

home, and in 4% it was in the home of a third party.  Moracco et al. found 22% were 

killed in a public place, most often a street or sidewalk, and these victims were more likely 

to be killed by a stranger or unknown offender than by someone they knew.  The victim’s 

workplace was the location in only 3% of the cases. 
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2. Method   

 Although Wolfgang (1958) believed that the type of weapon used is often merely 

an “accident of availability,” he reported finding significant patterns (p. 79).  He found that 

34% of the women in his study were stabbed to death, 30% were shot, 23% were beaten, 

and 13% were killed by another method, such as poison or arson.  Further, of the 53 

women in Wolfgang’s study who were killed by their husbands, 38% were shot, 32% were 

stabbed, and 28% were beaten.  When wives who were killed in the bedroom were 

examined, these statistics changed to 50% beaten, 25% stabbed, 17% shot, and 8% killed 

by miscellaneous methods. 

 Wolfgang (1958) also found an interesting interaction between method and victim 

ethnicity.  Although femicide by gun was relatively comparable between African 

Americans and Caucasions, 29% and 33% respectively, 42% of the African American 

victims were stabbed compared to only 16% of Caucasians.  Additionally, only 20% of 

African American women were beaten to death as compared to 30% of the study’s 

Caucasian women.  Only 9% of African American women were killed by another method 

compared to 21% of Caucasian women.  Wolfgang surmised cultural preferences for 

certain weapons and methods to be a plausible explanation for these differences.   

 In the Detroit study, Goetting (1991) found 54% of the women were shot, 19% 

were stabbed, 15% were beaten, 9% strangled or suffocated, and 3% were killed by 

another method.  Interestingly, Goetting reported a higher number of shooting deaths and 

a higher number of African American victims, which contradicted Wolfgang’s (1958) 

cultural preference theory and suggested that some other factor was at work here.   
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 Wilt et al. (1997) reported that only 46% of the women killed in New York City 

were shot compared to 81% of the male victims.  Twenty percent were stabbed, 10% 

were strangled, 7% were bludgeoned, and 9% were killed by other means.   Frye et al. 

(2004) found similar results when the study was expanded.  She reported that 42% were 

shot, 21% stabbed, 10% strangled, 8% bludgeoned, 6% burned or asphyxiated, 12% died 

due to multiple causes or other methods, such as being pushed out a window.   

 Wilt et al. (1997) and Frye et al. (2004) further examined method selection by 

victim/offender relationship.  Wilt et al. found that 50% of the victims in intimate partner 

homicides were shot, 34% of the family homicide victim’s were stabbed, and 54% of 

sexual assault homicide victims were strangled.  They went on to report that family and 

robbery homicide victims were more likely to be bludgeoned.  Frye et al. similarly reported 

that 46% of intimates were shot and 28% stabbed.  Thirteen percent of victims killed by an 

unknown perpetrator were strangled compared to 8% intimate and 8% non-intimate. 

 Moracco et al. (1998) similarly found that women in North Carolina were less 

likely to be killed by guns (54%) than were men (75%).  A sharp object was used in 19% 

of the cases and bodily force, such as beating, suffocation or strangulation, comprised 

10%.  A blunt object was used 9% of the time and 8% were either unknown or another 

method.  

3. Brutality 

 Wolfgang (1958) examined the degree of violence by studying the number of acts 

of assault in each homicide.  Although he acknowledged that this determination should be 

based on more information, including the emotional state of the offender, the extent of the 

victim’s resistance, and culture patterns, he indicated that the only data available are “the 
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number of observable physical movements” (p. 158).  Wolfgang classified the violence 

into six categories: two acts, three to five acts, more than five acts, severe beating, severe 

beating followed by one stab, or severe beating followed by one shot.     

 He further classified this category as violent and non-violent.  While he recognized 

the use of the term non-violent may have raised criticism, he defined non-violent acts as 

those that stop at one to two shots/stabs, or those when the victim is hit only once, but the 

victim falls back and hits her head.  He argued that the individual who repeatedly stabs or 

shoots his victim after having seen the victim stagger and bleed “has engaged in behavior 

somewhat more violent than one act involved” (p. 159).  The classification of this variable 

seems to have been left to some subjectivity by the coder. 

 Wolfgang (1958) found that analysis by victim gender showed significant 

differences in the extent of violence.  He reported that only 46% of men compared to 63% 

of women were killed violently.   Wolfgang concluded this may have been due to the 

higher number of beating deaths of women and the repeated blows that would be 

necessary to beat someone to death.   

 Nevertheless, he still reported finding a higher percentage of women killed 

“violently” by every method with the exception of the “other” category.  Wolfgang (1958) 

reported that 72% of females who were stabbed were stabbed three or more times 

compared to 46% of males.  Two-thirds of females who were shot were shot more than 

once compared to only 44% of males.  Sixty-three percent of the females who were beaten 

were classified as violent compared to 50% of the males.   

 In further analyses, Wolfgang (1958) found that “excessively violent” homicides, 

those involving five or more stabs or shots, were more likely to occur in the home.  He 
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speculated that this might be a factor in the higher incidence of excessive violence 

reported in husband-wife slayings.  In fact, further analysis by Wolfgang revealed that 

when examined, the category of more than five acts constituted 24% of the husband-wife 

slayings. 

 Wilt et al. (1997) also examined the degree of violence and reported that almost 

ten percent of the New York City women were assaulted by two or more methods at the 

time of their death.  Their study found 10-20 stab wounds occurring in family and robbery 

homicides whereas intimate partner homicide victims generally had less than 10. 

4. Sexual Assault 

 Several interesting factors were noted when the presence of sexual assault was 

examined.  Wilt et al. (1997) found that 6% of all the New York City cases showed strong 

evidence of sexual assault regardless of primary motivation.  In only 15% of these cases 

was the victim killed by an intimate partner.  Frye et al. (2004) reported that 4% of all 

femicides were assessed to have evidence of sexual assault whereas, 2% of intimate and 

5% of non-intimate femicides had evidence of sexual assault. 

 Moracco et al. (1998) noted that in North Carolina almost half of the robbery-

femicide victims were over 54 years of age, and in 36% of the cases, sexual assault was 

involved.  However, femicides involving sexual assault alone typically involved victims 

under the age of 35 (60%).  Twenty-nine percent of the victims who were sexually 

assaulted were killed with a knife or other sharp object, 22% were shot, and 18% were 

strangled.   
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Table 1: Comparison of Reviewed Studies 
 
 

 
Frye  
et al. 

 
Goetting 

 
Moracco 
et al. 

 
Wilt 
et al. 

 
Wolfgang 

Population N.Y.C. Detroit N. Carolina N.Y.C. Philadelphia 

Years 1990-99 1982-83 1991-93 1990-94 1948-52 

Percentage of Subjects 1861 123 586 1159 139 

Victim Ethnicity  

African American 50% 76% 50% 52% 69% 

Caucasian 17% -- 48% 16% 31% 

Hispanic 28% -- -- 29% -- 

Intraracial  -- 87% 86% -- -- 

Victim Marital Status  
Single -- -- 36% -- -- 

Married -- 49% 35% -- -- 
Separated -- -- 6% -- -- 
Divorced -- -- 13% -- -- 
Widowed -- -- 10% -- -- 

Offender Ethnicity  

African American -- 86% 54% 48% 71% 

Caucasian -- -- 43% 12% 29% 

Hispanic -- -- -- 35% -- 

Offender Gender 

Male -- 89% 96% 94% 87% 

Female -- 11% 4% 6% 13% 

Relationship      

Intimate 24% 36% 50% 49% -- 

Family     -- 18% 7% 14% -- 

Acquaintance -- 24% 25% 14% -- 

Unknown -- 22% 18% 23% -- 

Location      

Residence -- 77% 67% 60% 68% 

Public Place 18% 20% 30% 37% 32% 

Unknown -- -- 3% 3% -- 
Method      

Gunshot 42% 54% 54% 46% 30% 

Stabbed 21% 19% 19% 20% 34% 

Bodily force 18% 24% 19% 17% 23% 
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E) Critique 
 
 The aforementioned research provides a glimpse into the phenomenon of femicide.  

These findings provide support for the assertion that femicide is not the same as homicide 

involving male victims and that previous research examining homicide as whole has failed 

to notice the nuances of femicide.  These studies are only a first step into examining 

femicide as they exhibit limitations with respect to generalizability, mutual exclusivity of 

comparison populations, and expansion beyond the descriptive level.  

 Wilt et al. (1997), Frye et al. (2004), and Moracco et al. (1998) for example, only 

examined victims over the ages of 16, 12, and 15, respectively.  While this is beneficial in 

allowing the focus to be placed on adult femicide, it might cause a failure to notice some 

aspects of femicide as a whole, as the homicides of young females were ignored.  

Femicides in victims over the age of 12, 15 or 16 are not likely to be generalizable to 

younger victims.  A complete study of femicide should examine the descriptive features of 

child femicide and how these risks and characteristics compare with adult victimization.   

 A second problem with generalizability arises in the selection of predominately 

urban populations.  The studies conducted by Wolfgang (1958), Goetting (1991), Wilt et 

al. (1997), and Frye et al. (2004) are all based on urban data.  Goetting even admitted the 

lack of generalizability due to the urban, predominately African American community 

represented in her Detroit study.  While at the time of these studies, African Americans 

still represented a minority in Philadelphia and New York City populations, they are most 

definitely urban settings.  Moracco et al. (1998) allows us to compare urban and rural 

settings in her study of North Carolina and, in fact, found differences in rates of 

victim/offender relationships and other characteristics. 
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 Goetting’s (1991) Detroit study provides a good source of information on the 

perpetrators of femicide.  However, this focus on the offender eliminates the inclusion of 

unsolved or unknown offender homicides.  Goetting did not report how many femicides 

were omitted due to this, but an average of other studies shows this could represent 

approximately 21% of the femicides.  

 Additionally, Goetting (1991) admitted there was a limitation in her study caused 

by comparing femicides against homicides as a whole.  Therefore the two populations 

being compared were not mutually exclusive.  While this is not an ideal situation, this 

comparison still provides excellent confirmation of the lack of generalizability of homicide 

as a whole to the phenomenon of femicide. 

 As with any new exploration, we must begin with descriptive bodies of work.  The 

more recent literature has begun to expand this and examine the effects one variable can 

have on another.  Wilt et al. (1997) and Frye et al. (2004) examined the effect of the 

victim/offender relationship on the method or cause of death and found dramatic variance, 

but they only did so for a limited number of variables. 

 While Wolfgang (1958) actually recognized the need to examine the 

victim/offender relationship, his categories were somewhat confusing and his work was 

primarily descriptive with little analysis of the effect of relationship on the other variables.  

Wolfgang missed the importance of separating family and domestic femicides and 

combined them into one category.  Unfortunately, Wolfgang examined the classification of 

spousal murder toward the end of his study but for homicides as a whole.  Hence this 

excludes valuable information since intimate homicide is less common for men and varies 

in the manner in which it is carried out as does the other forms of femicide.   
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 The present study seeks to minimize these limitations and expand upon the body of 

knowledge of femicide more systematically by examining the effect of the victim/offender 

relationship on victim, offender, and crime scene characteristics.  In order to better explain 

the dynamics of femicide, this study explores the variation in this relationship by examining 

a rich, previously unutilized data source.  The information gleaned from this study is 

beneficial to field investigators, forensic psychologists, and others attempting to 

understand the phenomenon of femicide. 
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Chapter 3 Lifestyle and Routine Activities Theory 
 
 The research questions and hypotheses developed for this study are based on an 

integrated lifestyle-routine activities approach.  Lifestyle theory, developed by Hindelang, 

Gottfredson, and Garofalo (1978), predicts that an individual’s chance of becoming the 

victim of criminal activity is based on his or her daily patterns (i.e., lifestyle).  This theory 

asserts that lifestyle is affected by demographic and social factors.  Variations in these 

factors create differing levels of exposure to potentially dangerous situations and 

corresponding risks of victimization.   

 Routine activities theory, a complementary model to the lifestyle approach, was 

developed by Cohen and Felson (1979).  Routine activities theory similarly believes that 

the victim’s daily activities affect their risk of victimization.  Three necessary elements 

must be present for this victimization to occur; there must be a motivated offender, a 

suitable target, and an absence of a capable guardian.   

 When taken all together, lifestyle and routine activities theories provide a more 

complete theory (Nelsen & Huff-Corzine, 1998; Schreck & Fisher, 2004)).  The integrated 

lifestyle-routine activities approach asserts that individuals who share common socio-

demographic characteristics will have similar lifestyles and therefore similar daily or 

routine activities.  By sharing similar routine activities they share similar risk of 

victimization. 

  Unlike approaches that examine the factors motivating the offender to choose a life 

of crime, lifestyle-routine activities theory asks: given a motivated offender, what else 

affects the probability of a crime occurring.  Integrated, these two theories hypothesize 

that people who share similar demographic and social factors will tend to lead similar 
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lifestyles and have similar routine activities (Kennedy & Silverman, 1990; Liska, Krohn, & 

Messner, 1989; Nelson & Huff-Corzine, 1998).  Although this approach has been used in 

many studies to examine victimization, only a few studies have specifically examined the 

victimization of women (Schwartz & Pitts, 1995). 

 Since it is often impractical to directly measure a victim’s routine activities, most 

studies have examined factors that indirectly affect the victim’s lifestyle (Massey & 

McKean, 1985; Messner & Tardiff, 1985).  These factors, which can affect the victim’s 

vulnerability, include the victim’s gender, age, ethnicity, marital status, and environment.  

Previous research has, in fact, shown that these socio-demographic variables are the best 

predictors of victimization (Cohen, Kluegel, & Land, 1981; Garafalo, 1986; Kennedy & 

Forde, 1990). 

 Routine activities theory has been tested on the crime of homicide.  While these 

studies have shown support for routine activities theory, the findings are more 

representative of male victimization than female victimization.  They find that homicides 

often occur in public places where no guardians are available and involve single, young 

males who place themselves in dangerous situations and have no guardians present.   

 These findings, nonetheless, do not fit the typical femicide victim who is often 

killed in her residence, married, and in her early thirties.  This is not to say that lifestyle 

and routine activities theory does not apply to femicide, merely that femicide differs from 

male homicide in that those who would typically be expected to serve as a guardian for 

females, such as an intimate partner or family member, are most likely to be the motivated 

offender.  Mustaine and Tewksbury (1997) argued that studies utilizing routine activities 
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theory should be delineated by gender as there are diffences in the lifestyle options of men 

and women. 

 This study utilized lifestyle-routine activities theory to formulate predictions and 

hypotheses regarding the role of the victim/offender relationship on the crime 

characteristics.  For the purpose of this research, lifestyle-routine activities theory was not 

only used to examine who was most likely to be murdered, but also to examine by whom 

the victim was most likely to be murdered.  This dissertation was not designed to be a test 

of the lifestyle-routine activities approach but merely utilizes it to explore female 

victimization.  It should not be considered as such for two primary reasons:  First, since no 

comparison group of those who avoided femicide is included, predictions cannot be made 

about the factors affecting the likelihood of victimization.  Second, it does not provide a 

direct measure of the victim’s lifestyle or routine activities.  Unlike studies that utilize 

victimization surveys to determine lifestyle activities, this study does not attempt to 

determine if repetitive or typical behavior led to victimization.  However, it does provide 

information about those situations in which females are typically killed. 
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Chapter 4 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

In this section, the literature on femicide and the integrated lifestyle-routine 

activities approach reviewed in the previous chapters was applied to each variable for the 

development of seven hypotheses. 

A) The Victims 

1. Victim Age 

 Lifestyle-routine activities theory predicts that children who are victimized are 

more likely to be killed by family members or acquaintances with whom they have 

repeated contact, such as babysitters and day-care providers.  These individuals function 

as the child’s guardian from strangers, but when they become the motivated offenders it 

creates an absence of a guardian capable of preventing the violence.   

 As children grow older, become more independent, and leave the guardianship of 

the family, it is expected that their victimization by strangers will increase.  Similarly, the 

potential for victimization by intimates arises as they become old enough to form these 

relationships.  Although previous femicide studies have found that intimate victims on 

average are younger than victims of family femicides, this may be explained by the 

exclusion of children from these studies.  

 In a study conducted by Candice Nelsen and Lin Huff-Corzine (1998), lifestyle-

routine activities theory was applied to elderly homicide victimization for male and female 

victimization.  This study found the older or elderly population is more likely to have 

outlived their intimate partners, more likely to be viewed as having valuables, and more 

likely to be physically vulnerable thereby making them an easy target for victimization by 

strangers.   
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  Hypothesis (1): It is hypothesized that victims of familial femicides will on average 

have the youngest femicide victims, followed by acquaintance, intimate and stranger 

femicide.  Thus there will be a statistically significant difference between the mean age of 

victims based on victim/offender relationship (family, acquaintance, and stranger 

femicides), with the mean age of familial victims being much younger than stranger 

femicides.  

2. Victim Ethnicity 

 All five femicide studies reported higher rates of femicide for African American 

victims when compared to their proportion in the population.  Using the lifestyle-routine 

activities approach, one would argue that this is based on the higher rate of African 

Americans residing in urban areas and the higher rate of stranger homicides in these 

locations.  Still, Moracco et al. (1998) found that even when controlling for urban-rural 

status, African American women had a higher rate of victimization.  Furthermore, when 

ethnicity was examined with respect to victim/offender relationship, there appeared to be 

little or no agreement between studies.   

 Therefore, analyses were conducted to determine the rate of victimization based on 

victim ethnicity (Caucasian, African American, Hispanic, other) and whether any 

relationship exists between victim ethnicity and victim/offender relationship (intimate, 

relative, acquaintance, stranger, unknown).   

3. Victim Marital Status 

 Previous studies of homicide victimization showed that male victims were more 

likely to be single; therefore, it has been argued that marriage or its accompanying lifestyle 

appears to provide a protective effect against victimization in males.  This protective effect 
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does not appear to hold true for women due to the higher likelihood of a female being 

killed by an intimate partner.  However, lifestyle-routine activities approach predicts that 

while marriage may not provide an overall protective effect, a husband may still serve as a 

‘capable guardian’ against victimization by family members, acquaintances, and strangers.  

 Hypothesis (2): It is hypothesized that, unlike male victims of homicide, marriage 

will not be a protective factor for victims of femicide overall but will be a protective factor 

from certain types, in particular, familial, acquaintance and stranger femicide.  In other 

words, there will be a statistically significant difference between the victim’s marital status 

and her relationship with the offender, with single, divorced, and widowed women more 

likely to be killed by a family member, acquaintance, or stranger and married women more 

likely to be killed by an intimate partner.   

B) The Offenders 
 

1. Victim/Offender Age Differences 

 As victim age and the victim/offender relationship are predicted to vary based on 

lifestyle-routine activities theory, the age difference between the victim and offender is 

also predicted to vary.   Based on the lifestyle-routine activities approach, it was predicted 

that children are more likely to be victimized by family members or acquaintances, adults 

by an intimate partner, and the elderly by a stranger.   

 Hypothesis (3): It is therefore hypothesized that whether the victim is older or 

younger than her offender will vary with relationship, meaning there will be a statistically 

significant difference between the victim/offender age distribution, with familial femicide 

victims being younger than their offenders, intimates being approximately the same age, 

and stranger femicide victims being older than their offenders.  
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2. Offender Ethnicity  

 Previous studies of race relationships indicate that the majority of homicides, 

regardless of victim/offender relationship, are intraracial (Decker, 1993; Goetting, 1991; 

Rojek & Williams, 1993; Wilt, Illman, & Brodyfield, 1997; Zahn & Sagi, 1987).  These 

findings are expected according to the lifestyle-routine activities approach and are not 

predicted to differ for femicides.  Individuals are more likely to live and work in racially 

homogenous areas.  Similarly, they are more likely to socially interact and be romantically 

involved in intraracial relationships.     

