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Domestic violence is a crime that has received significant public attention over the past

few years, particularly in regards to police response.  This has been especially true for

domestic violence within the gay and lesbian community.  The current study compares

police response to three different scenarios involving domestic violence: one is a

heterosexual couple, the second is a gay couple, and the third is a lesbian couple.  The

areas examined were responsibility placed on victim/offender, charges filed, the potential

arresting of the victim/offender, and acceptance of physical violence.  One-way analysis

of variance was conducted.  Results indicated a significant finding that police placed

more responsibility on the female victim in the lesbian scenario then in the other two

scenarios.  If is worth noting that no other significant findings were established,

suggesting less discrimination then hypothesized.
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Chapter I

Introduction

Domestic violence is a crime that has received notable public attention over the

past few years.  Headline stories such as Nicole Brown Simpson has brought public

awareness to a once hidden crime.   Research alone regarding domestic violence has

skyrocketed.  A computer search using the term "battering" in the Psychological

Abstracts suggests about 20 articles per year have been published on this topic during the

past five years (Wilson, 1994).  Before this, it was approximately six articles per year.

Computer searches using the terms "domestic violence" and "spouse abuse" revealed

similar results (Wilson, 1994).

The majority of these articles focus on men as offenders and women as victims.

This may seem appropriate since the majority of cases reported are those involving this

type of relationship.  However, another type of domestic violence exists in this society.

This is the violence which occurs between same-sex couples.  Between 25% and 33% of

relationships involving lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgender partners (LGBT) include

some form of abuse; this is a rate equivalent to that of heterosexual relationships

(NCAVP annual report, 1997).  In 1997, there were approximately 3,327 cases of LGBT

violence reported in 12 major cities across the United States (NCAVP annual report,

1997).  This was a 41% increase from 1996.

Although reporting of incidents within the LGBT community is rising,  the 3,327

documented cases does not come close to revealing the actual number of domestic

violence cases within the LGBT community.  This is related to several reasons, one of the

biggest being the legal system.  Domestic violence is still viewed as an issue between a
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man and a woman, not a same-sex couple (Merrill, 1998).  Therefore, "same-sex

battering as of yet has no name and is not appropriately responded to by anyone- not by

members of the couple, not by their friends or family, not by the gay community or

general public, and not by service providers such as law enforcement and counselors"

(Merrill, 1998, p.131).     Several states exclude same-sex victims from receiving

protective orders.  Such orders are subjective to the courts’ decision and are often not

granted in same-sex cases. Other legal options besides protective orders are available but

are much more difficult for a same-sex victim to obtain (NCAVP annual report, 1997).

Furthermore, cases involving domestic violence between same-sex couples are often not

taken seriously within the court system and are therefore not prosecuted appropriately

(Renzetti, 1998). Within the legal system, violence between same-sex couples is a

definite area of trepidation.  Furthermore, although there is much more research in the

area of heterosexual domestic violence, little has been done surrounding police response

to same-sex couples involved in a domestic incident.  According to several authors and

researchers, however, it is a significant topic of concern.

Within this society, men have tended to be both the law-breakers and the law-

enforcers (Stanko & Hobdell, 1993).  This has set a pattern for what is defined as

masculine and macho.   Males as victims, particularly in domestic-related incidents, is

considered weak and unacceptable (Stanko & Hobdell, 1993).  Officers who arrive at the

scene of a domestic dispute where the male is the victim often reinforce this by

minimizing the situation or completely dismissing the seriousness of the incident.  Even

men in heterosexual relationships, without the stigma of society present involving

homosexual relationships, state that they feel re-victimized by law enforcement and are
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not taken seriously despite the often apparent wounds and belligerent remarks being

made by their female partner (Stanko & Hobdell, 1993).

Concerns expressed by gay men regarding police actions during a domestic

incident range from officers not responding to the incident at all to labeling the incident

as something other than domestic violence (Island & Letellier, 1991).  Often times in the

police reports, domestic violence involving a gay couple is listed as "mutual combat"

instead.  This attributes blame to both parties and excludes the reality of there being a

male victim (Island & Letellier, 1991).  Therefore, often times gay men do not report the

violence because they are afraid of being “gay-bashed” by the police, such as not being

believed and/or having nothing happen to the offender.  This could potentially put the

victim in a more serious position of being hurt out of retaliation by the offender for

having the police be involved (Merrill, 1998).

