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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 evitlegm in the events
surrounding the taking of another life (Flewelling & Vditins, 1999). However, the
preponderance of research on homicide has primarily éolcois those committed against
male victims (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998). Therefotgrently recognized patterns
and theories in homicide research may merely be reqpias/e of those involving male
victimization.

Recent studies examining femicide have shown thaitiih fact, very different than
homicide committed against men. It has been shoatrhtimicides against women have
different causes and circumstances than male-victimdmaemnespecially in terms of
victim/offender characteristics, relationship, motiseethod, and location (Block &
Christakos, 1995; Moracco et al., 1998). Furthermore, éiisarch has shown that just
as homicide is not a homogeneous phenomenon, neitleenigsde. We can expect
different characteristics of the victim, offenderdasffense based upon the victim/offender
relationship.

The present study adds to the growing body of knowledge mitides against
women by examining the role of the victim/offenddatienship in crime characteristic

variation. A number of hypotheses related to victifafaer characteristics, method,



location, and crime scene behavior were developedngilan integrated lifestyle-routine
activities approach. These hypotheses were testedgiitbe analyses of 393 solved and
unsolved cases of femicide committed in New Jersey dargeyen-year period (1991
through 1997). This information was obtained from homicggerts completed by the
case investigators and submitted to the New Jersey Btdite, Violent Crime Analysis
Unit (VICAP). These reports include information oaotwn/offender relationship,
victim/offender characteristics, location, cause @itdesexual assault, and additional
crime scene behavior.

While guantitative analyses are utilized in the presamdy to examine the patterns
and interactions found in femicide, qualitative intensdwelp provide depth to this data.
In-depth interviews were conducted with twelve offendergrovide further insight into
the factors behind the offenders’ behavior. The goation of quantitative and
gualitative analyses presented in this dissertation lpetpsde a more comprehensive
examination of femicide at the macro level as wekhtlower levels of aggregation.

This dissertation provides new insight into the vigbifiender interaction. Most
notably, it has practical utility for investigatorf. provides a more scientific and
systematic basis to previously subjective approachpsliok investigations through an

increased understanding of femicide and the affect ofithien/offender relationship.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

The complexity of human behavior is never more evitlgam in the events
surrounding the taking of another life (Flewelling & Vditihs, 1999). Homicide is a
diverse and complex multidimensional phenomenon (Rojekilgaws, 1993; West,
2000). Yet, while no two homicides are the same, somenare similar than others.

Wolfgang's (1958) classic studyatterns in Criminal Homicideyas one of the
first works that recognized the need to categorize hdesdor the purpose of analysis.
Wolfgang proposed that “if criminologists are to acquireegaiprinciples of homicide
that are essential to effective control, preventang treatment they must seek patterns,
similarities, and repetitions that can become thelhas classifications and
generalizations” (p. 3). Many studies have been produdte ih8 years since that use
this philosophy to increase our knowledge of the homiewat as well as our knowledge
of the characteristics of the victims and offende3afarik, Jarvis and Nussbaum (2002)
have further shown that, through the examinationiofeescene variables, there is a
potential to identify offender characteristics.

Current studies categorize homicides based on victiemadr relationship,
circumstance, motive, and drug relatedness, but few haweirged victim gender. One
explanation is that homicide is most often committgalrest males with females
constituting only about one fourth of homicide victimsany given year (Flanagan &
Maguire, 1992). Consequently, most of what is known abouidide is based on male
victimization (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998). It is pibte that the greater

occurrence of male victimization in homicide may alvecany variations involving females
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(Smith & Brewer, 1992). Therefore, currently recognizeitignas in homicide may
merely be representative of those involving malamization.

In fact, homicides against women differ vastly frinose committed against men.
It has been shown that femicide has different causgsiecumstances than overall
homicide, especially as it relates to victim and affancharacteristics, motive, method,
and location (Block & Christakos, 1995; Moracco, Runyant8ut998). Identifying
patterns of femicide is a crucial step toward developiagtinceptual and theoretical
frameworks necessary to better understand this evasria@do, Runyan, & Butts, 1998).

This study examines the effect of victim/offendeatiehships (i.e., intimate,
family, acquaintance, stranger, or unknown) on victifafafer characteristics, location,
cause of death, sexual assault, and other crime sceaedre It provides not only a
better understanding of the characteristics and patbéfamicide but also interactions
between these variables. This study seeks to filj#pein our understanding of femicide
through the examination of comprehensive investigatata. This data is comprised of
the 393 solved and unsolved cases of femicide committedvinJérsey during a seven-
year period (1991 through 1997) that were reported to the NeeyJgtate Police
VICAP Unit.

In addition, in-depth interviews, which were conductethaisample of the
offenders, provide further insight into the factors behhe offenders’ behavior. The
guantitative analysis examines the patterns and ini@nadound in femicide, while the
gualitative interviews provide richness to the datah@lgh qualitative case studies have
long been viewed as the weaker research method, meegrcbers recognize that

interviews are among the most powerful means we Ime@ariquest to understand our
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fellow human beings (Fontana & Frey, 1994). Intervievesvide strong insight into the
‘who’ and ‘why’ of the femicide phenomenon. One comneoncern regarding case
study research is scientific generalization (Yin, 19%4owever, it should be noted that
the interviews in this study are not intended to gezer&d the whole population but
rather to expand and generalize to the theoretical pit@pss The combination of
guantitative and qualitative analyses presented hererepsle a more comprehensive

examination of the phenomenon of femicide.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

For many years, extensive research literature éas published on homicide. The
belief that homicide should not be viewed as a homogengleenomenon has been widely
accepted and can be seen in the body of research kdsdieen carried out and
published. Many of these studies have examined thefweletim/offender relationships
in homicides, predominately involving male victims (Rec 1996; Decker, 1993; Drawdy
& Myers, 2004; Huong & Salmelainen, 1993; Maxfield, 1989; Mes&n€ardiff, 1985;
Morgan & Kratcoski, 1986; Riedel & Zahn, 1985; Silverman & Keualy, 1987; Simon,
1995; Smith & Parker, 1980; Wilson, 1993; Zahn & Sagi, 1987).

Homicide and Victim/Offender Relationship

Five of the most comprehensive and informative stuzhasining the effect of
victim/offender relationship on homicide characterstre described here followed in
more detail by five studies which specifically exantine effect of victim/offender
relationship on femicide. The first study is include@anh the homicide and femicide
sections of this literature review. Wolfgang’s (1958¥sia studyPatterns in Criminal
Homicide was the first to recognize the need for categoamati homicide and the only
to provide enough detail on femicides to allow for segaaaglysis.

Wolfgang conducted a study of the patterns in 588 casesniriarhomicide that
occurred between 1948 and 1952 in Philadelphia, Pennsylvaisiavokk was the first to
systematically classify the victim/offender relasbip. When examining and comparing
the victim/offender relationships, he found significdiferences on a wide variety of
variables, including race, sex, age, method, temporasetinl patterns, alcohol use,

degree of violence, motive, etc.
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The second study examined was conducted by Silvermaneamedy (1987)
utilizing data submitted to Statistics Canada by the @landolice Department on 9642
homicides committed between 1961 and 1983. They studied theddffeslational
distance’ or victim/offender relationship on the &pilo predict patterns in gender, age,
means, and location.

The next study was conducted by Zahn and Sagi (1987). Bddaai collected
police and medical examiner data on 1373 homicides occunrib@7i8 in Philadelphia,
Newark, Chicago, St. Louis, Memphis, Dallas, Oakland, Jd@e, and one unnamed city.
These cases were categorized based on victim/offealdéionship and then examined for
statistical differences based on age, race, genderothdtitation, and witnesses.

The final two studies examined were conducted by Declepablished in 1993
and 1996. Utilizing data on 792 homicides gathered from tHeo8ts Police Department
for the years of 1985 through 1989, Decker first examineds$mcation between
victim/offender relationship and race, age, gender, ilmzamotive, weapon, and number
of suspects.

Decker then examined the homicides that did not féflivhormative
expectations about the relationship between victirarofér relationship and motive. This
refers to the expectation that homicides committethbge intimately related would be
motivated by emotion, whereas homicides committedraygers would be more likely
motivated by material gain. He then examined theetféthe victim-offender
relationship and motivation on variables such as rs®e,age, marital status, weapon,

location, number of suspects and/or witnesses, asgvdllug and/or alcohol involvement.
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Each of these studies classified the victim/offenditionship into a different set
of categories. Wolfgang (1958) categorized the victim/diéemelationship into
paramour sex relationship, family, close friend, acqaat#, sex rival, enemy, stranger,
felon or police officer, or other. Unfortunately ngaof the studies to follow collapsed
Wolfgang'’s categories into a dicotomy, primary relatigpsecondary relationship
(Bankston & Loupe, 1985; Decker, 1993; Parker & Smith, 1979; Smiai&er, 1980)
or stranger relationship/non-stranger relationship @dess& Tardiff, 1985; Sampson,
1987; Simon, 1995; Smith & Parker, 1980).

Silverman and Kennedy (1987) utilized four victim/offendsationship
categories; stranger, spouse/lover, other family, asxds/acquaintances. Their findings
revealed that relational distance provided an importaof for the examination of all
variables and they conclude that examinations of aggretgaa without categorization
can be misleading in the development of patterns. ZatrSagi (1987) took a different
approach and classified the victim/offender relationakifamily, acquaintance, stranger
felony, and stranger non-felony. Family included blogldtives, unmarried couples living
together, separated, and divorced couples.

Decker (1993) used a more traditional approach and exammeeof
dichotomies such as primary/secondary or stranger/manegr for categorizing
victim/offender relationships vs. utilizing the fivetegories of intimate, familial, friend,
acquaintance, and stranger. He defined primary as includimgtes and family
relationships. His classification of secondary inctutt®se with limited or no prior

relationship, such as acquaintances and strangers. atk@wledges the use of
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dichotomies in categorizing these relationships mdgdanhmask the variations between
the relationship categories.

Decker (1993) argued that homicides committed within thegpy#mon-stranger
relationships differ from those within the seconddrsfsger relationships due to the
intensity of the victim and offender bonds and thelle¥éhe offender’s stake in the
victim’'s wellbeing. Within the primary relationshipdre is also a variance in the intensity
of the relationship, with relationships involving btbties the most intense, followed by
those romantically involved, and lastly by friendsAiperefore, Decker notes that the
difference in the intensity between these relatigrssis masked by collapsing them into a
single primary/non-stranger variable. As predictedpol@d differences between the
victim/offender relationship categories would have be&sed had a dichotomy been
utilized.

While the studies of the role of victim/offender telaship in homicide have
greatly added to the body of knowledge, the collapse ofithien/offender relationship
into a dichotomy or combined categories has made fudifierentiation and analysis
limited if not impossible. Some prior studies have usetivm@and relationship as two
interchangeable measures of the same dimension. D@&a8) found that while
relationship intensity did appear to play a role in tlo¢ive for the homicide, it is not as
strong a predictor as was previously thought.

Decker (1996) defined motive as either expressing outragemaoiion or as
instrumental, in pursuit of financial gain or to gainaalvantage over the victim. Decker
predicted that homicides normally involve expressiveivastwhen there is an intimate

relationship and instrumental motives when no clokioaship is observed. Decker
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hypothesized this would be due to expressive violencg laeproduct of a more intense
relationship and the fact that stranger relationshipsild lack the “history or intensity of
interaction necessary.” Whereas, the bonds ediabllim the intimate relationship should
provide a protection from instrumental violence not bumthe stranger relationship.
However, he found that homicides between victims afehdérs with primary
relationships (i.e. intimate, family) were not pritiyaexpressive (emotional) violence and
homicides between strangers were not primarily maevéty instrumental (monetary)
reasons. Decker’s study found that nearly 20% of intifaadial homicides were
motivated by material gain rather than emotional esg)o® and stranger homicides were
equally as likely to be expressive as for material gain.

The findings of Decker’s (1996) study show that the victifehder relationship is
not as important a determining factor in motivatiomas predicted. Twenty-eight
percent of intimate victim/offender relationship hoidhs actually involved an
instrumental motivation. Even more significant, 46%s@tondary victim/offender
relationship homicides involved an expressive motivati®hese findings show that prior
studies have erroneously used victim/offender relatipresiil motivation as alternative
measurements of the same concept.

Femicide and Victim/Offender Relationship

More recently, we have begun to see an emergencer&fdwne on homicides
involving women. Much of this research has been aml/td women as the perpetrators
of homicide (Bradfield, 2001; Browne, 1987; Kirkwood, 2003; Peter$889; Rasko,
1976; Walker, 1989). This is surprising as even fewer woneefoand to be

perpetrators of homicide than victims of it. Thosel&s which have examined the female
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as the victim have focused primarily on the victimslomestic violence (Barnard, Vera,
& Newman, 1982; Block & Christakos, 1995; Dawson & Gartner, 196Bnson &
Hotton, 2003; Morton, Runyan, & Moracco, 1998; Smith, Mooa& Butts, 1998;
Wilson & Daly, 1993) and the role of gender inequality mlemce against women (Bailey
& Peterson, 1995; Brewer, 1995; Brewer & Smith, 1995; Davies, X98@ner, Baker,

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

Although these studies are valuable to our understandsgposal homicide, they
lack generalizability to femicide as a whole (MoradRanyan, & Butts, 1998). Domestic
femicide only focuses on one sub-group of this populatidmaay not be generalizable to
the victims of familial, acquaintance, or strangerié@ahes. Just as male-victim homicide
statistics overpower the reality of female victimghin femicide the large number of
domestics can obscure the findings for family, acquametaand stranger femicides.

Five primary studies which provide the most descripthetthorough analysis of
femicide were identified. The first study was conductetMojfgang (1958). The study
included both male and female victims, but unlike othediss, he separated the results
for most of the variables, thus allowing for an exaation of femicides specifically. One
hundred thirty-nine of these cases (23.6%) included fen@lms. This is in keeping
with current reports that female victims account fopraximately one-fourth of homicide
victims.

Wolfgang (1958) utilized police reports, coroners’ repousycrecords, and
prison records. The results, publisheéatterns in Criminal Homicidegllow for the
first in-depth examination of femicide through analgdishe following variables: method,

location, brutality, motive, victim/offender relatisimp, and victim precipitation. This
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study provides us with our first real look at homicide agfavomen. Wolfgang also
found significant differences between homicides of Afiémerican women and
Caucasian women, as well as those killed by their sgarstthose killed by offenders
other than their spouses.

More than thirty years passed before a second studpuwindished. This study,
conducted by Goetting (1991), greatly contributed to understatiginoverall patterns of
femicide. Goetting’s study examined only those homigmpetrated against female
victims during 1982 and 1983 in Detroit, Michigan. She utilizeid dathered from
police reports in order to analyze 131 solved cases adiflan This study examined the
descriptive characteristics of offenders and victirmgtionship, motive, method, victim
precipitation, and location.

Goetting’s (1991) study was then followed, six years ldtgthe work of Wilt,
liman, and Brodyfield (1997). Through the New York DepartnodrHealth, they
conducted a study of female homicide victims in New Yoitlk ffom 1990 through 1994.
Wilt et al. reviewed medical examiners’ records andcpaieports for 1159 women, ages
16 and older, murdered in New York City during that period. irdtedy examined the
descriptive characteristics of offenders and victimstive, method, location, relationship,
victim precipitation, and brutality. This study was tat&panded by Frye, Hosein,
Waltermauer, and Wilt (2004) to include all 1861 femicidesmigtn New York City
from 1990 through 1999.

The final primary study that examined femicide was cotetliby Moracco,
Runyan, and Butts (1998). This study examined 586 cases coifderaccurring in North

Carolina between 1991 and 1993. Moracco et al. collectedrdatanedical examiners’
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reports and interviews with investigators to gatherimftion on the descriptive
characteristics of offenders and victims, method, aadtion.

Additionally, two studies that specifically examinedtmtmarital status were also
included (Kposowa, Singh, & Breault, 1994; Breault & Kposowa, 19%&4ch of these
studies is detailed by variable in this section, foldvby a table comparing the findings
for each. Lastly a critique of the five primary studgepresented.

A) The Victims

1. Victim Age

The mean and median ages for victims of femicide wiengar across all five
studies. When Wolfgang (1958) examined the victims’ agd®ihiladelphia study, he
categorized it by victim’s race. Using the dichotorhfCaucasian and African American,
he found that female Caucasian victims were, on aveBiggears of age. Female African
American victims had a slightly lower mean of 31 yedrage. Goetting (1991) found a
similar mean age of 32 years for the femicide victimisar Detroit study. The Detroit
victims ranged in age from 2 months to 84 years.

The first New York City study conducted by Wilt et d1997) only considered
victims who were 16 years of age or older. Its findirggmrted a mean age of 37 years
with only 19% of the victims being 50 years of age or old&hen the study examined
age in conjunction with victim race, the researcleusad Caucasian females more evenly
distributed with 43% being 50 years of age or older. Tlass® consistent with
Wolfgang (1958)’s findings of a higher mean for Caucasiaimsc Wilt et al. also
reported that 73% of the New York City familial femicidetims were 40 years of age or

older.
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With Frye et al. (2004) expansion of the New York Citydy, victim age was
lowered to include all females 12 years of age and oldgnitiag in 1995. In order to
compute the mean age for victims for the ten-year geFoye et al. examined victims 16
years of age and older and reported no change in thegavage of 37 years that Wilt et
al. (1997) reported. When examining age in conjunction mihve and perpetrator,
they found victims with known motive and perpetrators &askean age of 38 years, and
victims with unknown motive and perpetrators had a mgaro&37 years. The study
then calculated the mean age of intimate femicidevécind found they had the youngest
mean age of 35, whereas victims of all other offendadsa mean age of 38.

The North Carolina study (Moracco et al., 1998) tookrélas approach and only
included victims who were 15 years of age or older. goreed a range in age from 15 to
90 years with a median age of 32 years. Consistenthéthndings of Wilt et al. (1997),
Moracco et al. also found that young women were partigudéfected by femicide with
77% of the victims being less than 45 years of age.

Further examining this younger group in conjunction wadationship and gun
usage, Moracco et al. (1998) discovered these younger visegnesmore than four times
likely to be killed by a intimate partner and twiceiksly to be killed by a gun than were
victims 55 years of age or older. The latter victinesevmore likely to be killed by a
family member, acquaintance, or stranger and more likebe killed by bodily force in
their homes. This is consistent with Frye et 2004) reporting a younger mean for
intimates and Wilt et al. (1997) reporting most familiatims were over 40 years of age.

2. Victim Ethnicity

All five studies found higher rates of femicide for A&n American victims.
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Wolfgang (1958) reported that 69% of the Philadelphia victigevAfrican American
although African Americans comprised only 17% of thespppulation at the time.
Goetting (1991) found a similar though less dramatic propa@iigrietween
victimization and population rates in Detroit, findin@thY6% of the victims in Detroit
were African American, while 63% of Detroit’s populatiwas African American,
according to a 1980 census reported.

This phenomenon also repeated itself in the New Ydskstudies. In the Wilt et
al. (1997) study from 1990 through 1994, 52% of the victims of fdmisiere reported to
be African American although they only comprised 25%hefdity’s population. The
number of African American victims dropped slightly to 5@4ten Frye et al. (2004)
extended the study to 1999. Wilt et al. further reported@hatasian (16%), Hispanic
(29%), and Asian (2%) victim rates were either sinitaor less than their percentage in
the population, reported as 46%, 22%, and 7% respectivelg. eFl. found no
significant change in the percentages of Caucasian (Hi%panic (28%), and Asian
(3%) victimization.

While they comprised only 22% of the state’s populatimrddco et al. (1998)
also found that 50% of the victims in North Carolinaevafrican American. However,
unlike the study’s predecessors, North Carolina had arhigteeof Caucasian victims
(48%).

With respect to ethnicity and victim/offender relasbip, Wilt et al. (1997)
reported that while over twice as many African Amemnievomen in the New York City
study were killed by intimate partners, Caucasian vic{2b86) succumbed to intimate

femicide in greater proportion than African Americab8%) or Hispanics (22%).
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However, when Frye et al. (2004) lengthened the New Ydgkstudy to include 1995
through 1999, they found the Asian/Other (35%) and Hispanic (2&¥%yories
surpassed the proportion in which both Caucasian (24%) sicdiMAmericans (22%)
were killed by intimate partners. Conversely, Moraetal. (1998) reported that
Caucasians in North Carolina were twice as likelpedilled by a stranger as were
African American victims.

3. Victim Marital Status

It should be noted that in a study on the effects oitahatatus, Kposowa, Singh,
and Breault (1994) found marriage to be a protective factmiale victimization. They
found that single and divorced men were more likely tharried men to be the victims of
homicide. However, Breault and Kposowa (1997) in a latetyshypothesized that due
to the higher rate of domestic violence, this phen@mewould not hold true for women.
Breault and Kposowa (1997) and Moracco et al. (1998) both fdwatdie rates for
single women did not appear to differ from married womiémight be expected the
femicide rate for married women to even surpass thsingle women. However, many
intimate femicides are committed by boyfriends and @xriends, which also raise the
percentage of single female victims.

Goetting’s (1991) and Moracco et al. (1998) studies reportaidrsfimdings.
Goetting found that 49% of all the women murdered in Dietvere married and living
with their husbands at the time of their deaths. I&ily Moracco et al. found little
difference when marital status was considered. Morated reported that
approximately one-third of the victims in North Canalwere married (35%), another

third were single (36%), 6% were separated, 13% were divoaoedl 0% were
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widowed. Gartner and McCarthy (1991) also found that, unlédesnmarriage does not
provide females protection from homicide.
B) The Offenders

1. Offender Age

Goetting (1991) and Moracco et al. (1998) found similar rfatethe offenders of
femicide. Goetting reported that the Detroit offendarsgged from 13-74 years of age
with a mean of 32 years. Moracco et al. found thentiNGarolina counterparts ranged
from 10-82 years of age with a median age of 30 years.e\Whil et al. (1997) did not
present a mean age for the offenders in the New Ydyks@idy, they did report that 58%
of the offenders ranged in age from 20 to 39. This findiag @onsistent with the mean
age reported in the Detroit and North Carolina studies.

In the expanded New York City study, Frye et al. (2004) fedws victim
characteristics and did not cite descriptive informatiarthe offenders. While Wolfgang
(1958) did present offender information for homicides asaley he did not break down
offender age by the gender of the victim. Wolfgang didvéwer, address femicides when
he specified the age difference between victims anaaefs. Wolfgang reported that
female African American victims had a median age teary younger than their offenders.
However, since Caucasian females were slightly oluser their African American
equivalents and their offenders remained roughly the saeethey had a median age four
years older than their offenders.

Consistent with Wolfgang's (1958) findings, Goetting (1991) datitnat only 38%
of the Detroit victims were older than their offerg&leGoetting hypothesized that this

might be due to the high number of domestic femicides lantendency for these



Femicide 16

domestic relationships to involve an older male and geufemale.

2. Offender Ethnicity

Each study that addressed offender characteristics egpamportions of
offender ethnicity similar to those of victim ethityc This was consistent with reports
that femicide is primarily an intraracial phenomen@ath Moracco et al. (1998) and
Goetting (1991) reported that 86% and 87%, respectively, dfdimcides with known
offenders were intraracial.

Philadelphia data (Wolfgang, 1958) showed that 71% of the kfewinide
offenders were African American and 29% were Caucasioetting (1991) reported
similar proportions, finding that 86% of the known Detdffenders were African
American. Wilt et al. (1997) reported that 48% of the kndlew York City femicide
offenders were African American, 12% were Caucasiah 3880 were Hispanic. These
findings were consistent with the rates for victimnatity.

The data from North Carolina (Moracco et al., 1998&tbthat 54% were
African American, 43% were Caucasian, and 3% were categloas other. Although
these findings presented by Moracco et al. showed dicagly higher rate for
Caucasians, they were consistent with North Carelimgher reporting of Caucasian
victims, which is expected in light of the findings tlfextnicide is primarily intraracial.

3. Offender Gender

Goetting (1991) found that 89% of the femicide offendersatrd@i were male
and 11% were female. Similarly Wilt et al. (1997) repotted 94% of the known New
York City offenders were male and 6% were female. Maoveet al. (1998) reported an

even higher number of known male femicide offenders (96%dprth Carolina. These
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findings are not surprising considering the common pregalehmale offenders in
general and in addition studies have shown that when waithethey typically kill men
(Goetting, 1988).

C) The Victim/Offender Relationship

Based on Durkheim’'s (1951) theory that females typioadiy la less secular life
than do men, Wolfgang (1958) hypothesized that they wouldooe Ikely to be killed by
someone who they were in a “relatively close, iat personal, and direct” (p. 204) or
primary relationship with than would male victims. Myang, in fact, found that while
primary relationships accounted for 59% of the malemagtthey accounted for 84% of
the femicides. Further examination revealed thatendmlly 11% of men were murdered
by their wives, 41% of the women killed were murderedhey thusbands.

Wolfgang (1958) stated:

Criminal homicide is probably the most personalizethenn our society. Because
motives do not exist in a vacuum, the subject-objear-dafferer relationship is of prime
importance in this particular crime . . . homicide tyaamic relationship between two or
more persons caught up in a life drama where they oparatéirect, interactional
relationship. More so than in any other violatidrtonduct norms, the relationship the
victim bears to the offender plays a role in explgrtime reasons for such flagrant
violation. (p. 203)

Wolfgang (1958) found that femicides in Philadelphia occurrest moften
between family members (52%). His study included the Ima¥dfe association as part
of the family relationship. A boyfriend/girlfriend eglonship was reported in 21% of the
solved femicides, followed by friends (9%), acquaintariées), strangers (5%), lovers
triangle/sex rivals (4%), innocent bystanders (2%),eam@mies (1%). There were 38

unsolved / unknown offender homicides in Wolfgang'’s studg.ekamined the category

of spousal killings at the end of the Philadelphia studydimlihot examine femicides
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separately. Therefore, the findings are for homicadea whole and may not be
representative of femicides.

Goetting (1991) utilized a more simplified victim/offendelationship
classification system for the Detroit femicides amdnid almost identical offender
percentages among strangers (22%), marital (21%) and acqoainéationships (21%).
These statistics further showed that 18% of femicides wemmitted by family members,
15% by former spouses, and 2% were committed by frierids.uhclear where
boyfriend/girlfriend relationships fit in to this cléssation scheme. No cases of femicide
in which the offender was unknown were included in thuslys

Initially, Goetting’s (1991) findings appear to vary draaticfrom Wolfgang’s
(1958) results. Though, if Goetting’s categories are revadotrienore closely mirror
Wolfgang's definitions, the numbers become more congruéot example, combining
Goetting’s family, marital and former spouse categaggVolfgang did in his family
category would yield 54%, which is similar to Wolfgang’sui of 52%.

The studies that followed more closely mirrored thegaries selected by
Goetting (1991) and therefore appear more similar at falce v Wilt et al. (1997)
reported that in New York City, 49% of the solved femisidgere committed by intimate
partners, 17% by strangers, 14% by family members, 14%duamtances, and in 6%,
the relationship was unclear or the relationship Vassified as “other.” In the expanded
New York City study, Frye et al. (2004) re-categorized ibemw/offender relationship
into intimate partners (24%), non-intimate partners (32l unknown (45%).

Moracco et al. (1998) found femicides in North Carolinaenemmitted predominately
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by current and former intimate partners, 35% and 16% regpigctollowed by
acquaintances (25%), strangers (10%), and family membeljs (7%
D) The Crime Scene

1. Location

Wolfgang (1958) found that femicide victims in Philadelphe&xevmost likely to be
killed in a residence (68%). In 55% of those femicidesag the home of both the victim
and the offender. More specifically, 27% took place énttbme of the victim but not the
offender, 7% were solely in the home of the offendad 11% were in the residences of a
third party. A further breakdown revealed the bedroom (3b&6)the most common
location, followed by a public street (20%), kitchen (1586)g room (12%), stairway
(7%), bar (4%), another commercial place (7%), and qilaees (2%).

Concerning femicide location, Wolfgang (1958) found it stgkihat women were
significantly more likely than men to be killed in tbedroom. He concluded that, while
the particular place did not cause the homicide and tkadsf did not necessarily choose
one place over another, his data showed that locatiay play an important role in the
circumstances” surrounding the homicide (Wolfgang, 1958, p. 133).

Goetting (1991) utilized similar categories in the Detstitdy and found
comparable results. She reported the following breakdormwictims killed in a
residence: females killed in the bedroom (40%), livingm@@5%), yard or on the porch
(14%), kitchen (10%), bathroom (7%), and in another roobrasement (14%).