 Hypothesis (4): It is hypothesized that, similar to homicides, femicides will be 

primarily intraracial.  Thus, there will be a statistically significant difference between the 

victim/offender ethnicity breakdown, categorizing Caucasian offender/Caucasian victim; 

African American offender/African American victim; Hispanic offender/Hispanic victim; 

and Other Minority offender/Other Minority victim greatly over-represented and 

interracial victim/offender relationships rarely occurring.   

3. Offender Gender 

 Unlike ethnicity, gender does not appear to be an intra-group phenomenon with 

males killing males and females killing females.  Instead, women and men are most 

commonly killed by males and when women do kill, they most often kill men (Goetting, 

1988; Wolfgang, 1958).  Relatively little examination has been done on the victim/offender 

relationship in this rare female on female homicide and how this differs from the 

victim/offender relationship of the more typical male on female homicide. 

 Analyses were conducted to determine whether any difference in the rate of 

occurrence of victim/offender relationships (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, 
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unknown) based on the offender gender (male, female) exists.  

4. Offender Status 

 For the most part, the femicide studies examined here do not address the offender 

status.  However, Wolfgang’s (1958) study did address offender status, but he does not 

specifically examine femicide or the role of the victim/offender relationship.  He also 

reported that those who committed suicide after having committed a homicide were most 

likely to have killed an intimate partner of the opposite sex.  Wilt et al. (1997) also found 

that intimate partner homicides were more likely to be followed by suicide than other 

relationships.  Analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship existed 

between the victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, 

unknown) and the offender status (in custody, identified but not in custody, deceased, or 

unknown).   

C) The Victim/Offender Relationship 
 
 Lifestyle-routine activities theory predicts that because females do not routinely 

participate in ‘at-risk’ behavior, they will not only have a lower rate of victimization than 

do males, but they will also be less likely to be victimized by strangers.  This is consistent 

with Wolfgang (1958)’s hypothesis that due to females leading a less secular life, they are 

more likely to be killed by someone they are close to.  Prior research on homicide as well 

as other violence against women revealed that they are, in fact, more likely to be harmed 

inside an intimate relationship (Goetting, 1991; Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998; 

Schwartz, 2005).   

 Hypothesis (5): It is hypothesized that women are most likely to be killed by 

someone they have an intimate or familial relationship with.  Consequently there will be a 
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statistically significant difference between the number of intimate, family, acquaintance, 

stranger, and unknown offender femicides, with intimate and familial femicides greatly 

over-represented. 

D) The Crime Scene  

1. Location 

 Criminals often target victims because of their routine activities (Karmen, 2004), 

such as where they work, where they shop, and how they get there.  Routine activity 

theory examines how a victim’s activities can bring her into contact with an offender.  

Examining the location of victim/offender contact can provide us with information on the 

offender and the type of relationship the victim and offender may have had.  For example, 

one is more likely to come into contact with family members or intimate partners in her 

own home and into contact with strangers outside of her home.  In fact, previous studies 

showed that the more intense the relationship between the victim and offender, the more 

likely the homicide will occur indoors (Decker, 1993; Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998; 

Riedel, 1981; Wilt, Illman, & Brodyfield, 1997; Zahn & Sagi, 1987).   

 Hypothesis (6): It is hypothesized that intimate and familial femicides will more 

likely occur in a private residence whereas acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offender 

femicides are more likely to occur in public places.  That is, there will be a statistically 

significant difference between the victim/offender relationship and the location of the 

incident.  There will be much higher rates of intimate and familial femicides occurring at a 

residence and acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offender femicides occurring in a 

commercial building, in a field or wooded area, or on the street.   
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2. Method 

 The findings of homicide studies predominately involving male victims indicate that 

handguns are the most common weapon regardless of victim/offender relationship 

(Decker, 1993).  Furthermore, the use of personal contact (stabbing, bludgeoning, 

strangling, etc) was found to increase with the intensity of the relationship in homicide 

overall (Decker, 1993).  Previous studies of femicide have shown that this phenomenon 

does not hold true for women.  Females killed by intimates are predominately killed with 

guns whereas females killed by strangers are more likely to be killed by stabbing, 

bludgeoning, strangling, etc. (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998; Wilt, Illman, & 

Brodyfield, 1997).   

 While previous lifestyle-routine activities research does not appear to address 

differences in method based on the victim/offender relationship, one study addressed 

variance in method as a possible affect of age.  This study, conducted by Nelsen and Huff-

Corzine (1998), examined lifestyle-routine activities and elderly homicide.  These authors 

hypothesized that the common use of physical contact is a result of the increased physical 

vulnerability of the victim. 

 Baron and Kenny (1986) address the influence of moderating and mediating 

variables on correlation between the independent and dependant variables in research.  

According to their definitions, victim/offender relationship may be a moderating variable, 

in that it partitions age into subgroups that effect the cause of death.  

 Hypothesis (7): It is hypothesized that previously observed relations between the 

cause of death and victim/offender relationship may actually be confounded by the victim’s 

physical vulnerability measured here by the victim’s age.  That is, the cause of death and 
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victim/offender relationship are related only because they are both dependent on the 

victim’s age.  Thus, age acts as a mediating variable in this relationship. 

 In addition, analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists 

between victim age or victim/offender relationship and the type of firearm used, range of 

gunfire, number of gun shot wounds, or number of stab wounds. 

3. Brutality 

 Marvin Wolfgang (1958) found “excessively violent” homicides, those involving 

five or more gunshot or stab wounds, were more likely to occur in the home and intimate 

partner homicides to be more violent than violent homicides in general.  However, Wilt et 

al. (1997) found that, in terms of stabbing, family and robbery femicides were more 

violent, with 10-20 wounds, whereas in intimate femicide the victim generally had less 

than 10 wounds. 

 Therefore, analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists 

between the victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, 

unknown) and evidence of brutality (more than 4 gun shot wounds, more than 10 stab 

wounds, blunt force beyond that necessary to cause death, multiple causes of death) for 

the sample in this study. 

4. Sexual Assault 

 Moracco et al. (1998) found that 32% of the femicides in North Carolina showed 

evidence of sexual assault.  When only those cases involving intimate partner relationships 

were examined, barely 6% showed evidence of sexual assault.  Wilt et al. (1997) reported 

that 6% of the New York victims who were given rape kits had positive results.  Of those, 

15% were intimate partner femicides.  While interesting, these results raise more questions 
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than they answer.   

 Analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists between the 

victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, unknown) and 

evidence of sexual assault (vaginal, anal, insertion of foreign objects, postmortem sexual 

assault). 

5. Victim’s Property 

 Previous research revealed that motive is difficult, if not impossible, to define and 

identify.  Motives are often not mutually exclusive, and many studies have created motive 

categories that actually include relationship.  Wilt et al. (1997) categorized motive in the 

New York City study as intimate partner, familial, dispute, robbery, sex crimes, narcotics, 

random, and other.  Obviously, overlap exists among these categories, and there is 

typically no accurate way to determine what the primary motive actually was.  For 

example, the potential exists for an offender to break in to sexually assault the victim and 

then take valuables in a robbery of convenience or vice versa.   

 In order to overcome the difficulties involved with the examination of motive, this 

study categorized the presence or absence of motive related variables, such as sexual 

assault or the taking of the victim’s property but does not attempt to assign motives to 

each case.  Therefore, regardless of whether the motive of the homicide was robbery or 

valuables were taken as an after thought, such action is recorded as property taken or not 

taken.   

 Analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists between the 

victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, unknown) and 

evidence the offender took any property from the victim (item missing, no apparent item 
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missing).      

6. Covering or Redressing The Victim 

 Little or no quantitative research has been done on variables with psychological 

underpinnings, such as the victim’s state of dress or whether the offender covered or 

redressed the homicide victim.  This study examined the probability of occurrence, and 

analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists between the 

victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, unknown) and the 

victim’s state of dress (fully dressed, partially dressed, nude) or evidence the offender 

covered the victim (covered body, covered face, redressed victim).  Additionally, the 

quantitative interview portion of this study added further insight into this behavior. 

7. Binding and Gagging 

 Little quantitative research has been done on binding and gagging of the victim.  

Those works that attempted to examine this behavior focused primarily on sexual and/or 

serial offenders and may not be applicable to the variety of femicide categories considered 

here.  In this study, analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists 

between the victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, 

unknown) and evidence the offender bound the victim (bound, gagged, blindfolded).   

8. Altering The Scene 

 Lastly, analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists 

between the victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, 

unknown) and evidence the offender altered the scene (moved body, disabled utilities, 

ransacked, destroyed evidence, disfigured, dismembered, staged).  Similar to the variables 

of covering/redressing or binding/gagging the victim, prior research in the area of crime 
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scene behavior is lacking, especially with respect to femicide and the victim/offender 

relationship.  These quantitative analyses along with the qualitative interviews will provide 

insight into this previously unexplored area. 

Table 2: Research Hypotheses 
Number Description 
1 Familial femicides will have the youngest victims, followed by acquaintance, 

intimate, and stranger femicide. 
2 Unlike male victims of homicide, marriage will not be a protective factor to victims of 

femicide overall but will be a protective factor from certain types, i.e., familial, 
acquaintance, and stranger. 

3 Whether the victim is older or younger than her offender will vary with relationship. 

4 Similar to homicides, femicides will be primarily intraracial. 

5 Women are most likely to be killed by someone with whom they have an intimate or 
familial relationship. 

6 Intimate and familial femicides will be more likely to occur in a private residence; 
whereas, acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offender femicides are more likely to 
occur in public places. 

7 Cause of death will be more closely related to victim age than to victim/offender 
relationship. 
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Chapter 5 Research Design and Methodology 

A) Sample 
 
 As outlined in the previous chapters, this study seeks to increase our understanding 

of femicide through quantitative data analysis and qualitative interviews.  This is achieved 

through examination of victim, offender, and crime scene information as reported in the 

New Jersey State Police (NJSP) Violent Crime Analysis Unit (ViCAP) form, and in-depth, 

face-to-face, semi-structured interviews of 12 femicide offenders randomly selected from 

these cases.  This section outlines how the quantitative ViCAP data and the qualitative 

interview data were chosen and collected.   Both qualitative and quantitative samples are 

then analyzed for generalizability.   

Quantitative ViCAP Data 

 The NJSP database collects information on all cases of criminal homicide 

investigated by the police, regardless of court outcome or whether prosecutors decide to 

pursue the case.  The database includes a vast collection of data including information on: 

submitting agency, investigator, victim, offender, scene, offense, condition of victim when 

found, cause of death and/or trauma, and weapon (refer to Appendix A for complete 

form).  The ViCAP database is victim driven and each victim is counted as a separate 

criminal homicide event even if more than one woman was killed in the same incident. 

 All 393 cases of femicide reported to the NJSP ViCAP Unit that occurred within 

New Jersey over the seven-year period between January 1, 1991 and January 1, 1998 were 

included.  These dates were selected as all county prosecutors were mandated by the 

Governor to complete ViCAP forms on all homicides occurring after January 1991.   

January 1998 was given as a cut off date to allow investigators time to conduct a thorough 
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investigation and submit the ViCAP form to the NJSP as well as allowing those accused to 

complete the judicial process, including most appeals. 

 In order to determine the generalizability of the findings, New Jersey Uniform 

Crime Report (UCR) data were compared to those cases submitted to ViCAP.  Although 

UCR data does not provide the extensive detail offered by the ViCAP data, it does 

represent one of the most accurate reports of homicide occurrences available and allows 

for analysis of the generalizability of ViCAP cases.  

 Although compliance with the ViCAP program is mandatory, only 60% of the 

homicides reported to the New Jersey UCR were also submitted to the ViCAP unit during 

this time frame.  This low percentage is in part due to the extremely low compliance of 

Essex County, which includes the City of Newark, where the largest number of cases 

occurs.  In order to assure that this did not affect the generalizability of the cases 

submitted to ViCAP, these cases were compared with the UCR data on the victim age, 

victim ethnicity, and relationship of victim/offender.   

 The average age of the femicide victim reported to ViCAP was 36 years of age 

compared to 34 years of age for UCR.   Although a slightly lower proportion of African 

Americans were reported to ViCAP (36%) than to UCR (44%), this can again be 

explained by the underreporting of Essex County, which accounts for 43% of the African 

American victims reported to UCR.  Lastly, an examination of the victim/offender 

relationship in the cases submitted to ViCAP and UCR revealed no significant differences.   

 A comparison of ViCAP and UCR data for 1991-1997 did not reveal a statistically 

significant difference for age, t (1153) = -.957, p<.339.  Ethnicity, χ2 (2, n=1156) = 8.57, 

p<.014 and relationship, χ2 (4, n=1156) = 15.31, p<.004, however, were significantly 



Femicide     45 
 

 

different.  When each ethnicity was examined separately Caucasians victims were slightly 

over represented in the ViCAP data (58.8%) compared to UCR reports (51.6%),  African 

American victims were slightly under represented with 35.9% compared to UCR reports 

of 44.6%.  As explained in the previous paragraph, this is expected due to the under 

reporting of Essex County.  When each relationship was examined separately only 

stranger, χ2 (1, n=1156) = 11.43, p<.001 was significantly different.  Intimate, χ2 (1, 

n=1156) = 1.245, p<.264, familial, χ2 (1, n=1156) = 1.885, p<.170, acquaintance, χ2 (1, 

n=1156) = 2.022, p<.155, and unknown, χ2 (1, n=1156) = 1.397, p<.237, were not. 

 Stranger femicides accounted for 15.6% of the ViCAP data but only 8.9% of the 

UCR data.  This finding is not surprising because ViCAP was originally designed as a 

database to record and examine serial homicides.  While it functions as a database for all 

homicides it is especially useful to investigators attempting to develop leads on apparent 

stranger homicides.  Even if the submitting case is solved, it provides the investigator a 

way to examine similar unsolved cases that may have also been committed by their 

offender.  Due to the lower percentage for ViCAP (15.6%) and UCR (8.9%) combined 

with relationship being utilized as a dependant variable in this study, the deference in 

reporting of stranger femicides did not significantly affect the finding of this study. 
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Table 3: Comparison of NJ ViCAP Femicides and UCR Femicides from 1991-1997 

 
  

Qualitative Interview Data 
 
 This study included in-depth interviews to supplement the ViCAP data outlined 

above.  These interviews provide insight into the quantitative findings through a personal 

look at a sample of the offenders in these cases.  In total, twelve in-depth, semi-structured, 

face-to-face interviews with offenders were conducted at the Trenton State Prison, 

Trenton, New Jersey.  Of the 393 cases of femicide occurring between 1991 and 1997 that 

were reported to ViCAP, 236 offenders were listed as identified and in custody.  From this 

group, offenders were placed in random order, utilizing the “Random Selection” feature of 

SPSS for each victim/offender relationship category (intimate, family, acquaintance, 

stranger, unknown).   

 These lists were given to the administration at the Trenton State Prison in Trenton, 

New Jersey.  Social workers at that facility then approached the listed inmates with Adult 

N  
Column % 

NJ - ViCAP 
Femicides 

NJ - UCR 
Femicides 

Mean Victim Age (SD) 36 (21) 34 (21) 
Victim Ethnicity   

 Caucasian/Hispanic 231 
58.8% 

394 
51.6% 

 African American 142 
36.1% 

340 
44.5% 

 Other/Unknown 20 
5.1% 

29 
3.8% 

Relationship   
 Intimate 121 

30.9% 
211 

27.6% 
 Family 49 

12.5% 
118 

15.4% 
 Acquaintance 71 

18.1% 
165 

21.6% 
 Stranger 61 

15.6% 
68 

8.9% 
 Unknown 90 

23.0% 
201 

26.3% 
Total 393 763 
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Inmate Research Participation Consent Forms (see Appendix B).  Twenty-six inmates 

were approached for interviews; eleven declined, one inmate did not speak English, one 

refused to participate without a psychologist present, and twelve agreed to participate. 

 Comparisons between those who refused and those who agreed to participate 

indicated that there were no significant differences between these two groups with respect 

to age, t (21) = 1.11, p<.280; ethnicity, χ2 (2, n=23) = 2.70, p<.260; or victim/offender 

relationship, χ2 (3, n=23) = 3.25, p<.355.  However, caution must be used in the 

interpretation of these analyses due to the small number of overall cases and the resulting 

cells with fewer than 5 cases. 

Table 4: Victim/Offender Relationship Comparison for Interview Population 
N 
Column % 

Agreed to be 
Interviewed 

Declined to be 
Interviewed 

All Offenders In 
Custody 

Mean Victim Age 31 (10) 27 (8) 32 (12) 
Offender Ethnicity    

Caucasian 2 
16.7% 

4 
36.4% 

120 
50.8% 

African American 8 
66.6% 

7 
63.6% 

78 
33.1% 

Hispanic 2 
16.7% 

 31 
13.1% 

Other/Unknown   6 
2.5% 

Relationship    
Intimate 5 

41.7% 
2 

18.2% 
83 

35.2% 
Family 1 

8.3% 
 40 

16.9% 
Acquaintance 5 

41.7% 
3 

27.3% 
64 

27.1% 
Stranger 1 

8.3% 
6 

54.5% 
49 

20.8% 
Total 12 11 236 

 
B) Operationalization 

 Homicide in New Jersey is defined, pursuant to N.J.S.2C:11-2, as “purposely, 

knowingly, or recklessly causing the death of another human being.”  Homicide includes 

criminal homicide, such as murder and manslaughter as well as non-criminal homicides like 
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excusable accidents and justifiable self-defense.  Accidental and reckless homicides are 

excluded due to the lack of intent.  Throughout this study, the terms homicide and murder 

are used interchangeably.  Cases are victim-driven, and each one was counted as a 

separate event even if more than one woman was killed in the same event. 

 1. Victim/Offender Characteristics 

 Age was defined as the age attained at the victim’s last birthday prior to the date of 

death.  For example, if the victim was 26 years and 10 months old, the victim was coded 

as 26 years old.  Newborns and victims under the age of one were coded as one year of 

age.  Therefore, even if the victim was only 3 days old, she was still coded as a 1 year-old.  

The age difference between the victim and offender was calculated by subtracting victim 

age from offender age.  Race was classified as Caucasian, African American, Hispanic, 

other, or unknown.  Gender was coded as male, female, or unknown.  Marital status was 

coded as single, married, divorced, widowed, or unknown.  Married individuals who were 

separated but still legally married were coded as married for the purposes of this study.  

Offender status was coded in the following mutually exclusive categories: in custody, 

identified but not in custody, deceased, or unknown.  It is important to note that all 

offenders were alleged and were not necessarily found guilty by a court of law.  

Investigators identified those offenders that they believed to be primarily responsible, 

regardless of the legal outcome. 

 2. Victim/Offender Relationship 

 The victim/offender relationship was classified as one of the following mutually 

exclusive categories: Intimate partner (boyfriend, husband, ex-boyfriend, ex-husband), 

family (father, mother, son, daughter, other), acquaintance (neighbor, friend, other), 
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stranger (offender unknown to victim prior to incident), or unknown (no offender 

identified).  These categories are mutually exclusive. 

 3. Location 

 Body recovery site was coded as residence, victim’s residence, commercial, 

victim’s work place, street, or field/woods. 

 4. Method 

 The cause of death is determined by the medical examiner.  The categories of 

gunshot, stab wound, strangulation, blunt force, or unknown are not mutually exclusive.  

If the victim was shot, the range of gunfire was categorized as distant (no 

stippling/tattooing), intermediate (stippling/tattooing), or contact/close (powder 

residue/tattooing).  The type of weapon was categorized as handgun, rifle, or shotgun.  If 

the victim was shot or stabbed, the number of wounds was counted.    

 5. Evidence of Brutality 

 Brutality was defined as homicides, including any of the following: excessive blunt 

force, excessive number of wounds, multiple causes sufficient to have resulted in death, 

excessive binding. If the investigator believed the extent of blunt force was excessive and 

beyond that necessary for death, this was coded as yes excessive.  Cases where the victim 

received more than four gunshots or more than ten stab wounds were categorized as 

excessive.   