Violence in lesbian relationships has produced similar results in terms of police

response.  Police homophobia has been depicted by lesbian survivors of domestic

violence in terms of feeling demeaned, insulted or ignored by officers responding to the

incident (Renzetti, 1992).  According to Webster’s Dictionary (1992), homophobia is

defined as an, “unreasoning fear or hatred of homosexuals and homosexuality.”  There is

also a high rate of officers arresting both women because they are unable to determine

who the perpetrator is since they are both female (Renzetti, 1998).  This type of response

by law enforcement also reduces the number of calls made to police by lesbians

experiencing violence in their relationships.   Therefore, lesbians and gay men are

unlikely to seek any type of assistance and are unwilling to report the violence they are

experiencing, which allows the abusive partner to continue the abuse (Merrill, 1996).

Inevitably, then, "while the social phenomenon of prejudice does not cause battering, it
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does create an opportune environment that supports abusive behavior by its refusal to

challenge it" (Merrill, p.15, 1996).

In the Wisconsin Statutes Sec. 968.075, a “relationship” that can be defined as

‘domestic violence’ between a victim and an adult suspect would consist of one or more

of the following: a spouse, former spouse, an adult with whom the person created a child,

and/or an adult with whom the person resides or formerly resided with.  Furthermore, the

legal definitions for domestic violence under the mandatory arrest law in regards to a

suspect’s actions are also stated in Sec. 968.075 of the Wisconsin Statutes as: intentional

infliction of physical pain, injury or illness, intentional impairment of physical condition,

a violation of any of the sexual assault statutes (940.225), and a physical act that may

cause the other person to fear imminent engagement in conduct described by any of the

above three statements (West Publishing Company, 1996).  Therefore, Wisconsin law

recognizes domestic violence among homosexual couples who are living together or who

lived together in the past.  However, even though the law is written as such, that does not

mean it will be enforced accordingly.

Purpose of this study:

The current study examines police response to a hypothetical case scenario of a

domestic incident involving a lesbian couple, a gay couple and a heterosexual couple.

The participating officers are from a rural county in Wisconsin.   The survey looks at the

responsibility assigned by the officer to the offender and victim in the incident, if an

arrest should be made and the type of charges that should be filed.  The two charges that

are listed in the survey are battery and disorderly conduct.  Disorderly conduct, as defined

by the Wisconsin Statutes sec. 947.01, is "in a private or public place, engages in violent,

abusive, indecent, profane, boisterous, unreasonable loud or otherwise disorderly conduct
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under circumstances in which the conduct tends to cause or provoke a disturbance" (West

Publishing Company, 1996, p.374).  Battery, as indicated under the Wisconsin statutes in

sec. 940.19, is defined as "causing great bodily harm to another by an act done with intent

to cause bodily harm to that person or another without consent of that person." (West

Publishing Company, 1996, p.332).

The purpose of this study is to determine whether or not police respond

differently to a lesbian couple, a gay couple, and a heterosexual couple involved in a

domestic dispute.  The findings will help determine whether further training is required

for officers in the area of domestic violence and same-sex relationships.

Hypotheses:

1. That the officers will respond differently in regards to the responsibility they

assign to the lesbian couple compared to the heterosexual couple.

2. That the officers will respond differently in regards to the responsibility they

assign to the gay couple compared to the heterosexual couple.

3. That the officers will respond differently in regards to their arrest tactics

relating to the gay couple compared to the heterosexual couple.

4. That the officers will respond differently in regards to the arrest tactics

relating to the lesbian couple compared to the heterosexual couple.

5. That the officers will charge the gay couple differently than the heterosexual

couple.

6. That the officers will charge the lesbian couple differently than the

heterosexual couple.

7. That the officers will view the violence of the gay relationship differently than

the violence in the heterosexual relationship.
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8. That the officers will view the violence of the lesbian relationship differently

than the violence in the heterosexual relationship.
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Chapter II

Literature Review

This literature review encompasses police responses to domestic violence in general,

attitudes surrounding same-sex relationships and police responses to domestic violence

involving same-sex relationships.