Goetting also found that the victims were most oftédadkin the home of both the victim
and the offender (31%) or a home belonging to the vistibmot the offender (33%),

followed by a home belonging solely to the offender (1,1&86ay finally the residence of a
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third party (2%). Overall, Goetting reported that 77%hefDetroit femicides occurred
in a residence.

Wilt et al. (1997), Frye et al. (2004), and Moracco e{1#198) reported similar
findings. Wilt et al. reported that 60% of the New Yoiky@ictims were killed in private
residences, 50% of which were in the victims’ own hemehirty-seven percent were
killed in a public place; 29% of these were outside, sucnasstreet or in a parking lot;
and 8% were indoors, such as in a restaurant, stonghdclub. The expanded New
York City study conducted by Frye et al. similarly repdrtiedings that 52% were killed
in their own homes, and 18% occurred in public on thestsaewalk or subway.

In both New York City studies, the victim/offenderatgnship was examined
along with the location. Wilt et al. (1997) reported tham 1990 through 1994, 94% of
familial femicide and 83% of intimate partner femicidesrg&vcommitted in a private
residence. From 1990 through 1999, Frye et al. (2004) reportetdttadf intimate
femicides occured in the victims’ homes while only 46Bthe non-intimate femicides
occurred in the victims’ homes.

Location statistics in the North Carolina study eded that 67% of the state’s
femicide victims were killed in a private residence, 86é of the femicide victims were
killed in their own homes. In 7% of the cases, tlotimiwas killed in the offender’s
home, and in 4% it was in the home of a third partyrddco et al. found 22% were
killed in a public place, most often a street or sidewatik] these victims were more likely
to be killed by a stranger or unknown offender than loyexme 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 isseften merely
an “accident of availability,” he reported finding sigeaint patterns (p. 79). He found that
34% of the women in his study were stabbed to death, 30%skiet, 23% were beaten,
and 13% were killed by another method, such as poisorson.afFurther, of the 53
women in Wolfgang'’s study who were killed by their husbaB8% were shot, 32% were
stabbed, and 28% were beaten. When wives who were ikiltae bedroom were
examined, these statistics changed to 50% beaten, 25b&dtdly % shot, and 8% killed
by miscellaneous methods.

Wolfgang (1958) also found an interesting interaction betweethod and victim
ethnicity. Although femicide by gun was relatively comgide between African
Americans and Caucasions, 29% and 33% respectively, 42% Afriban American
victims were stabbed compared to only 16% of Caucasidditionally, only 20% of
African American women were beaten to death as cosdpar 30% of the study’s
Caucasian women. Only 9% of African American womemexkilled by another method
compared to 21% of Caucasian women. Wolfgang surmised d¢yltafarences for
certain weapons and methods to be a plausible explaatitrese differences.

In the Detroit study, Goetting (1991) found 54% of the womere shot, 19%
were stabbed, 15% were beaten, 9% strangled or suffoeait@% were killed by
another method. Interestingly, Goetting reported a highmber of shooting deaths and
a higher number of African American victims, whicmt@adicted Wolfgang’s (1958)

cultural preference theory and suggested that some otter f@as at work here.
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Wilt et al. (1997) reported that only 46% of the womer&iih New York City
were shot compared to 81% of the male victims. Twpatgent were stabbed, 10%
were strangled, 7% were bludgeoned, and 9% were killed by mens. Frye et al.
(2004) found similar results when the study was expandedrefbged that 42% were
shot, 21% stabbed, 10% strangled, 8% bludgeoned, 6% burned oxiaguhyl2% died
due to multiple causes or other methods, such as being pushadvindow.

Wilt et al. (1997) and Frye et al. (2004) further examinethateselection by
victim/offender relationship. Wilt et al. found that 5@¥the victims in intimate partner
homicides were shot, 34% of the family homicide vicsiwere stabbed, and 54% of
sexual assault homicide victims were strangled. They we to report that family and
robbery homicide victims were more likely to be bludgahnFrye et al. similarly reported
that 46% of intimates were shot and 28% stabbed. Thigercent of victims killed by an
unknown perpetrator were strangled compared to 8% intimat&% non-intimate.

Moracco et al. (1998) similarly found that women in Md@arolina were less
likely to be killed by guns (54%) than were men (75%). &rglobject was used in 19%
of the cases and bodily force, such as beating, sufimcat strangulation, comprised
10%. A blunt object was used 9% of the time and 8% wéterainknown or another
method.

3. Brutality

Wolfgang (1958) examined the degree of violence by studyengumber of acts
of assault in each homicide. Although he acknowledgedisatietermination should be
based on more information, including the emotionakstéthe offender, the extent of the

victim’s resistance, and culture patterns, he indicdtatithe only data available are “the
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number of observable physical movements” (p. 158). Wadfgdassified the violence
into six categories: two acts, three to five actsrenthan five acts, severe beating, severe
beating followed by one stab, or severe beating fatbly one shot.

He further classified this category as violent and-violent. While he recognized
the use of the term non-violent may have raisectisniti, he defined non-violent acts as
those that stop at one to two shots/stabs, or tlbea the victim is hit only once, but the
victim falls back and hits her head. He argued thainthieidual who repeatedly stabs or
shoots his victim after having seen the victim stagaer bleed “has engaged in behavior
somewhat more violent than one act involved” (p. 15%)e classification of this variable
seems to have been left to some subjectivity by dloker.

Wolfgang (1958) found that analysis by victim gender shovggufisant
differences in the extent of violence. He reported tmly 46% of men compared to 63%
of women were killed violently. Wolfgang concluded timgy have been due to the
higher number of beating deaths of women and the repblated that would be
necessary to beat someone to death.

Nevertheless, he still reported finding a higher pesggnbf women killed
“violently” by every method with the exception of tfether” category. Wolfgang (1958)
reported that 72% of females who were stabbed wereestdahlee or more times
compared to 46% of males. Two-thirds of females wheewhot were shot more than
once compared to only 44% of males. Sixty-three pexfaie females who were beaten
were classified as violent compared to 50% of the males.

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

those involving five or more stabs or shots, wereenigely to occur in the home. He
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speculated that this might be a factor in the highedemce of excessive violence
reported in husband-wife slayings. In fact, furtherysmby Wolfgang revealed that
when examined, the category of more than five aatstt¢ated 24% of the husband-wife
slayings.

Wilt et al. (1997) also examined the degree of violemckraported that almost
ten percent of the New York City women were assaulyetivb or more methods at the
time of their death. Their study found 10-20 stab wounds dogun family and robbery
homicides whereas intimate partner homicide victimegaly had less than 10.

4. Sexual Assault

Several interesting factors were noted when the pcesef sexual assault was
examined. Wilt et al. (1997) found that 6% of all the Nk City cases showed strong
evidence of sexual assault regardless of primary mativatin only 15% of these cases
was the victim killed by an intimate partner. Fryalet(2004) reported that 4% of all
femicides were assessed to have evidence of sexuakagsareas, 2% of intimate and
5% of non-intimate femicides had evidence of sexualidtssa

Moracco et al. (1998) noted that in North Carolina ainalf of the robbery-
femicide victims were over 54 years of age, and in 36%hetases, sexual assault was
involved. However, femicides involving sexual assaolha typically involved victims
under the age of 35 (60%). Twenty-nine percent of thengavho were sexually
assaulted were killed with a knife or other sharp ob2¥% were shot, and 18% were

strangled.
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Frye Goetting  Moracco Wilt Wolfgang
et al. et al. et al.
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 -- 7% 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 intphi&eomenon of femicide.
These findings provide support for the assertion thatcfdenis not the same as homicide
involving male victims and that previous research emmgihomicide as whole has failed
to notice the nuances of femicide. These studiesrdyedirst step into examining
femicide as they exhibit limitations with respecigeneralizability, mutual exclusivity of
comparison populations, and expansion beyond the desctgtele

Wilt et al. (1997), Frye et al. (2004), and Moracco e{1£198) for example, only
examined victims over the ages of 16, 12, and 15, respgctiéiile this is beneficial in
allowing the focus to be placed on adult femicide, it mgghise a failure to notice some
aspects of femicide as a whole, as the homicideswfg/females were ignored.
Femicides in victims over the age of 12, 15 or 16 areikely lto be generalizable to
younger victims. A complete study of femicide should erartine descriptive features of
child femicide and how these risks and characteristiogpare with adult victimization.

A second problem with generalizability arises ingbkection of predominately
urban populations. The studies conducted by Wolfgang (1958)tiGgpot991), Wilt et
al. (1997), and Frye et al. (2004) are all based on urban Gatetting even admitted the
lack of generalizability due to the urban, predominatdhicAn American community
represented in her Detroit study. While at the timehe$e studies, African Americans
still represented a minority in Philadelphia and NewkYGity populations, they are most
definitely urban settings. Moracco et al. (1998) allowsousompare urban and rural
settings in her study of North Carolina and, in faetynid differences in rates of

victim/offender relationships and other charactesstic
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Goetting’s (1991) Detroit study provides a good source offrimdtion on the
perpetrators of femicide. However, this focus on tifender eliminates the inclusion of
unsolved or unknown offender homicides. Goetting did nmantehow many femicides
were omitted due to this, but an average of other stsbd@ss this could represent
approximately 21% of the femicides.

Additionally, Goetting (1991) admitted there was a limitatn her study caused
by comparing femicides against homicides as a wholerefdre the two populations
being compared were not mutually exclusive. While thisoit an ideal situation, this
comparison still provides excellent confirmation of thck of generalizability of homicide
as a whole to the phenomenon of femicide.

As with any new exploration, we must begin with dgdm@ bodies of work. The
more recent literature has begun to expand this and mxdha effects one variable can
have on another. Wilt et al. (1997) and Frye et al. (268dined the effect of the
victim/offender relationship on the method or causdeaith and found dramatic variance,
but they only did so for a limited number of variables.

While Wolfgang (1958) actually recognized the need to exathia
victim/offender relationship, his categories were seha confusing and his work was
primarily descriptive with little analysis of the affeof relationship on the other variables.
Wolfgang missed the importance of separating family andedoenfemicides and
combined them into one category. Unfortunately, Waolfgaxamined the classification of
spousal murder toward the end of his study but for homieiseswhole. Hence this
excludes valuable information since intimate homicidiess common for men and varies

in the manner in which it is carried out as does therdforms of femicide.
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The present study seeks to minimize these limitadodsexpand upon the body of
knowledge of femicide more systematically by examinimgeffect of the victim/offender
relationship on victim, offender, and crime scene attaristics. In order to better explain
the dynamics of femicide, this study explores the vanah this relationship by examining
a rich, previously unutilized data source. The infornmagjteaned from this study is
beneficial to field investigators, forensic psycholtgjignd 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 fetutiysare based on an
integrated lifestyle-routine activities approach. Llijestheory, developed by Hindelang,
Gottfredson, and Garofalo (1978), predicts that an individadélance of becoming the
victim of criminal activity is based on his or heilggatterns (i.e., lifestyle). This theory
asserts that lifestyle is affected by demographic ao@ldactors. Variations in these
factors create differing levels of exposure to potdyntingerous situations and
corresponding risks of victimization.

Routine activities theory, a complementary modehwlifestyle approach, was
developed by Cohen and Felson (1979). Routine activigesytsimilarly believes that
the victim’s daily activities affect their risk ofatimization. Three necessary elements
must be present for this victimization to occur; thexest be a motivated offender, a
suitable target, and an absence of a capable guardian.

When taken all together, lifestyle and routine aagisitheories provide a more
complete theory (Nelsen & Huff-Corzine, 1998; Schreck ghér, 2004)). The integrated
lifestyle-routine activities approach asserts thawiddeals who share common socio-
demographic characteristics will have similar lifessyand therefore similar daily or
routine activities. By sharing similar routine adtes they share similar risk of
victimization.

Unlike approaches that examine the factors motiydtie offender to choose a life
of crime, lifestyle-routine activities theory asksragn a motivated offender, what else
affects the probability of a crime occurring. Integditthese two theories hypothesize

that people who share similar demographic and sociarfaetill tend to lead similar
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lifestyles and have similar routine activities (Ketin& Silverman, 1990; Liska, Krohn, &
Messner, 1989; Nelson & Huff-Corzine, 1998). Although this @ggin has been used in
many studies to examine victimization, only a few stadiave specifically examined the
victimization of women (Schwartz & Pitts, 1995).

Since it is often impractical to directly measuraciim’s routine activities, most
studies have examined factors that indirectly affeetittim’s lifestyle (Massey &
McKean, 1985; Messner & Tardiff, 1985). These factors, lwban affect the victim’s
vulnerability, include the victim’'s gender, age, ethgjamarital status, and environment.
Previous research has, in fact, shown that these-demographic variables are the best
predictors of victimization (Cohen, Kluegel, & Land, 198hr&falo, 1986; Kennedy &
Forde, 1990).

Routine activities theory has been tested on tineecoif homicide. While these
studies have shown support for routine activities thebeyfindings are more
representative of male victimization than femaleéiwization. They find that homicides
often occur in public places where no guardians are bleadad involve single, young
males who place themselves in dangerous situations aachbaguardians present.

These findings, nonetheless, do not fit the typicaldele victim who is often
killed in her residence, married, and in her earlyidsrt This is not to say that lifestyle
and routine activities theory does not apply to femiamexely that femicide differs from
male homicide in that those who would typically be exp@to serve as a guardian for
females, such as an intimate partner or family menasermost likely to be the motivated

offender. Mustaine and Tewksbury (1997) argued that studiegngtifoutine activities
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theory should be delineated by gender as there are effémthe lifestyle options of men
and women.

This study utilized lifestyle-routine activities thedoyformulate predictions and
hypotheses regarding the role of the victim/offendexticeiship on the crime
characteristics. For the purpose of this reseafebfylle-routine activities theory was not
only used to examine who was most likely to be murddneidalso to examine by whom
the victim was most likely to be murdered. This diggerh was not designed to be a test
of the lifestyle-routine activities approach but merdfizes it to explore female
victimization. It should not be considered as suchviar primary reasons: First, since no
comparison group of those who avoided femicide is includedligions cannot be made
about the factors affecting the likelihood of victintiza. Second, it does not provide a
direct measure of the victim’s lifestyle or routingiaties. Unlike studies that utilize
victimization surveys to determine lifestyle actes] this study does not attempt to
determine if repetitive or typical behavior led to wigzation. However, it does provide

information about those situations in which femalestgpically killed.
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Chapter4  Research Questions and Hypotheses

In this section, the literature on femicide and thegrated lifestyle-routine
activities approach reviewed in the previous chaptersappled to each variable for the
development of seven hypotheses.

A) The Victims

1. Victim Age

Lifestyle-routine activities theory predicts thatldren who are victimized are
more likely to be killed by family members or acquaictswith whom they have
repeated contact, such as babysitters and day-care peovillgese individuals function
as the child’s guardian from strangers, but when thegrhe¢he motivated offenders it
creates an absence of a guardian capable of preverginglince.

As children grow older, become more independent, ane vguardianship of
the family, it is expected that their victimizatioy strangers will increase. Similarly, the
potential for victimization by intimates arises eyt become old enough to form these
relationships. Although previous femicide studies haveddbat intimate victims on
average are younger than victims of family femicidess, thay be explained by the
exclusion of children from these studies.

In a study conducted by Candice Nelsen and Lin Huff-CerZif98), lifestyle-
routine activities theory was applied to elderly homisigimization for male and female
victimization. This study found the older or elderly popalais more likely to have
outlived their intimate partners, more likely to bemagl as having valuables, and more
likely to be physically vulnerable thereby making themeasy target for victimization by

strangers.
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Hypothesis (1): It is hypothesized that victims ofifeal femicides will on average
have the youngest femicide victims, followed by acquac#aintimate and stranger
femicide. Thus there will be a statistically sigrafit difference between the mean age of
victims based on victim/offender relationship (fam#gguaintance, and stranger
femicides), with the mean age of familial victimsrigemuch younger than stranger
femicides.

2. Victim Ethnicity

All five femicide studies reported higher rates of fed@dor African American
victims when compared to their proportion in the poputatitJsing the lifestyle-routine
activities approach, one would argue that this is base¢bdeohigher rate of African
Americans residing in urban areas and the higher ratgarfger homicides in these
locations. Still, Moracco et al. (1998) found that ewdsen controlling for urban-rural
status, African American women had a higher rateaimization. Furthermore, when
ethnicity was examined with respect to victim/offenddationship, there appeared to be
little or no agreement between studies.

Therefore, analyses were conducted to determine tih@fa&ictimization based on
victim ethnicity (Caucasian, African American, Hisgamther) and whether any
relationship exists between victim ethnicity andimédffender relationship (intimate,
relative, acquaintance, stranger, unknown).

3. Victim Marital Status

Previous studies of homicide victimization showed thalke victims were more
likely to be single; therefore, it has been arguedrfatiage or its accompanying lifestyle

appears to provide a protective effect against victioizah males. This protective effect
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does not appear to hold true for women due to the hidstihbod of a female being
killed by an intimate partner. However, lifestyle-rnoetactivities approach predicts that
while marriage may not provide an overall protectifectf a husband may still serve as a
‘capable guardian’ against victimization by family menshe@cquaintances, and strangers.

Hypothesis (2): It is hypothesized that, unlike maléimi of homicide, marriage
will not be a protective factor for victims of fende overall but will be a protective factor
from certain types, in particular, familial, acquaintand stranger femicide. In other
words, there will be a statistically significant di@ace between the victim’'s marital status
and her relationship with the offender, with single pdied, and widowed women more
likely to be killed by a family member, acquaintancestwanger 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 aredicted to vary based on
lifestyle-routine activities theory, the age differermetween the victim and offender is
also predicted to vary. Based on the lifestyle-roudirtévities approach, it was predicted
that children are more likely to be victimized by fgmiembers or acquaintances, adults
by an intimate partner, and the elderly by a stranger.

Hypothesis (3): It is therefore hypothesized that aethe victim is older or
younger than her offender will vary with relationshipganing there will be a statistically
significant difference between the victim/offender dggribution, with familial femicide
victims being younger than their offenders, intimateiadp approximately the same age,

and stranger femicide victims being older than theeraférs.
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2. Offender Ethnicity

Previous studies of race relationships indicate tlabthjority of homicides,
regardless of victim/offender relationship, are intcaiaDecker, 1993; Goetting, 1991,
Rojek & Williams, 1993; Wilt, llman, & Brodyfield, 1997; Zal& Sagi, 1987). These
findings are expected according to the lifestyle-routcieviies approach and are not
predicted to differ for femicides. Individuals are mokely to live and work in racially
homogenous areas. Similarly, they are more likegotally interact and be romantically
involved in intraracial relationships.

Hypothesis (4): It is hypothesized that, similar tonimdes, femicides will be
primarily intraracial. Thus, there will be a statiatly significant difference between the
victim/offender ethnicity breakdown, categorizing Cawarasiffender/Caucasian victim;
African American offender/African American victim;idppanic offender/Hispanic victim;
and Other Minority offender/Other Minority victim grtdaover-represented and
interracial victim/offender relationships rarely oadng.

3. Offender Gender

Unlike ethnicity, gender does not appear to be an grivap phenomenon with
males kiling males and females kiling females. Indf@gomen and men are most
commonly killed by males and when women do kill, theystradten kill men (Goetting,
1988; Wolfgang, 1958). Relatively little examination hasb@@ne on the victim/offender
relationship in this rare female on female homicideé Bow this differs from the
victim/offender relationship of the more typical male female homicide.

Analyses were conducted to determine whether any differiarthe rate of

occurrence of victim/offender relationships (intimatdative, acquaintance, stranger,
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unknown) based on the offender gender (male, femald¥ exis

4. Offender Status

For the most part, the femicide studies examined her®tladdress the offender
status. However, Wolfgang’s (1958) study did address offenaieissbut he does not
specifically examine femicide or the role of the mi¢bffender relationship. He also
reported that those who committed suicide after havingnatied a homicide were most
likely to have killed an intimate partner of the opposiég. Wilt et al. (1997) also found
that intimate partner homicides were more likely tddewed by suicide than other
relationships. Analyses were conducted to determinéhehany relationship existed
between the victim/offender relationship (intimadative, acquaintance, stranger,
unknown) and the offender status (in custody, identifiechbtin custody, deceased, or
unknown).
C) The Victim/Offender Relationship

Lifestyle-routine activities theory predicts that &dese females do not routinely
participate in ‘at-risk’ behavior, they will not orthave a lower rate of victimization than
do males, but they will also be less likely to beimaed by strangers. This is consistent
with Wolfgang (1958)’s hypothesis that due to females leaaliegs secular life, they are
more likely to be killed by someone they are closeRador research on homicide as well
as other violence against women revealed that tleeyrafact, more likely to be harmed
inside an intimate relationship (Goetting, 1991; Morag¢ummyan, & Butts, 1998;
Schwartz, 2005).

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

someone they have an intimate or familial relatigmsvith. Consequently there will be a
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statistically significant difference between the numifantimate, family, acquaintance,
stranger, and unknown offender femicides, with intimatkfamilial femicides greatly
over-represented.

D) The Crime Scene

1. Location

Criminals often target victims because of their noaiactivities (Karmen, 2004),
such as where they work, where they shop, and howgetehere. Routine activity
theory examines how a victim’s activities can bitrag into contact with an offender.
Examining the location of victim/offender contact ganvide us with information on the
offender and the type of relationship the victim anémder may have had. For example,
one is more likely to come into contact with fanmigmbers or intimate partners in her
own home and into contact with strangers outside ohbere. In fact, previous studies
showed that the more intense the relationship betweevictim and offender, the more
likely the homicide will occur indoors (Decker, 1993; MomcRunyan, & Butts, 1998;
Riedel, 1981; Wilt, llman, & Brodyfield, 1997; Zahn & Sagi, 1987).

Hypothesis (6): It is hypothesized that intimate amdili@ femicides will more
likely occur in a private residence whereas acquaintat@ger, and unknown offender
femicides are more likely to occur in public places. tifiahere will be a statistically
significant difference between the victim/offendeateinship and the location of the
incident. There will be much higher rates of intimatel familial femicides occurring at a
residence and acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offemdeides occurring in a

commercial building, in a field or wooded area, or ondtineet.
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2. Method

The findings of homicide studies predominately involvirgenvictims indicate that
handguns are the most common weapon regardless of vitéinder relationship
(Decker, 1993). Furthermore, the use of personal cordtiatibing, bludgeoning,
strangling, etc) was found to increase with the intgmsithe relationship in homicide
overall (Decker, 1993). Previous studies of femicide hbhge/s that this phenomenon
does not hold true for women. Females killed by intamaire predominately killed with
guns whereas females killed by strangers are more tixddg killed by stabbing,
bludgeoning, strangling, etc. (Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 19@B; lllman, &

Brodyfield, 1997).

While previous lifestyle-routine activities reseaddes not appear to address
differences in method based on the victim/offendetioglahip, one study addressed
variance in method as a possible affect of age. sthdy, conducted by Nelsen and Huff-
Corzine (1998), examined lifestyle-routine activities ala®rly homicide. These authors
hypothesized that the common use of physical contactasult of the increased physical
vulnerability of the victim.

Baron and Kenny (1986) address the influence of moderatthghadiating
variables on correlation between the independent anchdapevariables in research.
According to their definitions, victim/offender relatghip may be a moderating variable,
in that it partitions age into subgroups that effectctngse of death.

Hypothesis (7): It is hypothesized that previously olesgtrelations between the
cause of death and victim/offender relationship may dgtom confounded by the victim’s

physical vulnerability measured here by the victim’s. agbat is, the cause of death and
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victim/offender relationship are related only becabhsy are both dependent on the
victim’s age. Thus, age acts as a mediating varialit@smelationship.

In addition, analyses were conducted to determine whatiyerelationship exists
between victim age or victim/offender relationship #meltype of firearm used, range of
gunfire, number of gun shot wounds, or number of stab wounds.

3. Brutality

Marvin Wolfgang (1958) found “excessively violent” homigdéhose involving
five or more gunshot or stab wounds, were more likelydcur in the home and intimate
partner homicides to be more violent than violent ic@®s in general. However, Wilt et
al. (1997) found that, in terms of stabbing, family andbewip femicides were more
violent, with 10-20 wounds, whereas in intimate femicle ictim generally had less
than 10 wounds.

Therefore, analyses were conducted to determine wheatiggelationship exists
between the victim/offender relationship (intimadative, acquaintance, stranger,
unknown) and evidence of brutality (more than 4 gun shainas, more than 10 stab
wounds, blunt force beyond that necessary to cause deatiple causes of death) for
the sample in this study.

4. Sexual Assault

Moracco et al. (1998) found that 32% of the femicides irttNGarolina showed
evidence of sexual assault. When only those caselvimy intimate partner relationships
were examined, barely 6% showed evidence of sexual as¥dilil et al. (1997) reported
that 6% of the New York victims who were given rape ki positive results. Of those,

15% were intimate partner femicides. While interestihgse results raise more questions
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than they answer.

Analyses were conducted to determine whether anyoredhip exists between the
victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acopiance, stranger, unknown) and
evidence of sexual assault (vaginal, anal, insertidarefgn objects, postmortem sexual
assault).

5. Victim’s Property

Previous research revealed that motive is difficLifipt impossible, to define and
identify. Motives are often not mutually exclusivegdanany studies have created motive
categories that actually include relationship. Wilale{1997) categorized motive in the
New York City study as intimate partner, familial, disputgbbery, sex crimes, narcotics,
random, and other. Obviously, overlap exists amongetbategories, and there is
typically no accurate way to determine what the prinmaoyive actually was. For
example, the potential exists for an offender to bneaé sexually assault the victim and
then take valuables in a robbery of convenienceas wersa.

In order to overcome the difficulties involved witletexamination of motive, this
study categorized the presence or absence of motivedefariables, such as sexual
assault or the taking of the victim’s property but dodsatiempt to assign motives to
each case. Therefore, regardless of whether theemaitthe homicide was robbery or
valuables were taken as an after thought, such actienasded as property taken or not
taken.

Analyses were conducted to determine whether anyorethip exists between the
victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acopiance, stranger, unknown) and

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

6. Covering or Redressing The Victim

Little or no quantitative research has been doneaoahles with psychological
underpinnings, such as the victim’s state of dress oth&héhe offender covered or
redressed the homicide victim. This study examined thleghlity of occurrence, and
analyses were conducted to determine whether anyoredaip exists between the
victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acoiance, stranger, unknown) and the
victim’s state of dress (fully dressed, partially dressede) or evidence the offender
covered the victim (covered body, covered face, redilessem). Additionally, the
guantitative interview portion of this study added furtiheight into this behavior.

7. Binding and Gagging

Little quantitative research has been done on binaidggagging of the victim.
Those works that attempted to examine this behavausted primarily on sexual and/or
serial offenders and may not be applicable to thetyawsiefemicide categories considered
here. In this study, analyses were conducted to deemiather any relationship exists
between the victim/offender relationship (intimadative, acquaintance, stranger,
unknown) and evidence the offender bound the victim (bogewiged, blindfolded).

8. Altering The Scene

Lastly, analyses were conducted to determine whetiyeretationship exists
between the victim/offender relationship (intimadative, acquaintance, stranger,
unknown) and evidence the offender altered the scenee(himdy, disabled utilities,
ransacked, destroyed evidence, disfigured, dismembered, st&jelar to the variables

of covering/redressing or binding/gagging the victim, presearch in the area of crime
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scene behavior is lacking, especially with respecemnadide and the victim/offender

relationship. These quantitative analyses along Wwelgualitative interviews will provide

insight into this previously unexplored area.

Table 2: Research Hypotheses

Number

Description

1

2

Familial femicides will have the youngest victims|daled by acquaintance,

intimate, and stranger femicide.
Unlike male victims of homicide, marriage will not &erotective factor to victims of

femicide overall but will be a protective factor fra®rtain types, i.e., familial,

acquaintance, and stranger.
Whether the victim is older or younger than her offervdé vary with relationship.

Similar to homicides, femicides will be primarily intiacial.

Women are most likely to be killed by someone with mithey have an intimate or

familial relationship.
Intimate and familial femicides will be more likely éacur in a private residence;
whereas, acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offendasidesiare more likely to

occur in public places.
Cause of death will be more closely related to viae 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 seek&tease our understanding
of femicide through quantitative data analysis and quaktatterviews. This is achieved
through examination of victim, offender, and crime sciformation as reported in the
New Jersey State Police (NJSP) Violent Crime Argalsit (VICAP) form, and in-depth,
face-to-face, semi-structured interviews of 12 femicifienders randomly selected from
these cases. This section outlines how the quanditetCAP data and the qualitative
interview data were chosen and collected. Both qtieéitand quantitative samples are
then analyzed for generalizability.
Quantitative VICAP Data

The NJSP database collects information on all casessminal homicide
investigated by the police, regardless of court outcomehether prosecutors decide to
pursue the case. The database includes a vast collettiata including information on:
submitting agency, investigator, victim, offender, s¢erfiense, condition of victim when
found, cause of death and/or trauma, and weapon (refgggendlix A for complete
form). The VICAP database is victim driven and eactina is counted as a separate
criminal homicide event even if more than one womas killed in the same incident.