 6. Event Characteristics 

 Evidence the victim was sexually assaulted vaginally, anally, postmortem or had 

sexual insertion of any foreign object (other than a penis) into the victim’s body were each 

coded separately.  The victim’s state of dress at the time of discovery was coded as fully 
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dressed, partially dressed, or nude.   

 Whether the victim was discovered with the face or body covered was separately 

coded as yes or no.  This variable was mutually exclusive in that cases where the whole 

body was covered, including the face, were coded as “covered body”.  Evidence that the 

offender attempted to redress the victim was coded as yes or no.  Evidence that the victim 

was bound or restrained was coded as yes or no as was evidence that the victim had a gag 

placed her mouth and/or was blindfolded.   

 Evidence that the offender disabled the utilities or ransacked the crime scene was 

coded separately as yes or no.  The presence of evidence that the offender moved the body 

(i.e., victim was killed at another location) was coded as yes or no.  Destroying evidence 

included attempting to obliterate evidence at the scene or to disfigure the body (i.e., 

burned body, took hands, feet, head, etc) in order to delay identification.  If the victim was 

dismembered by the offender, it was coded as yes or no.  Evidence the offender staged the 

scene to appear as though the murder was motivated by a different factor or committed by 

a different person was coded as yes or no.  

C) Data Collection 

 It should be noted that this was archival data drawn from the NJSP ViCAP forms.   

The form, which contains 168 questions, is coded by the local or county level investigating 

officer.  These questions provide an array of data, including information on administration, 

victim, offender, scene, offense, condition of victim when found, cause of death or trauma, 

and weapon.  The forms are then submitted to the NJSP ViCAP unit where they are 

entered into the ViCAP database by a crime analyst.   
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 These analysts reviewed the narrative section in each case, as well as any included 

police or medical examiners’ reports to assure accuracy and completeness of the ViCAP 

form.  They contacted the investigator if there was incomplete information, discrepancies, 

or if other information was required.  Additionlly, analysts conducted background checks 

on all victims and offenders, including but not limited to criminal history and Department 

of Motor Vehicle searches.  Corrections and additions were added to the database, and 

each case was then verified by a ViCAP supervisor for both content and data entry 

accuracy. 

 With the approval of the City University of New York Committee on the 

Protection of Human Subjects and the full support of the New Jersey Department of 

Corrections (NJDOC), in-depth, semi-structured, face-to-face interviews were conducted 

with 12 offenders.  Prior to the interview the prosecutors’ offices involved in the 

investigations of these selected participants were notified of the study and solicited for 

additional information about the offender(s).  The investigators were asked to comment on 

the basic facts of the case as well as the offender’s demeanor and attitude toward 

investigators when previously questioned regarding his case.   

 Between February 2000 and August 2000, Donna Morgan and Detective Sergeant 

Jim McCormick conducted bi-weekly interviews, each lasting approximately one hour.  

All data collected was coded using a master identification file, maintaining the 

confidentiality of all cases and offenders.   

 Thus, the information gleaned from this study is presented to protect the identities 

of the offenders.  This research is also covered by a Certificate of Confidentiality issued by 

the Department of Health and Human Services (refer to Appendix C for copy of 
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certificate).  This certificate protects the interviewers from being forced to release any 

personally identifying research data, even under court order or subpoena.   

 Before the interviews, offenders were asked not to discuss crimes other than those 

for which they had been convicted.  They were advised that anything they said would not 

be used against them in court and that they would receive no assistance or extra privileges 

for participating.  The offenders were also required to sign an informed consent form that 

stated the above-mentioned conditions in the presence of a witness.  Refer to appended 

Consent to Interview Form (see Appendix D). Additionally, the offender was allowed to 

take a break or terminate the session at his discretion.   

 These interviews were audio taped.  To alleviate the concerns involved with audio 

taping, this researcher adhered to the same rules of evidence required in most legal 

proceedings to safeguard audio tape-recorded evidence and prevent contamination and 

unsupervised disclosure.  The recording tab on each audiotape was broken to prevent 

erasure and dubbing, and the audiotapes were sealed in envelopes at the conclusion of 

each interview.  The audiotapes were later accessed for transcription purposes.  Refer to 

appended Interview Protocol (see Appendix E). 

D) Data Analysis 

1. Victim Age 

 Descriptive statistics, including mean, standard deviation, and range of age of 

victims in each of the relationship categories were run.  Analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was conducted to measure the statistical significance of differences between the victims’ 

ages for each relationship category.  In addition, individual t-tests were conducted for 

familial v. intimate, intimate v. acquaintance, and intimate v. stranger to measure the 
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statistical significance of any differences. 

2. Victim Ethnicity 

 To facilitate examination of the results between variables, cross-tabulations were 

generated for victim ethnicity and victim/offender relationship.  Next, a chi-square 

‘goodness-of-fit’ test was applied to the overall examination of victim ethnicity and 

victim/offender relationship as well as the examination of African American/Other minority 

victims and unsolved/unknown offenders.  Bar charts were also created for the percentage 

and number of victims based on the victim’s ethnicity and victim/offender relationship. 

3. Victim Marital Status 

 Cross-tabulations were generated for victim’s marital status and victim/offender 

relationship for easier examination of the correlation between variables.  Second, a chi-

square ‘goodness-of-fit’ test was applied to the overall examination of victim’s marital 

status and victim/offender relationship.  Additional chi-square tests were then conducted 

to further examine the relationship between married/non-married victims and intimate 

femicide victims, married/non-married victims and familial or acquaintance femicide 

victims, as well as, stranger relationships and single or widowed victims.  A bar chart was 

then created for the percentage of victims based on the victim’s marital status and the 

victim/offender relationship. 

4. Victim/Offender Age Differences 

 Descriptive statistics, including mean, standard deviation, and range of age of 

offenders for each of the relationship categories were run.  An analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was conducted to measure the statistical significance of differences between 

the victim and offender’s ages for each relationship category.  Chi-square analyses were 
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then conducted to examine the relationship between familial or acquaintance relationships 

and offenders more than five years older than the victim, stranger relationships, as well as, 

offenders more than five years younger than the victims.  In addition, a cross-tabulation 

was created to facilitate examination of this data. 

5. Offender Ethnicity  

 A cross-tabulation was created for victim ethnicity by offender ethnicity.  A chi-

square ‘goodness-of-fit’ analysis was conducted to measure the statistical significance of 

any differences between victim and offender ethnicity. 

6. Offender Gender 

 A cross-tabulation was created for offender gender by victim/offender relationship.  

A chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ analysis was then conducted to measure the statistical 

significance of any differences between offender gender and the victim/offender 

relationship. 

7. Offender Status 

 Analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists between the 

victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, unknown) and the 

offender status (in custody, identified but not in custody, deceased, or unknown).  A 

cross-tabulation and chi-square analyses were conducted for the offender status and the 

victim/offender relationship.   A second chi-square analysis was then conducted to 

examine the relationship between offenders who were deceased at the time of reporting 

and offenders who killed an intimate partner.  A bar chart showing the number of 

offenders in each relationship category by status was also created.   



Femicide     55 
 

 

8. The Victim/Offender Relationship 

 Descriptive statistics, such as frequency and percentage, were computed for each 

relationship category and the variables contained within each category.  Pie charts were 

presented for easier examination of the variables contained within the intimate and family 

categories.  A chi-square analysis was conducted to determine the likelihood of a femicide 

victim being murdered by an intimate partner, family member, acquaintance, stranger, or 

unknown offender. 

9. Location 

 A cross-tabulation was generated for location and victim/offender relationship for 

easier examination of the correlation between variables.  Chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ tests 

were applied to the overall examination of location and victim/offender relationship and 

more specifically to victims killed outdoors by offenders with a secondary or unknown 

relationship (acquaintance, stranger, or unknown).  Lastly, a bar chart was constructed to 

visually display the percentage of victims based on the location and the victim/offender 

relationship. 

10. Method 

 Cross-tabulations were generated for the victim/offender relationship and each of 

the following variables: method, type of firearm, range of gun fire, number of gun shot 

wounds, and number of stab wounds.  Chi-square tests were then applied to method, type 

of firearm, and range of gun fire.  Individual chi-square tests were then conducted to 

further examine the relationship between intimate and gun shot victims, 

familial/acquaintance relationships and bludgeoning victims, as well as, stranger/unknown 

victims and strangulation/suffocation as the cause of death.  Analysis of variance 
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(ANOVA) and Pearson correlations were also conducted to determine the relationship 

between method and victim age.  The number of gun shot wounds and stab wounds were 

tested utilizing an analysis of variance (ANOVA).  In addition, a bar chart was then 

created for the number of victims based on the method of death and the victim/offender 

relationship. 

11. Brutality 

 Chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ tests were applied to each of the victim/offender 

relationship categories for evidence of brutality.  A cross-tabulation was presented for 

evidence v. no evidence and for each of the variables contained within the brutality 

category. 

12. Sexual Assault 

 A cross-tabulation was generated for evidence of sexual assault and 

victim/offender relationship for easier examination of the correlation between variables.  

Chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ tests were applied to the overall ‘evidence of sexual assault’ 

and victim/offender relationship as well as each of the sexual assault variables.  A bar chart 

was included to illustrate the percent of femicide victims based on ‘evidence of sexual 

assault’ and the victim/offender relationship. 

13. Victim’s Property 

 Analyses were conducted to determine whether any relationship exists between the 

victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acquaintance, stranger, unknown) and 

evidence the offender took property from the victim (item missing, no apparent item 

missing) utilizing cross-tabulation and chi-square tests.  Individual chi-square analyses 

were then conducted for each victim/offender relationship separately.  The percentage of 
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victims was then presented in a bar chart showing property taken and the victim/offender 

relationship.   

14. Covering or Redressing The Victim 

 Cross-tabulations were generated for the victim/offender relationship and both the 

manner of dress and evidence the offender covered the victim.  A chi-square ‘goodness-of-

fit’ test was conducted on the victim/offender relationship and both manner of dress and 

evidence the offender covered the victim.  Individual chi-square analyses were then 

conducted for each victim/offender relationship separately.  The percentage of victims 

based on evidence the offender covered or redressed the victim and the victim/offender 

relationship is illustrated in a bar chart. 

15.  Binding and Gagging 

 A cross-tabulation was created for the category ‘evidence of binding’ as well as 

each of its variables (bound, gagged, blindfolded).  Chi-square analyses were then 

conducted for ‘evidence of binding’ in all victim/offender relationships and for each 

relationship individually. 

16.  Altering The Scene 

 A cross-tabulation was created for the category ‘evidence offender altered scene’ 

as well as each of its variables (moved body, disabled utilities, ransacked, destroyed 

evidence, disfigured, dismembered, staged).  Chi-square analyses were then conducted for 

‘evidence offender altered scene’, victim/offender relationships, and individual relationship 

categories with a combination of individual variables.  In addition, the percent of femicide 

victims for each relationship category and presence of an altered scene was represented in 

a bar chart. 
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Chapter 6 Quantitative Analyses: ViCAP Data 

 This chapter reports the findings derived from analyses of the 393 cases of 

femicide reported to the New Jersey State Police Violent Crime Analysis Program 

(ViCAP).  The frequency of occurrence of each variable as well as its relation to the 

victim/offender relationship is presented below.  In addition, the results of statistical 

examination of each hypothesis are presented.  Tables, bar charts, and pie graphs are 

included where applicable. 

A) The Victims 

 The mean age for victims reported in the present study (36 years of age) is similar 

to those reported in previous research (Goetting, 32 years of age; Wilt et al. and Frye et 

al., 37 years of age).  Although Wolfgang (1958) did not give an overall mean age for 

female victims, he did report that Caucasian female victims had a mean age of 36, and 

African American victims had a lower mean age of 31.  Similarly, a t-test conducted in 

the present study found that, when examined by race, the mean age for Caucasian 

victims (42 years of age) was statistically different from the mean age of African 

American victims (30 years of age), t (307) = 5.29, p<.001.  This is also consistent with 

the findings of Wilt et al. (1997) that while overall only 19% of femicide victims were 50 

years of age or older, 43% of Caucasian femicide victims were 50 years of age or older.   

 Similarly, results of the present study indicate that only 20% of femicide victims 

were 50 years of age or older, whereas 33% of Caucasian victims were in that age group.  

In fact, 69% of the victims 50 years of age or older were Caucasian.  It does not appear 

that the older age of Caucasian victims can be explained by victim/offender relationship 

differences.  Victim/offender relationships for all victims 50 years of age or older appear to 
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be evenly distributed.  Intimates accounted for 14 victims, 15 were family, 16 

acquaintances, 19 strangers and 16 unknown victim/offender relationships. 

 Ninety-five percent of intimate femicide victims were between the ages of 20 and 

49.  Twenty-nine percent of familial victims were under the age of 4, and 38% over the 

age of 60.  Forty-four percent of the victims of acquaintance femicides were between the 

ages of 15 and 34 years old.  Fifty percent of stranger femicide victims were between 20 

and 39 years old, and 57% of those killed by an unknown offender were between 20 and 

39 years old. 

 Wilt et al. (1997) reported that 73% of familial victims were 40 years of age or 

older.  The present study, however, reported that only 37% of the victims were over the 

age of 39.  This difference may be due to the fact that the present study includes victims of 

all ages whereas Wilt et al. only included victims over the age of 16.  When all ages are 

examined the research shows that females under the age of 6 are particularly vulnerable to 

being killed by their mothers or fathers.  Females between the ages of 20 and 40 years of 

age are least likely to be killed by a family member.  After the age of 49, females become 

at risk for familial femicide again as their children reach adulthood. 

 Hypothesis (1): It was hypothesized that familial femicide would on average have 

the youngest victims, followed by acquaintance, intimate, and stranger femicide, 

respectively.  Hence, there would be a statistically significant difference between the mean 

age of victims based on victim/offender relationship (family, acquaintance, and stranger 

femicides), with the mean age of familial victims being younger and stranger femicides 

being older.  
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 Results: The table below shows the mean, standard deviation, and range of age for 

victims in each of the relationship categories.  As predicted, familial and acquaintance 

victims did have the youngest mean age (32 years of age), followed by intimate (37 years 

of age), and stranger (41 years of age).  An analysis of variance (ANOVA), however, 

indicates that there are no significant differences between the ages in each relationship 

category (intimate, familial, acquaintance, stranger), F (3, 298) = 2.44, p<.06.  Individual 

t-tests conducted for familial v. intimate, t (168) = 1.297, p<.20; intimate v. acquaintance, 

t (190) = 1.87, p<.06; and intimate v. stranger, t (180)  = -1.44, p<.15 yielded similar 

results. 

Table 5: Victim Age  

  N Mean (SD) Range 
Intimate 121 36.7 (14.1) 15 - 86 
Family 49 32.4 (29.3) 1 - 89 
Acquaintance 71 31.6 (23.9) 1 - 87 
Stranger 61 40.7 (23.3) 3 - 90 
Unknown 90 35.7 (18.5) 1 - 94 
Total 392 35.6 (20.9) 1 - 94 

• The age of one of the victims remains unknown 
 

 Similar to previous research, African American femicide victimization in New 

Jersey appears to be disproportionate to the state population for the same time period.  Of 

the femicide victims examined in the present study, 36% were African American while the 

U.S. Census Bureau reported that African Americans made up only 13% of the state 

population in 1990 and 2000 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2004). 

 Consistent with the findings of Frye et al. (2004), Hispanics had a higher 

proportion of intimate femicides (39%), surpassing both Caucasians (36%) and African 

Americans (23%).  The findings based on victim ethnicity did differ from those of 

Morocco’s (1998) in that the risk of death at the hands of a stranger appeared to be evenly 
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distributed across race and Caucasian victims do not appear to be at greater risk. 

 Significant differences did arise with respect to victim ethnicity in the rate of 

unknown offender/unsolved femicides.  African American victims accounted for 45% of 

the unknown offender femicides.  This also appears to be a problem for ‘other minority’ 

victims.  In 42% of ‘other minority’ victim femicides, the offender remains unknown 

(unsolved).  

 Results of the analyses examining the effect of victim ethnicity on the 

victim/offender relationship revealed statistically significant differences, χ2 (8, n=372) = 

16.90, p<.031.  Visual examination revealed that while intimate partner femicides remain a 

serious problem for all ethnicities, African American victim femicides, when examined 

separately, were more likely to be unsolved, i.e., killed by an unknown offender. A 

separate Chi-square analysis was conducted collapsing the category of victim's ethnicity 

into African American/non-African American and the category of victim/offender 

relationship into known offender/unknown offender.  This separate analysis indicated that 

there was in fact a statistically significant differenceχ2 (1, n=372) = 5.797, p<.016.  It 

should be noted that as discussed in the previous chapter, there was an underreporting of 

African American victims in this study due to the low compliance of predominately 

minority Essex County. 
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Table 6: Victim Ethnicity  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Caucasian  
Victim 

60 
35.9% 
51.3% 

25 
15.0% 
54.3% 

29 
17.4% 
41.4% 

27 
16.2% 
46.6% 

26 
15.6% 
32.1% 

167 
 

44.9% 
African 
American 
Victim 

32 
22.7% 
27.4% 

13 
9.2% 

28.3% 

31 
22.0% 
44.3% 

25 
17.7% 
43.1% 

40 
28.4% 
49.4% 

141 
 

37.9% 
 
Hispanic 
Victim 

25 
39.1% 
21.4% 

8 
12.5% 
17.4% 

10 
15.6% 
14.3% 

6 
9.4% 

10.3% 

15 
23.4% 
18.5% 

64 
 

17.2% 
 
Total 

117 
31.5% 

46 
12.4% 

70 
18.8% 

58 
15.6% 

81 
21.8% 

372 
100.0% 

• The other minorities and unknown categories were excluded due to small N 
 

Figure 1: Victim Ethnicity 

 

 

 The present study found a smaller proportion of married victims than reported in 

prior research, which reported similar rates for single and married women.  The present 

study found 56% of the victims were single while only 17% were recorded as married.  

This discrepancy may have been due to a difference in the coding of common law 

relationships.  However, this can not be confirmed or disproved due to the lack of clear 

definition and rater discretion for both this data source and prior research. 
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 Despite the discrepancy in overall percentages, when the victims’ marital status 

was examined across the victim/offender relationships, the findings were as expected.  

Those categorized as single and divorced had similar breakdowns across relationship.  

Single and divorced victims were most likely to be killed by an intimate or an unknown 

offender.  Moreover, married victims were far more likely to be killed by an intimate than 

any other relationship category.  Finally, widows were most likely to be killed by a 

stranger or unknown offender.  

 Hypothesis (2): It was hypothesized that, unlike male victims of homicide, 

marriage will not a protective factor to victims of femicide overall but will be a protective 

factor from certain types, i.e. acquaintance and stranger femicide.  Thus, there will be a 

statistically significant difference between the victim’s marital status and her relationship 

with the offender, with single, divorced and widowed women more likely to be killed by a 

family member, acquaintance, or stranger and married women more likely to be killed by 

an intimate partner.  

 Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that there is a statistically significant 

difference between the victim’s marital status (single, married, divorced, or widowed) and 

the victim/offender relationship, χ2 (12, n=392) = 46.45, p<.001.  A separate Chi-square 

analysis was conducted collapsing the categories of victim's marital status.  A Chi-square 

analysis examining married women v. non-married women indicated that married women 

were killed by intimates at a significantly higher proportion, χ2 (1, n=392) = 36.43, 

p<.001.  Another analysis collapsing the victim's marital status into married v. non-

married, ie single, divorced, and widowed women, indicated that non-married women 

were more likely to be killed by a family member or acquaintance than were married 
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women, χ2 (1, n=392) = 16.42, p<.001.  Lastly, when the category of victim's marital 

status was collapsed into victims of stranger femicide v. victim's of all other relationships,  

the victim's of stranger femicide were most likely to be single or widowed, χ2 (1, n=392) = 

3.89, p<.049. 