Police response to domestic violence

In 1989, Worden analyzed different theories focusing on the situational and

attitudinal variables as determinants of police behavior.  The situational component

deems that “the officers behavior in police-citizen encounters is influenced by structural

characteristics of the immediate situation: the nature of the problem, the attributes and

actions of the citizens and contextual variables” (Worden, 1989, p.668).  The attitudinal

component is described as “attitudinal explanations hold that officers develop distinctive

‘styles’ of performing their duties, and that the development of their behavioral styles is

shaped by their attitudes and values” (Worden, 1989, p.668).  Furthermore, Worden

states that any type of formal action taken by an officer depends on how severe the

offense is, if it was in a public or private domain, characteristics of the suspect,

characteristics of the victim, and the relationship between victim and offender.  In

addition, there has been substantial research which states that people’s attitudes are

loosely related to their actual behavior (Sherman, 1958; Muir 1977; Smith and Klein,

1984; Blalock, 1965; Wright 1976; Jackson 1977; Worden and Pollitz; 1984 as cited in

Worden, 1989) .

In a study done by Bell (1985), the focus was on the victim-offender relationship

and how that influenced the response tactics of the officers in the situation.  This study
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was done in an Ohio municipal township police and county sheriffs department.  The data

was taken from a database that contained 55, 892 domestic dispute incidents that had

been reported to these police jurisdictions from January 1 through December 31, 1980.

Although this study is 20 years old it still provides interesting results regarding police

behavior and domestic violence.  The data showed that seventy-four percent of the

complainants were wives and that sixty-nine percent of all the cases did not result in any

official action being taken by the police.  In twenty-one percent of the domestic incidents

criminal complaints were initiated, but arrests of offenders were made in only fifteen

percent of those cases.  In cases where criminal complaints were initiated, offenders were

arrested significantly more often than in cases where complaints were not initiated.  The

police tended to view domestic violence as a non-criminal problem and took a more

standoffish approach.  Therefore, victims who did not pursue the avenue of a criminal

complaint did not “receive either adequate protection from the police or services from

any auxiliary community service system” (Bell, 1985).  This is important in recognizing

the importance of officers being more active in arrest policies and offering more

protection to victims in domestic situations.

Interestingly, this attitude was apparent regarding male victims in a study done by

Buzawa and Austin (1993). One hundred domestic abuse victims in Detroit were

interviewed as to how satisfied they were with police conduct during their most recent

domestic dispute.  Police reports regarding the incident were read as well to determine

the correlation between the officer's version of the event and what the victim said during

the interview.  Results indicated that there were three determining factors in regards to

how the officers would respond.  One was whether or not the incident occurred in the

presence of others, especially children.  Arrest was far more likely to happen if this was
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the case.  Secondly, arrest was more likely if the offender and victim lived together,

whether they were married or not.  Third, arrest occurred more often if the victim

preferred it. Of the reported domestic incidents, 85% of the victims were female.  More

importantly, the females who were interviewed felt that the officers responded

appropriately and that their needs were met in regards to what they wanted to have

happen at that time.  Of the male victims, however, not one felt that they were taken

seriously as a victim or that their desires for what they wanted to see happen to the

offender were met.

A study done by Home (1994) involved a questionnaire being given to 235 police

officers and 188 social workers in Quebec to determine how they viewed their

responsibility in domestic situations along with their attribution of responsibility for

victim and offender in those situations.  Results indicated that both police and social

workers tend to hold the man more responsible, but that police were much more apt to

assign blame to the female for being in that situation to begin with.  Police also tended to

rate the severity of the event much lower than social workers.  Home suggests that police

may view domestic violence as "merely a domestic dispute" and therefore they should

not intervene.  Also, dealing with domestic incidents may not be viewed as "real" police

work.

Public attitudes regarding same-sex relationships and domestic violence

A study done by Heaven and Oxman (1999) examined the extent to which

negative stereotypes of homosexuals are determined by ideological commitment and

human values.  ‘Ideological commitment’ represents the political or social beliefs that

people hold and follow (Heaven and Oxman).  ‘Human values’, as defined by Heaven
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and Oxman, are “guiding principles or motivators that shape one’s attitudes, beliefs and

conduct in particular ways “(p.110). The respondents were 129 university students in