All 393 cases of femicide reported to the NJSP VICAP that occurred within
New Jersey over the seven-year period between Jahua®@1 and January 1, 1998 were
included. These dates were selected as all county proseewdre mandated by the
Governor to complete VICAP forms on all homicideswaaog after January 1991.

January 1998 was given as a cut off date to allow investgéitne to conduct a thorough
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investigation and submit the VICAP form to the NJSkvals as allowing those accused to
complete the judicial process, including most appeals.

In order to determine the generalizability of thelifigs, New Jersey Uniform
Crime Report (UCR) data were compared to those casestgdto VICAP. Although
UCR data does not provide the extensive detail offeratidoy/iCAP data, it does
represent one of the most accurate reports of honocidérrences available and allows
for analysis of the generalizability of VICAP cases.

Although compliance with the VICAP program is mandatonly 60% of the
homicides reported to the New Jersey UCR were alsoigadrno the VICAP unit during
this time frame. This low percentage is in part dughéoextremely low compliance of
Essex County, which includes the City of Newark, whbkeelargest number of cases
occurs. In order to assure that this did not affecytreralizability of the cases
submitted to VICAP, these cases were compared witb @ data on the victim age,
victim ethnicity, and relationship of victim/offender.

The average age of the femicide victim reported to \HQ¥as 36 years of age
compared to 34 years of age for UCR. Although a sligdaher proportion of African
Americans were reported to VICAP (36%) than to UCR (44%3,can again be
explained by the underreporting of Essex County, whichwads for 43% of the African
American victims reported to UCR. Lastly, an exatmraof the victim/offender
relationship in the cases submitted to VICAP and UGHRaled no significant differences.

A comparison of VICAP and UCR data for 1991-1997 did not revsgdtistically
significant difference for age, t (1153) = -.957, p<.339. Eitynig’ (2, n=1156) = 8.57,

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



Femicide 45

different. When each ethnicity was examined sepgr@@licasians victims were slightly
over represented in the VICAP data (58.8%) compared to t@g&ts (51.6%), African
American victims were slightly under represented with 35c@¥pared to UCR reports
of 44.6%. As explained in the previous paragraph, thisgeat®d due to the under
reporting of Essex County. When each relationshipaxamined separately only
strangery” (1, n=1156) = 11.43p<.001 was significantly different. Intimate’ (1,
n=1156) = 1.245p<.264, familial,x* (1, n=1156) = 1.885p<.170, acquaintancg?’ (1,
n=1156) = 2.022p<.155, and unknowry? (1, n=1156) = 1.397p<.237, were not.
Stranger femicides accounted for 15.6% of the VICAP dataily 8.9% of the
UCR data. This finding is not surprising because VICAR wrdginally designed as a
database to record and examine serial homicides. Whilections as a database for all
homicides it is especially useful to investigators apt@my to develop leads on apparent
stranger homicides. Even if the submitting case igesolit provides the investigator a
way to examine similar unsolved cases that may haeebaen committed by their
offender. Due to the lower percentage for VICAP (15.684) @CR (8.9%) combined
with relationship being utilized as a dependant variablbis study, the deference in

reporting of stranger femicides did not significantly etffdne finding of this study.
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Table 3: Comparison of NJ ViCAP Femicides and UCR Femides from 1991-1997

N NJ - VICAP NJ - UCR
Column % Femicides Femicides
Mean Victim Age (SD) 36 (21) 34 (21)
Victim Ethnicity
Caucasian/Hispanic 231 394
58.8% 51.6%
African American 142 340
36.1% 44.5%
Other/Unknown 20 29
5.1% 3.8%
Relationship
Intimate 121 211
30.9% 27.6%
Family 49 118
12.5% 15.4%
Acquaintance 71 165
18.1% 21.6%
Stranger 61 68
15.6% 8.9%
Unknown 90 201
23.0% 26.3%
Total 393 763

Qualitative Interview Data

This study included in-depth interviews to supplement ti@AYi data outlined
above. These interviews provide insight into the qtetive findings through a personal
look at a sample of the offenders in these casetotdh twelve in-depth, semi-structured,
face-to-face interviews with offenders were conductdatie Trenton State Prison,
Trenton, New Jersey. Of the 393 cases of femicide anguretween 1991 and 1997 that
were reported to VICAP, 236 offenders were listed as itsheand in custody. From this
group, offenders were placed in random order, utilizing Bentlom Selection” feature of
SPSS for each victim/offender relationship categamyn(ate, family, acquaintance,
stranger, unknown).

These lists were given to the administration aflitenton State Prison in Trenton,

New Jersey. Social workers at that facility then apphed the listed inmates with Adult
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Inmate Research Participation Consent Forms (see AppBh Twenty-six inmates
were approached for interviews; eleven declined, onatmihid not speak English, one
refused to participate without a psychologist present,\aalye¢ agreed to participate.
Comparisons between those who refused and those wéedaigr participate
indicated that there were no significant differencds/ben these two groups with respect
to age, t (21) = 1.11, p<.280; ethnicigy, (2, n=23) = 2.70p<.260; or victim/offender
relationshipx® (3, n=23) = 3.25p<.355. However, caution must be used in the
interpretation of these analyses due to the small nuaflmeserall cases and the resulting

cells with fewer than 5 cases.

Table 4: Victim/Offender Relationship Comparison for Interview Population

N Agreed to be Declined to be All Offenders In
Column % Interviewed Interviewed Custody
Mean Victim Age 31 (10) 27 (8) 32 (12)
Offender Ethnicity
Caucasian 2 4 120
16.7% 36.4% 50.8%
African American 8 7 78
66.6% 63.6% 33.1%
Hispanic 2 31
16.7% 13.1%
Other/Unknown 6
2.5%
Relationship
Intimate 5 2 83
41.7% 18.2% 35.2%
Family 1 40
8.3% 16.9%
Acquaintance 5 3 64
41.7% 27.3% 27.1%
Stranger 1 6 49
8.3% 54.5% 20.8%
Total 12 11 236

B) Operationalization
Homicide in New Jersey is defined, pursuant to N.J.S.22,:a% “purposely,
knowingly, or recklessly causing the death of another huseang.” Homicide includes

criminal homicide, such as murder and manslaughter assvathn-criminal homicides like
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excusable accidents and justifiable self-defense. Aatztland reckless homicides are
excluded due to the lack of intent. Throughout this stu@yte¢hms homicide and murder
are used interchangeably. Cases are victim-driveneacitd one was counted as a
separate event even if more than one woman was kil same event.

1. Victim/Offender Characteristics

Age was defined as the age attained at the victint igbday prior to the date of
death. For example, if the victim was 26 years and 1Qhmaid, the victim was coded
as 26 years old. Newborns and victims under the ageeofvere coded as one year of
age. Therefore, even if the victim was only 3 dags sthe was still coded as a 1 year-old.
The age difference between the victim and offendercaksilated by subtracting victim
age from offender age. Race was classified as CaucAsiman American, Hispanic,
other, or unknown. Gender was coded as male, femalmkoown. Marital status was
coded as single, married, divorced, widowed, or unknown.ridédbindividuals who were
separated but still legally married were coded as mawiethé purposes of this study.
Offender status was coded in the following mutually exetusategories: in custody,
identified but not in custody, deceased, or unknown. imp®rtant to note that all
offenders were alleged and were not necessarily found gyith court of law.
Investigators identified those offenders that theyelielil to be primarily responsible,
regardless of the legal outcome.

2. Victim/Offender Relationship

The victim/offender relationship was classified as ofthe following mutually
exclusive categories: Intimate partner (boyfriend, hagbeax-boyfriend, ex-husband),

family (father, mother, son, daughter, other), acquatggneighbor, friend, other),
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stranger (offender unknown to victim prior to incidewt) unknown (no offender
identified). These categories are mutually exclusive.

3. Location

Body recovery site was coded as residence, victinideace, commercial,
victim’'s work place, street, or field/woods.

4. Method

The cause of death is determined by the medical examiiree categories of
gunshot, stab wound, strangulation, blunt force, or unkrem&mot mutually exclusive.
If the victim was shot, the range of gunfire was catizgd as distant (no
stippling/tattooing), intermediate (stippling/tattooing),contact/close (powder
residue/tattooing). The type of weapon was categorizédradgun, rifle, or shotgun. If
the victim was shot or stabbed, the number of woundsocemanted.

5. Evidence of Brutality

Brutality was defined as homicides, including any of tiewing: excessive blunt
force, excessive number of wounds, multiple causes suifitd have resulted in death,
excessive binding. If the investigator believed thestxof blunt force was excessive and
beyond that necessary for death, this was coded @&xgessive. Cases where the victim
received more than four gunshots or more than tennstahds were categorized as
excessive.

6. Event Characteristics

Evidence the victim was sexually assaulted vaginaliglhg postmortem or had
sexual insertion of any foreign object (other thaeais) into the victim's body were each

coded separately. The victim’'s state of dress atitieedf discovery was coded as fully



Femicide 50

dressed, partially dressed, or nude.

Whether the victim was discovered with the faceamhybcovered was separately
coded as yes or no. This variable was mutually exéusithat cases where the whole
body was covered, including the face, were coded as “ed\mdy”. Evidence that the
offender attempted to redress the victim was coded asryes. Evidence that the victim
was bound or restrained was coded as yes or no as idaseavthat the victim had a gag
placed her mouth and/or was blindfolded.

Evidence that the offender disabled the utilities osaaked the crime scene was
coded separately as yes or no. The presence of evittettdbe offender moved the body
(i.e., victim was killed at another location) was cd@s yes or no. Destroying evidence
included attempting to obliterate evidence at the scehe disfigure the body (i.e.,
burned body, took hands, feet, head, etc) in order to didatification. If the victim was
dismembered by the offender, it was coded as yes oEwinlence the offender staged the
scene to appear as though the murder was motivated bgramiffactor or committed by
a different person was coded as yes or no.

(@3] Data Collection

It should be noted that this was archival data draam the NJSP VIiCAP forms.
The form, which contains 168 questions, is coded by tta &r county level investigating
officer. These questions provide an array of datajdimaf) information on administration,
victim, offender, scene, offense, condition of victirhen found, cause of death or trauma,
and weapon. The forms are then submitted to the NJGRP/unit where they are

entered into the VICAP database by a crime analyst.



Femicide 51

These analysts reviewed the narrative sectionah ease, as well as any included
police or medical examiners’ reports to assure accuagdycompleteness of the VICAP
form. They contacted the investigator if there wasmplete information, discrepancies,
or if other information was required. Additionlly, aygts conducted background checks
on all victims and offenders, including but not limitedctoninal history and Department
of Motor Vehicle searches. Corrections and additwee added to the database, and
each case was then verified by a VICAP supervisobddin content and data entry
accuracy.

With the approval of the City University of New Yo@dommittee on the
Protection of Human Subjects and the full support of tee Nersey Department of
Corrections (NJDOC), in-depth, semi-structured, fac&te-interviews were conducted
with 12 offenders. Prior to the interview the prosecsitoffices involved in the
investigations of these selected participants werdéettf the study and solicited for
additional information about the offender(s). The stigators were asked to comment on
the basic facts of the case as well as the offesdermeanor and attitude toward
investigators when previously questioned regarding his case.

Between February 2000 and August 2000, Donna Morgan and Detgetiyeant
Jim McCormick conducted bi-weekly interviews, each mastipproximately one hour.

All data collected was coded using a master identificdili®mmaintaining the
confidentiality of all cases and offenders.

Thus, the information gleaned from this study is preskta protect the identities
of the offenders. This research is also covered@gréficate of Confidentiality issued by

the Department of Health and Human Services (ref@pfmendix C for copy of
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certificate). This certificate protects the intewers from being forced to release any
personally identifying research data, even under court @rdgubpoena.

Before the interviews, offenders were asked not tcuds crimes other than those
for which they had been convicted. They were advisatianything they said would not
be used against them in court and that they would reneiassistance or extra privileges
for participating. The offenders were also requiredda an informed consent form that
stated the above-mentioned conditions in the presdracaibness. Refer to appended
Consent to Interview Form (see Appendix D). Additiondle offender was allowed to
take a break or terminate the session at his disaretio

These interviews were audio taped. To alleviate dine@rns involved with audio
taping, this researcher adhered to the same rulesdefied required in most legal
proceedings to safeguard audio tape-recorded evidence and m@viamhination and
unsupervised disclosure. The recording tab on each audwéaspleroken to prevent
erasure and dubbing, and the audiotapes were sealed inpasvatdhe conclusion of
each interview. The audiotapes were later accessédhfacription purposes. Refer to
appended Interview Protocol (see Appendix E).

D) Data Analysis

1. Victim Age

Descriptive statistics, including mean, standard deviadod range of age of
victims in each of the relationship categories were rAnalysis of variance (ANOVA)
was conducted to measure the statistical significanddfefences between the victims’
ages for each relationship category. In addition, iddai t-tests were conducted for

familial v. intimate, intimate v. acquaintance, anthate v. stranger to measure the
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statistical significance of any differences.

2. Victim Ethnicity

To facilitate examination of the results betweernaldes, cross-tabulations were
generated for victim ethnicity and victim/offender telaship. Next, a chi-square
‘goodness-of-fit’ test was applied to the overall exatin of victim ethnicity and
victim/offender relationship as well as the examomaof African American/Other minority
victims and unsolved/unknown offenders. Bar charts alsecreated for the percentage
and number of victims based on the victim’'s ethniaityl victim/offender relationship.

3. Victim Marital Status

Cross-tabulations were generated for victim's mastiaius and victim/offender
relationship for easier examination of the correlathetween variables. Second, a chi-
square ‘goodness-of-fit’ test was applied to the ovexalirgnation of victim's marital
status and victim/offender relationship. Additional sfizare tests were then conducted
to further examine the relationship between marrigg#married victims and intimate
femicide victims, married/non-married victims and fahibr acquaintance femicide
victims, as well as, stranger relationships and simgigidowed victims. A bar chart was
then created for the percentage of victims based owvidtie’'s marital status and the
victim/offender relationship.

4. Victim/Offender Age Differences

Descriptive statistics, including mean, standard deviadod range of age of
offenders for each of the relationship categories wane An analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted to measure the statistical s@anifte of differences between

the victim and offender’s ages for each relationshipgy. Chi-square analyses were
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then conducted to examine the relationship betweetidhar acquaintance relationships
and offenders more than five years older than thewistranger relationships, as well as,
offenders more than five years younger than the \actim addition, a cross-tabulation
was created to facilitate examination of this data.

5. Offender Ethnicity

A cross-tabulation was created for victim ethnibgyoffender ethnicity. A chi-
square ‘goodness-of-fit’ analysis was conducted to medisergtatistical significance of
any differences between victim and offender ethnicity.

6. Offender Gender

A cross-tabulation was created for offender gendeidiyn/offender relationship.
A chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ analysis was then condlitbemeasure the statistical
significance of any differences between offender geaddrthe victim/offender
relationship.

7. Offender Status

Analyses were conducted to determine whether anyorethip exists between the
victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acoiance, stranger, unknown) and the
offender status (in custody, identified but not in custodgeased, or unknown). A
cross-tabulation and chi-square analyses were conductdefoffender status and the
victim/offender relationship. A second chi-square ywimlwas then conducted to
examine the relationship between offenders who wereaded at the time of reporting
and offenders who killed an intimate partner. A bartcslaowing the number of

offenders in each relationship category by status \sasceeated.
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8. The Victim/Offender Relationship

Descriptive statistics, such as frequency and percentege,computed for each
relationship category and the variables contained méhch category. Pie charts were
presented for easier examination of the variabletagged within the intimate and family
categories. A chi-square analysis was conducted to deé¢etine likelihood of a femicide
victim being murdered by an intimate partner, family tnemacquaintance, stranger, or
unknown offender.

9. Location

A cross-tabulation was generated for location andhviotfender relationship for
easier examination of the correlation between g Chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ tests
were applied to the overall examination of locatiod waictim/offender relationship and
more specifically to victims killed outdoors by offendeigh a secondary or unknown
relationship (acquaintance, stranger, or unknown). y,asthar chart was constructed to
visually display the percentage of victims based ondatation and the victim/offender
relationship.

10.Method

Cross-tabulations were generated for the victim/d#emelationship and each of
the following variables: method, type of firearm, ranggun fire, number of gun shot
wounds, and number of stab wounds. Chi-square tests herapplied to method, type
of firearm, and range of gun fire. Individual chi-squastdevere then conducted to
further examine the relationship between intimategundshot victims,
familial/acquaintance relationships and bludgeoning vigtamsvell as, stranger/unknown

victims and strangulation/suffocation as the cause dhdeanalysis of variance
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(ANOVA) and Pearson correlations were also conductetetermine the relationship
between method and victim age. The number of gun shotagoand stab wounds were
tested utilizing an analysis of variance (ANOVA). aaddition, a bar chart was then
created for the number of victims based on the methddath and the victim/offender
relationship.

11. Brutality

Chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ tests were applied to eathetictim/offender
relationship categories for evidence of brutality. réss-tabulation was presented for
evidence v. no evidence and for each of the varigoletained within the brutality
category.

12. Sexual Assault

A cross-tabulation was generated for evidence of sessalult and
victim/offender relationship for easier examinatidrit@ correlation between variables.
Chi-square ‘goodness-of-fit’ tests were applied to thealvevidence of sexual assault’
and victim/offender relationship as well as each ef¢béxual assault variables. A bar chart
was included to illustrate the percent of femicide vistmsed on ‘evidence of sexual
assault’ and the victim/offender relationship.

13.Victim’s Property

Analyses were conducted to determine whether anyoredhip exists between the
victim/offender relationship (intimate, relative, acoiance, stranger, unknown) and
evidence the offender took property from the victimngit@issing, no apparent item
missing) utilizing cross-tabulation and chi-square teBtdividual chi-square analyses

were then conducted for each victim/offender relatipnseparately. The percentage of
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victims was then presented in a bar chart showing piyteden and the victim/offender
relationship.

14.Covering or Redressing The Victim

Cross-tabulations were generated for the victim/diemelationship and both the
manner of dress and evidence the offender covereddtim®.viA chi-square ‘goodness-of-
fit’ test was conducted on the victim/offender relasioip and both manner of dress and
evidence the offender covered the victim. Individualscjuare analyses were then
conducted for each victim/offender relationship separat€he percentage of victims
based on evidence the offender covered or redressetttineand the victim/offender
relationship is illustrated in a bar chart.

15. Binding and Gagging

A cross-tabulation was created for the category ‘exidef binding’ as well as
each of its variables (bound, gagged, blindfolded). Chi-scaaalyses were then
conducted for ‘evidence of binding’ in all victim/offendetationships and for each
relationship individually.

16. Altering The Scene

A cross-tabulation was created for the category ‘exideffender altered scene’
as well as each of its variables (moved body, disaliiéties, ransacked, destroyed
evidence, disfigured, dismembered, staged). Chi-square ealgse then conducted for
‘evidence offender altered scene’, victim/offendertr@teships, and individual relationship
categories with a combination of individual variablés.addition, the percent of femicide
victims for each relationship category and presene@n @iitered scene was represented in

a bar chart.
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Chapter 6  Quantitative Analyses: VICAP Data
This chapter reports the findings derived from analg$éise 393 cases of
femicide reported to the New Jersey State Police Midzime Analysis Program
(VICAP). The frequency of occurrence of each varialslevell as its relation to the
victim/offender relationship is presented below. In aoidj the results of statistical
examination of each hypothesis are presented. Tdialesharts, and pie graphs are
included where applicable.
A) The Victims
The mean age for victims reported in the present s@lydars of age) is similar
to those reported in previous research (Goetting, 32 péaige; Wilt et al. and Frye et
al., 37 years of age). Although Wolfgang (1958) did not givevamnall mean age for
female victims, he did report that Caucasian femalemschad a mean age of 36, and
African American victims had a lower mean age of 3imil&ly, a t-test conducted in
the present study found that, when examined by raceyébea age for Caucasian
victims (42 years of age) was statistically differentri the mean age of African
American victims (30 years of age), t (307) = 528,001 This is also consistent with
the findings of Wilt et al. (1997) that while overall pal9% of femicide victims were 50
years of age or older, 43% of Caucasian femicide viatiere 50 years of age or older.
Similarly, results of the present study indicate thdy 80% of femicide victims
were 50 years of age or older, whereas 33% of Caucastans/vere in that age group.
In fact, 69% of the victims 50 years of age or older vigaacasian. It does not appear
that the older age of Caucasian victims can be exgldiperictim/offender relationship

differences. Victim/offender relationships for atttuns 50 years of age or older appear to
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be evenly distributed. Intimates accounted for 14 victithswere family, 16
acquaintances, 19 strangers and 16 unknown victim/offendg¢iorehips.

Ninety-five percent of intimate femicide victims \edoetween the ages of 20 and
49. Twenty-nine percent of familial victims were unttex age of 4, and 38% over the
age of 60. Forty-four percent of the victims of acquareaemicides were between the
ages of 15 and 34 years old. Fifty percent of strangecitiamiictims were between 20
and 39 years old, and 57% of those killed by an unknown offevele between 20 and
39 years old.

Wilt et al. (1997) reported that 73% of familial victimens 40 years of age or
older. The present study, however, reported that only&a¥e victims were over the
age of 39. This difference may be due to the fact Heaptesent study includes victims of
all ages whereas Wilt et al. only included victims abver age of 16. When all ages are
examined the research shows that females under thef 6gire particularly vulnerable to
being killed by their mothers or fathers. Females/ben the ages of 20 and 40 years of
age are least likely to be killed by a family membafter the age of 49, females become
at risk for familial femicide again as their childrezach adulthood.

Hypothesis (1): It was hypothesized that familial fed@ would on average have
the youngest victims, followed by acquaintance, intimatel stranger femicide,
respectively. Hence, there would be a statisticalyifcant difference between the mean
age of victims based on victim/offender relationshgm(fy, acquaintance, and stranger
femicides), with the mean age of familial victimsrigeyounger and stranger femicides

being older.
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Results: The table below shows the mean, standardtideviand range of age for
victims in each of the relationship categories. Asdmted, familial and acquaintance
victims did have the youngest mean age (32 years of afleyydéd by intimate (37 years
of age), and stranger (41 years of age). An analysiar@nce (ANOVA), however,
indicates that there are no significant differenceéséen the ages in each relationship
category (intimate, familial, acquaintance, strange(B, 298) = 2.44p<.06. Individual
t-tests conducted for familial v. intimate, t (168) = 1.297.20; intimate v. acquaintance,
t (190) = 1.87, p<.06; and intimate v. stranger, t (180) = -p4A4}5 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 fedacvictimization in New
Jersey appears to be disproportionate to the state poputatithe same time period. Of
the femicide victims examined in the present study, 36% Wé&ican American while the
U.S. Census Bureau reported that African Americans madalyd 3% of the state
population in 1990 and 2000 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2004).

Consistent with the findings of Frye et al. (2004), Hepghad a higher
proportion of intimate femicides (39%), surpassing both &sians (36%) and African
Americans (23%). The findings based on victim ethniditlydiffer from those of

Morocco’s (1998) in that the risk of death at the handssifanger appeared to be evenly
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distributed across race and Caucasian victims do not afgpbarat greater risk.

Significant differences did arise with respect to mcgithnicity in the rate of
unknown offender/unsolved femicides. African Americantivis accounted for 45% of
the unknown offender femicides. This also appears sogreblem for ‘other minority’
victims. In 42% of ‘other minority’ victim femicideshe offender remains unknown
(unsolved).

Results of the analyses examining the effect oiwiethnicity on the
victim/offender relationship revealed statisticallyrsiicant differencesy” (8, n=372) =
16.90,p<.031 Visual examination revealed that while intimatetipar femicides remain a
serious problem for all ethnicities, African Americaatim femicides, when examined
separately, were more likely to be unsolved, i.e.,kitlg an unknown offender. A
separate Chi-square analysis was conducted collapsingtdgocy of victim's ethnicity
into African American/non-African American and theg@egory of victim/offender
relationship into known offender/unknown offender. Taparate analysis indicated that
there was in fact a statistically significant difiecex® (1, n=372) = 5.797p<.016. It
should be noted that as discussed in the previous chdyes was an underreporting of
African American victims in this study due to the loanwpliance of predominately

minority Essex County.
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N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
60 25 29 27 26 167
Caucasian 35.9% 15.0% 17.4% 16.2% 15.6%
Victim 51.3% 54.3% 41.4% 46.6% 32.1% 44.9%
African 32 13 31 25 40 141
American 22.7% 9.2% 22.0% 17.7% 28.4%
Victim 27.4% 28.3% 44.3% 43.1% 49.4% 37.9%
25 8 10 6 15 64
Hispanic 39.1% 12.5% 15.6% 9.4% 23.4%
Victim 21.4% 17.4% 14.3% 10.3% 18.5% 17.2%
117 46 70 58 81 372
Total 31.5% 12.4% 18.8% 15.6% 21.8% 100.0%
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Figure 1: Victim Ethnicity
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The present study found a smaller proportion of marriettms than reported in

prior research, which reported similar rates for siagieé married women. The present

study found 56% of the victims were single while only 17%enecorded as married.

This discrepancy may have been due to a difference indtling of common law

relationships. However, this can not be confirmedisproved due to the lack of clear

definition and rater discretion for both this data sewand prior research.
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Despite the discrepancy in overall percentages, wiewndtims’ marital status
was examined across the victim/offender relationshigsfindings were as expected.
Those categorized as single and divorced had similar breakdacross relationship.
Single and divorced victims were most likely to be killgdan intimate or an unknown
offender. Moreover, married victims were far mokelly to be killed by an intimate than
any other relationship category. Finally, widows weest likely to be killed by a
stranger or unknown offender.

Hypothesis (2): It was hypothesized that, unlike maigms of homicide,
marriage will not a protective factor to victims efricide overall but will be a protective
factor from certain types, i.e. acquaintance and strdagecide. Thus, there will be a
statistically significant difference between the mic$ marital status and her relationship
with the offender, with single, divorced and widowed wommene likely to be killed by a
family member, acquaintance, or stranger and marriedenanore likely to be killed by
an intimate partner.

Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that therstetiatically significant
difference between the victim's marital status (singlarried, divorced, or widowed) and
the victim/offender relationshigx® (12,n=392) = 46.45p<.001 A separate Chi-square
analysis was conducted collapsing the categories ofmactnarital status. A Chi-square
analysis examining married women v. non-married woimainated that married women
were killed by intimates at a significantly higher pragmr, x° (1, n=392) = 36.43,
p<.001 Another analysis collapsing the victim's maritatss into married v. non-
married, ie single, divorced, and widowed women, indicdtatinon-married women

were more likely to be killed by a family member ogaaintance than were married
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women,x? (1,n=392) = 16.42p<.001 Lastly, when the category of victim's marital

status was collapsed into victims of stranger femicidectim'’s of all other relationships,

the victim's of stranger femicide were most likelbsingle or widowedy? (1, n=392) =

3.89,p<.049
Table 7: Victim Marital Status
N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
53 31 48 35 52 219
Single 24.2% 14.2% 21.9% 16.0% 23.7%
43.8% 63.3% 67.6% 57.4% 57.8% 55.9%
51 6 6 9 18 90
Married 56.7% 6.7% 6.7% 10.0% 20.0%
42.1% 12.2% 8.5% 14.8% 20.0% 23.0%
10 4 8 4 10 36
Divorced 27.8% 11.1% 22.2% 11.1% 27.8%
8.3% 8.2% 11.3% 6.6% 11.1% 9.2%
7 8 9 13 10 47
Widowed 14.9% 17.0% 19.1% 27.7% 21.3%
5.8% 16.3% 12.7% 21.3% 11.1% 12.0%
121 49 71 61 90 392
Total 30.9% 12.5% 18.1% 15.6% 23.0% 100.0%

Figure 2: Victim Marital Status
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One victim’s identify and marital status were still unknowithattime of analysis
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B) The Offenders

As predicted by prior research, intimate offenders digtla mean age older than
that of their victims. Although many were withindiyears of age of their victims, 39%
were more than five years older. The mean age ahtineate offender was three years
older than that of the intimate victim.