Table 7: Victim Marital Status  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Single 

53 
24.2% 
43.8% 

31 
14.2% 
63.3% 

48 
21.9% 
67.6% 

35 
16.0% 
57.4% 

52 
23.7% 
57.8% 

219 
 

55.9% 
 
Married 

51 
56.7% 
42.1% 

6 
6.7% 

12.2% 

6 
6.7% 
8.5% 

9 
10.0% 
14.8% 

18 
20.0% 
20.0% 

90 
 

23.0% 
 
Divorced 

10 
27.8% 
8.3% 

4 
11.1% 
8.2% 

8 
22.2% 
11.3% 

4 
11.1% 
6.6% 

10 
27.8% 
11.1% 

36 
 

9.2% 
 
Widowed 

7 
14.9% 
5.8% 

8 
17.0% 
16.3% 

9 
19.1% 
12.7% 

13 
27.7% 
21.3% 

10 
21.3% 
11.1% 

47 
 

12.0% 
 
Total 

121 
30.9% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.6% 

90 
23.0% 

392 
100.0% 

• One victim’s identify and marital status were still unknown at the time of analysis   
 
 

Figure 2: Victim Marital Status 
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B) The Offenders 

  As predicted by prior research, intimate offenders did have a mean age older than 

that of their victims.  Although many were within five years of age of their victims, 39% 

were more than five years older.  The mean age of the intimate offender was three years 

older than that of the intimate victim.   

 Consistent with findings that victims of familial femicide were most at risk as 

children at the hands of their parents or adults at the hands of their children, 37% were 

five or more years older than their offenders, and 55% were more than five years younger 

than their offenders.  There was no significant difference in their mean age. 

 The mean age for offenders who had an acquaintance relationship was three years 

younger than their victims.  Strangers had the greatest difference with offenders having a 

mean age 11 years younger than their victims.  This is consistent with the higher number 

of stranger femicides among widowed and elderly females. 

 Hypothesis (3): It was hypothesized that age difference between victims and 

offenders will vary with relationship.  Thus, there will be a statistically significant 

difference between the victim/offender age distribution with familial femicide victims being 

younger than their offenders, intimates being approximately the same age, and stranger 

femicide victims being older than their offenders.  

 Results: As expected, analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicates that the age 

difference between the victim and offender does vary significantly with the victim/offender 

relationship, F (3, 298) = 6.37, p<.001.  Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted 

collapsing the categories of victim/offender relationship.  A Chi-square analysis examining 

family and acquaintance offenders v. intimate, stranger, and unknown offenders indicated 
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that family and acquaintance femicide offenders were more likely to be five or more years 

older than their victims, χ2 (1, n=302) = 4.35, p<.037.  A Chi-square analysis examining 

intimate femicide offenders v. non-intimate femicide offenders indicated that intimate 

offenders were most likely to be within five years of the victim’s age or more than five 

years older than the victim, χ2 (1, n=302) = 23.16, p<.001.  Lastly, a Chi-square analysis 

collapsing the categories of victim/offender relationship to stranger offenders and non-

strangers revealed strangers were usually more than five years younger than their victim 

and, in fact, had a mean 11 years younger, χ2 (1, n=302) = 20.16, p<.001.   

Table 8: Offender Age  

 N Mean (SD) Range 
Intimate 121 39.4 (14.5) 17 - 82 
Family 49 32.6 (14.0) 16 - 77 
Acquaintance 71 28.8 (10.8) 13 - 64 
Stranger 61 30.0   (9.5) 13 - 54 
Total 302 33.9 (13.5) 13 - 82 

 
Table 9: Age Difference 

N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Total 

 
Offender 5+ years 
younger 

18 
19.6% 
14.9% 

18 
19.6% 
36.7% 

23 
25.0% 
32.4% 

33 
35.9% 
54.1% 

92 
 

30.5% 
 
Offender within 5 
years 

55 
64.0% 
45.5% 

4 
4.7% 
8.2% 

17 
19.8% 
23.9% 

10 
11.6% 
16.4% 

86 
 

28.5% 
 
Offender 5+ years 
older 

48 
38.7% 
39.7% 

27 
21.8% 
55.1% 

31 
25.0% 
43.7% 

18 
14.5% 
29.5% 

124 
 

41.1% 
 
Total 

121 
40.1% 

49 
16.2% 

71 
23.5% 

61 
20.2% 

302 
100.0% 

 
 

 Consistent with all prior research, femicide is predominately an intraracial 

phenomenon.  Ninety-four percent of the victims of Caucasian offenders were also 

Caucasian.  However, African Americans were the most likely to offend against another 
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race with only 30% of their victims being interracial. 

 Hypothesis (4): It was hypothesized that similar to homicides, femicides will be 

primarily intraracial.  Hence, there will be a statistically significant difference between the 

victim/offender ethnicity breakdown, with Caucasian offender/Caucasian victim, African 

American offender/African American victim, Hispanic offender/Hispanic victim and Other 

Minority offender/Other Minority victim greatly over-represented and interracial 

victim/offender relationships rarely occurring.   

 Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that femicides are overwhelmingly intraracial 

for all ethnicities, χ2 (4, n=288) = 278.66, p<.001.  Again, it should be noted that this 

study had an underreporting of African American victims due to the low compliance of a 

predominately minority urban county.  Therefore, it can be expected that the actual rate of 

African American victims and offenders is higher than listed here. 

Table 10: Victim Ethnicity and Offender Ethnicity 
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Caucasian 
Offender 

African 
American 
Offender 

 
Hispanic 
Offender 

 
Total 

 
Caucasian 
Victim 

100 
71.9% 
93.5% 

32 
23.0% 
23.9% 

7 
5.0% 

14.9% 

139 
 

48.3% 
African 
American 
Victim 

4 
4.0% 
3.7% 

93 
92.1% 
69.4% 

4 
4.0% 
8.5% 

101 
 

35.1% 
 
Hispanic 
Victim 

3 
6.3% 
2.8% 

9 
18.8% 
6.7% 

36 
75.0% 
76.6% 

48 
 

16.7% 
 
Total 

107 
37.2% 

134 
46.5% 

47 
16.3% 

288 
100.0% 

 
 
 As expected, offenders of femicide were predominately male (90%).  An 

examination of the victim/offender relationship reveals that female offenders were most 

likely to kill in the context of familial femicide (60%) and acquaintance femicide (37%). 
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 Results of the analyses on the effect of offender gender on the victim/offender 

relationship did reveal statistically significant differences.  Chi-square analyses indicate that 

a greater proportion of male offenders are found in each category of victim/offender 

relationships, χ2 (3, n=302) = 59.83, p<.001.  A separate Chi-square analysis collapsing 

the victim/offender relationship category into familial relationship and non-familial 

relationship indicated that when females do commit femicide, it is predominately in the 

familial context, χ2 (1, n=302) = 46.96, p<.001. 

Table 11: Offender Gender  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Total 

 
Male 
 

121 
44.5% 

100.0% 

31 
11.4% 
63.3% 

60 
22.1% 
84.5% 

60 
22.1% 
98.4% 

272 
 

90.1% 
 
Female 
 

 18 
60.0% 
36.7% 

11 
36.7% 
15.5% 

1 
3.3% 
1.6% 

30 
 

9.9% 
 
Total 

121 
40.1% 

49 
16.2% 

71 
23.5% 

61 
20.2% 

302 
100.0% 

 
 

 The present study found that offenders who killed an intimate partner were more 

likely to be deceased themselves (26%).  This may be due to the higher number of 

murder/suicides among intimate partners.  Cases in which the victim/offender relationship 

was identified as stranger were the most likely to be identified (but not in custody) (44%).  

 Results of the analyses examining the effect of the victim/offender relationship on 

offender status did reveal statistically significant differences, χ2 (6, n=302) = 35.59, 

p<.001.  A separate Chi-square analysis, which collapsed the category of offender status 

into deceased/not deceased and the category of victim/offender relationship into 

intimate/non-intimate,indicated that offenders who were deceased at the time of reporting 
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were more likely to have killed an intimate partner, χ2 (1, n=302) = 24.96, p<.001.  In 

fact, 76% of those reported to be deceased had killed an intimate partner. 

Table 12: Offender Status 
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Total 

 
In Custody 

83 
35.2% 
68.6% 

40 
16.9% 
81.6% 

64 
27.1% 
90.1% 

49 
20.8% 
80.3% 

236 
 

78.1% 
 
Identified 

7 
28.0% 
5.8% 

3 
12.0% 
6.1% 

4 
16% 
5.6% 

11 
44.0% 
18.0% 

25 
 

8.3% 
 
Deceased 

31 
75.6% 
25.6% 

6 
14.6% 
12.2% 

3 
7.3% 
4.2% 

1 
2.4% 
1.6% 

41 
 

13.6% 
 
Total 

121 
40.1% 

49 
16.2% 

71 
23.5% 

61 
20.2% 

302 
100.0% 

 
 

Figure 3: Offender Status 

 
 

C) The Victim/Offender Relationship  

 The distribution of femicides across victim/offender relationship was similar to that 

found in prior research.  Thirty-one percent of femicides were between intimate partners; 

current husbands and boyfriends accounted for 81% of these.  Thirteen percent of 
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femicides were committed by family members.  Of those familial femicides, 20% were 

perpetrated by a father, 27% by a mother, 27% by a son, 6% by a daughter, and 20% by 

an “other” family member.  Acquaintances accounted for 18%, strangers 16%, and 

unknown offenders 23%. 

 As expected, femicides were predominately committed by intimate partners.  It 

was surprising, based on Wolfgang’s (1958) hypothesis, that familial femicide was the 

least common victim/offender relationship found in the present study.  Wolfgang 

hypothesized that homicides, including femicides, were more likely to be committed by 

someone “relatively close, intimate, personal, and direct” (p. 204). 

 Hypothesis (5): It was hypothesized that women are more likely to be killed by 

someone they have an intimate or familial relationship with than any other relationship 

category.  That is, there would be a statistically significant difference between the number 

of intimate, family, acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offender femicides with intimate 

and familial femicides greatly over-represented. 

 Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that victims of femicide were more likely to 

be killed by an intimate partner (31%) than a family member (13%), acquaintance (18%), 

stranger (16%), or unknown perpetrator (23%).  Unexpectedly, familial femicide was the 

least common of all the victim/offender relationships, χ2 (4, n=393) = 40.65, p<.001. 
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Table 13: Descriptive Characteristics of Offenders 
Characteristic n % 
Intimate 121 30.8 

Husband 49 12.5 
Ex-husband 3 .8 

Boyfriend 49 12.5 
Ex-boyfriend 20 5.1 

Family 49 12.5 
Father 10 2.5 

Mother 13 3.3 
Son 13 3.3 

Daughter 3 .8 
Other family member 10 2.5 

Acquaintance 71 18.1 
Friend 1 .3 

Neighbor 8 2.0 
Other known 62 2.8 

Stranger 61 15.5 
Unknown 91 23.2 

 
Figure 4: Offender Relationship 

 

  

 
D)  The Crime Scene 

 Consistent across the research, female homicide victims were primarily killed in 

their residences.  Wilt et al. (1997) and Frye et al. (2004) found that when intimate and 

familial victim/offender relationships were considered, the probability increased further.  
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Wilt et al. reported that while 60% of all femicides occurred in a residence, 94% of 

familial femicides and 83% of intimate femicides occurred in a residence.  Frye et al. 

similarly found that 74% of intimate femicides occurred in the victim’s home compared to 

only 46% of non-intimate femicides. 

 The present study found that 65% of women were killed in a residence, and 53% 

of these residences belonged to the victims.  This was not surprising considering most 

femicide victims are killed by an intimate partner or family member.  A routine activity 

approach would predict that since the home is the most common place of interaction 

between these two groups; in fact it would be the most probable location.  Consequently, 

the study revealed that 75% of all intimate femicides and 94% of all familial femicides 

occurred in a residence.  

 Interestingly, although victims killed in a field/wooded area or on the street were 

more likely to be an acquaintance (21%), stranger (28%), or unknown offender (35%) 

than an intimate partner (15%) or family member (1%), overall, they were still more likely 

to be killed in their residence.  Forty-eight percent of acquaintance femicide victims were 

killed in their homes.  Further, 31% of stranger femicides and 32% of unknown offender 

femicides took place in the victims’ residences.   

 Although the victim’s residence was the most dangerous place for a female, there 

is a statistically significant difference in location based on the victim/offender relationship.  

Based on these differences, investigators can make inferences about potential offenders 

based on the location of the crime.  

 Hypothesis (6): It was hypothesized that intimate and familial femicides will be 

more likely to occur in a private residence; where as, acquaintance, stranger, and unknown 
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offender femicides will be more likely to occur in public places.  That is, there will be a 

statistically significant difference between the victim/offender relationship and the location 

of the incident with higher rates of intimate and familial femicide occurring in a residence 

and acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offender femicides occurring in a commercial 

building, in a field or wooded area, or on the street. 

 Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that femicide victims were more likely to be 

killed in a residence regardless of the victim/offender relationship, χ2 (4, n=393) = 41.49, 

p<.001.  When the category of location was collapsed into indoors/outdoors and the 

victim/offender relationship into primary (intimate and familial)/non-primary 

(acquaintance, stranger, or unknown), Chi-square analysis revealed that  if the victim was 

killed outdoors (field, wooded area, or street), they were more likely to be killed by an 

acquaintance, stranger, or unknown offender than by an intimate or family member, χ2 (1, 

n=393) = 28.54, p<.001.   
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Table 14: Location  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

     
Residence 

91 
35.4% 
75.2% 

46 
17.9% 
93.9% 

46 
17.9% 
64.8% 

30 
11.7% 
49.2% 

44 
17.1% 
48.4% 

257 
 

65.4% 
 
V’s Residence 

81 
38.9% 
66.9% 

45 
21.6% 
91.8% 

34 
16.3% 
47.9% 

19 
9.1% 

31.1% 

29 
13.9% 
31.9% 

208 
 

52.9% 
 
Commercial 

19 
31.1% 
15.7% 

2 
3.3% 
4.1% 

9 
14.8% 
12.7% 

10 
16.4% 
16.4% 

21 
34.4% 
23.1% 

61 
 

15.5% 
 
V’s Work 
Place 

7 
22.6% 
5.8% 

1 
3.2% 
2.0% 

4 
12.9% 
5.6% 

9 
29.0% 
14.8% 

10 
32.3% 
11.0% 

31 
 

7.9% 
 
Field/Woods 

9 
19.6% 
7.4% 

 12 
26.1% 
16.9% 

11 
23.9% 
18.0% 

14 
30.4% 
15.4% 

46 
 

11.7% 
 
Street 

2 
6.9% 
1.7% 

1 
3.4% 
2.0% 

4 
13.8% 
5.6% 

10 
34.5% 
16.4% 

12 
41.4% 
13.2% 

29 
 

7.4% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

 

Figure 5: Location 
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Wilt et al. (1997), and Frye et al. (2004) acknowledged differences in the rates for 

femicide based on the victim/offender relationship.  All three studies reported elevated 

rates of shooting among intimate partners with stabbing being the second most common 

method.  

 The results of these analyses indicate that shooting is the most common method 

overall, although with a lower rate than previous research of 27%.  This is not unexpected 

considering that the present study has a slightly lower percentage of intimate partner 

victims.  The percentage of shooting deaths, 42% among intimate partners, is consistent 

with that of previous studies.  Blunt force trauma was most common in familial and 

acquaintance femicides, accounting for 37% of each.  Finally, strangulation was the most 

common method among stranger (38%) and unknown (30%) victim/offender relationship 

femicides. 

 As hypothesized, guns were more likely to be utilized by intimate partners and 

hands-on methods by non-intimate offenders.  Unexpectedly, family members were similar 

to acquaintance femicides in that the victims were more likely to be killed by blunt force.  

However, when considering that familial femicide victims were most commonly the young 

or the elderly, these findings were consistent with theories of victim weakness.  

 The type of firearm used (handgun or shotgun/rifle), the range at which it was fired 

(close, intermediate, or distant), and the number of times the victim was shot did not vary 

significantly by victim/offender relationship.  Victims were typically shot one time at close 

range with a handgun.   

 In femicides involving stabbing, the mean number of stab wounds received by 

femicide victims was 16 with a median of 11 and a range from 1 - 183.  These numbers did 
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not vary significantly by victim/offender relationship.  Less than 10% of the stabbing 

victims had more than 35 stab wounds.  Of those, 66% were categorized as unknown 

victim/offender relationship, including one extreme case with 183 stab wounds. 

 Hypothesis (7): It is hypothesized that the cause of death and victim/offender 

relationship may actually be confounded by the victim’s physical vulnerability measured 

here by the victim’s age.  That is, the cause of death and victim/offender relationship will 

be correlated because they are both dependent on the victim’s age.   

 Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that cause of death is not independent of the 

victim/offender relationship, χ2 (16, n=393) = 68.56, p<.001.  Separate Chi-square 

analyses waere conducted collapsing the categories of victim/offender relationship and 

cause of death.  A Chi-square analysis examining intimate/non-intimate v. gun/other 

method revealed that victims of intimate femicide are more likely to be shot, χ2 (1, n=393) 

= 21.26, p<.001.  A Chi-square analysis examining familial and acquaintance/intimate, 

stranger and unknown femicides v. bludgeoned/non-bludgeoned revealed that victims 

killed by a family member or acquaintance were more likely to be bludgeoned, χ2 (1, 

n=393) = 19.38, p<.001.  Lastly, a Chi-square analysis examining stranger and unknown 

offenders/intimate, familial, and acquaintance v. strangled and suffocated/bludgeoned, 

shot, and stabbed were more likely to be strangled or suffocated, χ2 (1, n=393) = 14.86, 

p<.001.  An analysis of variance (ANOVA), however, indicates that there are no 

significant differences between the ages in each cause of death category, F (4, 392) = 1.31, 

p<.265. 

 Further analyses indicated that victim/offender relationship and cause of death, r 

(393) = .193, p<.001; and victim age and cause of death, r (393) = -.109, p<.030 are 
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significantly correlated.  The partialling out of the third variable did not cause either of 

these correlations to fall below significance.  Victim age and victim/offender relationship, r 

(393) = .016, p<.756, however were not significantly related.   

Table 15: Method  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Gun Shot 

51 
48.6% 
42.1% 

12 
11.4% 
24.5% 

12 
11.4% 
16.9% 

10 
9.5% 

16.4% 

20 
19.0% 
22.0% 

105 
 

26.7% 
 
Stabbing 

28 
29.8% 
23.1% 

7 
7.4% 

14.3% 

20 
21.3% 
28.2% 

15 
16.0% 
24.6% 

24 
25.5% 
26.4% 

94 
 

23.9% 
 
Blunt Force 

20 
22.5% 
16.5% 

18 
20.2% 
36.7% 

26 
29.2% 
36.6% 

13 
14.6% 
21.3% 

12 
13.5% 
13.2% 

89 
 

22.6% 
 
Strangle or 
Suffocate 

20 
22.5% 
16.5% 

6 
6.7% 

12.2% 

13 
14.6% 
18.3% 

23 
25.8% 
37.7% 

27 
30.3% 
29.7% 

89 
 

22.6% 
 
Other or 
Undetermined 

2 
12.5% 
1.7% 

6 
6.7% 

12.2% 

  8 
50.0% 
8.8% 

16 
 

4.1% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

 

Figure 6: Method 
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 Analysis results on the effect of the victim/offender relationship on the type of 

firearm used revealed no significant statistical differences, χ2 (4, n=105) = 3.46, p<.48. .  

Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted collapsing the category of victim/offender 

relationship.  Chi-square analyses indicate that whether a handgun or shotgun is used does 

not vary significantly by intimate/non-intimate, χ2 (1, n=105) = .75, p<.39; familial/non-

familial, χ2 (1, n=105) = 1.03, p<.31; acquaintance/non-acquaintance, χ2 (1, n=105) = 

1.46, p<.23; or stranger and unknown/non-stranger and known, χ2 (1, n=105) =.67, 

p<.41, victim/offender relationships. 