Australia.  Each were given a test booklet which contained a list of ten adjectives

representing negative stereotypes in relation to gay males and lesbians, a scale measuring

conservatism, and a scale measuring strengths and security values within their

environment.  Results indicated that negative stereotypes were correlated with

conservative beliefs of gay males and lesbians.   These conservative beliefs consisted of

viewing homosexuality as wrong and unacceptable.  Furthermore, males tended to be

much more negatively disposed towards gay men.   This may come into play in regards to

this type of behavior being a “threat” to their maleness and the stereotype of what a man

“should” be (Connors & Heaven 1990; Edley & Wetherell, 1995 as cited in Heaven &

Oxman, 1999).  Women also tended to view gay men as abnormal also, although not to

the extent that men did.   This may be because gay men are much more visible and

outspoken then lesbians, which may result in a more ingroup-outgroup division between

gay men and heterosexuals (Heaven & Oxford, 1999).

Along these same lines,  Harris and Cook (1994), conducted a study

involving college students at Kansas State University in which the students were given

one of three scenarios involving a domestic situation.  The three scenarios consisted of a

husband battering his wife, a wife battering her husband, and a gay male battering his

lover.  Furthermore, there was or was not a verbal “provocation” by the victim in each of

the scenarios.  The students were then asked to complete a questionnaire regarding both

the victim and the offender in the given scenario.  Results indicated that the wife-

battering incident was seen as much more violent then the other three.  Furthermore, the

battering husband was held most responsible of the three batterers and the battering wife
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was held least responsible.  Furthermore, when the victim verbally “provoked” the

batterer, the husband was seen as more responsible for being battered than the other two.

Regarding the gay couple, the battered gay partner was the least liked of all three victims.

Furthermore, when suggested if the victim should leave the relationship, of the three the

gay victim was encouraged the most to leave.

In an article challenging the contemporary feminist theory of same-sex domestic

violence, Letellier (1994) argues that society clings to the notion of the dynamics within a

heterosexual relationship and tries to apply it to a homosexual one.  Letellier dedicates a

section to men as victims and sites research depicting the social bias that it is not

acceptable for a man to be identified as a victim in this culture.  Men are supposed to

protect themselves and be able to handle any type of situation (Letellier, 1994).

Therefore, both straight and gay men may choose to stay in violent relationships rather

then face the stigma of society as being labeled weak or unmanly.

Police response to same-sex domestic violence

Letellier (1994) also notes in his study that often times police are unresponsive to

same-sex domestic disputes or harass and degrade the victim by calling them “queers” or

“fagots.”  The offender is rarely arrested in same-sex domestic violence incidents or, if an

arrest is made, usually it is a dual arrest (Letellier, 1994).  This often times leads to the

victim being assaulted again because the officer may put them in the same cell with their

offender.  Consequently, there is distrust and fear from the lesbian and gay community in

regards to contacting the police when an incident occurs (Letellier, 1994).

In a study done by Bourg and Stock (1994), arrest statistics were examined in a

large metropolitan Sheriffs department in South Florida where a community approach
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was not utilized and there was little training in the area of domestic violence.  Lack of

community approach, in this case, is the police not integrating themselves within the

community and taking a very passive approach to the problems within the community at

large.  Over a 12-month period there were 1870 domestic violence reports filed with this

Sheriffs department.  Of these 1870 reports, 538 cases resulted in an arrest. Of the 538

arrests, 11 involved a same-sex couple.  These 11 consisted of 9 gay men and 2 lesbians.

This Sheriffs department operated according to a pro-arrest policy that indicates that in

any situation where there is a domestic violence case and there is probable cause that a

violent act was committed, an arrest has to be made (Bourg and Stock 1994).  These

results indicate that despite there being a pro-arrest policy in place, it was barely utilized

by the responding officers of the Sheriff’s department.  Less than one-third of the

domestic violence cases resulted in arrest.   It continues to suggest that even though the

Sheriff’s department may be operating under a pro-arrest policy, the officers still have a

tremendous amount of discretion in terms of whether they decide to make an arrest or

not.