Consistent with findings that victims of familiahfiicide were most at risk as
children at the hands of their parents or adults abahels of their children, 37% were
five or more years older than their offenders, and 5%¥ewnore than five years younger
than their offenders. There was no significant ciffee in their mean age.

The mean age for offenders who had an acquaintantemslap was three years
younger than their victims. Strangers had the grediféstence with offenders having a
mean age 11 years younger than their victims. Thignsistent with the higher number
of stranger femicides among widowed and elderly females.

Hypothesis (3): It was hypothesized that age differ&eteeen victims and
offenders will vary with relationship. Thus, therdl e a statistically significant
difference between the victim/offender age distributigth familial femicide victims being
younger than their offenders, intimates being approxigndie same age, and stranger
femicide victims being older than their offenders.

Results: As expected, analysis of variance (ANOVA)ciates that the age
difference between the victim and offender does vamifsiantly with the victim/offender
relationship, F (3, 298) = 6.3p<.00L Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted
collapsing the categories of victim/offender relatigmshA Chi-square analysis examining

family and acquaintance offenders v. intimate, strarayet,unknown offenders indicated
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that family and acquaintance femicide offenders wereerlikely to be five or more years
older than their victimsg® (1, n=302) = 4.35p<.037. A Chi-square analysis examining
intimate femicide offenders v. non-intimate femicidtenders indicated that intimate
offenders were most likely to be within five yeardlué victim's age or more than five
years older than the victing® (1, n=302) = 23.16p<.001 Lastly, a Chi-square analysis
collapsing the categories of victim/offender relatiopsb stranger offenders and non-
strangers revealed strangers were usually more thayefars younger than their victim

and, in fact, had a mean 11 years younge¢l, n=302) = 20.16p<.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 % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Total
Column%
18 18 23 33 92
Offender 5+ years 19.6% 19.6% 25.0% 35.9%
younger 14.9% 36.7% 32.4% 54.1% 30.5%
55 4 17 10 86
Offender within 5 64.0% 4.7% 19.8% 11.6%
years 45.5% 8.2% 23.9% 16.4% 28.5%
48 27 31 18 124
Offender 5+ years 38.7% 21.8% 25.0% 14.5%
older 39.7% 55.1% 43.7% 29.5% 41.1%
121 49 71 61 302
Total 40.1% 16.2% 23.5% 20.2% 100.0%

Consistent with all prior research, femicide is premabely an intraracial
phenomenon. Ninety-four percent of the victims of @aiamn offenders were also

Caucasian. However, African Americans were the riledy to offend against another



Femicide 67

race with only 30% of their victims being interracial.

Hypothesis (4): It was hypothesized that similar tmic@es, femicides will be
primarily intraracial. Hence, there will be a sttitally significant difference between the
victim/offender ethnicity breakdown, with Caucasiarentfer/Caucasian victim, African
American offender/African American victim, Hispanifemder/Hispanic victim and Other
Minority offender/Other Minority victim greatly oveepresented and interracial
victim/offender relationships rarely occurring.

Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that femicickes\arwhelmingly intraracial
for all ethnicitiesx” (4, n=288) = 278.66p<.001 Again, it should be noted that this
study had an underreporting of African American victims tuihe low compliance of a
predominately minority urban county. Therefore, it barexpected that the actual rate of

African American victims and offenders is higher thsied here.

Table 10: Victim Ethnicity and Offender Ethnicity

N African
Row % Caucasian American Hispanic Total
Column% Offender Offender Offender
100 32 7 139
Caucasian 71.9% 23.0% 5.0%
Victim 93.5% 23.9% 14.9% 48.3%
African 4 93 4 101
American 4.0% 92.1% 4.0%
Victim 3.7% 69.4% 8.5% 35.1%
3 9 36 48
Hispanic 6.3% 18.8% 75.0%
Victim 2.8% 6.7% 76.6% 16.7%
107 134 47 288
Total 37.2% 46.5% 16.3% 100.0%

As expected, offenders of femicide were predominatelg (89%). An
examination of the victim/offender relationship rdgehat female offenders were most

likely to kill in the context of familial femicide (60%@nd acquaintance femicide (37%).
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Results of the analyses on the effect of offendedegyean the victim/offender
relationship did reveal statistically significant difaces. Chi-square analyses indicate that
a greater proportion of male offenders are found in eatdgory of victim/offender
relationshipsx? (3, n=302) = 59.83p<.001 A separate Chi-square analysis collapsing
the victim/offender relationship category into fanhii@lationship and non-familial
relationship indicated that when females do commitde®j it is predominately in the
familial context,x? (1, n=302) = 46.96p<.001

Table 11: Offender Gender

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Total
Column%
121 31 60 60 272
Male 44.5% 11.4% 22.1% 22.1%
100.0% 63.3% 84.5% 98.4% 90.1%
18 11 1 30
Female 60.0% 36.7% 3.3%
36.7% 15.5% 1.6% 9.9%
121 49 71 61 302
Total 40.1% 16.2% 23.5% 20.2% 100.0%

The present study found that offenders who killed an atgrpartner were more
likely to be deceased themselves (26%). This may beodile thigher number of
murder/suicides among intimate partners. Cases in witéchictim/offender relationship
was identified as stranger were the most likely tadkatified (but not in custody) (44%).

Results of the analyses examining the effect oVitten/offender relationship on
offender status did reveal statistically significantatihcesy?® (6, n=302) = 35.59,
p<.001 A separate Chi-square analysis, which collapsedategary of offender status
into deceased/not deceased and the category of vicemdeif relationship into

intimate/non-intimate,indicated that offenders whoen@eceased at the time of reporting
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were more likely to have killed an intimate partner(1, n=302) = 24.96p<.001 In

fact, 76% of those reported to be deceased had killedianatatpartner.

Table 12: Offender Status

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Total
Column%
83 40 64 49 236
In Custody 35.2% 16.9% 27.1% 20.8%
68.6% 81.6% 90.1% 80.3% 78.1%
7 3 4 11 25
Identified 28.0% 12.0% 16% 44.0%
5.8% 6.1% 5.6% 18.0% 8.3%
31 6 3 1 41
Deceased 75.6% 14.6% 7.3% 2.4%
25.6% 12.2% 4.2% 1.6% 13.6%
121 49 71 61 302
Total 40.1% 16.2% 23.5% 20.2% 100.0%

Figure 3: Offender Status
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C) The Victim/Offender Relationship
The distribution of femicides across victim/offendelationship was similar to that
found in prior research. Thirty-one percent of femsidere between intimate partners;

current husbands and boyfriends accounted for 81% of tAdsgeen percent of



Femicide 70

femicides were committed by family members. Of thiaseilial femicides, 20% were
perpetrated by a father, 27% by a mother, 27% by a sohyG®eaughter, and 20% by
an “other” family member. Acquaintances accounted.8%, strangers 16%, and
unknown offenders 23%.

As expected, femicides were predominately committedtoyate partners. It
was surprising, based on Wolfgang’s (1958) hypothesis, timgiaiefemicide was the
least common victim/offender relationship found in phesent study. Wolfgang
hypothesized that homicides, including femicides, wereerfiloely to be committed by
someone “relatively close, intimate, personal, anectlir(p. 204).

Hypothesis (5): It was hypothesized that women arerilaaly to be killed by
someone they have an intimate or familial relatigmsvith than any other relationship
category. That is, there would be a statisticallyifsagmt difference between the number
of intimate, family, acquaintance, stranger, and unknoffander femicides with intimate
and familial femicides greatly over-represented.

Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that victinismitide were more likely to
be killed by an intimate partner (31%) than a family iren{13%), acquaintance (18%),
stranger (16%), or unknown perpetrator (23%). Unexpectediylidl femicide was the

least common of all the victim/offender relationshigfs(4, n=393) = 40.65p<.001



Table 13: Descriptive Characteristics of Offenders

Femicide

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
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their residences. Wilt et al. (1997) and Frye et al. (2@04)d that when intimate and

familial victim/offender relationships were considerdee probability increased further.
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Wilt et al. reported that while 60% of all femicides oed in a residence, 94% of
familial femicides and 83% of intimate femicides occurired residence. Frye et al.
similarly found that 74% of intimate femicides occurredhia victim's home compared to
only 46% of non-intimate femicides.

The present study found that 65% of women were killed@sidence, and 53%
of these residences belonged to the victims. Thisswasurprising considering most
femicide victims are killed by an intimate partner amily member. A routine activity
approach would predict that since the home is the maosincm place of interaction
between these two groups; in fact it would be the madigiie location. Consequently,
the study revealed that 75% of all intimate femicides@#¥d of all familial femicides
occurred in a residence.

Interestingly, although victims killed in a field/woode@a or on the street were
more likely to be an acquaintance (21%), stranger (28%Jnkmown offender (35%)
than an intimate partner (15%) or family member (1%sgrall, they were still more likely
to be killed in their residence. Forty-eight percera@juaintance femicide victims were
killed in their homes. Further, 31% of stranger femicaies 32% of unknown offender
femicides took place in the victims’ residences.

Although the victim’s residence was the most dangeracedbr a female, there
is a statistically significant difference in locatibased on the victim/offender relationship.
Based on these differences, investigators can makemgcfes about potential offenders
based on the location of the crime.

Hypothesis (6): It was hypothesized that intimate andlil femicides will be

more likely to occur in a private residence; whereaaquaintance, stranger, and unknown
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offender femicides will be more likely to occur in puliaces. That is, there will be a
statistically significant difference between the miZoffender relationship and the location
of the incident with higher rates of intimate and fexiemicide occurring in a residence
and acquaintance, stranger, and unknown offender femicidesring in a commercial
building, in a field or wooded area, or on the street.

Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that femicidengavere more likely to be
killed in a residence regardless of the victim/offenedationshipx? (4, n=393) = 41.49,
p<.001L When the category of location was collapsed inilodams/outdoors and the
victim/offender relationship into primary (intimatedafamilial)/non-primary
(acquaintance, stranger, or unknown), Chi-square anedysaled that if the victim was
killed outdoors (field, wooded area, or street), they wawee likely to be killed by an
acquaintance, stranger, or unknown offender than bytiamate or family membery?® (1,

n=393) = 28.54p<.001
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Table 14: Location

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger  Unknown Total
Column%
91 46 46 30 44 257
Residence 35.4% 17.9% 17.9% 11.7% 17.1%
75.2% 93.9% 64.8% 49.2% 48.4% 65.4%
81 45 34 19 29 208
V’s Residence 38.9% 21.6% 16.3% 9.1% 13.9%
66.9% 91.8% 47.9% 31.1% 31.9% 52.9%
19 2 9 10 21 61
Commercial 31.1% 3.3% 14.8% 16.4% 34.4%
15.7% 4.1% 12.7% 16.4% 23.1% 15.5%
7 1 4 9 10 31
V’s Work 22.6% 3.2% 12.9% 29.0% 32.3%
Place 5.8% 2.0% 5.6% 14.8% 11.0% 7.9%
9 12 11 14 46
Field/Woods 19.6% 26.1% 23.9% 30.4%
7.4% 16.9% 18.0% 15.4% 11.7%
2 1 4 10 12 29
Street 6.9% 3.4% 13.8% 34.5% 41.4%
1.7% 2.0% 5.6% 16.4% 13.2% 7.4%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2% 100.0%

Figure 5: Location

Location
O Residence
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E Field/woods
W street
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Previous research reported that although shooting, \ecounts for
approximately half of all femicides, is the most commaethod of kiling female victims

of homicide, it fell far below that of male victimspproximately 80%. Wolfgang (1958),
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Wilt et al. (1997), and Frye et al. (2004) acknowledged diffea®ircthe rates for
femicide based on the victim/offender relationshipl tiiee studies reported elevated
rates of shooting among intimate partners with stgbb@éng the second most common
method.

The results of these analyses indicate that shoistiig most common method
overall, although with a lower rate than previous redeaf 27%. This is not unexpected
considering that the present study has a slightly lowm&epeage of intimate partner
victims. The percentage of shooting deaths, 42% amontatet partners, is consistent
with that of previous studies. Blunt force trauma wastrasommon in familial and
acquaintance femicides, accounting for 37% of each. lfgistdangulation was the most
common method among stranger (38%) and unknown (30%) viffemder relationship
femicides.

As hypothesized, guns were more likely to be utilizeahtipnate partners and
hands-on methods by non-intimate offenders. Unexpgctadhily members were similar
to acquaintance femicides in that the victims wereenfikely to be killed by blunt force.
However, when considering that familial femicide viidiwere most commonly the young
or the elderly, these findings were consistent widotles of victim weakness.

The type of firearm used (handgun or shotgun/rifle), @inge at which it was fired
(close, intermediate, or distant), and the numbemnwddithe victim was shot did not vary
significantly by victim/offender relationship. Victgywere typically shot one time at close
range with a handgun.

In femicides involving stabbing, the mean number @b stounds received by

femicide victims was 16 with a median of 11 and a range te 183. These numbers did
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not vary significantly by victim/offender relationphi Less than 10% of the stabbing
victims had more than 35 stab wounds. Of those, 66% eetegorized as unknown
victim/offender relationship, including one extreme cagh 183 stab wounds.

Hypothesis (7): It is hypothesized that the cause dhdwad victim/offender
relationship may actually be confounded by the victiphigsical vulnerability measured
here by the victim’'s age. That is, the cause of daathvictim/offender relationship will
be correlated because they are both dependent on tingés/ege.

Results: Chi-square analyses indicate that cause d¢f deadt independent of the
victim/offender relationshipx® (16, n=393) = 68.56p<.001 Separate Chi-square
analyses waere conducted collapsing the categoriestioi/atfender relationship and
cause of death. A Chi-square analysis examining irgifmai-intimate v. gun/other
method revealed that victims of intimate femiciderarze likely to be shoty? (1, n=393)
=21.26,p<.001L A Chi-square analysis examining familial and acquaggantimate,
stranger and unknown femicides v. bludgeoned/non-bludgeonele@vbat victims
killed by a family member or acquaintance were moréylit@be bludgeoned? (1,
n=393) = 19.38p<.001 Lastly, a Chi-square analysis examining strangeuakdown
offenders/intimate, familial, and acquaintance v. gfiethand suffocated/bludgeoned,
shot, and stabbed were more likely to be strangled forcsuiéd,x* (1, n=393) = 14.86,
p<.001 An analysis of variance (ANOVA), however, indesthat there are no
significant differences between the ages in each cHudeath category, F (4, 392) = 1.31,
p<.265

Further analyses indicated that victim/offender refedinip and cause of death,

(393) =.193p<.001; and victim age and cause of deaitf393) = -.109p<.030are
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significantly correlated. The partialling out of th&dhvariable did not cause either of
these correlations to fall below significance. Wicage and victim/offender relationship,

(393) = .016p<.756, however were not significantly related.

Table 15: Method

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger ~ Unknown Total
Column%
51 12 12 10 20 105
Gun Shot 48.6% 11.4% 11.4% 9.5% 19.0%
42.1% 24.5% 16.9% 16.4% 22.0% 26.7%
28 7 20 15 24 94
Stabbing 29.8% 7.4% 21.3% 16.0% 25.5%
23.1% 14.3% 28.2% 24.6% 26.4% 23.9%
20 18 26 13 12 89
Blunt Force 22.5% 20.2% 29.2% 14.6% 13.5%
16.5% 36.7% 36.6% 21.3% 13.2% 22.6%
20 6 13 23 27 89
Strangle or 22.5% 6.7% 14.6% 25.8% 30.3%
Suffocate 16.5% 12.2% 18.3% 37.7% 29.7% 22.6%
2 6 8 16
Other or 12.5% 6.7% 50.0%
Undetermined 1.7% 12.2% 8.8% 4.1%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2%  100.0%

Figure 6: Method

Method
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Analysis results on the effect of the victim/offendelationship on the type of
firearm used revealed no significant statistical difiees x? (4, n=105) = 3.46p<.48. .
Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted collapsiogtégery of victim/offender
relationship. Chi-square analyses indicate that whetlh@ndgun or shotgun is used does
not vary significantly by intimate/non-intimatg’ (1, n=105) = .75p<.39; familial/non-
familial, x? (1, n=105) = 1.03p<.31; acquaintance/non-acquaintangg(1, n=105) =
1.46,p<.23; or stranger and unknown/non-stranger and knoyw(il., n=105) =.67,
p<.41, victim/offender relationships.

Table 16: Type of Firearm

N
Row % Intimate Family Acquaintance Stranger  Unknown Total
Column%
38 8 11 9 16 82
Handgun 46.3% 9.8% 13.4% 11.0% 19.5%
74.5% 66.7% 91.7% 90.0% 80.0% 78.1%
13 4 1 1 4 23
Shotgun or 56.5% 17.4% 4.3% 4.3% 17.4%
Riffle 25.5% 33.3% 8.3% 10.0% 20.0% 21.9%
51 12 12 10 20 105
Total 48.6% 11.4% 11.4% 9.5% 19.0% 100.0%

Results of analyses examining the effect of themioffender relationship on the
range of gun fire revealed no statistically significdifferences. Chi-square analysis
indicate that whether the victim was shot at cles@tact, intermediate, or a distant range
does not vary significantly by victim/offender relatihip,x® (12n=105) = 18.17p<.111
Further chi-square analysis indicate similar, non-sgamt, results when victim/offender
relationship for victims shot at close range/conteas compared to the relationship of

those shot at intermediate or distant rang€4,n=88) = 4.85p<.303.
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Table 17: Range Of Gun Fire

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger  Unknown Total
Column%
28 5 4 6 9 52
Close or 53.8% 9.6% 7.7% 11.5% 17.3%
Contact 54.9% 41.7% 33.3% 60.0% 45.0% 49.5%
8 1 4 1 14
Intermediate 57.1% 7.1% 28.6% 7.1%
15.7% 8.3% 33.3% 10.0% 13.3%
6 3 3 1 9 22
Distant 27.3% 13.6% 13.6% 4.5% 40.9%
11.8% 25.0% 25.0% 10.0% 45.0% 21.0%
9 3 1 2 2 17
Undetermined 52.9% 17.6% 5.9% 11.8% 11.8%
17.6% 25.0% 8.3% 20.0% 10.0% 16.2%
51 12 12 10 20 105
Total 48.6% 11.4% 11.4% 9.5% 19.0% 100.0%

Results of the analysis on the effect of the vidffander relationship on the
number of gunshot wounds revealed no statistically ssgnifidifferences. An analysis of
variance (ANOVA) indicates that the number of timascim is shot does not vary

significantly by victim/offender relationship, F (4,100)20,p>.580.
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Table 18: Number of Gun Shot Wounds
N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
26 9 8 6 9 58
One 44.8% 15.5% 13.8% 10.3% 15.5%
51.0% 75.0% 66.7% 60.0% 45.0% 55.2%
9 2 3 6 20
Two 45.0% 10.0% 15.0% 30.0%
17.6% 16.7% 30.0% 30.0% 19.0%
6 1 2 2 11
Three 54.5% 9.1% 18.2% 18.2%
11.8% 8.3% 16.7% 10.0% 10.5%
4 1 1 1 7
Four 57.1% 14.3% 14.3% 14.3%
7.8% 8.3% 10.0% 5.0% 6.7%
2 2
Five 100.0%
3.9% 1.9%
2 1 3
Seven 66.7% 33.3%
3.9% 5.0% 2.9%
1 1
Nine 100.0%
2.0% 1.0%
1 1
Ten 100.0%
8.3% 1.0%
1 1
Twelve 100.0%
2.0% 1.0%
1 1
Seventeen 100.0%
5.0% 1.0%
51 12 12 10 20 105
Total 48.6% 11.4% 11.4% 9.5% 19.0% 100.0%

Analysis results on the effect of the victim/offendelationship on the number of

stab wounds revealed no statistically significant cffiees. An analysis of variance

(ANOVA) indicates that the number of times a victgrstabbed does not vary

significantly by victim/offender relationship, F (4, 92)1.46,p>.220.

80
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Table 19: Number of Stab Wounds

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
9 2 5 4 5 25
1-4 36.0% 8.0% 20.0% 16.0% 20.0%
30.0% 28.6% 26.3% 26.7% 19.2% 25.8%
6 7 3 4 20
5-9 30.0% 35.0% 15.0% 20.0%
20.0% 36.8% 20.0% 15.4% 20.6%
3 2 4 3 5 17
10-14 17.6% 11.8% 23.5% 17.6% 29.4%
10.0% 28.6% 21.1% 20.0% 19.2% 17.5%
3 1 3 2 9
15-19 33.3% 11.1% 33.3% 22.2%
10.0% 14.3% 20.0% 7.7% 9.3%
3 2 1 3 9
20-24 33.3% 22.2% 11.1% 33.3%
10.0% 10.5% 6.7% 11.5% 9.3%
2 1 3
25-29 66.7% 33.3%
6.7% 3.8% 3.1%
2 2 1 5
30-34 40.0% 40.0% 20.0%
6.7% 28.6% 6.7% 5.2%
1 1
35-39 100.0%
3.8% 1.0%
3 3
40-44 100.0%
11.5% 3.1%
1 1 2
50 50.0% 50.0%
3.3% 5.3% 2.1%
1 2 3
70+ 33.3% 66.7%
3.3% 7.7% 3.1%
30 7 19 15 26 97
Total 30.9% 7.2% 19.6% 15.5% 26.8% 100.0%
. Three cases involved a victim who was stabbed bubistglwvas not the primary cause of death

Although Wolfgang (1958) reported that women were more likelye killed in a
brutal manner than were male victims, the present gtudyd no statistically significant
differences in brutality based on victim/offender rielaship. Half of all femicides showed
no signs of excessive brutality in any victim/offendategory. Those that did show

brutality were evenly split among the victim/offendelationship categories. Due to the
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relationship between method and victim/offender ratstip, separation of each of the

variables beyond the dichotomy does not enhancertaigsis.

Results of the analyses examining the effect of itten/offender relationship on

the level of brutality revealed no statistically sfgaint differences. Even when the

victim/offender relationship category was collapsed;<Ciiare analyses indicate that

evidence of excessive brutality does not vary sigmiflgaby intimate/non-intimatex® (1,

n=393) = 2.12p<.145, familial/non-familial, x* (1, n=393) = .397p<.529

acquaintance/non-acquaintangg(1, n=393) = 1.563p<.211; or stranger and

unknown/non-stranger and known relationshigg1, n=393) = .001p<.973

Table 20: Excessive Brutality

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger  Unknown Total
Column%
Evidence of 50 25 38 31 40 184
Excessive 27.2% 13.6% 20.7% 16.8% 21.7%
Brutality 41.3% 51.0% 53.5% 50.8% 44.0% 46.8%
6 1 2 9
> 4 Gun Shot 66.7% 11.1% 22.2%
Wounds 5.0% 2.0% 2.2% 2.3%
15 4 6 8 17 50

>10 Stab 30.0% 8.0% 12.0% 16.0% 34.0%

Wounds 12.4% 8.2% 8.5% 13.1% 18.7% 12.7%
Excessive or 26 21 31 18 24 120
Severe Blunt 21.7% 17.5% 25.8% 15.0% 20.0%

Force 21.5% 42.9% 43.7% 29.5% 26.4% 30.5%
9 2 10 11 13 45
Multiple 20.0% 4.4% 22.2% 24.4% 28.9%
Causes 7.4% 4.1% 14.1% 18.0% 14.3% 11.5%
No Evidence of 71 24 33 30 51 209
Excessive 34.0% 11.5% 15.8% 14.4% 24.4%
Brutality 58.7% 49.0% 46.5% 49.2% 56.0% 53.2%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2% 100.0%
. Categories are not mutually exclusive

Wilt et al. (1997) reported that in half of all femicidesxual assault was

suspected and rape kits were conducted. Wilt et al. repinde@% of femicides showed

82
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strong evidence of sexual assault, i.e. a “positive kage Similarly, Frye et al. (2004)
reported that 4% showed strong evidence of sexual as3ddtpresent study reported
that 14% of the femicides showed evidence of sexual &ssEhg fact that this
classification was based on investigator judgment regakditims found undressed,
injuries consistent with sexual assault, offender ssnd@s, etc. may account for the
higher percentage. It should be noted that the presetyt ekamined “evidence of sexual
assault” and does not definitively identify these asasgmting the occurrence of sexual
assault.

The results from the present study found that while 8¥yof intimate femicides
showed any evidence of sexual assault, 18% of non-isifeaticides showed some
evidence of sexual assault. By far the most commathestranger relationship with
41% showing evidence of sexual assault. In all castesnidide where evidence of sexual
assault was reported, vaginal assault was suspected inAi&bassault was suspect in
38%, insertion of a foreign object in 11%, and postmodexrual assault in 21%. In
numerous cases, more than one type of sexual assaldus@ected.

Results of the analyses examining the effect oVitten/offender relationship on
sexual assault revealed statistically significant difieesy? (4, n=393) = 54.08p<.001
Chi-square analyses of each victim/offender relatipnstparately revealed that when
collapsed into intimate/non-intimate? (1, n=393) = 15.53p<.001; familial/non-familial,
X* (1, n=393) = 4.24p<.04; and stranger/non-stranger relationshygg1, n=393) =
46.80,p<.001 varied significantly while acquaintance/non-qcquaintaptél, n=393)

=.05,p<.82 and unknown/known relationshipg, (1, n=393) =.06,p<.80 did not. Visual
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examination revealed that stranger femicide is greatly-represented among those

victims with evidence of sexual assault.

Table 21: Sexual Assault

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
4 2 9 25 13 53
Evidence Of Sexual 7.5% 3.8% 17.0% 47.2% 24.5%
Assault 3.3% 4.1% 12.7% 41.0% 14.3% 13.5%
4 7 24 13 48
Vaginal 8.3% 14.6% 50.0% 27.1%
3.3% 9.9% 39.3% 14.3% 12.2%
2 4 10 4 20
Anal 10.0% 20.0% 50.0% 20.0%
4.1% 5.6% 16.4% 4.4% 5.1%
1 3 1 1 6
Foreign Object 16.7% 50.0% 16.7% 16.7%
2.0% 4.2% 1.6% 1.1% 1.5%
Postmortem Sexual 1 1 3 5 1 11
Assault 9.1% 9.1% 27.3% 45.5% 9.1%
.8% 2.0% 4.2% 8.2% 1.1% 2.8%
117 47 62 36 78 340
No Evidence Of 34.4% 13.8% 18.2% 10.6% 22.9%
Sexual Assault 96.7% 95.9% 87.3% 59.0% 85.7%  86.5%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2% 100.0%
. Categories are not mutually exclusive

Figure 7: Sexual Assault
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The present study also included analysis of the effeattim/offender
relationship on whether the offender took an itemi@nfthe victim. These analyses
found that items were reported missing in only 21.1% déalicides. Findings show that
of those cases in which the investigator determinateanto be missing, 67.5% were
stranger or unknown victim/offender relationships.

Further, there was no differentiation of whetheritbm taken was something of
value (i.e., a car, stereo, money) or a personal(tem picture, clothing). Future studies
may want to break this variable down in order to erartine differences between those
considered proceeds from robberies and those taketydtyiicpersonal reasons.

Results of the analyses on the effect of the viofiender relationship on the
whether or not the offender took items belonging tovitiém did reveal statistically
significant differences. Chi-square analyses indidaeedvidence that the offender took
the victim’s property varies significantly by victinfflender relationshipx® (4, n=393) =
45.47,p<.001 Visual examination reveals that strangers or unknoffemders were
more likely to take an item belonging to the victimrtigere intimate, family, or
acquaintance offenders. Separate Chi-square analylssiw) each of the
victim/offender relationships revealed that intimabe#intimate x? (1, n=393) = 13.17,
p<.001; familial/non-familial,x? (1, n=393) = 9.75p<.001; and unknown/known
relationshipsy?® (1, n=393) = 33.59p<.001 varied significantly while acquaintance/non-
acquaintancey’ (1, n=393) = .41p<.52 and stranger/non-stranger relationshgg1,

n=393) = 1.97p<.16 did not.
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Table 22: Victim’s Property
N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger  Unknown Total
Column%
12 2 13 17 39 83
Item Missing 14.5% 2.4% 15.7% 20.5% 47.0%
9.9% 4.1% 18.3% 27.9% 42.9% 21.1%
109 47 58 44 52 310
No Apparent 35.2% 15.2% 18.7% 14.2% 16.8%
Item Missing 90.1% 95.9% 81.7% 72.1% 57.1% 78.9%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2%  100.0%

Figure 8: Victim Property
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Prior studies have not examined the condition or sifiee victims’' dress or

undress. Results of the present study reveal that 64.@3¢ t@micide victims were

found fully dressed, 23.9% were partially dressed, and 11.5%nudee When the

victim/offender relationship was factored in, resufisvged statistically significant

differences, revealing that 73.3% of those victims fowndkerand 53.2% of those found

partially undressed were killed by a stranger or unknowendér.