Table 16: Type of Firearm 
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Handgun 

38 
46.3% 
74.5% 

8 
9.8% 

66.7% 

11 
13.4% 
91.7% 

9 
11.0% 
90.0% 

16 
19.5% 
80.0% 

82 
 

78.1% 
 
Shotgun or 
Riffle 

13 
56.5% 
25.5% 

4 
17.4% 
33.3% 

1 
4.3% 
8.3% 

1 
4.3% 

10.0% 

4 
17.4% 
20.0% 

23 
 

21.9% 
 
Total 

51 
48.6% 

12 
11.4% 

12 
11.4% 

10 
9.5% 

20 
19.0% 

105 
100.0% 

 

 Results of analyses examining the effect of the victim/offender relationship on the 

range of gun fire revealed no statistically significant differences.  Chi-square analysis 

indicate that whether the victim was shot at close, contact, intermediate, or a distant range 

does not vary significantly by victim/offender relationship, χ2 (12,n=105) = 18.17, p<.111.  

Further chi-square analysis indicate similar, non-significant, results when victim/offender 

relationship for victims shot at close range/contact was compared to the relationship of  

those shot at intermediate or distant range, χ2 (4,n=88) = 4.85, p<.303.   
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Table 17: Range Of Gun Fire  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Close or 
Contact 

28 
53.8% 
54.9% 

5 
9.6% 

41.7% 

4 
7.7% 

33.3% 

6 
11.5% 
60.0% 

9 
17.3% 
45.0% 

52 
 

49.5% 
 
Intermediate 

8 
57.1% 
15.7% 

1 
7.1% 
8.3% 

4 
28.6% 
33.3% 

1 
7.1% 

10.0% 

 14 
 

13.3% 
 
Distant 

6 
27.3% 
11.8% 

3 
13.6% 
25.0% 

3 
13.6% 
25.0% 

1 
4.5% 

10.0% 

9 
40.9% 
45.0% 

22 
 

21.0% 
 
Undetermined 
 

9 
52.9% 
17.6% 

3 
17.6% 
25.0% 

1 
5.9% 
8.3% 

2 
11.8% 
20.0% 

2 
11.8% 
10.0% 

17 
 

16.2% 
 
Total 

51 
48.6% 

12 
11.4% 

12 
11.4% 

10 
9.5% 

20 
19.0% 

105 
100.0% 

 
 Results of the analysis on the effect of the victim/offender relationship on the 

number of gunshot wounds revealed no statistically significant differences.  An analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) indicates that the number of times a victim is shot does not vary 

significantly by victim/offender relationship, F (4,100) = .720, p>.580.  
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Table 18: Number of Gun Shot Wounds 
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
One 

26 
44.8% 
51.0% 

9 
15.5% 
75.0% 

8 
13.8% 
66.7% 

6 
10.3% 
60.0% 

9 
15.5% 
45.0% 

58 
 

55.2% 
 
Two 

9 
45.0% 
17.6% 

 2 
10.0% 
16.7% 

3 
15.0% 
30.0% 

6 
30.0% 
30.0% 

20 
 

19.0% 
 
Three 

6 
54.5% 
11.8% 

1 
9.1% 
8.3% 

2 
18.2% 
16.7% 

 2 
18.2% 
10.0% 

11 
 

10.5% 
 
Four 
 

4 
57.1% 
7.8% 

1 
14.3% 
8.3% 

 1 
14.3% 
10.0% 

1 
14.3% 
5.0% 

7 
 

6.7% 
 
Five 
 

2 
100.0% 

3.9% 

    2 
 

1.9% 
 
Seven 
 

2 
66.7% 
3.9% 

   1 
33.3% 
5.0% 

3 
 

2.9% 
 
Nine 
 

1 
100.0% 

2.0% 

    1 
 

1.0% 
 
Ten 
 

 1 
100.0% 

8.3% 

   1 
 

1.0% 
 
Twelve 
 

1 
100.0% 

2.0% 

    1 
 

1.0% 
 
Seventeen 
 

    1 
100.0% 

5.0% 

1 
 

1.0% 
 
Total 

51 
48.6% 

12 
11.4% 

12 
11.4% 

10 
9.5% 

20 
19.0% 

105 
100.0% 

  
 
 Analysis results on the effect of the victim/offender relationship on the number of 

stab wounds revealed no statistically significant differences.  An analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) indicates that the number of times a victim is stabbed does not vary 

significantly by victim/offender relationship, F (4, 92) = 1.46, p>.220. 
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Table 19: Number of Stab Wounds 
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
1-4 

9 
36.0% 
30.0% 

2 
8.0% 

28.6% 

5 
20.0% 
26.3% 

4 
16.0% 
26.7% 

5 
20.0% 
19.2% 

25 
 

25.8% 
 
5-9 

6 
30.0% 
20.0% 

 7 
35.0% 
36.8% 

3 
15.0% 
20.0% 

4 
20.0% 
15.4% 

20 
 

20.6% 
 
10-14 

3 
17.6% 
10.0% 

2 
11.8% 
28.6% 

4 
23.5% 
21.1% 

3 
17.6% 
20.0% 

5 
29.4% 
19.2% 

17 
 

17.5% 
 
15-19 

3 
33.3% 
10.0% 

1 
11.1% 
14.3% 

 3 
33.3% 
20.0% 

2 
22.2% 
7.7% 

9 
 

9.3% 
 
20-24 

3 
33.3% 
10.0% 

 2 
22.2% 
10.5% 

1 
11.1% 
6.7% 

3 
33.3% 
11.5% 

9 
 

9.3% 
 
25-29 

2 
66.7% 
6.7% 

   1 
33.3% 
3.8% 

3 
 

3.1% 
 
30-34 

2 
40.0% 
6.7% 

2 
40.0% 
28.6% 

 1 
20.0% 
6.7% 

 5 
 

5.2% 
 
35-39 

    1 
100.0% 

3.8% 

1 
 

1.0% 
 
40-44 

    3 
100.0% 
11.5% 

3 
 

3.1% 
 
50 

1 
50.0% 
3.3% 

 1 
50.0% 
5.3% 

  2 
 

2.1% 
 
70+ 

1 
33.3% 
3.3% 

   2 
66.7% 
7.7% 

3 
 

3.1% 
 
Total 

30 
30.9% 

7 
7.2% 

19 
19.6% 

15 
15.5% 

26 
26.8% 

97 
100.0% 

• Three cases involved a victim who was stabbed but stabbing was not the primary cause of death                                                                                                                                                                                                             
 
 Although Wolfgang (1958) reported that women were more likely to be killed in a 

brutal manner than were male victims, the present study found no statistically significant 

differences in brutality based on victim/offender relationship.  Half of all femicides showed 

no signs of excessive brutality in any victim/offender category.  Those that did show 

brutality were evenly split among the victim/offender relationship categories.  Due to the 
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relationship between method and victim/offender relationship, separation of each of the 

variables beyond the dichotomy does not enhance this analysis.   

 Results of the analyses examining the effect of the victim/offender relationship on 

the level of brutality revealed no statistically significant differences.  Even when the 

victim/offender relationship category was collapsed, Chi-square analyses indicate that 

evidence of excessive brutality does not vary significantly by intimate/non-intimate, χ2 (1, 

n=393) = 2.12, p<.145; familial/non-familial, χ2 (1, n=393) = .397, p<.529; 

acquaintance/non-acquaintance, χ2 (1, n=393) = 1.563, p<.211; or stranger and 

unknown/non-stranger and known relationships, χ2 (1, n=393) = .001, p<.973. 

Table 20: Excessive Brutality  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

Evidence of 
Excessive 
Brutality  

50 
27.2% 
41.3% 

25 
13.6% 
51.0% 

38 
20.7% 
53.5% 

31 
16.8% 
50.8% 

40 
21.7% 
44.0% 

184 
 

46.8% 
 

> 4 Gun Shot 
Wounds 

6 
66.7% 
5.0% 

1 
11.1% 
2.0% 

  2 
22.2% 
2.2% 

9 
 

2.3% 
 

>10 Stab 
Wounds 

15 
30.0% 
12.4% 

4 
8.0% 
8.2% 

6 
12.0% 
8.5% 

8 
16.0% 
13.1% 

17 
34.0% 
18.7% 

50 
 

12.7% 
Excessive or 
Severe Blunt 

Force 

26 
21.7% 
21.5% 

21 
17.5% 
42.9% 

31 
25.8% 
43.7% 

18 
15.0% 
29.5% 

24 
20.0% 
26.4% 

120 
 

30.5% 
 

Multiple  
Causes 

9 
20.0% 
7.4% 

2 
4.4% 
4.1% 

10 
22.2% 
14.1% 

11 
24.4% 
18.0% 

13 
28.9% 
14.3% 

45 
 

11.5% 
No Evidence of  
Excessive 
Brutality 

71 
34.0% 
58.7% 

24 
11.5% 
49.0% 

33 
15.8% 
46.5% 

30 
14.4% 
49.2% 

51 
24.4% 
56.0% 

209 
 

53.2% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

• Categories are not mutually exclusive 
 
 Wilt et al. (1997) reported that in half of all femicides, sexual assault was 

suspected and rape kits were conducted.  Wilt et al. reported that 6% of femicides showed 
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strong evidence of sexual assault, i.e. a “positive rape kit.”  Similarly, Frye et al. (2004) 

reported that 4% showed strong evidence of sexual assault.  The present study reported 

that 14% of the femicides showed evidence of sexual assault.  The fact that this 

classification was based on investigator judgment regarding victims found undressed, 

injuries consistent with sexual assault, offender confessions, etc. may account for the 

higher percentage.  It should be noted that the present study examined “evidence of sexual 

assault” and does not definitively identify these as representing the occurrence of sexual 

assault.   

 The results from the present study found that while only 3% of intimate femicides 

showed any evidence of sexual assault, 18% of non-intimate femicides showed some 

evidence of sexual assault.  By far the most common was the stranger relationship with 

41% showing evidence of sexual assault.  In all cases of femicide where evidence of sexual 

assault was reported, vaginal assault was suspected in 91%.  Anal assault was suspect in 

38%, insertion of a foreign object in 11%, and postmortem sexual assault in 21%.  In 

numerous cases, more than one type of sexual assault was suspected.  

 Results of the analyses examining the effect of the victim/offender relationship on 

sexual assault revealed statistically significant differences, χ2 (4, n=393) = 54.08, p<.001.  

Chi-square analyses of each victim/offender relationship separately revealed that when 

collapsed into intimate/non-intimate, χ2 (1, n=393) = 15.53, p<.001; familial/non-familial, 

χ2 (1, n=393) = 4.24, p<.04; and stranger/non-stranger relationships, χ2 (1, n=393) = 

46.80, p<.001 varied significantly while acquaintance/non-qcquaintance, χ2 (1, n=393) 

=.05, p<.82 and unknown/known relationships, χ2 (1, n=393) =.06, p<.80 did not.  Visual 
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examination revealed that stranger femicide is greatly over-represented among those 

victims with evidence of sexual assault. 

 
Table 21: Sexual Assault 

N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Evidence Of Sexual 
Assault 

4 
7.5% 
3.3% 

2 
3.8% 
4.1% 

9 
17.0% 
12.7% 

25 
47.2% 
41.0% 

13 
24.5% 
14.3% 

53 
 

13.5% 
 

Vaginal 
4 

8.3% 
3.3% 

 7 
14.6% 
9.9% 

24 
50.0% 
39.3% 

13 
27.1% 
14.3% 

48 
 

12.2% 
 

Anal 
 
 
 

2 
10.0% 
4.1% 

4 
20.0% 
5.6% 

10 
50.0% 
16.4% 

4 
20.0% 
4.4% 

20 
 

5.1% 
 

Foreign Object 
 
 

 

1 
16.7% 
2.0% 

3 
50.0% 
4.2% 

1 
16.7% 
1.6% 

1 
16.7% 
1.1% 

6 
 

1.5% 
Postmortem Sexual 

Assault 
1 

9.1% 
.8% 

1 
9.1% 
2.0% 

3 
27.3% 
4.2% 

5 
45.5% 
8.2% 

1 
9.1% 
1.1% 

11 
 

2.8% 
 
No Evidence Of 
Sexual Assault 

117 
34.4% 
96.7% 

47 
13.8% 
95.9% 

62 
18.2% 
87.3% 

36 
10.6% 
59.0% 

78 
22.9% 
85.7% 

340 
 

86.5% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

• Categories are not mutually exclusive 
 

 
Figure 7: Sexual Assault 
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 The present study also included analysis of the effect of victim/offender 

relationship on whether the offender took an item(s) from the victim.  These analyses 

found that items were reported missing in only 21.1% of all femicides.  Findings show that 

of those cases in which the investigator determined an item to be missing, 67.5% were 

stranger or unknown victim/offender relationships.   

 Further, there was no differentiation of whether the item taken was something of 

value (i.e., a car, stereo, money) or a personal item (i.e., picture, clothing).  Future studies 

may want to break this variable down in order to examine the differences between those 

considered proceeds from robberies and those taken strictly for personal reasons.  

 Results of the analyses on the effect of the victim/offender relationship on the 

whether or not the offender took items belonging to the victim did reveal statistically 

significant differences.  Chi-square analyses indicate that evidence that the offender took 

the victim’s property varies significantly by victim/offender relationship, χ2 (4, n=393) = 

45.47, p<.001.  Visual examination reveals that strangers or unknown offenders were 

more likely to take an item belonging to the victim than were intimate, family, or 

acquaintance offenders.  Separate Chi-square analyses collapsing each of the 

victim/offender relationships revealed that intimate/non-intimate, χ2 (1, n=393) = 13.17, 

p<.001; familial/non-familial, χ2 (1, n=393) = 9.75, p<.001; and unknown/known 

relationships, χ2 (1, n=393) = 33.59, p<.001 varied significantly while acquaintance/non-

acquaintance, χ2 (1, n=393) = .41, p<.52 and stranger/non-stranger relationships, χ2 (1, 

n=393) = 1.97, p<.16 did not. 
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Table 22: Victim’s Property  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Item Missing 

12 
14.5% 
9.9% 

2 
2.4% 
4.1% 

13 
15.7% 
18.3% 

17 
20.5% 
27.9% 

39 
47.0% 
42.9% 

83 
 

21.1% 
 
No Apparent 
Item Missing 

109 
35.2% 
90.1% 

47 
15.2% 
95.9% 

58 
18.7% 
81.7% 

44 
14.2% 
72.1% 

52 
16.8% 
57.1% 

310 
 

78.9% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

 
Figure 8: Victim Property 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Prior studies have not examined the condition or state of the victims’ dress or 

undress.  Results of the present study reveal that 64.6% of the femicide victims were 

found fully dressed, 23.9% were partially dressed, and 11.5% were nude.  When the 

victim/offender relationship was factored in, results showed statistically significant 

differences, revealing that 73.3% of those victims found nude and 53.2% of those found 

partially undressed were killed by a stranger or unknown offender.  

 Results of the present study also reveal that 80% of intimate femicide victims were 

found fully dressed.  This finding is somewhat surprising in light of the fact that earlier 
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studies reported that the bedroom was more deadly for women than any other designated 

place.  Wolfgang (1958) found that 35% of femicide victims were killed in the bedroom.  

Likewise, Goetting (1991) indicated similar findings of 40% were killed in the bedroom.  

While these studies did not specifically examine victim/offender relationship by the room 

in which they were killed, the study by Frye et al. (2004) did report that 74% of intimate 

femicides occurred in the victim’s residence while only 46% of non-intimate femicides 

occurred there. 

 Results of analyses examining the effect of the victim/offender relationship on the 

condition of the victim’s manner of dress did reveal statistically significant differences.  

Chi-square analyses indicate that whether the victim is discovered dressed, partially 

dressed, or nude varies significantly by victim/offender relationship, χ2 (8, n=393) = 57.05, 

p<.001.  Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted collapsing the category of 

victim/offender relationship.  Chi-square analyses of each victim/offender relationship 

separately revealed that intimate/non-intimate, χ2 (2, n=393) = 20.65, p<.001; 

stranger/non-stranger, χ2 (2, n=393) = 23.33, p<.001; and unknown/known relationships, 

χ2 (2, n=393) = 20.47, p<.001 varied significantly while familial/non-familial, χ2 (2, 

n=393) = 5.66, p<.06 and acquaintance/non-acquaintance relationships, χ2 (2, n=393) = 

2.89, p<.235 did not. Visual examination reveals victims discovered nude or partially 

undressed were most often killed by a stranger or unknown offender. 
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Table 23: Victim’s Clothing  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Nude 
 

4 
8.9% 
3.3% 

4 
8.9% 
8.2% 

4 
8.9% 
5.6% 

11 
24.4% 
18.0% 

22 
48.9% 
24.2% 

45 
 

11.5% 
 
Partially 
Dressed 

20 
21.3% 
16.5% 

6 
6.4% 

12.2% 

18 
19.1% 
25.4% 

27 
28.7% 
44.3% 

23 
24.5% 
25.3% 

94 
 

23.9% 
 
Fully Dressed 

97 
38.2% 
80.0% 

39 
15.4% 
79.6% 

49 
19.3% 
69.0% 

23 
9.1% 

37.7% 

46 
18.1% 
50.5% 

254 
 

64.6% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

 

 Those who have examined the psychological aspects of crimes, such as serial or 

sexual homicide, have reported that the victim’s visibility and state of dress often result 

from specific decisions made by the offender (Ressler, Burgess, and Douglas, 1988).  The 

offender may cover the victim out of remorse or in an attempt to prevent or delay 

discovery.  An offender with a close personal relationship to the victim may redress the 

victim in order to prevent strangers, such as the police, from seeing her nude.   

 While the motive behind this offender behavior may be unclear, the present study 

explored the effect that victim/offender relationship has on its occurrence.  In only 19.3% 

of all femicides did the offenders appear to have covered or redressed the victims.  

Covering the body was most common but still accounted for only 9.7% of all femicides.  

Only the victim’s face was covered in 5.9%, and the victim appeared to have been 

redressed in 4.6% of all femicides.   

 Strangers were most likely to exhibit evidence of covering the victims when 

covering their bodies or faces and redressing the victims were considered together 

(31.1%).  However, intimate offenders exhibited evidence of covering their victims in only 
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17.4% of the cases.  When each variable was examined individually, two different trends 

emerged.   

 A slightly higher percentage of strangers covered the victims’ bodies (14.8%) or 

faces (16.4%) than intimates (9.1% and 2.5% respectively).  Although there were fewer 

cases in which the offender redressed the victim, the trend appeared less common in 

femicides with stranger and unknown victim/offender relationships.  Interestingly, familial 

femicide offenders were the least likely to exhibit evidence of covering or redressing the 

victim.  Only 10% of familial femicides revealed any evidence of the victim being covered 

or redressed.  

 Results of analyses examining the effect of the victim/offender relationship on the 

offender covering the victim’s body revealed statistically significant differences.  Chi-

square analyses indicate that evidence that the offender covered or redressed the victim 

varies significantly by victim/offender relationship, χ2 (4, n=393) = 11.51, p<.02.  Visual 

examination revealed that family members were the least likely offender to cover the 

victim, whereas stranger and acquaintance offenders were the most likely to cover the 

victim.   

 Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted collapsing the category of 

victim/offender relationship. A Chi-square analysis examining stranger/non-stranger was 

the only victim/offender relationship that was statistically significant , χ2 (1, n=393) = 

6.46, p<.01.  Intimate/non-intimate, χ2 (1, n=393) = .44, p<.51; familial/non-familial, χ2 

(1, n=393) = 2.99, p<.08; acquaintance/non-acquaintance, χ2 (1, n=393) = 2.01, p<.16; 

and unknown/known relationships, χ2 (1, n=393) = 1.94, p<.16 were not.  
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Table 24: Covering the Victim  
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

Evidence 
Victim Was 
Covered  

21 
27.6% 
17.4% 

5 
6.6% 

10.2% 

18 
23.7% 
25.4% 

19 
25.0% 
31.1% 

13 
17.1% 
14.3% 

76 
 

19.3% 
 

Covered Body 
11 

28.9% 
9.1% 

3 
7.9% 
6.1% 

6 
15.8% 
8.5% 

9 
23.7% 
14.8% 

9 
23.7% 
9.9% 

38 
 

9.7% 
 

Covered Face 
3 

13.0% 
2.5% 

2 
8.7% 
4.1% 

6 
26.1% 
8.5% 

10 
43.5% 
16.4% 

2 
8.7% 
2.2% 

23 
 

5.9% 
Offender 

Redressed 
Victim 

7 
38.9% 
5.8% 

 6 
33.3% 
8.5% 

3 
16.7% 
4.9% 

2 
11.1% 
2.2% 

18 
 

4.6% 
No Evidence 
Victim Was 
Covered  

100 
31.5% 
82.6% 

44 
13.9% 
89.8% 

53 
16.7% 
74.6% 

42 
13.2% 
68.9% 

78 
24.6% 
85.7% 

317 
 

80.7% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

• Categories are not mutually exclusive 
 

Figure 9: Covering or Redressing the Victim 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Analyses were conducted to examine the effect of victim/offender relationship on 

whether the victim was bound, gagged, or blindfolded.  Results from the present study 

again indicated a statistically significant difference based on victim/offender relationship.  

Only 9% of all femicides showed any evidence of victim binding.   
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 Evidence of the victim’s hands and/or feet being bound was the most common 

with 7.9%.  The victim was gagged in 3.3% and blindfolded in 1.8% of all femicides.  

Binding rarely occurred in incidents of intimate (3.3%) or familial (4.1%) femicide.  

Similar rates were found for acquaintance, stranger, and unknown relationship femicides, 

11.3%, 11.5%, and 15.4% respectively.  No significant differences were noted when the 

three variables (bound, gagged, or blindfolded) were examined individually, with the 

exception that unknown relationships accounted for a higher number of incidents in which 

the victim was bound. 

 Analyses results for the effect of the victim/offender relationship on evidence of 

binding, gagging, or blindfolding did reveal statistically significant differences.  Chi-square 

analyses indicate that evidence the offender bound, gagged, or blindfolded the victim 

varies significantly by victim/offender relationship.  Intimate and family offenders were the 

least likely to bind the victim whereas unknown offenders were the most likely, followed 

by stranger and acquaintances, χ2 (4, n=393) = 11.78, p<.019.  

 When separate Chi-square analyses were conducted collapsing the category of 

victim/offender relationship only intimate/non-intimate, χ2 (1, n=393) = 6.76, p<.01 and 

unknown/known relationships, χ2 (1, n=393) = 6.13, p<.01 were statistically significant; 

familial/non-familial, χ2 (1, n=393) = 1.61, p<.20; acquaintance/non-acquaintance, χ2 (1, 

n=393) =  .60, p<.44; and stranger/non-stranger relationships, χ2 (1, n=393) =.59, p<.44 

were not.  
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Table 25: Binding 
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

 
Evidence Of 
Binding 

4 
11.4% 
3.3% 

2 
5.7% 
4.1% 

8 
22.9% 
11.3% 

7 
20.0% 
11.5% 

14 
40.0% 
15.4% 

35 
 

8.9% 
 

Bound 
4 

12.9% 
3.3% 

2 
6.5% 
4.1% 

6 
19.4% 
8.5% 

6 
19.4% 
9.8% 

13 
41.9% 
14.3% 

31 
 

7.9% 
 

Gagged 
1 

7.7% 
.8% 

 3 
23.1% 
4.2% 

4 
30.8% 
6.6% 

5 
38.5% 
5.5% 

13 
 

3.3% 
 

Blindfolded 
  3 

42.9% 
4.2% 

1 
14.3% 
1.6% 

3 
42.9% 
3.3% 

7 
 

1.8% 

 
No Evidence Of 
Binding 

117 
32.7% 
96.7% 

47 
13.1% 
95.9% 

63 
17.6% 
88.7% 

54 
15.1% 
88.5% 

77 
21.5% 
84.6% 

358 
 

91.1% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0

% 

• Categories are not mutually exclusive 
  
 Finally, an examination of evidence that the offender attempted to alter the scene 

was conducted.  In 38.7% of all femicides, the offender appeared to have made an attempt 

to alter the scene, either by moving the body to another location, disabling the utilities, 

ransacking the scene, destroying evidence, disfiguring the victim, dismembering the victim, 

or staging the scene to appear as if it were motivated by another factor.  Acquaintances 

altered the scene in over half (52.1%) of the cases, most commonly by destroying evidence 

(29.6%), or moving the victim to another location (22.5%).  Stranger and unknown 

offender femicides similarly reported evidence of scene altering in 44.3% and 40.7%, 

respectively.  Intimate offenders were least likely, attempting this only 27.3% of the time. 

 When each variable was examined separately, only moving the body to another 

location appeared to be statistically significant.  The other variables--disabling utilities, 

ransacking, destroying evidence, disfiguring the victim, dismemberment, and staging--
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appeared to be distributed fairly evenly across the victim/offender categories and chi-

square analyses did not reveal statistically significant results. 

 Results of analyses examining the effect of the victim/offender relationship on 

evidence that the offender moved the body, disabled the utilities, ransacked the scene, 

destroyed evidence, disfigured or dismembered the victim, or staged the scene reveal 

statistically significant differences.  Chi-square analysis indicates that evidence that the 

offender altered the scene varies significantly by victim/offender relationship, χ2 (4, 

n=393) = 13.07, p<.01. 

 When the evidence of altering the scene and victim/offender relationships were 

collapsed, the following was revealed: Intimate/non-intimate relationships varied 

significantly with the behavior of moving the body, χ2 (1, n=393) = 4.85, p<.03 and 

disfiguring the body, 4.27, p<.04.  Familial/non-familial femicides varied significantly with 

moving the body, χ2 (1, n=393) = 4.08, p<.04.  Acquaintance/non-acquaintance 

victim/offender relationships varied significantly with disabling the utilities, χ2 (1, n=393) 

= 4.02, p<.04 and attempting to destroy evidence, 6.55, p<.01.  Stranger/non-stranger 

relationships did not vary significantly on any of the scene altering behavior.  When the 

victim/offender relationship was collapsed into unknown/known, it varied significantly 

with the behavior of moving the body, χ2 (1, n=393) = 4.37, p<.04. 
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Table 26: Scene Altering 
N 
Row %  
Column% 

 
Intimate 

 
Family 

 
Acquaintance 

 
Stranger 

 
Unknown 

 
Total 

Evidence 
Offender 
Altered Scene 

33 
21.7% 
27.3% 

18 
11.8% 
36.7% 

37 
24.3% 
52.1% 

27 
17.8% 
44.3% 

37 
24.3% 
40.7% 

152 
 

38.7% 
Moved Body 
To Another 

Location 

12 
19.0% 
9.9% 

3 
4.8% 
6.1% 

16 
25.4% 
22.5% 

11 
17.5% 
18.0% 

21 
33.3% 
23.1% 

63 
 

16.0% 
 

Disabled Utilities 
6 

25.0% 
5.0% 

1 
4.2% 
2.0% 

8 
33.3% 
11.3% 

3 
12.5% 
4.9% 

6 
25.0% 
6.6% 

24 
 

6.1% 
 

Ransacked 
10 

20.4% 
8.3% 

7 
14.3% 
14.3% 

13 
26.5% 
18.3% 

10 
20.4% 
16.4% 

9 
18.4% 
9.9% 

49 
 

12.5% 
 

Destroyed 
Evidence 

17 
23.0% 
14.0% 

10 
13.5% 
20.4% 

21 
28.4% 
29.6% 

14 
18.9% 
23.0% 

12 
16.2% 
13.2% 

74 
 

18.8% 
 

Disfigured Victim 
2 

10.0% 
1.7% 

4 
20.0% 
8.2% 

4 
20.0% 
5.6% 

4 
20.0% 
6.6% 

6 
30.0% 
6.6% 

20 
 

5.1% 
 

Dismembered 
1 

12.5% 
.8% 

 2 
25.0% 
2.8% 

1 
12.5% 
1.6% 

4 
50.0% 
4.4% 

8 
 

2.0% 
 

Staged 
8 

40.0% 
6.6% 

 4 
20.0% 
5.6% 

3 
15.0% 
4.9% 

5 
25.0% 
5.5% 

20 
 

5.1% 
No Evidence 
Scene Was 
Altered 

88 
36.5% 
72.7% 

31 
12.9% 
63.3% 

34 
14.1% 
47.9% 

34 
14.1% 
55.7% 

54 
22.4% 
59.3% 

241 
 

61.3% 
 
Total 

121 
30.8% 

49 
12.5% 

71 
18.1% 

61 
15.5% 

91 
23.2% 

393 
100.0% 

• Categories are not mutually exclusive 
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Figure 10: Offender Altered Scene 
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Chapter 7 Qualitative Analyses: Interview Data 
 
 Flewelling and Williams (1999) purported that the complexity of human behavior 

is never more evident than in the events surrounding the taking of another life.  The 

previous chapter revealed that when examined quantitatively, patterns become apparent in 

these complex events, supporting prior assertions that these events are not random.  In 

this section, the events are deconstructed and examined on an individual basis in order to 

develop a better understanding of this phenomenon.  The narrative data enriches and 

expands upon the quantitative results.   

A picture of the individuals involved and the femicide event itself was examined 

through the examination of case files, discussions with the case investigators, and in-depth 

interviews with 12 randomly selected offenders.  These offenders discussed their 

relationships with the victims, the events surrounding the incidents, and their thought 

processes before, during, and immediately following the femicides.  The results of this 

section will be linked with the quantitative findings in the next section. 

Case Study 1 – Intimate Femicide 

 Background 

 On a Tuesday morning, police were called to a downtown business.  The caller 

reported that her estranged husband came to her place of employment and was harassing 

her.  A police report was taken, and the woman was advised to go immediately to family 

court and get a restraining order.  She agreed to consider the officer’s suggestion but 

refused to go at that time.   

 The officer returned to his patrol car in front of the business and was making notes 

for his report when he observed people screaming and running from the business.  He 
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entered through the front door and observed the offender assaulting his estranged wife.  

The officer pulled his weapon and advised the offender to drop his knife.  He complied 

and was taken into custody.  The victim was rushed to the hospital but succumbed a short 

time later.  She had sustained 16 stab wounds.   

 The Victim and Offender 

 Both victim and offender were African Americans in their early forties.  The 

offender and victim had been married for approximately three years but were separated for 

several months at the wife’s request.  However, the husband wanted to reconcile.  The 

husband assaulted the victim on prior occasions, but the victim did not follow through 

with court proceedings.   

 The offender gave the following account of these prior assaults: 

“One time I broke her jaw; another time I cracked her ribs.  I know how that 
sounds, but when I, I’m not making excuses for it.  What happened was at the time 
her jaw broke, she had her mouth wide open, and I smacked it . . . She said 
something about my children, and I smacked her. . . . The cracked rib, I caught her 
coming out of a bar with a guy. . . . I saw red, you know?  And I hit her.  She fell 
against a car, supposedly cracked her rib.  There had been physical violence, not all 
on my part though . . .” 
 

 The offender was married twice before and had an extensive criminal history dating 

back twenty years, which included drug and weapon charges, burglary, assault and 

homicide.  He had previously attempted suicide and was hospitalized in a psychiatric 

facility, diagnosed with judgment disorder and borderline personality disorder.  The 

offender had a GED and had attended some college courses.  At the time of the incident 

the offender was unemployed.  He admitted to using marijuana, cocaine, and heroin, and 

was on a drinking binge the day before the event. 
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The Crime Scene 

“So I went to her job.  I’m waiting for her to get to work, so in the meantime 
while I was waiting for her, there’s a liquor store across the street . . . I had gone 
over there and had another half pint of vodka . . . And finally she comes to work.” 
 
The offender stated that he went to the victim’s work place and asked for money 

but the victim refused to give the offender any money at that time, but suggested he come 

back later in the day.   

“Then she got a phone call; she got a phone call from some guy . . . [who] was 
supposed to be going to her house to meet her . . . So I called her outside, and I 
said, ‘You know what?  I am certainly getting sick of this.’  I said, ‘You’re nothing 
but a whore, and I pushed her . . . So I left, went and got some more to drink.  
Now in the meantime, she called the police.” 
 
While the officer was in his vehicle at the scene, the offender returned and entered 

the work place through a rear door.   

“So I went back . . . to talk to her, and when I got out of the car, her [boss] came 
out and told me said [she] doesn’t want to talk to you; she called the cops.  And 
uh, I said ‘Okay, well, I’m leaving’ . . . oh, before that, and this is what got me in 
trouble because I messed up my credibility.  During the time that I was waiting, uh, 
to go back the second time, I had gone up the street to uh, . . . They sold knives 
and things like that, and I bought this knife because I was going go confront this 
guy, you know? . . . I was going to see who this guy was.  I didn’t know who he 
was, and I was going to have something in case, things got out of hand.  So, 
anyway I had this knife, and I go back and she said, uh, when I stepped in the 
door, I said, ‘Did you call the cops on me?’  She said, yeah, and I just went off . . . 
And it was like I was standing in the doorway, watching myself chase her through 
the main door there, and I saw myself stab her . . . Next thing I know, there is a 
policeman there, about as close as you and I, and he’s got a gun pointed at my 
chest telling me to drop the knife.  And that was it.”  

 
Case Study 2 – Intimate Femicide 

Background 

 The victim’s mother returned home to find her daughter, who resided with her, 

dead in the daughter’s bedroom.  Initially, there were no obvious signs of trauma, but an 
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autopsy revealed that the victim was strangled and received blunt trauma to her abdomen.  

Meanwhile, the victim’s ex-boyfriend, who fled to New York City, confessed to 

authorities there that he had killed his ex-girlfriend. 

The Victim and Offender 

 The offender and victim had an on-again-off-again relationship for approximately 

three years.  The victim was in her early thirties and the offender was in his late thirties; 

both were African American. 

 The offender had a criminal history, including assault, fraud, burglary, robbery, and 

weapons possession.  He attained a GED and was employed at the time of the homicide in 

manual labor.  He was previously hospitalized for depression and admitted use of 

marijuana, cocaine, heroin, and alcohol. 

 The Crime Scene 

 At the time of the incident, they were arguing in the victim’s residence about 

infidelity and whether the victim had given the offender a sexually transmitted disease.   

“She just grabbed me, and I mean, just I’m tired of this here [arguing] man . . . So, 
as I was leaving there, she threw something [at me] and I rushed her and, you 
know what I’m saying, I had literally got to that point, you know what I’m 
saying.” 
 
The offender immediately fled the scene.  He later recounted the following: 

“I just left, you know what I’m saying, because, I mean I thought that maybe she 
was still all right, you know what I’m saying, and I just left.” 
 

Case Study 3 – Intimate Femicide  
 

Background 

 On a cold January evening, the victim went down to her basement to do laundry.  

Unbeknown to her, her ex-boyfriend had been hiding in her basement for a number of 
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days.  She was attacked from behind with a barbell and killed.  The offender then took her 

car and numerous items of value from her home.  Her ex-boyfriend was developed as a 

suspect, and upon questioning, he confessed to her murder along with two other murders 

in the months leading up to this incident. 

The Victim and Offender  

 The victim was a single African American female in her late forties, and the 

offender was an African American male in his early thirties.  He had a criminal history of 

burglary, robbery and kidnapping.  His documented criminal career began at the age of 12 

when he was sent to juvenile detention and then placed in a foster home.   

 The victim and offender met while the offender was in prison where the victim 

volunteered.  When the offender was released, they began a brief intimate relationship until 

the victim broke it off.   

“I was a prisoner, and uh, she made the mistake of being my friend.” 

The offender, an admitted cocaine user, stated the following regarding motive and 

victim selection: 

“I had fell into these drugs, using drugs.  And um, I needed money.  And my mind 
said pick on someone weaker, and that’s what I did.” 
 
The Crime Scene 

“When I committed the homicides, I was using cocaine . . . and when I killed 
someone, it was to get money.  It was to get money for cocaine, but at the same 
time, I could close my eyes and just remember exactly that moment.  I wasn’t 
afraid.  I knew what I was doing was wrong.  I knew it was wrong to kill 
someone.  And . . . but it . . . I just don’t get it.  I, you know, that’s what I don’t 
get.  I knew it was wrong and everything.  I knew what I was gonna do.  And I 
knew it was for money.  But, why did I kill them?  Uh, maybe I didn’t care about.  
I do care.  I do; I do.  But I still did it.  Um, you know you can get guns and stuff.  
You know, you can go out $25.00, get you a gun.  I didn’t use a gun in none of 
them.  You know what I used?  You probably do.  An object, a blunt object, hit a 
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person.  Just in the head, man.  People that were weaker than me.  People that I 
could’ve just strong-armed.  Just throw them to the ground, say give me your 
money and they would have gave it too.  So, I’m thinking, why, why did you do 
what you did the way you did it?  Why, why, I mean shit, you could’ve terrorized 
someone with a gun.  Whew, I’m going to tell you.  You know, I don’t know, like 
even today, I don’t know, but I do believe that the first weapon I ever 
encountered, seen used from someone, was a hammer.  And I don’t know if there 
is any relation to me using a blunt object, I mean one was a hammer, but the other 
one was a dumbbell, and two was a hammer actually.  My father used a hammer on 
my mother.  I remember that.” 
 
“I could’ve got $24.00 and gone to New York, pick your people and pick your 
places to get guns from, why you chose that?  [People ask] was it because you had 
it right away and that was available?  No, that’s not the case.” 
 
When questioned about covering the victim with a blanket and whether he made 

attempts to destroy evidence, the offender stated: 

“I closed my eyes.  I really, each one of the homicides I closed my eyes . . . I tried 
to cover it up . . . [with] a blanket or something . . . I did it with each one of the 
homicides . . . cause I didn’t want to see her?  I did close my eyes.” 
 
“When I left the place, I cleaned it up.  I did, I wiped off fingerprints, this is 
probably not good enough, you know, all the techniques you know about that, you 
know, you need to do more than just wipe off fingerprints.” 

 
Case Study 4 - Intimate Femicide  
 

Background 

 The offender, a long time friend of the victim’s family, began to spend a great deal 

of time with the victim.  The relationship turned intimate, much to the family’s dismay.  

The victim ended the relationship but went to the offender’s residence, possibly to 

reconcile.  However, an argument ensued, and the altercation turned violent.  The offender 

strangled the victim and then stabbed her repeatedly.  The offender, who worked the night 

shift, left and went to work.  While at work, he stole a large sum of money, returned 

home, put the victim’s body in the car, and left the state.  He stopped at bar in a southern 
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state and told the bartender that there was a body in his car.  Someone from the bar 

notified the police; the offender was arrested, and returned to New Jersey.   

The Victim and Offender 

 The offender is a Caucasian male in his late twenties.  At the time of the incident, 

he was married but separated from his second wife.  He had been dating the victim, a 

single Caucasian female in her early twenties, but she had recently ended their relationship.  

The offender had prior sexual assault and harassment charges which were dismissed.  He 

was also incarcerated in a juvenile detention facility when he was younger.   

The offender attempted suicide in the past and was diagnosed as Bi-polar and 

having a personality disorder.  He had earned a GED, and at the time of the incident, he 

was employed as a cashier. 

The Crime Scene 

 The victim was at the offender’s residence when they began arguing.  It is believed 

the victim refused to have sex with the offender.  The offender then beat the victim about 

the face with his fist and manually strangled her.  He then dragged her from the living 

room into the bedroom and used a necktie to strangle the victim, but the noises continued.  

He then stabbed her six times in the chest with a serrated kitchen knife.   

“We were fighting in the living room, and somehow I ended up, she was on her 
stomach and I was above her and I had like a choke hold on her and she passed 
out.  I thought I had broke her neck, I thought I killed her . . . so I carried her to 
the bedroom and put her on the bed.  I should have called for help, and the 
question they’ve asked me a thousand times, is why didn’t you call for help?  And I 
think in my mind at the time I was helping her cuz she started making noise.  I 
thought she was in pain, so I tied the tie around her neck to stop her pain.  That 
didn’t work, so I went and got a knife, and I stabbed her to stop the pain.  And it 
doesn’t even sound right.  It doesn’t make sense, but that’s at the time what I was 
trying to do.  I loved her very much, and I didn’t want her to be in pain.” 