Results of the present study also reveal that 80%iofate femicide victims were

found fully dressed. This finding is somewhat surprisingyit of the fact that earlier

86
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studies reported that the bedroom was more deadly for widrae any other designated
place. Wolfgang (1958) found that 35% of femicide victims viéied in the bedroom.
Likewise, Goetting (1991) indicated similar findings of 40% eveiled in the bedroom.
While these studies did not specifically examine viaiffehder relationship by the room
in which they were killed, the study by Frye et al. (20did)report that 74% of intimate
femicides occurred in the victim’s residence while at89o0 of non-intimate femicides
occurred there.

Results of analyses examining the effect of themioffender relationship on the
condition of the victim's manner of dress did reveatistically significant differences.
Chi-square analyses indicate that whether the vistidiscovered dressed, partially
dressed, or nude varies significantly by victim/offenddationshipx? (8, n=393) = 57.05,
p<.001L Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted collapsiogtegory of
victim/offender relationship. Chi-square analysesashevictim/offender relationship
separately revealed that intimate/non-intimgfe(2, n=393) = 20.65p<.001;
stranger/non-strangex’ (2, n=393) = 23.33p<.001; and unknown/known relationships,
X* (2, n=393) = 20.47p<.001 varied significantly while familial/non-familiak® (2,
n=393) = 5.66p<.06 and acquaintance/non-acquaintance relationskigg, n=393) =
2.89,p<.235did not. Visual examination reveals victims discovarede or partially

undressed were most often killed by a stranger or unknéfemder.
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Table 23: Victim’s Clothing

N
Row % Intimate Family Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
4 4 4 11 22 45
Nude 8.9% 8.9% 8.9% 24.4% 48.9%
3.3% 8.2% 5.6% 18.0% 24.2% 11.5%
20 6 18 27 23 94
Partially 21.3% 6.4% 19.1% 28.7% 24.5%
Dressed 16.5% 12.2% 25.4% 44.3% 25.3% 23.9%
97 39 49 23 46 254
Fully Dressed 38.2% 15.4% 19.3% 9.1% 18.1%
80.0% 79.6% 69.0% 37.7% 50.5% 64.6%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2% 100.0%

Those who have examined the psychological aspectswds; such as serial or
sexual homicide, have reported that the victim’s \igiand state of dress often result
from specific decisions made by the offender (ResBl@rgess, and Douglas, 1988). The
offender may cover the victim out of remorse or iratiempt to prevent or delay
discovery. An offender with a close personal relatgmto the victim may redress the
victim in order to prevent strangers, such as the pdtioen seeing her nude.

While the motive behind this offender behavior mayubclear, the present study
explored the effect that victim/offender relationshgs lon its occurrence. In only 19.3%
of all femicides did the offenders appear to have covereddressed the victims.
Covering the body was most common but still accountedrity 9.7% of all femicides.
Only the victim’s face was covered in 5.9%, and thémiappeared to have been
redressed in 4.6% of all femicides.

Strangers were most likely to exhibit evidence ofecing the victims when
covering their bodies or faces and redressing the @atiere considered together

(31.1%). However, intimate offenders exhibited evidesfagovering their victims in only
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17.4% of the cases. When each variable was examidiedlirally, two different trends
emerged.

A slightly higher percentage of strangers covered tttens’ bodies (14.8%) or
faces (16.4%) than intimates (9.1% and 2.5% respectival{hough there were fewer
cases in which the offender redressed the victimirémel appeared less common in
femicides with stranger and unknown victim/offender refeghips. Interestingly, familial
femicide offenders were the least likely to exhibidence of covering or redressing the
victim. Only 10% of familial femicides revealed anyd®nce of the victim being covered
or redressed.

Results of analyses examining the effect of themioffender relationship on the
offender covering the victim’'s body revealed statidlficagnificant differences. Chi-
square analyses indicate that evidence that the offendered or redressed the victim
varies significantly by victim/offender relationshjg, (4, n=393) = 11.51p<.02. Visual
examination revealed that family members were tast likely offender to cover the
victim, whereas stranger and acquaintance offendersthvermraost likely to cover the
victim.

Separate Chi-square analyses were conducted collapsiogtégory of
victim/offender relationship. A Chi-square analysisrexeng stranger/non-stranger was
the only victim/offender relationship that was statily significant ,x* (1, n=393) =
6.46,p<.01. Intimate/non-intimatex® (1, n=393) = .44 p<.51; familial/non-familial, x*
(1, n=393) = 2.99p<.08; acquaintance/non-acquaintange(1, n=393) = 2.01p<.16;

and unknown/known relationshipg, (1, n=393) = 1.94p<.16 were not.
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Table 24: Covering the Victim

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger  Unknown Total
Column%
Evidence 21 5 18 19 13 76
Victim Was 27.6% 6.6% 23.7% 25.0% 17.1%
Covered 17.4% 10.2% 25.4% 31.1% 14.3% 19.3%
11 3 6 9 9 38
Covered Body 28.9% 7.9% 15.8% 23.7% 23.7%
9.1% 6.1% 8.5% 14.8% 9.9% 9.7%
3 2 6 10 2 23
Covered Face 13.0% 8.7% 26.1% 43.5% 8.7%
2.5% 4.1% 8.5% 16.4% 2.2% 5.9%
Offender 7 6 3 2 18
Redressed 38.9% 33.3% 16.7% 11.1%
Victim 5.8% 8.5% 4.9% 2.2% 4.6%
No Evidence 100 44 53 42 78 317
Victim Was 31.5% 13.9% 16.7% 13.2% 24.6%
Covered 82.6% 89.8% 74.6% 68.9% 85.7% 80.7%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2% 100.0%
i Categories are not mutually exclusive

Figure 9: Covering or Redressing the Victim

Covered/Redressed
H No
@ ves

30—

104

Intimate Family Acq. Stranger Unknown
Percent of Femicide Victims

Analyses were conducted to examine the effect afivisffender relationship on
whether the victim was bound, gagged, or blindfolded. Refoln the present study
again indicated a statistically significant differenesdxd on victim/offender relationship.

Only 9% of all femicides showed any evidence of vidtinding.
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Evidence of the victim’'s hands and/or feet being bouas the most common
with 7.9%. The victim was gagged in 3.3% and blindfolded in 108%8l femicides.
Binding rarely occurred in incidents of intimate (3.3%Yamilial (4.1%) femicide.

Similar rates were found for acquaintance, strangeruakdown relationship femicides,
11.3%, 11.5%, and 15.4% respectively. No significant diffeenere noted when the
three variables (bound, gagged, or blindfolded) were exdrmé/idually, with the
exception that unknown relationships accounted for a higlmaber of incidents in which
the victim was bound.

Analyses results for the effect of the victim/offen relationship on evidence of
binding, gagging, or blindfolding did reveal statistically gigant differences. Chi-square
analyses indicate that evidence the offender bound, gaggblihdfolded the victim
varies significantly by victim/offender relationshimtimate and family offenders were the
least likely to bind the victim whereas unknown offeisdgere the most likely, followed
by stranger and acquaintancgs(4, n=393) = 11.78p<.019,

When separate Chi-square analyses were conducted cgjltipsicategory of
victim/offender relationship only intimate/non-intiteax? (1, n=393) = 6.76p<.01 and
unknown/known relationshipg? (1, n=393) = 6.13p<.01 were statistically significant;
familial/non-familial, x> (1, n=393) = 1.61p<.20; acquaintance/non-acquaintange(1,
n=393) = .60p<.44; and stranger/non-stranger relationshigg1, n=393) =.59p<.44

were not.
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Table 25: Binding

N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
4 2 8 7 14 35
Evidence Of 11.4% 5.7% 22.9% 20.0% 40.0%
Binding 3.3% 4.1% 11.3% 11.5% 15.4% 8.9%
4 2 6 6 13 31
Bound 12.9% 6.5% 19.4% 19.4% 41.9%
3.3% 4.1% 8.5% 9.8% 14.3% 7.9%
1 3 4 5 13
Gagged 7.7% 23.1% 30.8% 38.5%
.8% 4.2% 6.6% 5.5% 3.3%
3 1 3 7
Blindfolded 42.9% 14.3% 42.9%
4.2% 1.6% 3.3% 1.8%
117 47 63 54 77 358
No Evidence Of 32.7% 13.1% 17.6% 15.1% 21.5%
Binding 96.7% 95.9% 88.7% 88.5% 84.6% 91.1%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2% 100.0
%
i Categories are not mutually exclusive

Finally, an examination of evidence that the offender attemjotedter the scene
was conducted. In 38.7% of all femicides, the offender apdda have made an attempt
to alter the scene, either by moving the body tolardbcation, disabling the utilities,
ransacking the scene, destroying evidence, disfiguringi¢dheydismembering the victim,
or staging the scene to appear as if it were motivat@hdther factor. Acquaintances
altered the scene in over half (52.1%) of the casest aaammonly by destroying evidence
(29.6%), or moving the victim to another location (22.5%j)ranger and unknown
offender femicides similarly reported evidence of sadtexing in 44.3% and 40.7%,
respectively. Intimate offenders were least likelierapting this only 27.3% of the time.

When each variable was examined separately, onlyngndtve body to another
location appeared to be statistically significant. dtteer variables--disabling utilities,

ransacking, destroying evidence, disfiguring the victim, disberment, and staging--
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appeared to be distributed fairly evenly across thawiotfender categories and chi-
square analyses did not reveal statistically significasults.

Results of analyses examining the effect of themioffender relationship on
evidence that the offender moved the body, disabled iltesitransacked the scene,
destroyed evidence, disfigured or dismembered the victistaged the scene reveal
statistically significant differences. Chi-square gsialindicates that evidence that the
offender altered the scene varies significantly bsingioffender relationshipx? (4,
n=393) = 13.07p<.0L

When the evidence of altering the scene and victieridér relationships were
collapsed, the following was revealed: Intimate/nomvate relationships varied
significantly with the behavior of moving the bogy,(1, n=393) = 4.85p<.03 and
disfiguring the body, 4.2<.04. Familial/non-familial femicides varied significantiith
moving the bodyx? (1, n=393) = 4.08p<.04. Acquaintance/non-acquaintance
victim/offender relationships varied significantly witisabling the utilitiesy? (1, n=393)
= 4.02,p<.04 and attempting to destroy evidence, 6/801. Stranger/non-stranger
relationships did not vary significantly on any of Hzene altering behavior. When the
victim/offender relationship was collapsed into unknowaikn, it varied significantly

with the behavior of moving the body, (1, n=393) = 4.37p<.04.
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N
Row % Intimate Family  Acquaintance Stranger Unknown Total
Column%
Evidence 33 18 37 27 37 152
Offender 21.7% 11.8% 24.3% 17.8% 24.3%
Altered Scene 27.3% 36.7% 52.1% 44.3% 40.7%  38.7%
Moved Body 12 3 16 11 21 63
To Another 19.0% 4.8% 25.4% 17.5% 33.3%
Location 9.9% 6.1% 22.5% 18.0% 23.1% 16.0%
6 1 8 3 6 24
Disabled Utilities 25.0% 4.2% 33.3% 12.5% 25.0%
5.0% 2.0% 11.3% 4.9% 6.6% 6.1%
10 7 13 10 9 49
Ransacked 20.4% 14.3% 26.5% 20.4% 18.4%
8.3% 14.3% 18.3% 16.4% 9.9% 12.5%
17 10 21 14 12 74
Destroyed 23.0% 13.5% 28.4% 18.9% 16.2%
Evidence 14.0% 20.4% 29.6% 23.0% 13.2% 18.8%
2 4 4 4 6 20
Disfigured Victim 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 30.0%
1.7% 8.2% 5.6% 6.6% 6.6% 5.1%
1 2 1 4 8
Dismembered 12.5% 25.0% 12.5% 50.0%
.8% 2.8% 1.6% 4.4% 2.0%
8 4 3 5 20
Staged 40.0% 20.0% 15.0% 25.0%
6.6% 5.6% 4.9% 5.5% 5.1%
No Evidence 88 31 34 34 54 241
Scene Was 36.5% 12.9% 14.1% 14.1% 22.4%
Altered 72.7% 63.3% 47.9% 55.7% 59.3% 61.3%
121 49 71 61 91 393
Total 30.8% 12.5% 18.1% 15.5% 23.2% 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 complexdtiiuman behavior
is never more evident than in the events surroundintpitieg of another life. The
previous chapter revealed that when examined quantitatpegiterns become apparent in
these complex events, supporting prior assertions thse tkvents are not random. In
this section, the events are deconstructed and examnad individual basis in order to
develop a better understanding of this phenomenon. Thatima data enriches and
expands upon the quantitative results.

A picture of the individuals involved and the femicide avtself was examined
through the examination of case files, discussions thélcase investigators, and in-depth
interviews with 12 randomly selected offenders. Thdfemaers discussed their
relationships with the victims, the events surroundmggincidents, and their thought
processes before, during, and immediately following thecfdes. The results of this
section will be linked with the quantitative findingstire next section.

Case Study 1 — Intimate Femicide

Background

On a Tuesday morning, police were called to a downtaygmess. The caller
reported that her estranged husband came to her placgplofyenent and was harassing
her. A police report was taken, and the woman wasealitsgo immediately to family
court and get a restraining order. She agreed to comk@lefficer's suggestion but
refused to go at that time.

The officer returned to his patrol car in front of thusiness and was making notes

for his report when he observed people screaming anchgufiom the business. He
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entered through the front door and observed the offersdauling his estranged wife.
The officer pulled his weapon and advised the offenderdp dis knife. He complied

and was taken into custody. The victim was rushed tadbpital but succumbed a short
time later. She had sustained 16 stab wounds.

The Victim and Offender

Both victim and offender were African Americansheit early forties. The
offender and victim had been married for approximatelyelyears but were separated for
several months at the wife’s request. However, tl#bdnd wanted to reconcile. The
husband assaulted the victim on prior occasions, buwti¢tie did not follow through
with court proceedings.

The offender gave the following account of these @ssaults:

“One time | broke her jaw; another time | crackedri®s. | know how that

sounds, but when I, I'm not making excuses for it. \Wiagipened was at the time

her jaw broke, she had her mouth wide open, and | smacked$he said
something about my children, and | smacked her. . . ciideked rib, | caught her
coming out of a bar with a guy. . . . | saw red, you kno&wfl | hit her. She fell
against a car, supposedly cracked her rib. There hadhgsinal violence, not all
on my part though . . .”

The offender was married twice before and had an sixteariminal history dating
back twenty years, which included drug and weapon chargegalyyrassault and
homicide. He had previously attempted suicide and was htigxt in a psychiatric
facility, diagnosed with judgment disorder and borderlineqelty disorder. The
offender had a GED and had attended some college coudst® time of the incident

the offender was unemployed. He admitted to using marijeacaine, and heroin, and

was on a drinking binge the day before the event.
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The Crime Scene

“So | went to her job. I'm waiting for her to getwwork, so in the meantime
while | was waiting for her, there’s a liquor storeass the street . . . | had gone
over there and had another half pint of vodka . . . Avally she comes to work.”

The offender stated that he went to the victim's wadce and asked for money
but the victim refused to give the offender any mondait time, but suggested he come
back later in the day.

“Then she got a phone call; she got a phone call fammeguy . . . [who] was
supposed to be going to her house to meet her . . . &led ber outside, and |
said, ‘You know what? | am certainly getting sick osthil said, ‘You're nothing
but a whore, and | pushed her . . . So | left, went ahd@oe more to drink.
Now in the meantime, she called the police.”

While the officer was in his vehicle at the scahe, offender returned and entered
the work place through a rear door.

“So | went back . . . to talk to her, and when | got @iuthe car, her [boss] came
out and told me said [she] doesn’'t want to talk to yoe;cgiled the cops. And
uh, I said ‘Okay, well, I'm leaving’ . . . oh, beforesat, and this is what got me in
trouble because | messed up my credibility. During the timt | was waiting, uh,
to go back the second time, | had gone up the street ta ufhey sold knives
and things like that, and | bought this knife because Igea®y go confront this
guy, you know? . . . | was going to see who this guy wakdn’'t know who he
was, and | was going to have something in case, thirngsugef hand. So,
anyway | had this knife, and | go back and she said, ubnwhktepped in the
door, | said, ‘Did you call the cops on me?’ She sadhyand | just went off . . .
And it was like | was standing in the doorway, watchingeif chase her through
the main door there, and | saw myself stab heNext thing | know, there is a
policeman there, about as close as you and I, and heésgm 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 daught® resided with her,

dead in the daughter’s bedroom. Initially, there werelmaous signs of trauma, but an
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autopsy revealed that the victim was strangled and estéiunt trauma to her abdomen.
Meanwhile, the victim’'s ex-boyfriend, who fled to Nétrk 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 icelahip for approximately
three years. The victim was in her early thiraesd the offender was in his late thirties;
both were African American.

The offender had a criminal history, including assduatjd, burglary, robbery, and
weapons possession. He attained a GED and was emptayedtime of the homicide in
manual labor. He was previously hospitalized for depesand admitted use of
marijuana, cocaine, heroin, and alcohol.

The Crime Scene

At the time of the incident, they were arguing in¥le¢im’s residence about
infidelity and whether the victim had given the offendesexually transmitted disease.

“She just grabbed me, and | mean, just I'm tired oflki® [arguing] man . . . So,

as | was leaving there, she threw something [at m&] aushed her and, you

kno_vv what I'm saying, | had literally got to that poigbu know what I'm

saying.”

The offender immediately fled the scene. He latesuated the following:

“l just left, you know what I'm saying, because, | méanought that maybe she
was still all right, you know what I'm saying, and | jlestt.”

Case Study 3 — Intimate Femicide
Background
On a cold January evening, the victim went down tabhsement to do laundry.

Unbeknown to her, her ex-boyfriend had been hiding irbbeement for a number of
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days. She was attacked from behind with a barbell dled.kiThe offender then took her
car and numerous items of value from her home. Héogliend was developed as a
suspect, and upon questioning, he confessed to her murdgmalbriwo other murders
in the months leading up to this incident.

The Victim and Offender

The victim was a single African American female @ fate forties, and the
offender was an African American male in his edulgties. He had a criminal history of
burglary, robbery and kidnapping. His documented criminaleradrsegan at the age of 12
when he was sent to juvenile detention and then placadoister home.

The victim and offender met while the offender wagrison where the victim
volunteered. When the offender was released, they lzefjaef intimate relationship until
the victim broke it off.

“l was a prisoner, and uh, she made the mistake of b@rfgend.”

The offender, an admitted cocaine user, stated theviatioregarding motive and
victim selection:

“I had fell into these drugs, using drugs. And um, | needeceynoAnd my mind
said pick on someone weaker, and that’s what | did.”

The Crime Scene

“When | committed the homicides, | was using cocaineand when | killed
someone, it was to get money. It was to get monegdoaine, but at the same
time, | could close my eyes and just remember exdwlyrhoment. | wasn't
afraid. | knew what | was doing was wrong. | knew iswaong to Kill
someone. And ... butit...Ijustdon’t getit.ydu know, that's what | don'’t
get. | knew it was wrong and everything. | knew whatt gonna do. And |
knew it was for money. But, why did | kill them? Uhaybe | didn’t care about.
| do care. |1do; | do. But I still did it. Um, you kngmu can get guns and stuff.
You know, you can go out $25.00, get you a gun. | didn't use a gquon of
them. You know what | used? You probably do. An obgdtiunt object, hit a
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person. Just in the head, man. People that were witakeme. People that |
could’ve just strong-armed. Just throw them to the grosayggive me your
money and they would have gave it too. So, I'm thinkilgy, why did you do
what you did the way you did it? Why, why, | mean sjoy could’ve terrorized
someone with a gun. Whew, I'm going to tell you. Youwnbdon’t know, like
even today, | don't know, but | do believe that the fiveapon | ever
encountered, seen used from someone, was a hammet.dénd know if there

is any relation to me using a blunt object, | meanwas a hammer, but the other
one was a dumbbell, and two was a hammer actuallyfatigr used a hammer on
my mother. | remember that.”

“| could’ve got $24.00 and gone to New York, pick your people andymar

places to get guns from, why you chose that? [Peoplenaskit because you had

it right away and that was available? No, that'sthetcase.”

When questioned about covering the victim with a blaaketwhether he made
attempts to destroy evidence, the offender stated:

“| closed my eyes. | really, each one of the hoaeisil closed my eyes . . . | tried

to cover it up . . . [with] a blanket or something 1 did it with each one of the

homicides . . . cause | didn’t want to see her? | didecmy eyes.”

“When | left the place, | cleaned it up. | did, | wiped fofgerprints, this is

probably not good enough, you know, all the techniques yow lafout 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 faymbegan to spend a great deal
of time with the victim. The relationship turned néte, much to the family’s dismay.
The victim ended the relationship but went to the aléeis residence, possibly to
reconcile. However, an argument ensued, and the aiter¢arned violent. The offender
strangled the victim and then stabbed her repeatedlg.offénder, who worked the night

shift, left and went to work. While at work, he stalé&arge sum of money, returned

home, put the victim’'s body in the car, and left tftest He stopped at bar in a southern
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state and told the bartender that there was a body cah Someone from the bar
notified the police; the offender was arrested, andmetiito New Jersey.

The Victim and Offender

The offender is a Caucasian male in his late twent the time of the incident,
he was married but separated from his second wife. aHé&en dating the victim, a
single Caucasian female in her early twenties, buhabeecently ended their relationship.
The offender had prior sexual assault and harassmeigeshahich were dismissed. He
was also incarcerated in a juvenile detention faailign he was younger.

The offender attempted suicide in the past and was diagasd&igpolar and
having a personality disorder. He had earned a GED,tahd &me of the incident, he
was employed as a cashier.

The Crime Scene

The victim was at the offender’s residence when began arguing. It is believed
the victim refused to have sex with the offender. dffiender then beat the victim about
the face with his fist and manually strangled her.thé& dragged her from the living
room into the bedroom and used a necktie to strangldadii®, but the noises continued.
He then stabbed her six times in the chest withratsel kitchen knife.

“We were fighting in the living room, and somehow | ethdg, she was on her

stomach and | was above her and | had like a choke hdigmand she passed

out. | thought | had broke her neck, I thought I killed .herso | carried her to
the bedroom and put her on the bed. | should have catidelp, and the
guestion they've asked me a thousand times, is why dido'cgll for help? And |
think in my mind at the time | was helping her cuz gheted making noise. |
thought she was in pain, so | tied the tie around hd¢ teestop her pain. That
didn’t work, so | went and got a knife, and | stabbed bestop the pain. And it

doesn’t even sound right. It doesn’'t make sense, bus diathe time what | was
trying to do. | loved her very much, and | didn’t want teebe in pain.”
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“It had to have happened around 9:00, between 9 and 11. t’'sure@exactly
when . . . then between that time until about midnidhtist sat there and talked
to her and walked around and | was crying, talking to et tleen | called my
work and told them something happened. | was going tadedat | went to
work.”
“[1] kept calling the house all night. | guess, | don’t kndhoping she would
answer the phone. You know, | mean, | guess | was qusiatepting that she
was dead. | knew she was, but it was like maybe thssallgust a nightmare.”
“I went back [home] and then um, got ready to go . was$ moving to California.
. Packed up everything | needed . . . The blanketseobetth, there were two
blankets . . . She was laying on her back on the pggust pulled them up over
her, tied the top in a knot . . . | put everything aisthe car, put [her] in the car . .
. I was going to turn myself in when | got [there].”

Case Study 5 — Intimate Femicide
Background

When the victim did not report to work at her job a®dice clerk, her mother
went to her home to check on her. It was therarteeher discovered the victim’s body.
She had been dead for approximately two days. It waswdised that her husband also
had not reported for work and had not been seen for aeccdapé. A week later, the
husband turned himself in and confessed to the murder.

The Victim and Offender

Both the victim and offender were African Americafhe victim was in her early
thirties, and the offender was in his early fifti€she offender, a truck driver, had a
criminal history dating back nearly twenty years. ¢harges ranged from disturbing the
peace and disorderly conduct to assault and robbery. Blenasied once before and had
seven children. The couple had a long history of domestience.

The Crime Scene

The offender indicated that his actions were promatted he and victim engaged
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in sexual intercourse and he climaxed first. Becausigfthe victim became annoyed
and told the offender if he could not satisfy her, sbeld/get someone else. He reported
that the victim began to beat him about the chest afde offender then placed his hands
around her neck and squeezed.

“After it happened, | put her in the bed. And | usuallyéher in the bed in the

morning when | go to work . . . and | guess, to me tlee more like uh, I'd say,

the same thing. | was leaving her at night; | justdddser goodbye and go to
work. She’d roll over and go back to sleep, and I'd go aokw That's all.

That’s mainly what | . . . at the time what | wasking really, that it didn’t

happen. That | was on my way to work and uh, that's all

“| sat beside the bed. It was light and | was sittiagide the bedroom. When |

realized anything, it was dark. Almost four in the miognl’d say. Three or four

in the morning. Yeah, I'd say about ten hours just ttigside the bed . . . it had
to been about six in the morning [when | came back]l just stayed in the house

. . . Sitting on the side of the bed.”

After killing the victim, it appeared the offender maywh redressed her. The
offender then fled out of state with the victim's \&du The offender now claims the
victim committed suicide.

Case Study 6 — Familial Femicide

Background

A younger girl returned home from work on a rainy Sundeyieg. She
observed her brother leaving the residence. Uponieqgteer home, she discovered both
of her parents beaten to death. They were found &reliff rooms, both beaten to death
with a hammer and wooden cane.

The girl called the police and told them her brothet jnurdered both of their

parents. Police picked up her brother walking in therr@ar a bar a short time later. He

had little recollection of the events of that evgniiAs the events of the evening were
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pieced together, it was determined that the offender,halddoeen drinking all day, came
home to borrow money from parents to continue drinkMéhen they refused, he beat
them both to death.

The Victim and Offender

The offender is a Hispanic male in his mid twentieléss mother, the main focus of
this femicide study, was a married Hispanic female indte forties. The offender, who
was born in New Jersey, lived with his mom, dad, asteIsi

Prior to this incident, he had only two previous chafeshop lifting and
marijuana possession. He was however, hospitalizeg &avid was diagnosed bi-polar
and paranoid schizophrenic. He also admitted to heaoh@l use along with marijuana,
crank, and methamphetamines.

The Crime Scene

The victim and her husband were brutally beaten by sloei in their home. When
guestioned about events prior to the murders and whatrfgmigered about the incident,
the offender stated the following:

“I went over there one weekend, and | was very .had been on like a three-day

drinking binge, and then 25 years of anger all came outth@ndext thing you

know, | was swinging whatever blunt object | could find I could not believe

that | would be capable of something like that. Andwhag | look at it now, it

sounds sick, but it was like cathartic almost. It vikesllgot it out of my system,

and | would never do it again.”

“It didn’t seem long. It's like | went over there anght away just, just

confronted my mother with all these issues | had ingideand it’s like, | just

basically, her just like looking at me like, well, yeali right, get it over with, I'm

trying to watch TV, that kind of attitude. And, thataththat is really seemed to

be the thing that kind of set me off, like, I'll get yaattention now. But then the

next thing you know, I'm out, I'm out in the pouring raimdaits dark, and |
remember going over there and it was daylight.”
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The offender did not bring any weapons with him bueadtused items in the
residence. Furthermore, he did not attempt to coveraupriime or his involvement.

“A walking cane . . . it was sitting there on the cautthwas, it was, | hope this
doesn’t sound morbid but it was like it was saying, hesk mie up . . . use me.
Because there was no reason at all for it to betha&nd they said they found
splinters of the cane, pieces of the cane in the yamoh| don't like talking about
this, they say they found pieces, slivers of wood oumymother’s hair, and . .
.uh . .. they found a claw hammer. In the house. Amdwho knows what else
| used. They, | don’'t remember using a claw hammerd, Arat the thing they
said about the claw hammer, was that | would have hhte the room to get it,
because it, there would have been no reason fobi tbere in the house. Then,
then, that was brought up in fact, that | would leaveamrto get something. It
would say that | was doing it intentionally. But asdar as | tried to say, as far as
| can remember, it’s like these objects just startedicg out of nowhere, and
before you know it, it was done.”