 



Femicide     103 
 

 

 “It had to have happened around 9:00, between 9 and 11.  I’m not sure exactly 
when . . . then between that time until about midnight.  I just sat there and talked 
to her and walked around and I was crying, talking to her, and then I called my 
work and told them something happened.  I was going to be late, but I went to 
work.” 
 
“[I] kept calling the house all night.  I guess, I don’t know, hoping she would 
answer the phone.  You know, I mean, I guess I was just not accepting that she 
was dead.  I knew she was, but it was like maybe this was all just a nightmare.” 
 
“I went back [home] and then um, got ready to go . . .  I was moving to California. 
. .  Packed up everything I needed . . . The blankets on the bed, there were two 
blankets . . . She was laying on her back on the bed.  [I] just pulled them up over 
her, tied the top in a knot . . . I put everything else in the car, put [her] in the car . . 
. I was going to turn myself in when I got [there].” 

 
Case Study 5 – Intimate Femicide 

Background 

When the victim did not report to work at her job as an office clerk, her mother 

went to her home to check on her.  It was there her mother discovered the victim’s body.  

She had been dead for approximately two days.  It was discovered that her husband also 

had not reported for work and had not been seen for a couple days.  A week later, the 

husband turned himself in and confessed to the murder. 

The Victim and Offender 

 Both the victim and offender were African American.  The victim was in her early 

thirties, and the offender was in his early fifties.  The offender, a truck driver, had a 

criminal history dating back nearly twenty years.  His charges ranged from disturbing the 

peace and disorderly conduct to assault and robbery.  He was married once before and had 

seven children.  The couple had a long history of domestic violence.   

The Crime Scene 

   The offender indicated that his actions were prompted after he and victim engaged 
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in sexual intercourse and he climaxed first.  Because of this, the victim became annoyed 

and told the offender if he could not satisfy her, she would get someone else.  He reported 

that the victim began to beat him about the chest area.  The offender then placed his hands 

around her neck and squeezed.   

“After it happened, I put her in the bed.  And I usually leave her in the bed in the 
morning when I go to work . . . and I guess, to me that was more like uh, I’d say, 
the same thing.  I was leaving her at night; I just kissed her goodbye and go to 
work.  She’d roll over and go back to sleep, and I’d go to work.  That’s all.  
That’s mainly what I . . . at the time what I was thinking really, that it didn’t 
happen.  That I was on my way to work and uh, that’s all”. 
 
“I sat beside the bed.  It was light and I was sitting beside the bedroom.  When I 
realized anything, it was dark.  Almost four in the morning, I’d say.  Three or four 
in the morning.  Yeah, I’d say about ten hours just, right beside the bed . . . it had 
to been about six in the morning [when I came back] . . . I just stayed in the house 
. . . sitting on the side of the bed.” 
 

 After killing the victim, it appeared the offender may have redressed her.  The 

offender then fled out of state with the victim’s vehicle.  The offender now claims the 

victim committed suicide. 

Case Study 6 – Familial Femicide 
 

Background 

 A younger girl returned home from work on a rainy Sunday evening.  She 

observed her brother leaving the residence.  Upon entering her home, she discovered both 

of her parents beaten to death.  They were found in different rooms, both beaten to death 

with a hammer and wooden cane.   

  The girl called the police and told them her brother just murdered both of their 

parents.  Police picked up her brother walking in the rain near a bar a short time later.  He 

had little recollection of the events of that evening.  As the events of the evening were 



Femicide     105 
 

 

pieced together, it was determined that the offender, who had been drinking all day, came 

home to borrow money from parents to continue drinking.  When they refused, he beat 

them both to death. 

The Victim and Offender 

The offender is a Hispanic male in his mid twenties.  His mother, the main focus of 

this femicide study, was a married Hispanic female in her late forties.  The offender, who 

was born in New Jersey, lived with his mom, dad, and sister.   

Prior to this incident, he had only two previous charges of shop lifting and 

marijuana possession.  He was however, hospitalized twice and was diagnosed bi-polar 

and paranoid schizophrenic.  He also admitted to heavy alcohol use along with marijuana, 

crank, and methamphetamines.   

The Crime Scene 

The victim and her husband were brutally beaten by their son in their home.  When 

questioned about events prior to the murders and what he remembered about the incident, 

the offender stated the following: 

“I went over there one weekend, and I was very . . . I had been on like a three-day 
drinking binge, and then 25 years of anger all came out, and the next thing you 
know, I was swinging whatever blunt object I could find . . . I could not believe 
that I would be capable of something like that.  And the way I look at it now, it 
sounds sick, but it was like cathartic almost.  It was like I got it out of my system, 
and I would never do it again.” 
 
“It didn’t seem long.  It’s like I went over there and right away just, just 
confronted my mother with all these issues I had inside me, and it’s like, I just 
basically, her just like looking at me like, well, yeah, all right, get it over with, I’m 
trying to watch TV, that kind of attitude.  And, that, that, that is really seemed to 
be the thing that kind of set me off, like, I’ll get your attention now.  But then the 
next thing you know, I’m out, I’m out in the pouring rain and its dark, and I 
remember going over there and it was daylight.” 
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 The offender did not bring any weapons with him but instead used items in the 

residence.  Furthermore, he did not attempt to cover up the crime or his involvement. 

“A walking cane . . . it was sitting there on the couch.  It was, it was, I hope this 
doesn’t sound morbid but it was like it was saying, here pick me up . . . use me.  
Because there was no reason at all for it to be there.  And they said they found 
splinters of the cane, pieces of the cane in the room, and I don’t like talking about 
this, they say they found pieces, slivers of wood out of my mother’s hair, and . . 
.uh . . . they found a claw hammer.  In the house.  And, I’m, who knows what else 
I used.  They, I don’t remember using a claw hammer.  And, that the thing they 
said about the claw hammer, was that I would have had to leave the room to get it, 
because it, there would have been no reason for it to be there in the house.  Then, 
then, that was brought up in fact, that I would leave a room to get something.  It 
would say that I was doing it intentionally.  But as far as, as I tried to say, as far as 
I can remember, it’s like these objects just started coming out of nowhere, and 
before you know it, it was done.” 

 
  

“Looking back on it, you can see . . . I can see it was all very sloppy, very 
impulsive, and I made no effort to hide it from anybody.  And, if I can look back 
on it myself, it was almost like I was; I was asking to get caught.  Cuz, I mean, it’s 
not like I made some kind of effort to try to dispose of the bodies or the weapons 
or try to create some kind of alibi.  It’s like, yeah, here I am, I did it, come get me, 
basically it’s like the attitude I conceived.” 

 
Case Study 7 – Acquaintance Femicide 
 

Background 

The police and fire department were dispatched to a fire in an apartment building.  

After the fire was contained, fire fighters discovered the body of a female lying on a bed in 

the apartment where the fire started.  Despite the fire, a great deal of evidence remained.  

Two stab wounds were observed on the victim, and blood patterns found in the bathroom 

seemed to indicate the assault occurred there.  Forensic and eyewitness accounts led 

police to suspect a neighbor and acquaintance of the victim.  Further investigation 

revealed that on the same day of the murder, the offender pawned jewelry belonging to the 

victim. 
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The Victim and Offender 

 The victim was a single Caucasian female in her early fifties and the offender was a 

single Hispanic male in his mid-forties.  The offender had a previous charge for armed 

robbery and was on disability at the time of the incident. 

The Crime Scene 

 It is now believed that the offender broke into the victim’s apartment not knowing 

she was there.  The offender was attempting to rob the victim when she surprised him.  

After stabbing the victim to death, the offender then set fire to the victim’s residence in 

attempt to cover up the homicide.  The offender was convicted on the homicide, and 

although he admits to the burglary, he still denies committing the homicide or setting the 

fire. 

Case Study 8 – Acquaintance Femicide 

Background 

At approximately noon on a Wednesday in March, the victim’s body was 

discovered in her apartment.  She had been stabbed eight times.  An acquaintance of the 

victim was developed as a suspect based on physical evidence found at the scene.  A 

search of his residence revealed the murder weapon. 

The Victim and Offender 

 The victim was an African American female in her mid-twenties.  The offender, an 

African American male in his early twenties, was unemployed at the time of the incident 

and had a prior charge for burglary which had been dismissed.  The offender admitted to 

using marijuana and cocaine.  He earned his high school degree and had taken some 

college courses. 
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The Crime Scene 

 The offender claimed that the victim owed him money for marijuana, and he went 

to her residence to collect from her.  When the victim told him she did not have any 

money, he stabbed her repeatedly with a hatchet and kitchen knife.  The offender then 

stole her car, television, VCR, and credit cards.   

 It should be noted that while this offender agreed to be interviewed, he refused to 

have the interview audio-taped. 

Case Study 9 – Acquaintance Femicide 
 

Background 

While on routine patrol on a warm Monday night, two officers spotted a large 

cardboard box along the roadside.  Closer examination revealed the body of a partially 

dressed young woman.  Markings on the box as well as other physical evidence led police 

to the suspect.  Further investigation revealed that the victim was last seen getting into the 

offender’s vehicle.   

Prior to the murder, the offender asked the victim to go shopping with him.  He 

then used a ruse to get the victim to come with him to his residence.  Once there, he 

attacked the victim from behind and sexually assaulted her.  After the sexual assault, the 

victim asked to use the bathroom.  As she walked toward the bathroom she was again 

attacked from behind, this time fatally.   

The offender strangled the victim with a cord and then made an extensive but 

unsuccessful attempt to clean up any evidence from the crime scene and victim.  He 

dumped the victim’s body in a remote location and fled the state.  Approximately three 

days later, the offender voluntarily agreed to return to New Jersey.         
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The Victim and Offender 

 The victim was a single Caucasian female in her early twenties.  The offender was 

a Caucasian male in his mid twenties who worked as a handyman at the time of the 

incident.  He had grown up in a strict but normal household with his mother, father, and a 

younger brother.  The offender had a number of discipline problems as a teenager, so his 

parents took him to couseling.   

The offender was twice charged with rape.  In the first incident, he was found not 

guilty although he now admits his culpability.  In the second incident, he was found guilty 

and served approximately two years of a five-year sentence.  The offender admitted little 

control over his use of alcohol and marijuana. 

The Crime Scene 

“One day I woke up and, it’s just, it’s hard to explain by how the feeling, I woke 
up and I knew something was going to happen that day.  I just knew it . . . 
everything just fell the wrong way . . . back in my mind now, O.K., now let’s call 
some girls.” 
 
“So, I went back to my house and she had no problems with going back to my 
house, and uh, you know, she didn’t know nothing was wrong.  She was just 
thinking we’re going back to my house; we’re going to get some money so we can 
go to the mall.  I went back to my house, and I locked the door, and I attacked her 
. . . I knew the whole house was, would be my house.  And no one was going to 
come by and stuff . . . and it just took off from there.  Then, once we got back to 
my house, I took her in, and as soon as I came in, I, you know, I locked the screen 
door, and I closed the storm door, and I attacked her from behind.  And at first she 
had no clue what was going on.  She thought we were just like maybe playing 
around or wrestling.  She was like, sort of like giggling, but sort of like, confused 
like . . . you know, ‘what the hell you doing?’.” 
 
“I just got this like this angry rage.  I just got this angry rage and that was it.  Once 
everything was over and done with, I was like, oh no, I messed up.  Don’t tell 
nobody, please don’t tell nobody.  This and that, just, I really can’t explain it.” 
 
“I attacked her from behind.  I put a cord around her neck, and I started choking 
her . . . She wasn’t fighting.  It was like she was more like scared, more [or] less in 
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shock . . . In the back of my mind, I’m thinking, she’s not fighting; she must want 
to die.” 

 
 The offender stated that after the rape and strangulation, he was not sure the 

victim was dead, so he carried her to the bathroom and placed her in the tub.  He filled the 

tub with water, making sure her face and nose were covered with water.  Subsequently the 

offender left residence for a few hours.   

“I panicked.  Then once I realized she was dead, the first thing I was like, oh man, 
I can’t believe I did this, and I left . . . I came back, went in the house and she was 
still in the tub.  So that’s when I knew, yeah, that’s when I begin to panic.  So then 
I tried to cover up, you know, I tried to cover everything up.” 
 

 When he returned, he washed the victim in an attempt to destroy forensic 

evidence, spending a great deal of time cleaning the residence in an attempt to remove any 

other evidence.  He then covered the victim’s head, hands, and feet.  The victim was then 

placed in a container and dump in the woods. 

“I wrapped her [up], and I put her in the [container].  So all it looked like, if I was 
coming to my house, it was just like I was moving something out of my house, into 
[my vehicle].” 
 
“I panicked, and as I was trying to pull the container further into the [woods], it hit 
a stump and it tipped over.  Then when it tipped over, I panicked and just left, just 
left the scene.” 
 
“I was gonna go back and uh, check on the body, see if it was still there or not.  
And as I got on the highway . . . and off to the right hand side you could see the 
area . . . I seen all the white cars, unmarked, and a photographer there, and cones 
were up.  And that’s when I knew they found the body.  So, I just left, left the 
area.” 
 
“At first they thought I had this like all planned out, that I staged the [scene].  It 
was just when we fell to the ground, there was the cord, I just grabbed that.  It 
wasn’t like I, you know, had everything set to the side, I knew what I was going to 
do, nothing like that.” 
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Case Study 10 – Acquaintance Femicide 
 

Background 

The victim was discovered in an empty warehouse.  She had been dead 

approximately five days.  An autopsy revealed she was strangled and severely beaten.  Her 

body was found partially undressed, and her hands and feet were bound.  The offender 

was developed as a suspect and upon being questioning, he gave a formal statement 

admitting he choked the victim. 

The Victim and Offender 

The victim, a single African American female in her early forties, was a known 

prostitute and drug user.  The offender was a married African American male in his late 

twenties.  He came from a large family.  He was unemployed at the time of the incident 

and had one prior criminal charge for drug possession.  The offender was hospitalized 

three times for suicide attempts. 

The Crime Scene 

 The victim was discovered in a vacant building lying on her stomach with her pants 

partially pulled down.  Her arms were tied behind her back with her sweater sleeves, and 

her shoe laces were tied together. 

“So we got into a little scuffle, she hit me with something, and I didn’t like it.  So, 
I tried to subdue her, you know a little bit, to calm her down.  Punching and 
kicking me, scratching me.  She picked up a piece of a, I don’t know it was a razor 
or piece of metal or glass, and she cut me.  And with that right there, I grabbed her 
by the neck and uh, I didn’t know I killed her. . . I put my arm around her neck, 
into a sleeper hold, and uh . . . she was alive at first, but I hung on . . . I didn’t 
know I killed her . . . so I left and went home.” 

 
 The offender had marks on him from the altercation, and in an attempt to account 

for these injuries, he filed a false police report stating he had been assaulted.   
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Case Study 11 – Acquaintance Femicide 
 

Background 

 On a February afternoon, two surveyors found the body of a female in a stream.  

She was covered with snow and rocks.  An autopsy revealed she had been beaten and 

strangled approximately one week before her body was found.  A composite was done of 

the victim and given to the media.   

 The victim was identified and her boyfriend reported that she had gone out for 

cigarettes and never returned.  The investigation revealed that the offender, an 

acquaintance of the victim, had previously threatened her.  The offender admits that the 

victim owed him money for drugs but denies the murder. 

The Victim and Offender 

 The Hispanic victim was in her late teens and was a known prostitute and drug 

user.  The offender, an African American male in his late twenties, had an extensive prior 

criminal history, including weapons possession, robbery, assault, possession of CDS, etc.  

He was charged with homicide nine years prior to this incident, but the charges were no 

billed. 

 The offender came from a large family and was raised by his mother until she had a 

nervous breakdown.  At that time, he was placed into the foster care system.  He dropped 

out of high school after the 10th grade.  The offender has six children of his own. 

The Crime Scene 

 The victim was last seen near her home in an urban area; however, her body was 

discovered in a stream surrounded by woods in rural area.  The victim appeared to have 
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been redressed by the offender and then driven to the site where she was eventually 

discovered.   

 The offender still denies involvement in this incident. 

Case Study 12 – Stranger Femicide 

Background 

 A customer in the video store observed an apparent robbery.  He remained at the 

back of the store until he was sure the robber left.  When he emerged from the rear of the 

store, he was unable to locate the cashier.  A further search revealed the cashier’s body 

behind the store.  The victim had been stabbed over 20 times.   

 The police were able to develop the offender as a suspect because he had robbed 

the store previously and fit the description given by witnesses in the present incident.  

When police went to the offender’s home, they were advised by his family that he had left 

earlier in the day with a large kitchen knife.  The family was advised to contact the police 

when they heard from the offender.  Approximately one week later, the offender was 

arrested at another family member’s home out of state.  

The Victim and Offender 

The victim, who worked for the video store, was a single Caucasian female in her 

early twenties.  The offender was a married African American male also in his early 

twenties.  He was unemployed at the time of the incident.  He had been sent to juvenile 

detention at the age of 15 and had a fairly extensive criminal history of drug possession, 

vehicle theft, shoplifting, robbery, and aggravated assault. 

The offender dropped out of school after the 8th grade.  He was diagnosed as 

emotionally disturbed and admitted to alcohol and cocaine use. 
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The Crime Scene 

 The offender gave the following account of the afternoon of the incident: 
 

“My mother-in-law comes out of the room, the bedroom, and asks me to go to the 
store . . . so I had, a light went on, you can go by there and rob them again.  You 
got off with it just as easy before.  Keep in mind I had been drinking, you know, so 
my abilities was all screwed up and um, that’s what I did.  Yu know, I left, went to 
the store.” 
 
“I had a mask and a hood on and things like that . . . she complied you know, this 
is what I’m thinking, so I tells her to come outside with me because I didn’t want 
her to be able to contact authorities. . . And proceeded out the back door and 
that’s where she, sheer panic on her side and my side began and things got out of 
hand.  That’s where the murder took place, back there.” 
 
“She wasn’t actually fighting, it’s just that she was, you know, frightened.  Which I 
understand and she was upset, frightened, didn’t know who I was, what I was 
intending on doing, you know, so she began getting loud and by her getting loud, I 
began getting nervous and it scared me.  And then I, you know, lost my wits even 
further, and began striking her with this knife that I had and that’s what caused her 
death.” 
 
“I had made her lie down and, well I asked her to lie down.  And uh, as I 
proceeded to pull the rope, I’m on top of her at this point, you know, she’s lying 
on her back, I’m on top of her at this point on my knees.  And as I proceeded to 
pull the rope out of my pocket, that’s when everything just, you know, went 
haywire.  And that’s when I went haywire as well.” 
 

 The victim was stabbed 23 times in the field behind her place of employment.  

Emergency responders began CPR, and the victim was transported to hospital where she 

was pronounced dead a short time later. 

“After she stopped struggling, I immediately ran.  Uh, the struggle didn’t take no 
more, probably about 30 seconds, you know. . . I was pretty much aware of what I 
was doing, you know.  Came to some type of understanding of what was taking 
place, you know?  And I immediately ran, discarded things, the knife, the rope, my 
clothing that I had on.” 
 
“It was raining like I said, so uh, I had washed my hands off, cause I had blood on 
my hands too, and I ran the water, the knife through the water puddle on the floor, 
on the ground in the middle of the street.  Ran the knife through it and that’s when 
I threw it that time.” 
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“I didn’t concern myself with the security . . .I didn’t really reflect too much on 
that, I just, it was closer to home, enroute to my home, so I would get in and get 
out.  That’s how I was thinking.” 
 

Summary 

 The pictures that emerge from these interviews are of femicides committed with 

little or no premeditation.  The victims and offenders are often involved in close personal 

relationships.  The murder is often the result of an argument.  The location is often the 

victim and/or offender’s residence, and the method is almost always a weapon of 

opportunity.  However, as shown in the quantitative section, these variables combine to 

form statistically significant patterns.  The victim’s age and ethnicity, the location of the 

femicide, the weapon used, etc. are found to vary significantly, not only from homicides 

with male victims but also within femicide based on the victim/offender relationship. 

 As shown in the quantitative analyses section, the application of the lifestyle-

routine activities approach helps to explain these differences and are reiterated in this 

chapter’s results.  This study’s 12 cases of femicide demonstrate that these women are 

killed in the course of their routine activities by motivated offenders when no capable 

guardian was available.    
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Chapter 8 Discussion 

This section combines the quantitative analysis and qualitative interviews along 

with lifestyle and routine activities theories to present a picture of the phenomenon of 

femicide.  The quantitative analysis showed the frequency, patterns, and interactions 

among the variables.  The interviews were then used to add richness to this data by 

providing a better understanding of the relationship between the victim and offender as 

well as a more intimate view of the individuals.  Lastly, lifestyle and routine activities 

theories, which were utilized to form the hypotheses for this study, was again examined in 

order to better understand these findings. 

This study has presented a model of the typical femicide victim in New Jersey.  She 

is a Caucasian female in her mid-thirties.  Although lifestyle and routine activities theories 

were utilized to predict that there would be difference between the mean age of victims 

based on the victim/offender relationship, no statistically significant differences were 

found.  The assailant in femicide is typically a male, five or more years older than the 

victim.   

Based on the same theoretical principle utilized in examining the mean age of the 

victims, it was predicted that the age difference between the offender and the victim would 

vary based on the victim/offender relationship.  Statistically significant differences were 

found in the pattern expected.  The offenders interviewed in this study were no exception 

to these findings.  Four of the five intimate offenders were older than their victims.  In the 

one case in which the offender was younger, the intimate relationship was more casual and 

had ended months before the financially motivated homicide.  
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Similar to prior studies, these results show that African American females have a 

higher rate of victimization when compared to their proportion in the population.  African 

American and ‘other minority’ victims also appear to be overrepresented in the unknown 

offender/unsolved femicide category.  It should be noted that as discussed in the Research 

Design and Methodology Chapter, there was an underreporting of African American 

victims in this study due to the low compliance of Essex County, therefore it can be 

expected that African American females may have an even higher rate of victimization 

then found in this study. 

The offenders in this portrait of a typical femicide are most often the same ethnicity 

as the victim.  As predicted by lifestyle and routine activity theories, femicide is primarily 

an interracial event.  Individuals most often work, socialize, and live in racially 

homogenous areas; therefore, victims are most likely to come into contact with an 

offender who is of the same ethnicity.  Those victims in the case studies who were killed 

by an offender of a different race lived or worked in racially diverse areas.  These victims 

were also typically acquainted with their offenders and interacted with them during the 

course of their daily routines. 

The victim is typically single and is most likely to be murdered by an intimate 

partner or an acquaintance.  As predicted by Routine Activity theory, women are more 

likely to be killed by someone close to them.  The majority of femicide victims were killed 

by intimate partner; over half of these were a boyfriend or ex-boyfriend. 

Prior studies have reported that married females are killed at a higher percentage 

than married males.  This study supports the findings that marriage does not provide the 

same protective factor for female victims as it does for male victims.  Marriage does, 
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however, appear to provide a protective factor from victimization of familial, 

acquaintance, and stranger femicides as predicted by Routine Activities theory.  The only 

married victim in the case studies murdered by someone other than her husband was killed 

along with her husband by her own son.   

The majority of the femicides examined were solved and the offender was listed as 

in custody.  A closer look at the offenders who were listed as deceased revealed that the 

majority had killed an intimate partner.  This phenomenon is due to a higher rate of 

murder/suicides among intimates.   

The interviews with intimate offenders in custody revealed that there was usually a 

history of domestic violence long precipitating the murder.  To illustrate, the offender in 

Case Study 1 admitted to breaking the victim’s jaw and cracking her ribs on other 

occasions.  Numerous offenders in the case studies reported after being involved in a 

tumultuous relationship, they had finally ‘had enough.’ 

The victims of femicide are typically killed in a residence, most likely their own, 

regardless of the victim/offender relationship.  For example, in Case Study 3, the victim 

went down to her basement to do laundry when she was attacked from behind by her ex-

boyfriend who had been hiding there.  However, the remaining case studies which 

occurred in the victims’ residences were not surprise attacks but involved offenders who 

were invited into or belonged in the home.   

While victims were more likely to be killed in a residence, those who were killed 

outdoors, i.e. in a field, wooded area, or street, were more likely to have been killed by an 

acquaintance, stranger, or unknown offender than by an intimate or family member.  This 

is consistent with lifestyle and routine activities theories in that these are the locations 
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where the victim is most likely to come into contact with the offender.  For example, 

victims are more likely to come into contact with an intimate partner or family member in 

a residence and more likely to come into contact with an acquaintance or stranger in a 

public or outdoor venue. 

Only one victim in the case studies was confirmed having been killed outdoors.  In 

Case Study 12, the victim was taken out the rear of her retail workplace to a nearby field.  

When the victim began to scream, she was stabbed.  In Case Studies 10 and 11, the 

location of the actual murder is unknown, but one of the victims was dragged into an 

empty warehouse and another was dumped in a stream.  Both victims were strangled and 

believed to have been killed by an acquaintance, during altercations over illegal drugs.  In 

Case Study 9, the victim’s body was discarded along side of the road after having been 

sexually assaulted and killed in the offender’s, an acquaintance, residence. 

While the choice of weapons or methods of death appeared to occur equally as 

often, when examined within the context of the victim/offender relationship, there were 

significant differences.  Those killed by an intimate partner were most likely to be shot 

with a handgun one or two times at close range.  One of the former studies hypothesized 

that this variance with victim/offender relationship was actually caused by the victim’s 

vulnerability as a result of the victim’s age.  The present study found no correlation 

between the victim’s age and the weapon or method of death utilized.  The victims in the 

case studies were typically killed with an object within reach or by the offenders’ bare 

hands, through strangulation or blunt force.  In those cases where a weapon was used, the 

offender most often reported grabbing a nearby object that was handy, i.e., a kitchen knife, 

appliance cord, or barbell.   
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Almost half of the cases exhibited evidence of excessive brutality, usually in the 

form of blunt force trauma.  However, there appeared to be no statistically significant 

difference based on victim/offender relationship.  The offender in Case Study 1 stabbed his 

estranged wife 16 times before being stopped in the act by a police officer.  The offender 

in Case Study 12 stabbed a store clerk over 20 times during a botched robbery.  The 

offender in Case Study 4 beat and strangled his girlfriend with his hands; when the victim 

made gurgling noises, he then strangled her with one of his ties and finally stabbed her six 

times in the chest.  These offender interviews revealed little difference in the amount of 

violence used despite differences in the victim/offender relationship. 

The victims were typically fully dressed with no signs of sexual assault.  There was 

also no evidence of items taken from the victim or scene.  Of those cases where sexual 

assault did occur or items were taken, the overwhelming majority were stranger femicides.  

Surprisingly, strangers were more likely to cover the victim’s body than an intimate or 

family member.  Based on this finding and the interviews, the behavior of covering the 

body appears to be driven more by an attempt to prevent the discovery of the body than a 

sign of remorse or respect for the victim.  The offender in Case Study 9 placed the victim 

in a cardboard box to hinder discovery.  Similarly, the offender in Case Study 11 

attempted to cover the victim with a large rock.   

The victims were rarely bound, and instances of binding were less likely the closer 

the victim/offender relationship.  The offender in Case Study 12 attempted to bind his 

victim, and when she began screaming, he panicked and stabbed her to death.  Finally, 

there was typically no evidence that the offender attempted to alter the scene by moving 

the body, destroying evidence, etc.  In those cases were attempts were made to alter the 
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scene, the offender was typically an acquaintance of the victim.  As an example, in Case 

Study 7 the offender set fire to the victim’s body and apartment in an attempt to hid the 

murder.  In Case Studies 3 and 9, the offender attempted to destroy forensic evidence, 

such as fingerprints and/or DNA, by wiping down the scene or using bleach products. 

One very striking similarity between these cases is the lack of preplanning on the 

offenders’ part.  Among those offenders who were interviewed, a similar story emerged:  

an offender with a prior history of violence, an argument or altercation between the victim 

and offender, violence which becomes lethal with little cognitive awareness, either through 

rage or panic, followed by the offenders’ disbelief that the victim is dead.  In a few of the 

cases, the offenders watched the media or called relatives to see if the victim might 

actually be okay.  A couple of the offenders even admitted to passing by the scene to see if 

the police had found the body yet. 

This section combined the quantitative and qualitative data to provide an overview 

of the typical femicide victim.  As seen throughout this study, while each femicide event is 

unique, when quantitatively examined obvious patterns emerge.  In the next section, the 

implications and practical applications of these findings for researchers and investigators 

will be discussed. 
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Chapter 9 Conclusion 
 
 Popular conceptions of homicides reflect the notion that these are inexplicable, 

unforeseeable, and unpatterned events.  These notions are not as unnerving as the actuality 

that homicides are, in fact intelligible, predictable, and patterned.  Wolfgang (1958) 

proposed that if criminologists are to acquire general principles of homicide that are 

essential to effective control, prevention, and treatment, they must seek patterns, 

similarities, and repetitions that can become the basis for classifications and 

generalizations.   

 As we have seen, it is conceivable that the theories used to explain general patterns 

of homicide may not be relevant for explaining femicide (Smith & Brewer, 1992).  

Identifying those patterns specific to femicide is a crucial step toward developing the 

conceptual and theoretical frameworks necessary to better understand this event 

(Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998).   

 The present study provides further support for the beliefs that homicide and even 

femicide are not homogeneous. This shows the necessity of categorization in homicide and 

within femicide.  Categorization based on the victim/offender relationship has shown 

utility both descriptively as well as its correlation with other variables.  The findings from 

this study found statistical support the previous research on femicide by utilizing a 

previously untapped data source, ViCAP.   

 In addition, utilizing offender interviews, it found theoretical support for theories 

and hypotheses that were previously examined only with statistical data.  In doing so it 

was able to incorporate theory directly into the study of femicide, in which the prior 

research was descriptive in nature. 
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Policy Implications 

 The present study has helped to describe and demystify the complex interaction 

between the offender and victim.  This in turn has a great practical utility for investigators 

and psychological services.  Investigators are often called to homicide and femicide scenes 

in which there are no witnesses.  It is their responsibility to determine what happened and 

who was involved.  The first twenty four hours into an investigation can be the most 

important in leading to this success.  Unfortunately, the initial scene often leaves little or 

no definitive direction for which the investigators can follow.   

 The better their understanding of the typical crime scene behavior observed in an 

intimate, stranger, or other femicide the more direction they have in their investigation.  Of 

course there are no absolutes in human behavior.  However, this can provide a starting 

point from which to build the investigation.  This study provides empirical support for 

what has previously been considered ‘gut’ instinct or mere speculation by the investigator. 

 Beyond the investigator’s role after the event has been committed, this study 

provides information to psychological services and proactive agencies that come into 

contact with women who may have enhanced vulnerability.  This information can be 

utilized to educate women on which situations may put them in danger.  For example, 

elderly women, who have outlived their spouses and now live alone, are most vulnerable 

in their residences.  Therefore, a lecture given by law enforcement at a local community 

center on home security may be beneficial.   

 In the case of children, they are more likely to be victimized by a guardian, one of 

the very people they are entrusted to, rather than by a mysterious stranger.  Therefore, 

speaking to parents and teachers about the often hidden signs of abuse and educating 
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children on who to tell when someone in their life is abusing them may also most useful as 

a preventative measure.  Similarly, young adults should be educated about their 

acquaintances and women in their twenties and thirties about abuse by intimate partners.  

Women grow up being warned about the scary stranger in the dark parking lot when they 

are far more likely to be killed by those closest to them. 

Theoretical Implications 

 Although the present study does not purport to directly test the integrated lifestyle-

routine activities theory, it does provide indirect support for this approach.  The lifestyle-

routine activities theory proved utility in the explanation of statistical variation for the 

femicide victimization variables.  These two theories have been especially useful in this 

study, because they do not focus on offender motivation.  Instead they more closely 

examine the variables surrounding victim vulnerability.  These findings hold promise for 

the application of lifestyle-routine activities approach to femicide victimization specifically 

and personal predatory victimization in general. 

Methodological Implications 

 In addition to incorporation of lifestyle and routine activities theory, this study also 

looked at two data sources not typically utilized in the study of femicide, ViCAP and 

offender interviews.  Access to ViCAP data allowed for the examination of variables that 

are not included in the more often utilized UCR data.  While, UCR provides and excellent 

source of basic information such as victim age and cause of death, it does not provide an 

adequate view into the extent of the victim/offender relationship or a narrative account of 

the event itself.  This additional information coupled with the offender interviews provides 

a fuller picture of the interactions between the victim and offender.  This in turn provides a 
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greater understanding of the what, where, why, when, and how and in turn the better 

application of victimization theory. 

Limitations 

 However, there are some limitations and weaknesses to the data sources 

incorporated in this study.  When analyzed some variable reported high degrees of 

freedom or cells containing fewer than five cases.  It is possible this could account for 

findings of significance even where none exists.  This limitation was solved, however, 

through the collapsing of some variables during analysis.  For example, the victim/offender 

relationship was collapsed into intimate/non-intimate, familial/non-familial, etc. for the 

analysis of the cause of death. 

 In addition, as noted during the Research Design and Methodology Chapter, there 

was an underreporting of urban, African American victim femicide due to low compliance 

by Essex County.  Due to this underreporting any examination of the findings presented 

and conclusions drawn regarding ethnicity should be done with the utmost care.  The 

examination and comparison of the UCR data for Essex County during the time period of 

this study, 1991-1997, reveals that had Essex maintained a higher compliance rate to the 

ViCAP program the total number of African American Victims would have been higher.  

Despite the inability to include these cases, the findings from this study remained 

consistent with the previous studies of femicide which were conducted in the Urban 

settings of Philadelphia, Detroit, and New York City. 

Future Research 

 Future studies of the different types of homicide should be encouraged to utilize 

data sources other than the Uniform Crime Reports and Supplemental Homicide Reports, 
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which are typically utilized.  As previously discussed, employing other sources allows for 

the examination of previously unutilized variables as well as the ability to evaluate the 

generalizability and validity of more common sources. 

 In addition, future femicide studies should more directly examine the applicability 

of theories such as lifestyle and routine activities theory.  Previous research as been 

primarily descriptive and exploratory, however, now that a solid basis has been formed 

future work should begin to expand or theoretical understanding of femicide.  Again this 

would require moving beyond the typical data sources and gathering information from 

interviews with victim’s friends and families as well as the offenders to better determine 

their specific lifestyle and routine activities.  Additionally, a comparison of victims and 

non-victim populations may provide insight into whether certain lifestyles and more 

precisely which activities may lead to enhanced vulnerability in women. 
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 Appendix A. NJSP ViCAP Form 
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Appendix B. Inmate Consent 
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Appendix C. Federal Certificate of Confidentiality 
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Appendix D. Consent to Interview
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Appendix E. Interview Protocol 
 
NOTES TO INTERVIEWERS 
1.  Let offender know it is not to seek info on a particular crime but rather just to 

research certain categories of offenders.  Let them know it will not be passed on to 
authorities. 

2. Review all available information prior to interview. 
 
INTERVIEW INTRODUCTION 
1. Introduce self. 
2. Explain the purpose of interview and how data will be utilized. 
3.   Stress confidentiality issue.  Ask not to discuss crimes for which offender has not 

been charged. 
4. Advise subject that anything he/she says cannot be used against him/her in court. 
5.   Advise that subject will receive no assistance or extra privileges due to 

participation. 
6. Ask subject if he/she has any questions. 
7. With witness present, execute consent form and provide subject with a copy. 
8. Advise him/her that breaks will be taken at his/her discretion. 
9. Obtain verbal consent to audio tape interview. 
10.  At beginning of first tape, provide the time, date, location, and persons present.  

Have the subject verbally confirm that he has agreed to be interviewed, signed a 
consent form and received a copy, has had an opportunity to ask questions, will be 
given confidentiality, can expect no assistance in return for his/her participation 
and has agreed to have the interview tape-recorded. 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
 Subject Code Number: 
 ViCAP Case Number: 
 Date of Interview: 
 Length of Interview: 
  
INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 The following is to be used as a guide for the interview process.  The offenders 

will be allowed to elaborate on their responses.  Depending on those responses the 
order and wording of the questions may be changed, and some questions may be 
omitted entirely. 

 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 
General 
 What is your current marital status (single, married, separated, divorced, 

widowed)? 
 Have you been married before (how many times, length)? 
 Where were you born?  
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 What is the highest grade or degree you completed in school?  
 How was your school performance (A, B, C, D student)? 
 Did you ever repeat any grades in school? 
 What was your last job, before you were arrested? 
 Was your work stable (generally, unstable, student/youth)? 
 Were you ever in the military (branch, type of discharge, rejected by service)? 
 
Family 
 What was and is your parent’s marital status? 
 Is your father still alive (age, level of education, occupation, occupation stability)? 
 Is your mother still alive (age, level of education, occupation, occupation 

stability)?  
 Who would you say was your dominant parental figure? 
 Was your father present (most of time, part of time, mostly absent, always absent)? 
 Why did your father leave (death, divorce, abandoned, etc.), your age at time? 
 Was your mother present (most of time, part of time, mostly absent, always 

absent)? 
 Why did your mother leave (death, divorce, abandoned, etc.), your age at time? 

What was your relationship like with your parents (warm/close, cold/distant, 
inconsistent and/or accepting, uninvolved, rejecting)? 

 Were there stepparents or other adults in your household? 
 Do you have brothers and sisters (how many, level of education, occupation)?  
 What is your place in the birth order (oldest, youngest, middle, etc.)? 
 What was your relationship like with your siblings? 
 What was your relationship like with other family members? 
 
Subject 

While you were growing up, did you belong to any groups, clubs, or gangs? 
As a youth did you ever live outside the home (orphanage, detention center, foster 
home, mental health facility, etc.)? 

 When did you leave home? 
 Did you use drugs when you were growing up (type)? 
 
Offense Data (use this section to discuss each incident separately) 
 What was your frame of mind immediately before the offense? 

Did you have any precipitating stress (financial, marital, relationship, legal, 
employment problems, birth of child, injury or illness, death of someone close)? 

 Were you drinking or taking any drugs? 
  If yes, did he/she receive any inpatient treatment? 
 How did you select your victim (planned, opportunistic)? 
 Did you know her before this? 
 What was special about victim? 
 Where did you live at this time (apartment, hotel, institution, rooming house)? 
 With whom did you live (parents, girlfriend, spouse, children)? 
 What time of day did the assault take place? 



Femicide     162 
 

 

 What were your work hours at that time (day, evening, night shift)? 
 What was the area of initial contact like (indoors, outdoors, rural, residential, 

mall)? 
 How did you get there (walk, drive, public transportation)? 
 How did you approach her (pose as authority, deception, con, blitz)? 
 Did you take victim away from contact site (describe assault area if different)? 
 How did you control her (threat, force, weapon)? 
 Did you use restraints (rope, tape, belt)? 
 Did you bring this with you? 
 Did you take this with you when you left? 
 Did you wear a mask, disguise, gloves, etc? 

How were her/his clothes removed (you disrobed her, she disrobed self, you 
disrobed self, she disrobed you)? 

 Were her/his clothes torn, ripped, or cut? 
 Did you use a weapon (knife, gun, rock, screwdriver)? 
 Did you take this with you when you left? 
 Did you kiss, fondle, bite, masturbate, penetrate vagina or anus, etc? 
 Did you have her kiss, fondle, masturbate, etc? 
 Was victim compliant or resistant? 
 How did that make you feel, react? 
 How long did this take? 
 Did you leave her at assault site? 
 What steps did you take to avoid detection? 
 Do you think you made mistakes during the crime?  
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