“Looking back on it, you can see . . . | can see it alagery sloppy, very

impulsive, and | made no effort to hide it from anybodwd, if I can look back

on it myself, it was almost like | was; | was askiogget caught. Cuz, | mean, it's

not like | made some kind of effort to try to disposehaf bodies or the weapons

or try to create some kind of alibi. It’s like, yedlere | am, | did it, come get me,

basically it's like the attitude | conceived.”
Case Study 7 — Acquaintance Femicide

Background

The police and fire department were dispatched to anfis@ apartment building.
After the fire was contained, fire fighters discovetieel body of a female lying on a bed in
the apartment where the fire started. Despite thedigreat deal of evidence remained.
Two stab wounds were observed on the victim, and blotidrpa found in the bathroom
seemed to indicate the assault occurred there. Foemtsieyewitness accounts led
police to suspect a neighbor and acquaintance of thenvi¢turther investigation

revealed that on the same day of the murder, the off@adened jewelry belonging to the

victim.
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The Victim and Offender

The victim was a single Caucasian female in her &éms and the offender was a
single Hispanic male in his mid-forties. The offendad a previous charge for armed
robbery and was on disability at the time of thedaaot.

The Crime Scene

It is now believed that the offender broke into tleéim’'s apartment not knowing
she was there. The offender was attempting to robittisn when she surprised him.
After stabbing the victim to death, the offender teenfire to the victim's residence in
attempt to cover up the homicide. The offender wasictat/on the homicide, and
although he admits to the burglary, he still denies catimgpithe homicide or setting the
fire.
Case Study 8 — Acquaintance Femicide

Background

At approximately noon on a Wednesday in March, thenvistbody was
discovered in her apartment. She had been stabbedieight An acquaintance of the
victim was developed as a suspect based on physical ewiftenal at the scene. A
search of his residence revealed the murder weapon.

The Victim and Offender

The victim was an African American female in haed+twenties. The offender, an
African American male in his early twenties, wasmptyed at the time of the incident
and had a prior charge for burglary which had been disthisEbe offender admitted to
using marijuana and cocaine. He earned his high schgdeland had taken some

college courses.
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The Crime Scene

The offender claimed that the victim owed him morwynharijuana, and he went
to her residence to collect from her. When themngi¢bld him she did not have any
money, he stabbed her repeatedly with a hatchet arebkitmife. The offender then
stole her car, television, VCR, and credit cards.

It should be noted that while this offender agreed tmtieeviewed, he refused to
have the interview audio-taped.

Case Study 9 — Acquaintance Femicide

Background

While on routine patrol on a warm Monday night, twaoeiffs spotted a large
cardboard box along the roadside. Closer examinati@aled the body of a partially
dressed young woman. Markings on the box as well as phiysical evidence led police
to the suspect. Further investigation revealed thatithien was last seen getting into the
offender’s vehicle.

Prior to the murder, the offender asked the victim tslygpping with him. He
then used a ruse to get the victim to come with hilmg@esidence. Once there, he
attacked the victim from behind and sexually assaulted After the sexual assault, the
victim asked to use the bathroom. As she walked towerthathroom she was again
attacked from behind, this time fatally.

The offender strangled the victim with a cord and thaderan extensive but
unsuccessful attempt to clean up any evidence from tine sgene and victim. He
dumped the victim’'s body in a remote location and fledsthée. Approximately three

days later, the offender voluntarily agreed to returNew Jersey.
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The Victim and Offender

The victim was a single Caucasian female in hey éadnties. The offender was
a Caucasian male in his mid twenties who worked asidyhzan at the time of the
incident. He had grown up in a strict but normal houskWith his mother, father, and a
younger brother. The offender had a number of disciplinblems as a teenager, so his
parents took him to couseling.

The offender was twice charged with rape. In the ifigtlent, he was found not
guilty although he now admits his culpability. In thesetincident, he was found guilty
and served approximately two years of a five-year serte The offender admitted little
control over his use of alcohol and marijuana.

The Crime Scene

“One day | woke up and, it’s just, it's hard to explainoyv the feeling, | woke
up and | knew something was going to happen that day. Knest it . . .
everything just fell the wrong way . . . back in my dnmow, O.K., now let’s call
some girls.”

“So, | went back to my house and she had no problerhsgeihg back to my
house, and uh, you know, she didn’t know nothing was wr&@g was just
thinking we’re going back to my house; we're going to getesononey so we can
go to the mall. | went back to my house, and | lockeddior, and | attacked her
...  knew the whole house was, would be my houseal nenone was going to
come by and stuff . . . and it just took off from thefiéghen, once we got back to
my house, | took her in, and as soon as | cameyoul know, | locked the screen
door, and | closed the storm door, and | attacked herhednmd. And at first she
had no clue what was going on. She thought we weraljashhybe playing
around or wrestling. She was like, sort of like gigglingt, $ort of like, confused
like . . . you know, ‘what the hell you doing?".”

“l just got this like this angry rage. 1 just got thigganrage and that was it. Once
everything was over and done with, | was like, oh mog$sed up. Don't tell
nobody, please don't tell nobody. This and that, justally can’t explain it.”

“| attacked her from behind. | put a cord around her naa#t,| started choking
her . .. She wasn't fighting. It was like she wagerlke scared, more [or] less in
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shock . . . In the back of my mind, I’'m thinking, shedtt fighting; she must want
to die.”

The offender stated that after the rape and stranguldt@gowas not sure the
victim was dead, so he carried her to the bathroonpkeed her in the tub. He filled the
tub with water, making sure her face and nose were edweith water. Subsequently the
offender left residence for a few hours.

“| panicked. Then once | realized she was dead, thelirg | was like, oh man,

| can’t believe | did this, and | left . . . | cameckawent in the house and she was

still in the tub. So that’s when | knew, yeah, thathen | begin to panic. So then

| tried to cover up, you know, | tried to cover everythup.”

When he returned, he washed the victim in an atteongestroy forensic
evidence, spending a great deal of time cleaning the neside an attempt to remove any
other evidence. He then covered the victim’'s headll)aand feet. The victim was then
placed in a container and dump in the woods.

“I wrapped her [up], and | put her in the [container]. &Bdt looked like, if | was

coming to my house, it was just like | was moving somgtbut of my house, into

[my vehicle].”

“| panicked, and as | was trying to pull the containeri@rtinto the [woods], it hit

a stump and it tipped over. Then when it tipped over, Ickadiand just left, just

left the scene.”

“l was gonna go back and uh, check on the body, sewalststill there or not.
And as | got on the highway . . . and off to the rigimidhside you could see the

area . . . | seen all the white cars, unmarked, and@g@tapher there, and cones
were up. And that’s when | knew they found the body. | §st left, left the
area.”

“At first they thought | had this like all planned outath staged the [scene]. It
was just when we fell to the ground, there was the dqudt grabbed that. It
wasn't like I, you know, had everything set to the sideyew what | 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. Stidéen dead
approximately five days. An autopsy revealed she wasged and severely beaten. Her
body was found partially undressed, and her hands and feebaend. The offender
was developed as a suspect and upon being questioning, hefgavalatatement
admitting he choked the victim.

The Victim and Offender

The victim, a single African American female in learly forties, was a known
prostitute and drug user. The offender was a married AfAcaerican male in his late
twenties. He came from a large family. He was uneyeaa at the time of the incident
and had one prior criminal charge for drug possession.offéleder was hospitalized
three times for suicide attempts.

The Crime Scene

The victim was discovered in a vacant building lyinghen stomach with her pants
partially pulled down. Her arms were tied behind her etk her sweater sleeves, and
her shoe laces were tied together.

“So we got into a little scuffle, she hit me with setimng, and | didn't like it. So,

| tried to subdue her, you know a little bit, to calm dewn. Punching and

kicking me, scratching me. She picked up a piece of a, t &ootv it was a razor

or piece of metal or glass, and she cut me. And wahright there, | grabbed her

by the neck and uh, I didn’t know | killed her. . . | put ampn around her neck,

into a sleeper hold, and uh . . . she was alive &t lfitg | hung on . . . | didn’'t

know | killed her . . . so | left and went home.”

The offender had marks on him from the altercatiod,ia an attempt to account

for these injuries, he filed a false police reportistghe had been assaulted.
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Case Study 11 — Acquaintance Femicide

Background

On a February afternoon, two surveyors found the bodyferfnale in a stream.
She was covered with snow and rocks. An autopsy reehiehad been beaten and
strangled approximately one week before her body was foArahmposite was done of
the victim and given to the media.

The victim was identified and her boyfriend reported diee had gone out for
cigarettes and never returned. The investigation redebht the offender, an
acquaintance of the victim, had previously threatened Tiee 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 wasoavn prostitute and drug
user. The offender, an African American male indtis twenties, had an extensive prior
criminal history, including weapons possession, roblessault, possession of CDS, etc.
He was charged with homicide nine years prior to tiuglent, but the charges were no
billed.

The offender came from a large family and was raigdugomother until she had a
nervous breakdown. At that time, he was placed intdoster care system. He dropped
out of high school after the Y@rade. The offender has six children of his own.

The Crime Scene

The victim was last seen near her home in an wabeay however, her body was

discovered in a stream surrounded by woods in rural area.victim appeared to have
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been redressed by the offender and then driven totéhevisere she was eventually
discovered.

The offender still denies involvement in this inciden
Case Study 12 — Stranger Femicide

Background

A customer in the video store observed an apparenerpblbie remained at the
back of the store until he was sure the robber l&fhen he emerged from the rear of the
store, he was unable to locate the cashier. A fudi@rch revealed the cashier’s body
behind the store. The victim had been stabbed ovam28.t

The police were able to develop the offender as a sulspeause he had robbed
the store previously and fit the description given by@sses in the present incident.
When police went to the offender’s home, they weresadvby his family that he had left
earlier in the day with a large kitchen knife. Theifamas advised to contact the police
when they heard from the offender. Approximately oeekuater, 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 siri@hucasian female in her
early twenties. The offender was a married Africanefican male also in his early
twenties. He was unemployed at the time of the intidele had been sent to juvenile
detention at the age of 15 and had a fairly extensiwarai history of drug possession,
vehicle theft, shoplifting, robbery, and aggravated assaul

The offender dropped out of school after thegBade. He was diagnosed as

emotionally disturbed and admitted to alcohol and coassee
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The Crime Scene
The offender gave the following account of the aftemof the incident:

“My mother-in-law comes out of the room, the bedroamg asks me to go to the
store . .. so | had, a light went on, you can go byetland rob them again. You
got off with it just as easy before. Keep in mind dl li@en drinking, you know, so
my abilities was all screwed up and um, that’s what | &id.know, | left, went to
the store.”

“I had a mask and a hood on and things like that . . catmplied you know, this
is what I’'m thinking, so | tells her to come outsidéhane because | didn’t want
her to be able to contact authorities. . . And procgede the back door and
that’'s where she, sheer panic on her side and my eginland things got out of
hand. That's where the murder took place, back there.”

“She wasn't actually fighting, it's just that she wgsu know, frightened. Which |
understand and she was upset, frightened, didn’t know whs,lwet | was
intending on doing, you know, so she began getting loud ahdrhyetting loud, |
began getting nervous and it scared me. And then I, yow,Kast my wits even
further, and began striking her with this knife thatd laad that's what caused her
death.”

“I had made her lie down and, well | asked her to lie dovind uh, as |
proceeded to pull the rope, I'm on top of her at this pgmti know, she’s lying
on her back, I'm on top of her at this point on my lsneAnd as | proceeded to
pull the rope out of my pocket, that’s when everything, st know, went
haywire. And that’s when | went haywire as well.”

The victim was stabbed 23 times in the field behindofere of employment.
Emergency responders began CPR, and the victim wapadrées to hospital where she
was pronounced dead a short time later.

“After she stopped struggling, | immediately ran. Uh,gtraggle didn’'t take no
more, probably about 30 seconds, you know. . . | was pretth aware of what |
was doing, you know. Came to some type of understandwhatfwas taking
place, you know? And | immediately ran, discarded thirgskhife, the rope, my
clothing that | had on.”

“It was raining like | said, so uh, | had washed my hasffjcause | had blood on
my hands too, and | ran the water, the knife throughviiter puddle on the floor,
on the ground in the middle of the street. Ran the kinffeugh it and that's when
| threw it that time.”
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“l didn’t concern myself with the security . . .1 didméally reflect too much on

that, | just, it was closer to home, enroute to my@pso | would get in and get

out. That’s how | was thinking.”
Summary

The pictures that emerge from these interviews afenatides committed with
little or no premeditation. The victims and offendairs often involved in close personal
relationships. The murder is often the result of gi@ent. The location is often the
victim and/or offender’s residence, and the methodhi®st always a weapon of
opportunity. However, as shown in the quantitativeisecthese variables combine to
form statistically significant patterns. The victgrdge and ethnicity, the location of the
femicide, the weapon used, etc. are found to vary signtfi not only from homicides
with male victims but also within femicide based o@ tictim/offender relationship.

As shown in the quantitative analyses section, pipdication of the lifestyle-
routine activities approach helps to explain these difiees and are reiterated in this
chapter’s results. This study’'s 12 cases of femicide dstrada that these women are

killed in the course of their routine activities by mated offenders when no capable

guardian was available.
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Chapter 8 Discussion

This section combines the quantitative analysis andtgtixg interviews along
with lifestyle and routine activities theories to fetsa picture of the phenomenon of
femicide. The quantitative analysis showed the frequeyatyerns, and interactions
among the variables. The interviews were then useddaichness to this data by
providing a better understanding of the relationship betwee victim and offender as
well as a more intimate view of the individuals. lygdifestyle and routine activities
theories, which were utilized to form the hypothesegHis study, was again examined in
order to better understand these findings.

This study has presented a model of the typical femictdievin New Jersey. She
is a Caucasian female in her mid-thirties. Althoufgstyle and routine activities theories
were utilized to predict that there would be differendsvben the mean age of victims
based on the victim/offender relationship, no stat#yi significant differences were
found. The assailant in femicide is typically a méle or more years older than the
victim.

Based on the same theoretical principle utilized in @agithe mean age of the
victims, it was predicted that the age difference betvibe offender and the victim would
vary based on the victim/offender relationship. Staflly significant differences were
found in the pattern expected. The offenders interviawéus study were no exception
to these findings. Four of the five intimate offendeese older than their victims. In the
one case in which the offender was younger, the itgim&ationship was more casual and

had ended months before the financially motivated hdmic
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Similar to prior studies, these results show that Afridmerican females have a
higher rate of victimization when compared to theirgandion in the population. African
American and ‘other minority’ victims also appear todverrepresented in the unknown
offender/unsolved femicide category. It should be notatlah discussed in the Research
Design and Methodology Chapter, there was an underrepoftiigican American
victims in this study due to the low compliance of ESSexinty, therefore it can be
expected that African American females may have an &igher rate of victimization
then found in this study.

The offenders in this portrait of a typical femicide amost often the same ethnicity
as the victim. As predicted by lifestyle and routinvéag theories, femicide is primarily
an interracial event. Individuals most often work,iglze, and live in racially
homogenous areas; therefore, victims are most liketypte into contact with an
offender who is of the same ethnicity. Those vistimthe case studies who were killed
by an offender of a different race lived or worked itially diverse areas. These victims
were also typically acquainted with their offenders ameracted with them during the
course of their daily routines.

The victim is typically single and is most likely to beirdered by an intimate
partner or an acquaintance. As predicted by Routine ijctiveory, women are more
likely to be killed by someone close to them. Theomikyj of femicide victims were killed
by intimate partner; over half of these were a begtt or ex-boyfriend.

Prior studies have reported that married females aeel lall a higher percentage
than married males. This study supports the findingsthatiage does not provide the

same protective factor for female victims as it doesnale victims. Marriage does,



Femicide 118

however, appear to provide a protective factor frommaization of familial,

acquaintance, and stranger femicides as predicted by Réuatinéies theory. The only
married victim in the case studies murdered by somedme titan her husband was killed
along with her husband by her own son.

The majority of the femicides examined were solvedthadffender was listed as
in custody. A closer look at the offenders who westedl as deceased revealed that the
majority had killed an intimate partner. This phenommeisadue to a higher rate of
murder/suicides among intimates.

The interviews with intimate offenders in custody ided that there was usually a
history of domestic violence long precipitating the murdgo illustrate, the offender in
Case Study 1 admitted to breaking the victim’'s jaw andkergder ribs on other
occasions. Numerous offenders in the case studies edpafter being involved in a
tumultuous relationship, they had finally ‘had enough.’

The victims of femicide are typically killed in a resmde, most likely their own,
regardless of the victim/offender relationship. Faaregle, in Case Study 3, the victim
went down to her basement to do laundry when she waskat from behind by her ex-
boyfriend who had been hiding there. However, the ir@ngacase studies which
occurred in the victims’ residences were not surprisekds but involved offenders who
were invited into or belonged in the home.

While victims were more likely to be killed in a reside, those who were killed
outdoors, i.e. in a field, wooded area, or street, wene likely to have been killed by an
acquaintance, stranger, or unknown offender than bytiamaie or family member. This

is consistent with lifestyle and routine activitibgeories in that these are the locations
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where the victim is most likely to come into conteatth the offender. For example,
victims are more likely to come into contact withiatimate partner or family member in
a residence and more likely to come into contact antlacquaintance or stranger in a
public or outdoor venue.

Only one victim in the case studies was confirmedrgalieen killed outdoors. In
Case Study 12, the victim was taken out the rear ofdtait workplace to a nearby field.
When the victim began to scream, she was stabbe@ade Studies 10 and 11, the
location of the actual murder is unknown, but one oWitigms was dragged into an
empty warehouse and another was dumped in a stream.viBtotis were strangled and
believed to have been killed by an acquaintance, duriagcations over illegal drugs. In
Case Study 9, the victim's body was discarded along sitteeabad after having been
sexually assaulted and killed in the offender’s, an accuraiet residence.

While the choice of weapons or methods of death appéam@ctur equally as
often, when examined within the context of the métiffender relationship, there were
significant differences. Those killed by an intimatetiper were most likely to be shot
with a handgun one or two times at close range. Otleedbrmer studies hypothesized
that this variance with victim/offender relationsinps actually caused by the victim’s
vulnerability as a result of the victim’'s age. Theserg study found no correlation
between the victim's age and the weapon or method ot deéiéized. The victims in the
case studies were typically killed with an object witteach or by the offenders’ bare
hands, through strangulation or blunt force. In thosesahere a weapon was used, the
offender most often reported grabbing a nearby objettwhs handy, i.e., a kitchen knife,

appliance cord, or barbell.
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Almost half of the cases exhibited evidence of exeedsutality, usually in the
form of blunt force trauma. However, there appearduktoo statistically significant
difference based on victim/offender relationship. ®fiender in Case Study 1 stabbed his
estranged wife 16 times before being stopped in the axipbyice officer. The offender
in Case Study 12 stabbed a store clerk over 20 times duboiglaed robbery. The
offender in Case Study 4 beat and strangled his girlfrietidhis hands; when the victim
made gurgling noises, he then strangled her with ones dielsi and finally stabbed her six
times in the chest. These offender interviews redddtle difference in the amount of
violence used despite differences in the victim/offemdiationship.

The victims were typically fully dressed with no sigisexual assault. There was
also no evidence of items taken from the victim @nsc Of those cases where sexual
assault did occur or items were taken, the overwhelmajgrity were stranger femicides.
Surprisingly, strangers were more likely to cover tltiis body than an intimate or
family member. Based on this finding and the intersiethie behavior of covering the
body appears to be driven more by an attempt to prelventiscovery of the body than a
sign of remorse or respect for the victim. The afanin Case Study 9 placed the victim
in a cardboard box to hinder discovery. Similarly, affender in Case Study 11
attempted to cover the victim with a large rock.

The victims were rarely bound, and instances of bindiace less likely the closer
the victim/offender relationship. The offender in €E&tudy 12 attempted to bind his
victim, and when she began screaming, he panicked arimbdtabr to death. Finally,
there was typically no evidence that the offendemaited to alter the scene by moving

the body, destroying evidence, etc. In those cases ateympts were made to alter the
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scene, the offender was typically an acquaintanceeofittim. As an example, in Case
Study 7 the offender set fire to the victim's body andtapant in an attempt to hid the
murder. In Case Studies 3 and 9, the offender attemptedttoyérensic evidence,
such as fingerprints and/or DNA, by wiping down the saengsing bleach products.

One very striking similarity between these caseladdck of preplanning on the
offenders’ part. Among those offenders who were imt@red, a similar story emerged:
an offender with a prior history of violence, an argotre altercation between the victim
and offender, violence which becomes lethal witteltbgnitive awareness, either through
rage or panic, followed by the offenders’ disbelief timnt victim is dead. In a few of the
cases, the offenders watched the media or calledvesat see if the victim might
actually be okay. A couple of the offenders even addhtttepassing by the scene to see if
the police had found the body yet.

This section combined the quantitative and qualitativa ttaprovide an overview
of the typical femicide victim. As seen throughout 8tisdy, while each femicide event is
unigue, when quantitatively examined obvious patterns eméngie next section, the
implications and practical applications of these findiogsesearchers and investigators

will be discussed.
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Chapter9  Conclusion

Popular conceptions of homicides reflect the notian these are inexplicable,
unforeseeable, and unpatterned events. These not@netaas unnerving as the actuality
that homicides are, in fact intelligible, predictalaled patterned. Wolfgang (1958)
proposed that if criminologists are to acquire generatiptes of homicide that are
essential to effective control, prevention, and treait, they must seek patterns,
similarities, and repetitions that can become thelhas classifications and
generalizations.

As we have seen, it is conceivable that the thsarsed to explain general patterns
of homicide may not be relevant for explaining femiqi8enith & Brewer, 1992).
Identifying those patterns specific to femicide is a iedwgtep toward developing the
conceptual and theoretical frameworks necessary terhattierstand this event
(Moracco, Runyan, & Butts, 1998).

The present study provides further support for the behetshomicide and even
femicide are not homogeneous. This shows the nece$sitegorization in homicide and
within femicide. Categorization based on the victifefeder relationship has shown
utility both descriptively as well as its correlatisith other variables. The findings from
this study found statistical support the previous researdamicide by utilizing a
previously untapped data source, VICAP.

In addition, utilizing offender interviews, it found thretical support for theories
and hypotheses that were previously examined only watisscal data. In doing so it
was able to incorporate theory directly into the stoidfgmicide, in which the prior

research was descriptive in nature.
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Policy Implications

The present study has helped to describe and demystifptiglex interaction
between the offender and victim. This in turn haseatgpractical utility for investigators
and psychological services. Investigators are oftedc® homicide and femicide scenes
in which there are no witnesses. It is their respility to determine what happened and
who was involved. The first twenty four hours intoivestigation can be the most
important in leading to this success. Unfortunately,ititial scene often leaves little or
no definitive direction for which the investigatorsidallow.

The better their understanding of the typical crimeasdehavior observed in an
intimate, stranger, or other femicide the more diogcthey have in their investigation. Of
course there are no absolutes in human behavior. ¥owdhis can provide a starting
point from which to build the investigation. This stympvides empirical support for
what has previously been considered ‘gut’ instinct orensgeeculation by the investigator.

Beyond the investigator’s role after the event reenlcommitted, this study
provides information to psychological services and preaeigencies that come into
contact with women who may have enhanced vulnerabilihis information can be
utilized to educate women on which situations may put thedtanger. For example,
elderly women, who have outlived their spouses and n@aalbne, are most vulnerable
in their residences. Therefore, a lecture givenwydaforcement at a local community
center on home security may be beneficial.

In the case of children, they are more likely tosismized by a guardian, one of
the very people they are entrusted to, rather thamiysterious stranger. Therefore,

speaking to parents and teachers about the often hiddero$igbuse and educating
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children on who to tell when someone in their eabusing them may also most useful as
a preventative measure. Similarly, young adults shous&tibeated about their
acquaintances and women in their twenties and thabiest abuse by intimate partners.
Women grow up being warned about the scary stranger ohattkeparking lot when they
are far more likely to be killed by those closesthent.
Theoretical Implications

Although the present study does not purport to directhtihesintegrated lifestyle-
routine activities theory, it does provide indirect supparthis approach. The lifestyle-
routine activities theory proved utility in the explaoatof statistical variation for the
femicide victimization variables. These two thestmve been especially useful in this
study, because they do not focus on offender motivatiostead they more closely
examine the variables surrounding victim vulnerabilithese findings hold promise for
the application of lifestyle-routine activities approacHemicide victimization specifically
and personal predatory victimization in general.
Methodological Implications

In addition to incorporation of lifestyle and routingiates theory, this study also
looked at two data sources not typically utilized in tielyg of femicide, VICAP and
offender interviews. Access to VICAP data allowedtfa examination of variables that
are not included in the more often utilized UCR data.il@VbCR provides and excellent
source of basic information such as victim age and cafugeath, it does not provide an
adequate view into the extent of the victim/offendéati@nship or a narrative account of
the event itself. This additional information coupleithwhe offender interviews provides

a fuller picture of the interactions between the mcnd offender. This in turn provides a
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greater understanding of the what, where, why, whenhawdand in turn the better
application of victimization theory.
Limitations

However, there are some limitations and weaknesst®etdata sources
incorporated in this study. When analyzed some variablerted high degrees of
freedom or cells containing fewer than five casess possible this could account for
findings of significance even where none exists. Tiisation was solved, however,
through the collapsing of some variables during analysis.example, the victim/offender
relationship was collapsed into intimate/non-intimé&eyilial/non-familial, etc. for the
analysis of the cause of death.

In addition, as noted during the Research Design and Elielhgy Chapter, there
was an underreporting of urban, African American videmicide due to low compliance
by Essex County. Due to this underreporting any exaimimaf the findings presented
and conclusions drawn regarding ethnicity should be dormethetutmost care. The
examination and comparison of the UCR data for Essem(y during the time period of
this study, 1991-1997, reveals that had Essex maintained & bayhpliance rate to the
VICAP program the total number of African American tfitcs would have been higher.
Despite the inability to include these cases, therfgalirom this study remained
consistent with the previous studies of femicide whielheaconducted in the Urban
settings of Philadelphia, Detroit, and New York City.

Future Research
Future studies of the different types of homicide shouldnoeuraged to utilize

data sources other than the Uniform Crime Reports apgl@nental Homicide Reports,
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which are typically utilized. As previously discussed, @yipg other sources allows for
the examination of previously unutilized variables ali agethe ability to evaluate the
generalizability and validity of more common sources.
In addition, future femicide studies should more directgnare the applicability
of theories such as lifestyle and routine activitiesoty. Previous research as been
primarily descriptive and exploratory, however, now tablid basis has been formed
future work should begin to expand or theoretical understgradifemicide. Again this
would require moving beyond the typical data sources andrgegheformation from
interviews with victim’s friends and families as wad the offenders to better determine
their specific lifestyle and routine activities. Additally, a comparison of victims and
non-victim populations may provide insight into whethertain lifestyles and more

precisely which activities may lead to enhanced vubilsain women.
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Appendix A. NJSP VICAP Form

Heow Jorsey Dopartment of How Jorsey Siale Police '
Law & Public Safety Wialant Crime Analysis Unit 1/

HOMICIDE,
MISSING PERSON
& UNIDENTIFIED BODY

CRIME ANALYSIS REPORT

In Conjunclion With

Faderal Bureau of investigation B Royal Canadian Mounted Pollce
Vielent Criminal Apprehension Program Violent Crime Linkage Analysis System
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NJ ViCAP HOMICIDE
CRIME ANALYSIS REPORT

SUBMISSION CRITERIA

td

All solved or unsolved homicides or attempts.

Missing persons, where the circumstances indicaic a strong possibility of foul play and
the victim is still missing.

Unidentified dead bodies.

Regardless of the nature of your investigation, you may at your discretion, submit your
case to NI VICAPR, if you have reason to believe that the offender (known or unknown)
may be responsible for other violent crimes or, may offend/re-offend in the future,

Cases where the offender has been arvested or identified should be submitted so unsolved
eases in the NI VIiCAF system can be linked to known offenders,

Tt is understood that a homicide can be an apparent singular incident such as a dewestic homicide
or & bar fight which results in a homicide. [f you, the principil investigator, feel that the likeli-
hood of the offender being involved in other crimes is negligible, or the likelihood of the weapon
being linked to other crimes is negligible, it is necessary to complete only the foxed numbers of
the report, To aid in determining whether or not (o fill out the complete report, consider such
things as the relationship between the victim and the offender, the motive for the erime, or the
offender’s frame of mind.

INSTRUCTIONS

W Use blackfluc ink and PRINT LEGIBLY'.

¥ I in doubt about how to respond to a given item, be guided by your experience and good
Judgement. Proof bevond a reasonable doubt is not required, however, do not guess either.

¥ If there are details of the case that you feel are important but do nod fit well inte the
guestions provided in the NJ VICAP form, describe them in *Additional Information™
(Question 166),

¥ When submitting o supplement or correcting information previously provided, submil a new
report completing the Agency Name, ORI Case Mumber, Victim's Mame and only those
items you wish corrected or added. You need not re-submit unchanged items.

¥ Foradvice regarding this repont or its completion, call your M1 VICAP representutive al
(600 8R2-200H), extension 2427 or 2519,

¥ Mail all NI ViCAP Crime Analysis Repons. supplements, andfor corrections 1o;

New Jersey State Police
Investigations Section

Post Office Box 7068

West Trenton, NJ 08625-0068
Attn: Violent Crime Analysis Unit
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MULTIPLE VICTIMS AND/OR OFFENDERS

In cases where there are multiple victims and/or multiple offenders involved in the same incident,
complete a separate report for each victimfoffender painng. In complex cases, seek the advice of
your INJ ViCAP representative,

NARRATIVE

The narrative summary 18 intended to give N] ViCAP analysts a general overview of the offense,
Provide a brief but comprehensive summary so the analyst will have a clear understanding of the
Facts, unusual circumstances and events based upon your investigation. Include any signature as-
pects of the crime. Also, indicate if the offender has been suspected of, imiplicated in, or has admit-
ted to other similar cnmes of violence, and provide details,

KEY FACT/HOLD BACK INFORMATION

Key [acthold back information refers to information that is known only 1o the offender and a very
limited number of investigators. This information is usually held back from general knowledge 1o
asgist investigntors during interviews. On the last page of this report, mark il key facthold back
informalion. THIS INFORMATION WILL ONLY BE RELEASED TO ANOTHER AGENCY
WITH YOUR EXPRESS PERMISSION.

THE QUALITY OF THE BENEFIT RETURNED THROUGH THE SYSTEM WILL BE
COMMENSURATE WITH THE QUALITY OF THE INFORMATION RECEIVED.

NOTE: SOME QUESTION NUMBERS HAVE BEEN OMITTED FOR DATA
CONVERSION PURPDSES.
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ADMINISTRATION
FOR VICAP USE ONLY

NIVICAP Cae Number Aty Naphs

Cae ey D e Dt

Analyst Asvignsd (Name ) = I :

INVESTIGATORS BEGIN HERE

B Reporting agency:
ORI AgEncy Case Number

B 1o estigator’s name, rank anil telephone number:

L Nasrwr Fores Mg Hask Tulaphone Nassher it

Person completing repori: W Same As Above

Laiin Naree Furnl Mume Rark, Telophane Mumber Hax

q NI VICAP report submisdon Dype:
Chiginal I_I.Eupp[aru-nl: 0 Correction of Previoos Submission

Investignting agency's Case stmlus:

i OpenfActive Investigation O SuspentediClosed 0 Ogsen - Wasram lssued
D Cleared by Armest L Excepticmally Cleared
Select ALL categories that apply:
U Wiurcler IJ Mizsing Persan - foul 3 Uniderrified Dead Body
= Sudden Dieath - fioul play play suspeciad 0 Anempted Munder - victim
s pcted alive and kentificd
The Tollowing elements were invalved in this case: (Check ALL thar apply. )
= Child abuse ;I D relnied 1 Aleohal related
1 Bireaking & Fniering I Rohbery I Drake rape
J Domestic relationship I Alercationd Arzument [ Agson
) Oeganieed crime - specity I Youth gang - specify I Caher gang - specify
[ Terrorsm 1 Torture . 2 Oeher - describe
L BizaHaie ' Contruct murder —— S —
[ Financial gain O Katnup for sexuil purpese 0 Drve-by shouting
[ Sexual asssub L Undesermined 2 Revenge
“ (ther related cise nomiber|s):

Co-op Apgencies and Case Numbers:

.......
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DATE AND TIME PARAMETERS

Millieary Time  Exnet  Approx,

10. Initinl Coniact: — == pilses e s T o a
iddery ool wh} fmod eyl G
10/, DeathMajor Asauli: f Fiakan ; a |
fiday of wi) Imak iyl (3143
10E. Viclim or Body Found: ! f H | a
[y ol {mal  fday] {3l
1. Invesilgation Started: J  j
iy} Cday] Lyrh
Viem#: of
IR victim status ot time of the offense: (Check ONE Only)
I Deceaned - Idemified [ Deceased - Unidesified O Living - Tentifsed
) Living - Unidemified NCICH D Unknown
O H 0 1 D Missing (NCIC R T
\"inllm meame(s) & alluss) (including married name and prior married nomes): [ Unknown
A - Legal Meame  B-Aliui  C- Maiden = Nickname - (hther - Describe Diate of Birth
Type| Last, fivst, middle .  Social Security @ [SRI&TFHLE| M| D [YEAR
A | Evample - Do, Fane, Anne 123-45-6T50 375678 11| OS] reso
BN victin's age, or apparent age at the time of this incident: () Unkpown
“ Vichim's sex: L Male 3 Female L Unkrorwn

HEM A ppacent sex - Indicate how the victim lkely appeared to the affender:
O As o muale L A o ferriale 2 Unknawn

HEM viceim's address Ai Time O Offense:

Streel Addeess Ciry
County 2 T e 3 iy Cie s Plaing
Curremt Address: 1 Same a8 obove

Horeeq Address

— —_— —_— — ——— ——

Cusarny Slale Zip Codle Fhome

m\'iﬂin‘s race a5 they wonld have appeancd to the offender: (Sefecr one opiion only from EACH

cafegary.

Race

o Bk 1) White X Hispanic [ Unknarai

L OiemtaliAsinn 3 East Indian 3 ther - describe —_—
Skin Color

L Black 2 White 1l Dark heown

L Medium hrown 2 Light brown
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200, Victim's Ieight (or best exhimaie): From T i
11, Victim's weight jor best extimmte ) From Ty e -+
12 Vietim's baild: (Check ONE anly.)
3 Small (thin) [ Mediam {average) D Lasge (stocky) I Oihese 2 Uniknovan F "
224, Victims eve color: {Check ALL phar apply.)
2 Besck Bl L Brown
4 Gray 2 Green 0 Harel
23, Victim's hair lengeh: (Check ALL that apply.) L i
[ Rald or shaved I Bulding 0 Shorter than collar length [ Unknown "
2 Callar lenpth I Sheubder length I Loager than shoulder length v
24, Victing™s predominant halr eolor: (Check ONE orlp ) __-
o Grey umibfor white 2 Blond i ned O Unknown =
2 Brown (1 Black O Other. describe = —
25, Victim's halr shade: (Check ONE only.)
2 Light I Meodiumn [ Doark 3 Unknowm - NiA
i (slasaes or corrective lenses normally worn by ihe victim: (Check ALL that apply. )
Ll Cleneric eyeplasies 0 Sunglasses Ol Clenr lenues [ Unknown
10 Light ins I3 Heavy tint O Preseription
[ Rimbess O Bifocals 0 Plastic frams
1J Metal frime O Conlacts (Tin) __ L1 oher, deseribe
7. Vietim s ScarsMarksTatioeaDelformiticsPercing:
Indicare focarton on body, check whether it ix a scanfmarlftation or piercing, wnd provide deserfprion.
LOCATION O BODY SCAR or g srem (14 - . DESCREPTION
28, Vietim was wenring the following clothing at the time of inftinl contact: i Unknown - Bia
{ Ufse additional pages if regquired and secure fo the inslde cover )
Liem Predominant Colors Description - Brand & Ske Missinigl Yes/No
Shirt
Bin —
Underacar = ta
Mightwesr
Skin 3
Dipess =S e =
Pamts.
Shons. =
SocksHase e aa—— -
ahecaTonts
dng kel Crrat
Jewelry
Walch
Head Covering.
Oeher — 3
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2. Deseribe any outstanding physical features (e.g., crossed eyes, noticealle lmp, distinctive hairetyle, efe.):

3 Oeoupationis), legal or dlegal: (How Did The Vieosn Earn Momey®)

Occupation

Drescripabon

I Unknown - N/A

O Unknown - A

3. Viciims alTiliations with any organized grouplorganization:
fe.g. Member af Boy Scouty - Troap 520, Hells Angeis)

A2, Vietim's usual made of transporiation: (Check ALL thar apply.)

O Unkmoan - NIA

1 Walks 3 Hirchikes O Bicyele
D vives I Taxi O City bus
12 Inter-city bus te. g Gaeybourdy ) Schood bus [ Commuter Lrain
I Indee-city train (e.g., ¥ia rail) I Subvweay 2 Berry
) Air trnvel L Relies on othery 2 Unknown
1 Oiher, deseribe

Victim's marital status: (Check ONE aaswer oy )

Single 1 Marriedi Comman-|aw 2 Separated
[ Diverced 0 Wiadowed 2 Homosexual relationsip
[ Oeher, describa 3 Unknawn

Victlm was Hving with: (Check ALL that apply. |

Parents () Single parent O Foster paremtis)
0 Girlfriendboyiriend ) Roommateis) 1 Spouss (includes comimmon-kw )
I Homosexual pariner I Minor children L Audult ehildren
2N Belalives, describe : I Ehihers In shelier
i Oehers in eorrecrional facility O Oubers in group home 1 Alona
2 Oiber, deseribe - — L Unkewrwm

General lifestyle: (Check ALL thai appiy.)

Described ax “Average Citizen”™ | Day person O Might persin U Unienenn
D) Likes bo socialize o pany A Gambler O Reclwsivefoner
1 Sireet person o Transient [ Alcabi] shuser
[ Engages frequenily moniminal () Dineg shaser A Drug dealer

activity 2 Prostinne L Emp
I Homasexial 2 Bisexual [ Oaher, describe
1 Heierosexusal ' Transvestite

k. Was the offender aiiricted to the victlm for any resson?
feg.. b, obresious, wearing provocane clothing (nphefrevealing )

I Unkenawn - NFA

7. Victim activiry at inftkal contact scene or when basi seen: (Clreck ALL that apply. )

2 Domestic activity

U Babysitting

(Il Dimimgs

2 Driving/ridang in vehicle
O walking

3 Camping

= Visiting fricmds/relatives

U Sleeping

J Under child care

O Shopping

[ Being in a parking bod

[ Hiwchhiking

IJ Sparting/Recreational activity
0 0 date

L) Working ns prostitute

O Unknoan

2 Schoaling
2 Maying
O Traveling 1from somewbere
O Jogging
0 Cweling
O Socialiring st bariavern
0 Pantyving
0 House-10-house setivity
(e, delivesing newspapers)
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38, Could vietim®s vulnerability to assault have been inereased due 1o any of the following conditions? e
(Check ALL that apply.}

[ Age - Pre-adobescent (11 years & ander) | Injured < Aleohol impairment I Unknowrs -
L0 Ape - Eldderly (565 years & over) 2 Poor health 2 Menial disahility "
[ Physical disability ' Drag impairment ' Other, describe

OFFENDER Rz

Far the purpares of NI GCA R, an offender (s the person belfeved o have corvaminied the erime, wheilber o ot chargei
have been filed, A sespeer £1.a persen oaly suspecied to be the offender, b vour frvesiiperion i enll open fo corsldering
other suspecer. Sispecd informanon should be Nined under Addittonal Names { Gestion 85),

IT the: ollencder 18 umknown, enter any descrplive informastoon that 16 avadlahe.

-, .' -k I-='_ . B “ ‘.
BN This offender Is: (Check ONE only.) —
I Known J Deceased [ Unknown - Description available A Unknown - No description i 1
(HTender nameis) & alinsis) (including married name end prior moarried names): 3 Unknewn ; i
A - Legol Name  B-Alics €. Maiden D - Nickname __E - Other - Describe Diate of Birth ey
“Type] Last, first, middle — [SocialScurity #__[SBLWEBLE| M| D[YEAR g
A | Evaraple - Smigh, ok fames 123-45-075% Br 5454 el 29 fesy -
Offendiers nge, or best estimate ot the time of offene: [ Unknows
(MTender's sex: ) Matbe 0 Female = Unkown

EES Appareni sex - Inadlcate how the offender Hkely appeared to the victim:
O As a male O As a female 2 Unkmorwn

E™ Oftender’s address Af Time Of Offense:

City
Cuourly St ~ Zplok : Phane
Curremt Addeers: [ Same x above

Simeet Adchlea Cicy

Couty St o Code P
Adidress Type: A - Previows Residenee B - Frequented Locotion - Vilied IV - Other Location

Alebems Type

Stree! Addores Crr

Crupry Healr T T Fhues

List all cities, states, countries where this offender has traveled for any purpose: 3 Unknawn
CitiewStates : Countries
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m {HTender's race as they would have appeared to the victim: (Selece aii eption only from EACH category.)
Race

2 Black 2 White [ Hisparic 2 Unknown
 OrientalfAsian O East Indian [ Cither - describe
Skin Color
' Black 3 White [ Dk brown
I Medium brown 2 Light brown
EEE Ofender's height (or best estimutc): From __ To 2
Offender's weight {or best estimute): From i SRS P
Offender's build: (Check ONE only.)
0 Small (thin) 1 Medium (average) 2 Large (stocky) 0 Unknown
O Obese
EM Offcder's hair shade: (Check ONE only.)
o Lighi [ Medium 12 Dark L Unkpoan
Ofender's hair length: (Check ALL that apply.)
=l Bald or shaved 2 Balding [ Shorter than collar length 2 Unknown
I Callar length = Shoulder kength I Longer than should bength
MTenders hair grooming: (Check (VE andy.) )
Straight L Wy O Curly 2 Unkmown
O Unkepa 2 Suyled
Bl ormender's predominant huir color: (Check ONE only.)
I Girey andior white 3 Blond I Red J Unknown
A Brown L Black L Oxher. describe
Offender’s eye culor: (Check ALL that apply.) .
- Bhack 3 Rl O Brown < Unknown
I Grey I Gircen O Hazel
Bl Glasies or corrective bemses normully worn by the offenders (Check ALL thar appiy. )
U Generic eyeglasses I Sunglasses b Clear lenses J Unknown
12 Light tint 2 Heavy ta 3 Prescription
I Rimbess I Bifocals o Plastbe frime
' Mesal frame U Contacts (Timty 7} Okher. deseribe. =
T Offender's teeth: (Check ALL that apply.) :
1 Moae 2 Gond ' Broken/chipped L Unknown
L Crooked O Decayed [ Moticeahle pags
) Soane o ail missing 0 Seainediyellow | Frregular
U Braces O Goad [ Silver
O Cupped 3 Oversitabuck 0 Underhise
J Dentures J tiber, describe =i
BB Ofrender's facial hair: (Check ALL that appiy.)
I M/A enalefimmatee male) () Clean shaven ) Unshaven O Unknawn
I Museache (ivpicaly O Goates 2 Lonp sidehums
O Beard wimustache fymeall [ Stained d Beard bat (o mustache)
) Under lower lip U Neatly erinmed heard [ Fu Man Chu mestache
' Handlebar mustache 2 Pencil mustache L “Hitber” musinche

I Unkermg beard or mustache ) Oithier, describe
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B3 Offender’s Scurs/Murks Tattoos/Tvformities/Piercing: i,
fndicate locarion on body, eheok whether @t i o seanfrariiateo or plercing. and provide deseripion i 3
1 LOCATIONONBODY %’. oo |rrRere| - pescompmon
59, (MTender wius wearing the following clothing at ihe time of initial contact: ) Unknown « NIA ¥
| Lise additional pages if required and secure to the fnride cover) " 7
.H'.".-“.'M—“" ‘ﬂ_"" m. ie '.'.'.,".'.:."w' "T“"u"'_‘.m"'t'f.fﬁ",".;__'.'.'."..'. : _,_
Shart -
Pants Lo
Shoms g
ShocsBoots Ermee
locketComt | [ A
Jewelry .
Jewelry '-_‘.:"..':-f?,";
Waich = = e
Headl Covering -
Ohbwer
), Appeared generally well groomed?
2 Yes [ No 3 Unknown

n Deseribe any outstanding physicol features {e.g., crossed eyes, moticealle Fap, disinenive hatreryle, ofe )

— Ll Unkeown - MIA
il Deseribe the lnnguages spobien by the offender, Inchuding accent: 0 Ui - NAA
Example - English Spanizh

BN Did the offender display any of the followlng speech characteristics?

[ Swmirer J Lisp I Slur L Unknown - NiA

I Slow I Fast L Nasad

L Clefr Palute 2 Mumbles L Oy, describe
BB 15 types of emnployment by offender within past three years, begal and legud:

(How did ihe offender carn money?) O Unknown - N/A

Oecupation Description Locaton
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[ Walis I Hischhikes O Bacyele
L Drrives 2 Taxi 2 Ciry bus
O Ivter-city bus (o.g. Greyhound) L School bus I Commener wain
[ Intere-city traln (cog., via rail) O Subway 2 Ferry
L Adr el Id Relies on others 0 Unknown
(3 Ouber, describe (R
28 Omender's marital stutus: (Check ONE answer only.)
(3 Single I MartedCommon-law Ol Separmed
O Divorced O Widowed [ Homnsexual relationship
1 Oither, describe il 4 3 Unknown
IEM Otender wis living with: (Check ALL that apply.)
[ Parenis [ Sinpghe porest [l Fomter panmitis)
] Girlfriendiboyfnend [ Roommate(s) [ Spouse (includes common:lnw)
O Homosexial posines [ Miros childeen [ Adubi children
L Relatives, describe — —  DCiuhers in sheler
[ thhers in comectional facility 3 Ohers in growp home I Akoas
) Other, deseribe — e L Unknwn
EEM Gonerul tifestyte: (Check ALL that apply.)
L Dreseribed g “Average Citizen™ [ Dy person I Night person
[ Likes 10 socialize of party L Gambler 2 Reclusiveoner
[J Swrect person L Transient J Alcohaol abuser
O Engapes frequently incriminal ) Drag abuser I Dirug dealer
activity I Prostiiuie L Pmp
O Humosesual [ Bisexual [ Cither, describe
[ Heterosexual O Transvestite
O Unknown

&%, At the time of the oflense, Is ithere any indieation thai the offender was under the inflecnce of the

Tollowing: (Check ALL tha agply.)
O Abcohol QDugs D Other, describe

T Has the affender ever displayed symptoms of, or been treated Tor:
(Check ALL that apply.)

L Abcohol probicms J Drug problems [ Psychological problems
1 Sexual problems J Bed wetting [ Croeley 10 anlmals
1 Fire seriing [ Other, deseribe

= Unkmosm - MiA

' Unknewn -MiA

T1. Deseribe any indication af mentnl lness:

2 Unknows - NAA

T2, Deseribe any noticeable odors: {Check ALL thart apply. )

- Alcahol L Tobaceo I Gasoline
2 Afershaveicolognefperfume [ Bad breath 2 Boly aidar
12 Marijuany 1 Oxher, describe

T3, Oifender's dominunt hand: (Check both Teft amd right {f ambidextrous. )
e O Righ O Ulikssiwns

T4, Describe any oulstanding hehavioral charscteristics displayed by this offender:

1 Nt Applicatic

1 Unknown - KiA
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EEM Ofender’s status at the time of the offense: (Check ALL that apply. )

[ Mo eriminal record I Has eximinal recard 3 Juvenile offender 0 Unkenovan
U Fugitive 3 Onher, describe -
T, Oiffensder’s sexual pracuices and habits: (Check ALL thel apply. )
I Celinate I Heterosexusl I Bisexual O Unknown - MA
I Homosexsal I Chald molester 2 Incest
[ Promiscusas ' Exhibitioms O Veveur
12 Girvap sex 2 Tramssemual 2 Tramsvestite [ 1
[ Sadist ' Masochist I Neerophila -
O Bondape practiiiomer ) Beastiality [ Ciher, describe
=
77, (HTender's sex-reluted collecthons: L Unknown - KrA
Print {phetographa} i )
Sexual Primt {5t} Video/films/audic Commercial -
Vinlence {rrpe/menerforuntelc.) Adduly Computer (graphicsl  Clothing or -
Mon-sexual Child Computer (ieat) Devices Hurmemade : -
L Calection - | Ovientation | 00T Medie - T g -
Exampie - Sexun! Child | Mude pietures af ehildren (compurer) Commercianl o
TH, (HTender's sexual paraphernalia: (Cheek ALL that apply and descriive. ) O Unknown - NfA
I Sexual bondage maierialish
J Belisleathers
o Masks/oostumes
13 HandlcufFs {renl) - n_ .
I Handcuffs (1oy)
3 Devices (e.g. vibratorsidildeos)
I Rubber dollswvageia - _———
I Lubricantsations
3 Rape kil

[ Torture devices
2 Oiber, describe

79, Describe sny names, sdifiresses, or pholographs, eic. thal may be related to offender’s sexounl activities or
Tantasies: (Add additional pages if necersary.) O Unknown - KA
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&0, Offender was in pesessbon of property of PREVIOUS victims: (Check ALL thaf apply. )

D Boddy pams 2 Hair U Clathing 2 Unknswmn = MIA

O Moner J Credit cards O Checks

[ Jewelry 3 Photois) J Gun

D Other, desepibe O Driver's license

E1. What precautions did the offender use to avoid apprehension? (Check ALL thir appily. )
L Tolikthreatened noi io repor I W disguise 3 Woe gloves
[ Wore mask - describe L Covered victim's eyes or face L Gagged victim (include hamds)
[l Disabled/durkoened lighting o Used a police radio scanser

12 Used hisher own alarm system [ Ueed a lookout 1 Removed o destroyed [omensic
(e.g. Pui article i fronl of door), o Hemoved or destroyed bodding evilocnoo
describe U Forced wictim to bathe or douche [ Used a condom

[ Disabled relephone 2 Disabled victim's vehicle 2 Administered drag 1o vietim

2 Bound victim 0 Gave fabse name O Unknown - NAA

2 Daber, describe ——

&L, Are nny af the following available?
3 Photograph U Composhe deawing [ Unknown - %A

OFFENDER STATEMENT ATTACHED:

L Yes M - Mot taken I No - Not ranscribed, tape available

PHOTO OR COMPOSITE ATTACHED:

O Pleoto attached 1 Composite attnched
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ADDITIONAL NAMES (0prional I ars
#3, List bere any individunls who may be connected (o this offense in a significant way, whom yon belleve the 5] ;:-'- ]
ViCAF analyst should be aware of or consider: L Unknown - BYA e
Name Diate of Birth it
Last First MidSe TN s ==
Saocinl Secarity § ShlE FRy = : :':. y
Deseribe the subject’s pelovance to the investigation: i e
Name Ducof Bimh sy,
Lt Firs Wiukdie M Vra e
Social Security # SRis FHI# { ]
Diescribe the subject’s relevance 1o the investpsibon:
sugs- 1=
ke
Nume - DucofBin_________ |7
Lam Farsi Mlsladle LT Yioar ﬁ:-l-
Social Securiry # SBI# B | L

Diescribe the subject’s relevance 1o the investgaion:

—
a
|
|
Mame Date of Birth i
Lt Farar Middie [ Il-a
Social Security # LT FhEl# —
Diescribe the subject’s relevance to the mvestigation: =eiss
= T
|
' a
Mame Dale of Birth { ;— 5
Let Firm Middle W Year L
Social Security # shla FHI#

Drescrebe ihe subject’s rebevance fo the invesiigation:
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VEHICLE DESCRIPTION

Wehicle ¥: ol
NOTE: Complete Vehicle Information if:
1. A vehicle was used by the offender in this mcadent fe.g., wred to Trasspart victim b scene or ased by offender
o flee srene).
2 This is 2n umdentified body case and a vehicle has been eonmected with the body.
3. The vehicle is in any way sipnificant in this case.
4. The affender has access to other vehickes

Hiaw was this vehicle invalved? (Check ALL thar appiy.)

I Transport this edfesder torom & cime soene [ Tramsport this victim ioffrom acrime seene
[ Possibly invedved in the crlme bul not sure how L) Mo inwoldved in this Incident. bt offender has access ta il
= A a criane scene L Usdmown - MiA
EE8 Who owned ihis vehicle AT THE TIME OF THE OFFENSE?
1 Vicrim # O Cifemder & 3 (eher, deseribe O Unknown
Wha was canirolling the vehicle AT THE TIME OF THE OFFENSE?
L Victim#®____ Q) Offender ® ____ D mher, deseribe i Linknown
What was the ©tains of this vehiche AT THE TIME OF THE OFFENSE?
Stolen  Rented o Borowed J Unknown
EEN vehicle style:
O Passenger car 3 van [ Pick-up truck I Unkenewm
1J Trsck 3 Traceor/irailer 2 Spon utility vehicle fe.g. Bronen)
O Oher, Describe
Ml Type ie.g. 2 doar, & door) 2 Unknown
EN ke _ D unknown
m Model namie fe.g., Mustang, Camere) S Unknewn
EN ver I Usikncwm
El rlate Number: (2 Partial Q Complete O Unknown
m Viehicle registration  Stane: IJ Unknowm
“ Vehbcle color  A-Entre B-Top  ©- bl B- Hotom K Froar  Fo sk 6 - dnierar ) Unkrown

Color Locationy 9

™ This vehicle's condition woubd nermally be described as:

[ Exceptionally wetl mainizined L Good J Fir I Poosfbest up J Unknown
A This vehicle would normally be describid as: _

Interior: 2 Clean 2 Diny 2 Clatsered

Exterior: O Clean 2 ity O Unknovam

This vehicl's age would normally be described us:
O Mewer (1-7 years) L Oider (24 vears) O Unknaown

[E escribe any distinctive festures of this vehicle: (e.g., sun roof, door handle disabled) ' Unkpown
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SCENE - Exact Geographic Locations
Indicate im the mble below the exnct geopraphic locations of where the victim was Inst seen alive, where the -
vicum (irst came in coniac with the offender, the actual manden‘assauli site, and the body recovery site. Remem-
ber thati the sies may be kentical, or each of the four sites could be dillerent,
BERIEEES [ail |1 5 T | 018, ANy o
GEDGRAPHIC | VICTIM LAST - O INTTIAL: - o] MURDER/ VICTIM/RODY
LOCATIONS - SEEN ALTVE CONTACT - ASSAULT - RECOVERED -
Stecct Address —adt
City e
County .= : = ioE
U — i re—— ¢ #
Lip Cisde -
1024, Was the | 3 Pamiliar 13 Fansaliar 1 Fannsiting O Familiar
offender familiar | Unfamiliar I Unfmiting 2 Unfamiliar O Unfamiliar
wilh the scene? | L Unknown < Unkeown O Unknown o Unknown
G4 What | Arcsessentally | Amaesseniolly |0 Area essemially 0 Area esseatinlly
wias the desered _ deserigd, desemid. _ dheserted.
alfenders risk | C1 Potential for witness to | () Potential for witreas to D) Potential for witness 1 | (1 Petential for witness 1o
of being EEE victim/ofTender SEE sictmealFender SEE viotimolTender SEE wictim/olTender
delecicd? actively. EAViLY. wtiviry. actiry.
[ Potential for witness to | L Potential fur witsess g | L Potential for witness 10| ' Petential for witness 1
HEAR/ INTERRLIPT HEAR! INTERRUFT HEAR/! INTERRLUFT HEARS INTERRUPT
victim'odfender viclmfoffender victim/offerder vichimfolfender
wolivily. Betivity, achivity, sclvily.
Ida This | Indaors O [ndoars O Insdioors & Indoors
SCEIRE WA I Ousdoors O Ctdoors O Duitdoors 2 Dutdaars

SCENE - Specific Descriptions

Indicase i the tnble belvaw the specific descriptions of the four scenes - the victim's kast knawn bocation before
the assaaltimurder, the initial contact site between the victim and effcoder, the actual murder/assault sie, mnd the
by recovery stz Mirk the sppropriale botes Tos each of the four locatians, CHECKING ALL THAT
APPLY. Femember that the sifes may be idenncal. or each of the four sies could be differens.

SPECIFIC DESCRIFTIONS OF 106D, 106A. 1068, |- 1066,
SCENES | ¥ICTIM LAST INITIAL MURDER/ YICTIMBODY
SEEN ALIVE CONTACT ASSAULT RECOVERED

A Unknown - B/A
LIVING QUARTERS
Victin'sresicence
Offender's residence
Single fumily dwelling

Multi-Family dwelling

Other, describe

13
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SCENE DESCRIPTION (Cont’d.)

Femicide

106D,

| vienmrast| o ,
. CONTACT

SEEN ALIYE

Victim s work place
Oiffender’s work place

1064,

A06H.

~ ASSAULT"

10T,

Shopping cemer/mall

Convenience storegas station

Restaurantifas) food
Trick stop

—

SloselMouel

Other, descmbe

—— =

SEEN ALIVE

 106B.

Victim's vehasle

_ASSAULT

{HTenider’s vehicle

[iher, describe

106D,

| VICTIM LAST
|| SEEN ALIVE

L

! :tﬁﬂ'm

L

_ASSALLT -

=
VICTIM/BODY
RECOVERED

Barfmvern/mighiclub
Prostitstion strollivice aren

Farty

Chher, describe

PUBLIC AND OTHER
e ST

10nA.

_CONTACT

CNITIAL |

L
MURDER/

College/University canpus

Elememary/Ir/High Schoal

Public restroam

Odffice building
Yacant building

L

I NVICTIMBODY
ASSAULT | RECOVERED

Vacant residemnce

S_M-d.hul.‘buﬂl.ﬁnn!b_ﬂm

Uiher, describe

145



SCENE DESCRIPTION (Cont'd.)

Femicide

VICTIM LAST
SEEN ALIVE

Residence frontbackyand

A06A.
CINITIAL

e

| comer

1060,

Playground'schoal ward

Heach

Pubalic park

Wood areadlonest

Public streetfidewalk

Alley

Gravelidintlogging road

Highwayinterseane

E'I-Li!h

Bius stop
Camping arca

Construction sine

Ficld

Other, describe

PARKING AREA

106100,

VICTIM LAST |

SEEN ALIVE.

Shopping mall parking lot
sk and ride lot

INITIAL
CONTACT

Cuidoor single level parking 1ot

wﬂﬁmml parking

Transit parking

Indaar parking (abovafundsrgronnd)

Oiher, describe

15
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SCENE DESCRIPTION (Cont’d.)

P ———— | VICTIM LAST | INITIAL | MURDERS [VICTIM/BODY
e s Sk S st SEENALIVE | CONTACT | ASSAULT | RECOVERED
Laksipeodimentinwerp I .

Hiver
Smeamvcreek
Sharcline'river bank -
Crocamnbay
Storm drainfeewer system
Canal
I‘.‘)‘Lhcrdncrlhc
107 A IF inside 2 building, 12 Building ogen | N Boiliag openso | O Huilding open ta | () Building open o
how didd olTender guin entry? paic public putac public
Cietimtythind | O Let in by third Dietimnbythied | [ Letin by thind
T eapii] peTEm _ peman
) oo emiry M Fored enitry O Furced catry (2 Fueed cory
I Cfencer worknd! | () Offender workedr | O Offender weeket! | D) Offender weeked)
1i|.|,-|,iin'|-'bhg lived b basijding lived in building lived in buildieg
Ohverinty vietim | O Letin by viciim | O Lot in by wiceim | 100 Lzt in by victim
I Through imecwre | O Though imsecure | D Throug insecure | D) Through insecure
docafuindow dioriwiradinn dotatwasdis doitvriiabirn
ey O Key [ ey O Key
Indicute the VictimA{ MTender relationship: Victm Number  Odfender Mumber

m Hased on your expericnce and the resulis of the investigntion, indicote the motive(s) for this ofTene:

147

(Check ALL that apply.)

I Sesxual I Revenge O Anger 3 Unknown
2 Jealousy [ Excitementthrill I Financisl

2 Political gain O Religiouseulorabisocinl - L) Obstruction of justice

2 Mental illness O Crime concealment

) Onber, deseribe

[EN What was the olfenders relationship to the victim at the time of the offense that contributed to
bringing them topether? {Check ALL that appiv.) (e.g.. Qffemder was victim's docfor)

L Siranger 2 Parent ' Fasser parent O Unkenown - NI
O Relative, deseribe O Spousefcommon-lnw 3 Ex-spousefex-common:law
L Girlfricnd/boyiriend L Ex-girliriembboy friend I3 Friend - long teem
O Acquainiance J Employee A Ex-employee
U Co-worker J Employer 2 Ex-employer
O Customes O Clergy I3 Teacher
0 Smdent L Dhoctor J Counselor/herapist
[ Faien) O Lawyer I3 Client
I Day-carebabysites O Meighbor 2 Landlord
{inclodes relatives of) O Comnunity volunieer ol Group leader
1 Cell rmae O Cther, describe
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114 In yomur opimioa, wies the victim targeted by the offender? (Some Pre-Planning lnrolfved by Offerder)

2 ves 2 Mo

I Unknown - BUA

LA, Prior fo, or af the lime of ihe inkiisl contact hetween the affender and the victim, was there an gvenl or
activily in the arca that may be relevant fo this crime (corival, coneerd, convention, #le.)?

[ ¥es, describe

Qdxa L Unkmovam - BIA

111. What did the offender do to make contact with the vietim? {Check ALL that apply.)

L Familinlidomestic

L Useitfabweead hisher aathority

[ Posed as a service/mepair person

2 Asked victim to pose/model
Tor plobos

J Odfered assistance

3 Phaney police truffic stop

e — —— —

2 Implied a famaly :nmg:n-cy-ﬁﬂm
1) Used thied person to lurs the victim

12 Ly in wadr infnear victim®s vehicke I Lay in wait out of doors

I Victim was sleeping

2 Immediately sverpowered victim

O immediately shot victim

I Befricnded victim

2 Posed a5 an suthority figare
] Pased s a customesfclent
[ Wanted 1o show something

[ Ships victim incapacitating drug
[J Posed as a business persan

0 Asked for assistancefinformation
[ Oifered a job, money, treats, loyvs,

o e vactim ehe.
I Canseddstaged an accident I Difered ride/ransporiation
O Phovetiwmichdvertised | Contacted victm through Intemet

) Solicited the victim for sex [ Lay in wail inside a bailding

[ Sncaked up on viclim
[ Threatened victim with I Girabhed & |mumedistely choked
weapan the victim
O Immediately hit victm with I Imvmedintely siabbed the victim
handsffisis/club

[ Oiher form of direct assanlt, describe
2 Unknowe - NIA

112, What SEXUAL acts eccurred or were sttempled? (Check ALL that apply. b

0 Vaginal intercourse

[ Rubbing penis agains viciim
O Anilingus

3 Fondlinggrabbing hugging

I Sucking victim’s breasts

2 Hatr pulling

I Mental 12rmor

0 Apal fisting

O Pinching with hands

I Beating sexual areas with hands/Tisis
) Manaal chokingfstrangulation
3 Biting

J Shaving of other areas

O Blindifolding or gagging victim
O Buming (pain/inrmure)

Q) Electric shock

I Victim given enemitdouche

I Anal intercourse I Simvubmied interecurse

[ Fellagia J Cunmilingus

3 iviginl penemation 12 Masturbation

2 Kissing O Licking

) Sucking ather body parts U Tickling

3 Slapping/spanking U Victim cjsculated upoa
2 Inanimate object inseriion 1 Vapinal fisting

[ Plercing body pans [ Pinching with devices

J Pulling of kady pans

(3 Besting sexual areas with ohject [l Kicking

[ Ligature choking/stranpulation [ Suffeestion

< Shaving of pubic hair I Shaving of head bair

2 Sexual bordage [ Suspension of victim's bady

(2 Physical 1omure 12 Whipping

J Cunting ' Bady cavities/genitals mutibared
I Wictim wrinsted wpan I Wictim defecated upon

2 Wictim forced 1o perform sexunl 2 Other, deseribe
ncts with onimals 2 Unknown - MiA

113 What XON-SEXUAL sicts or torture did this olfender inffict or attempt on this vietdm?

fCheck ALL that apply. )

I Beatlng

2 Swmping

[ Burning {cigareties)

I Burming {chemical)

Ol Exposureypothermin

O Manisal strangulation

Ll Suffocatinn

I Gunshol wound

O Elecirocution

2 Throwingfpushing victim from
maving vehicle

[ Stabbing L Cutting/incision wounds

0 Crushing injury I Tioeso Compression

0 Bumang (fire) o Buming (scalding)

2 Buming (eloctrical) ) Seiting body on fire

2 Matnutritonfdehydration J Poisoning

I Ligature strangulation I Stramgulution - methed sndetsrmaned
I Adraary coclusion 1 Drovwning

3 Hanging I Thirowt slashing

I Explosive trauma O Ruminimg over vietim with vehiche
[ Riunn foree rauma IJ Dhiher, describe

() Unknown - N/A

148
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114, What bizarre or unosual acs of tragma sccurred? (Cfreck ALL thrt apply. )
[ Vectim skinned

I Carving en victim

i Eviscaration

I Body cavities or wounds explored O Drask vietim®s blood
[ Other unusual scts, describe

115, Location of bite marks: (Check ALL thar appiy.)

J Cannibalism

2 Neck
2 Back
[ Abdomen
L Buoocks
O Leguifeo

= Neck
I Back
[ Abdomen
2 Buniocks
I Lepatfest

L) Uik - NIA

O Unknown - Nia

[ Unknown - Mis

) Hieasd Face
2 Shoulders 1 Armshands
L Chest L Breasts
[ Graln [ Genstalia
2 Anus J Thighs
| Dby, describe

116, Location of BLUNT force trawma: (Does mof include puachel or ek woumrds. |
2 Hewd D Face
L1 Shoulders I Armamiands
O Chest 2 Areases
L Gooin I Geniralia
O Anus [ Thighs
= Oither, describe

—

7. Extent of RLUNT force traumn only: (Do ot include gunshof or visb Wity )
13 Mimimal - Minor bruising ouly,
pozsitly coimsed by offender's

Mone
I Severe - Injury which in fraell
conld have comsed denih,

slapping 1o conerod victim,

whether it was the cawse of death [ Extremc - Injury inflicied bevand
that mecessary for death; Overkill.

of ok

118, Estimule the mrmber of:
Cunshot wounds

Stab wounds

Cuttingfincise wounds

= Moderate = Injury inflicied
whilch i itsell woulkd noi
hove caused death.

= Blum force woumds

119 Did the offender fnsert or attempd to Insert a foreign ohject (roe inelieding peris or finger] into by

opening of viciim? Describe all.

Dlject

Lefl in?

Damaps

Exmple - Wooden siick

Viagirs

Feex

Ruptuned vaaginal wall

120, Extent of injuries inflicted by the offender:
L Mimor - Retuired no medical

21 Mo injumics

I Severe - Reguired hospitatization [ Suificient o cause death

Ireirment

3 Moderate - Requined
I!ll.l'lpﬂlinnl Erenfmend
2 Buireme - Overkill

121. Deseribe any physical or mental torture: (Deliberate ooty desigmed to cause the viewim ta suffer. )

D Unknown - NfA,
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122, Indiente bevel of frce wsed by offender at each of the following stages of this ofTense: 2 Unknown - Nia

Match the amount of force used in each of the six activitics in the keft column by placing the prefix lener of the
approgrizie “Level of Force” used pick list in the right column,

Offender’s use of force related 1o the Tollowing sctivities | Level of Force| A+ Minimal. just encugh 1o keep
controd of wvictim
Immediately upon contact with vicizm 1l B - Moderate, bevosd thal neoes
Affter victim contact, prior 1o incident 2ury b5 koep somtral ol ot m
- = C - Severe, enough 1o canse death
by upon resistance from the vielim 1 D - Extreme, bevond that
During ineident DOGEREAIY 10 Cavps daath -
- Chverkill
Afler incident, prior o offender keaving i | E- Nooe
A offender was leaving

12%. How would you rabe the extent of the offender’s anger?

[ Mo avert anger i Soene anger 2 Overwhelming anger o Unknown
130, Restrainis used on victim: L Unkmiwm - NiA
A-Hamls B- Peet C Torso D Breasts - Handsto feet  F- Hondeio peck G- To anobjecy  H- Oither
A-Ropeivwinsicond H.Bylonsipantyhnse C-Dhater cloching D-Packing tape E-[uct tape
F-Electrical tape G-Other tupe H-5hoe lases I-Zap wraps (cable vies,  J-Cnat henger
E-Socks L-Wae (includes phossi'  M-Neck tie Mex cullxp ML nderwen
=Rl eletricsl coadih Seard = HiamiculTs R-Onher
A - Found st scene by offender B - Broaght to soene by ofTender € - Taken from victim
Bound | Tvpe | Source P Description :

A L A Expanple - Hands were ted logetker By looping the phone cord around the wiins,

131. Deserite bindings that were symmetrical (e.g-, bindings were balaneed and equal both sides), neat (applied
with care and precision), or excessive (more thier necessary fo control vicnim): 1 Unknown = M/A

132 Dhescribe the use of gags, blindfolds, or Tec coverings (maf imcluding hauds over mouth or eyesh:

‘ A- Before vicm cowld observe 8- Afier il conmaer - ©- Linable o dermine

When was - . : TETT =

it applicd? e e e T
G:!ul =
Blindfold )
Entire [ace covened

133, Wern the resirnints removed Trom the seene by the affender?
Q Yes O Ko 0 Unknown

134, Describe any writing/drawing done byfor inltiaied by the offender: 2 Unkmoan - MIA

150
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143, To what extent did the offender record the crlme? (Cheek ALL thaf apply. )
[ Took photographs of e victim 1 Took moviesivideos of the victim O Misde audbo recordings
[ Made soteswriting " Oxeher, describe iJ Unknown
= 145, How were the victim’s clothes removed? (Cheek ALL that apply.)
‘J Withowt damage ' Cutslashed  Tomimipped 2 Uinkream = MAA
J aher, describe
146, Is there evidence b suggrest Lhe victim was redresseed by the ofTemder?
[ Yesx AN ) Unable 1o determine ) Unkmoon - NiA
147, Describe any items mken by the alfender: [ Unkmowm - NFA

(Example - deivers lNeense, fewelry, VORI

14%. [low did the victimiolTender contuot end?

O Relesse foffender imensonally ' Escape (offender boses control | Rescoedlntermeption
gives up comtral of victim) ol victim) [deliberse or insdverient
L) Dz (it left for deady I Unkmowm imervention by o third party )
149, Semen was identified ol the Tdlowing locations: (Chreck ALL thad apply. )
O Nonc I3 I vaging I In rectum
F=— 2 I meuth I O face I Ebsewhere on victim's body,
- ; 1 O victim's clothang, describe [ Elsewhere at scene - locatian describe

I Link T - A

= | CONDITION OF VICTIM WHEN FOUND

——enar 151, [s there & reason o believe the offender moved the boady from the area of ihe death slie o the area of the
beoilly recovery site? i
T 0 ves pm A Unknown - BiA
152, Evidence suggest the offemsder disposed of the body i the following manner: [Check ALL that apply.)
I Openly displayed or otherwise ' Cancealed, hidden, or otherwise = With an apparest lack of
i ploced] bo ensure discovery placed 10 prevent discavery SEnaeErT A8 10 whther oF Bt
S body was discovered
ey 3 Dusplayed o offend the public [ Staged o suggest alie rate I Uleknown - BUA
L LU ARS o

153, Clothing on victim: (Cheek ONE only )

'''' -, I Clothing was completety removed ' Clothing was partially removed ' Clothing moved up/down 1o
i I Fully elathed L Unknown - K/A expose genitnbanusireosts
- 1 154, Position of the body was:
F \ [ Lying face down J Lying face up 2 Fenl posinon
S Id Lying on side J Sining J Hanging
i 2 Ol desecribe O Uik - BAA




155, Victim was discovered: (Cheek ALL thar appiy. )

[ Rured completely

iin waler partsally

[ In a boxfirunk

3 Found as skelctal nemains
O Dismembered and scattered
0 Bumedicharred

I Onheer, deseribe

0 Buried pantially

0 Exposed completely
I Conceatedfcovered completely
[ Skeletal remains scattered
by amimals
0 1n water weighted down
1 Uniknown - BiA

156, Deseribe any post-morbem sexnal actviny:

157, Dweseribe any dismemberment/dishgurement ol the victim's body:
Tnadicare whick body parrs were restoved, then check whelter they wene rol recovered or recavered af the sceve,
Iy recovered elsewhere, indicale loculivn foand.

Femicide

I In water completely

2 In a vehicle

2 Concealedicovered parially
O Undisimrbed

2 In a garhage hag
0 Wrapped, describe

2 Uininaverm - WiA,

1 Unknowm - K/A

- Bady Purts Removed Mot | Recovered Recovered Flsewhere
| Recovered | Al Sceme iDescribe)
137A. Dismemberment methodd: (Cheek ALL that apply.)
id Bitten IJ Rippeditom I Cut - skilled
2 O - unskilbed 2 Sawed 2 Hackedichopped
[ Osher, describe I Unknown

CAUSE OF DEATH

EE edical Examiner’s Official Canse of Death:

2 Unkmown - NiA

21
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WEAPON INFORMATION

Indicare im tve table below the type af weapon, weapon selreiion, ord weapos recovery locarion,
(Check ALL thar apply. )

| [ wesron seLecTioN | [IEN] WEAPON RECOVERY

LSKD BY WEAFONTYRE . [Hroughtin Fomtsl  Takm _
omnr L Sorneby . Soreeby | Frem Nt Recovemd Becovered Ehawhare
. : [fender  (HTender  Vicim  Ushosrmss | Rovowernd A1 Sores Themcriter}

Blucgeon/Club
{Describe)

[hug [Describe)

Explosive device

FireiAcoelerant
Frrearm
{Deescrbee bedow

Hands of Feet
Ligature {Dewribe)

Swabbing/Culing
Weapon (Describe)

Oher (Deseribe)

m Fircarm  haructieristios:

LSETHRY FIREARN FIREARM MAKE CARTRIDGE, B LANDRGCRINOVES &

THFENDIER | (THandpen, rifle, deigen, cbe b AIIHER or DIRECTICN OF TWIST
i j - GAUGE or FELLET SIZE




NARRATIVE SUMMARY

Femicide

ml-‘h'-et hriel bt comprebensive summary of this case so the resder will have a clear understanding of =
the facts, urmsunl drcamsiances and evenis hased opon your investigation. Include any signainre aspecis A
of the erbme. Indicate il the offender has been suspected of, implicated in, or kas sdmitfed o other similar
erimees of visdence, and provide deiafls, Alsa inelude any unlque key words ar phrases which were used hy

the offender during the crime.
Swmnnry: g
- — —_— =

154
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ADDITIONAL PERTINENT INFORMATION

166, Provide any additional information pertbent o the alTense: 3 Unknowm - KIA
Exampile: Three weeks preior o this incident there was a similar cose reported [ See cave S8888F)L When
guestivned by police, offender ! admined ro the offerse. Cifender 2 has o crimimel recond for seosl mool

s
PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
167, Are there bisloghcal snmiples available for DNA analysis?
I Yex, describe d No
J Submitied 10 CORIS 3 Unknown
167TA, List evidence:
O Hair 0 Bite mark imapressions L Shkall casing J Blood
I Voice recarding [ Tire casting 2 Semwen ) Handwriting
[ Composite available ) Saliva I Fibers O Other
[ Latent prinas O Claihing i Shoe prints
[ Bullews 2 Unknown

KEY FACT/HOLD BACK INFORMATION

168, List any key fact/Bold back information that you doe ool wand discussed or disseminated outside VICAR
but which will assist in the analysis of your case:

168A. Can this cose be shured with other states sdminkstering VICAP Programs?
120 Yes, entire case I s, excluding key facehold hack informuation Ko
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Appendix B. Inmate Consent

FORM 980-11 Revised
N.J.A.C. 10A:1-10 12/19/94

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

DULT INMATE RESEARCH PARTICIPATION NSENT

Please Print or Type

Name Number

at

Correctional Facility/Parole District

am willing to participate in the research project entitled:

Title

conducted by:

Namae of Researcher

| further state that this is voluntary an my part and that | have not been required or coerced to participate in said project; nor
ave | received any promises of special favors because of my participation.

Signature of Inmate Date

WITNESSED BY:

Print Name of Witness Date
Signature of Witness ; Title
APPROVED BY:
Printed Name and Signature of Superintendent/Unit Administrator : Date

or Parole District Supervisor

156
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Appendix C. Federal Certificate of Confidentiality

CONFIDENTIALITY CERTIFICATE

MH-00-131

issucd (o

The Graduate School and University Center
City University of New York/John Jay College

copducting research known as

“The Impact of Victio/Dffender Relstionship on Crime Charaeteristies™

In accordunce with the provisions of section 301{d) of the Public. Health Service Act 42 UL.5.0.
241{d}, this Certificaly is issied in response to the request of the Principal Investignier, Ms.
Donmy Hartman, a graduate student, and ber facully advisor, Dr. Barmy Spunt, to protect the
priviscy of research subgects by withholding their ideatities foom all persons not connected with
this regearch. Ms, Hartman is primarily respansible for the conduet of this research,

Under the authoriry vested in the Secretary of Health and [Tuman Services by scetion 300(d), all
persons wiho;

L are cwrolled in, cmployed by, or assoginsed with The Gradwate School and University
Canter, City Universily of Mew York/JTohn Jay College, dad its contractors or
cooperaling agencies, and

=
q

have in the course of their emiployment or assoeiation peeess o information which
wottld identify individials who are the subjects of the research pertaining to the
project known as “The Impact of Vietim/AOfTender Relattonship on Crime
Churacterisnes™

are horehy authorized o protect the povacy of the individuats who are the subjocts ot
rescarch by withholding their numes and othier fdentifving characteristics fram all persans not
connected with the conduct of that research,

Thiz study will specifically determine how the vietim/offender relationship affeets the motive,
imelividunl otiribuzes, and erime scone behavior in femicide. In-depth imterviews will be
comfutted with twelve offenders 10 provide further insight inte the reasoning behing the
offender's behavior, Subjects will be interviewed for approximately 2 hours in an interview
moom at the prison. The interviews will be docomented, codad, and analyeed using the
NUD®IST 4 (Monmumerical Unstructuged Diats— Indexing, Searching, and Thiorizing) softwire
progrum,  These interviews will be audio tape recardsd.
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Page 2 - Confidentiality Certificale

A Centificate of Confidentiality is needed because sensitive information about homicides and
other ciminal activity will be generated. The certificate will help rescarchers avoid involuntary
diselosures which could expose subjects, und their families, to adverse cconemic, legal,
paychologicul and social consequences.

All subjects will be ussigned a coded number and identifying information and records will be
kept in locked files at the Institution.

This research 18 underway, and will end on September 30, 2001,
As provided in section 301 (d) of the Public Health Service Act 42 US.C, 281 (d):

*Persons so authorized to protect the privacy of such individuals may not be
compelled in any Federal, State, or local civil, eriminal, administrative, legislaiive, or
other proceedings to identify such individuals.”

This Centificate does not govern the voluntary disclosure of identifying characteristics of
research subjects but only projects subjects from compelled disclosure of identifying
characteristics. Researchers are therefore not prevented from thie voluntary diselosure of such
malters as child abuse or a subject’s threatened violence to self or others; however, the consent
form should indicite clearly a researcher’s intention to make any such voluniary disclosure.

This Certificule does not represent an cndorsement of the research praject by the Dépariment of
Health and Human Services. This Cedificate is now in effect und will expire on Seprember 30,
20000 . The protection afforded by this Confidentiality Certificate is permanent with respect to
subjects who parlicipate in the rescarch during the time the Certificate is in e[fect,

Date: August 23, 2000
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Appendix D. Consent to Interview

Ba D, Pregrar i Crimingl Justizo

i}U.ﬂTE
I{R

) "= Gredvate Scheel are Lawesy Jerter

Donna Hartman, a doctoral candidate of The Graduate School and Univcrsuy Center of The City
University of New York and principle investigator of this project, is conducting a research study titled “The
Impact of Victim/Offender Relationship on Crime Characteristics.” Ms. Hartman is also a civilian employee
of the New Jersey State Police.

As a subject of this study, I have been informed of the purpose and nature of the rescarch. 1 realize
1 will be asked questions about my famity, about the crime for which I was convicted, and my frame of mind
at that time. 1understand that my participation is voluntary and refusal to participate will involve no penalty
or Joss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled. I further understand that | consent 1o these sessions,
knowing that my actual identity or association to a specific criminal event will not be revealed. T understand
that the results of this study may be published but that names of people or any identifying characteristics will
not be used. T have been told that [ am free to ask any questions regarding the study, and to withdraw my
consent and to discontinue my participation at any time.

This interview will take approximately two to three hours. Also present during these interviews wilk
bc Ms. Hartman’s supervisor Sergeant Jim McCormick of the New Jersey State Police. Tunderstand that the
purpose of this inlerview is strictly academic and in no way part of any investigation. For this reason | have
been asked to only discuss the crime(s) for which [ have already been convicted and mmy appeals process is
complete.

This interview will be taped in order to record details accurately only with my permission. [
understand that | may request that the tape be stopped at any time, without penalty. I also realize | have the
option to not answer every question. All information gathered will be kept strictly confidential, and will be
stored in & Jocked facility, to which only the researcher will have access. T understand that in order to protect
me further, Ms. Hartman has received a Federal Certificate of Confidentiality that allows her as well as anyone
associated with this study to be able to resist giving any information in court. While this protects from
compelled disclosures it does not prevent voluntary disclosure of such matters as threatened violence to myself
or others.

Risks involved in this study may inchide some discombort in answering questions pertaining to the
crime for which I was convicted, However, some studies have shown a therapeutic effect in being allowed to
discuss these events in a nonjudgamental setting, If nccessary a person trained in mental healb/stress-
management will be available to me upon my request, either during or after this interview.

A copy of this form has been provided to me and I have been instructed that if I have any questions
about his research, I can call Donna Hartman at (609) 882-2000 x2433 or her adviscr Dr. Barry Spunt at {212)
237-8677. Any questions about my rights as a participant in this study can be directed to Hilry Fisher,
Sponsored Rescarch, Graduate School/City University of New York, (212) 817-7523, hfisher@egc.cuny.edu.

T have fully understood the explanations and fully and freely consent to my voluntary participation in
this research project.

Participant’s Signature Date

| agree to have this interview audio-taped: [circleone] Yes  No

Researcher Date

Supervisar Date
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Appendix E. Interview Protocol

NOTES TO INTERVIEWERS

1. Let offender know it is not to seek info on a patéc crime but rather just to
research certain categories of offenders. Let theowkiwill not be passed on to
authorities.

2. Review all available information prior to intenwie

INTERVIEW INTRODUCTION

1. Introduce self.
2. Explain the purpose of interview and how data will lileed.
3. Stress confidentiality issue. Ask not to discusses for which offender has not

been charged.

Advise subject that anything he/she says cannotdabagainst him/her in court.

Advise that subject will receive no assistancextira privileges due to

participation.

Ask subject if he/she has any questions.

With witness present, execute consent form and preuidect with a copy.

Advise him/her that breaks will be taken at histhiseretion.

Obtain verbal consent to audio tape interview.

0. At beginning of first tape, provide the time, dateatmn, and persons present.
Have the subject verbally confirm that he has agredzttinterviewed, signed a
consent form and received a copy, has had an opportaragktquestions, will be
given confidentiality, can expect no assistance urrefor his/her participation
and has agreed to have the interview tape-recorded.

ok

BO0o~No

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 interypewcess. The offenders
will be allowed to elaborate on their responses. Deéipg on those responses the
order and wording of the questions may be changed, andggagons may be
omitted entirely.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

General
What is your current marital status (single, marriepasated, divorced,
widowed)?
Have you been married before (how many times, lefigth)
Where were you born?
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What is the highest grade or degree you completed in Bchoo

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/y@uth)

Were you ever in the military (branch, type of disgearejected by service)?

Family
What was and is your parent’s marital status?
Is your father still alive (age, level of educationgcwpation, occupation stability)?
Is your mother still alive (age, level of educatioogpation, occupation
stability)?
Who would you say was your dominant parental figure?
Was your father present (most of time, part of timestly absent, always absent)?
Why did your father leave (death, divorce, abandoned, gtur age at time?
Was your mother present (most of time, part of timestly absent, always
absent)?
Why did your mother leave (death, divorce, abandoned, gbur age at time?
What was your relationship like with your parents (watoge, 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, levetia€ation, occupation)?
What is your place in the birth order (oldest, youngestdle, etc.)?
What was your relationship like with your siblings?
What was your relationship like with other family nisars?

Subject
While you were growing up, did you belong to any groups, clubgangs?
As a youth did you ever live outside the home (orphanagentiten 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 inciagarately)
What was your frame of mind immediately before tHersfe?
Did you have any precipitating stress (financial, maniedationship, legal,
employment problems, birth of child, injury or illnesgath 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, hotelkjtagon, rooming house)?
With whom did you live (parents, girlfriend, spouse, ckigf
What time of day did the assault take place?
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What were your work hours at that time (day, eveniightrshift)?

What was the area of initial contact like (indoawstdoors, rural, residential,
mall)?

How did you get there (walk, drive, public transportation)?

How did you approach her (pose as authority, deception btitm)?

Did you take victim away from contact site (describsaalt 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 herdisihebed 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 vawirzaus, 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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