Furthermore,  Ferraro (1989) conducted a study in which six field observers

accompanied officers on  ten-hour weekend evening shifts for 44 nights.  The observers

noted that there were 69 family fight calls, in which 49 of those were spouses,

cohabitants and estranged lovers that fit the definition of battering, in which someone is

hit or attacked in some physical manner.  Of these 69 cases, only 9 resulted in arrests of

the offender despite the arrest policy.  In 25 of the cases, police talked with the persons

involved and stressed the importance of resolving the conflict and maintaining the

relationship.  Furthermore, when the couples were not married, police did not even

consider arrest, despite there often being grounds for it.  Ferraro also stated that, “Police
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tend to dichotomize the community into normal and deviant citizens.  Normal citizens

abide by society’s rules through maintaining employment, sobriety, a family and a

modestly clean home.  They are heterosexual, white, and speak English.  Deviants serve

as the ‘other’ for police officers: they are publicly intoxicated or high, homeless, involved

in crime, live in run-down houses, have atypical family structures, and/or speak foreign

languages…Officers on patrol often referred to Mexicans, Indians, gay men and people in

the housing projects as ‘low lifes’, ‘scum’, or ‘these kind of people.’  Officers believed

arrests were a waste of time and meaningless for these people because violence is a way

of life for them…the police believed battered women choose to remain in abusive

situations.  Most officers believed adult women could leave violent situations if they

wanted to.  If they stayed with a violent man, it was not the responsibility of police to try

and control the violence” (Ferarro, 1989).
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Chapter III

Method

Participants

Participants in this study consisted of police officers from three different

departments in a rural county in Wisconsin.  Of the sixty-five questionnaires distributed,

fifty were returned, which resulted in a seventy-seven percent return rate.  Permission

was obtained from the police chiefs at each department to distribute the surveys and gain

informed consent from each participant.  Ninety-four percent of the respondents were

male.  Eighty-four percent were married.  All of the officers responding to the surveys

were Caucasian/White.  Thirty-eight percent of the officers identified themselves as

Catholic, 38% as Lutheran, 4% as Baptist, 8% as Methodist, 2% as Episcopal, and 10%

as other.  Seventy-six percent of the respondents were from a hometown ranging from

5,000-10,000 people.  Fifty-four percent of the respondents were patrol officers, 16%

were detectives/investigators, 14% were sergeants, 6% were lieutenants, 2% were

assistant chiefs, 2% were police chiefs, and 6% were other.  The age range for the

respondents was 22 to 64 years old, with the mean being 39.  The number of years as an

officer ranged from 1 to 35 years, with the mean being13.

Instrument

The scenario used in this study was adapted from scenarios involving a domestic violence

incident used by Kristiansen and Giulietti (1990) and by Harris and Cook (1994).  In one-

third of the scenarios, the situation involved a husband as the perpetrator and the wife as

the victim, in one-third the incident was between a gay couple, and in another one-third it
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was between a lesbian couple.  The scenario was written so that all the details were

consistent with any three of the situations.  The text of the stories is provided below:

Kansas, City, Ks-Mike Jones, a 28-year-old white male, was arrested last night on charges of domestic abuse.
Two police officers arrived at the location of the dispute at 7:05 p.m.  Police conducted interviews with Mike
(a sales representative for a local furniture store) and his wife, Mary Jones (an interior designer).  According
to Officer Kevin Smith, of the Kansas City Police Department, he and another officer found Mary on the
living room couch bleeding with a black eye.

Mary Jones, a 28-year-old white female, told the officers that she had arrived home late from work, turned on
the TV and then made some phone calls.  Approximately ten minutes later, Mike arrived home and became
angry because his wife was on the phone.  Mike then yelled at Mary that she had things to do and make sure
that she gets home on time.

Mary became upset, began yelling at her husband and, as her anger heightened, she began to shout various
obscenities at him, calling him a “nagging bastard” and a “miserable excuse for a man.”  She threatened to
leave him if he “didn’t shape up”.

Mary then pushed past Mike, who was standing directly in front of her, and went into the kitchen to prepare
dinner.  She was followed by Mike who then grabbed her by the arm and slapped her, knocking her to the
floor.  He then kicked her several times.  He subsequently left the house.  Upon his return, he was informed
by one of the officers that his wife was charging him with assault.

In the gay partner scenario, the stories are the same except the name is changed from

Mary to John, with Mike remaining the same.    In the lesbian scenario, the names are

Mary and Jill.

After reading the scenario, the subjects completed a questionnaire with ten items set on a

Likert-type scale ranging from one to seven.  The questions measure the officers’

response to how violent they felt the situation was, how responsible each party was for

the incident, if any arrests should be made to one or both parties, and if each party should

be charged with disorderly conduct and/or battery.  Officers’ responses were correlated

by demographics and by case scenario.  One-way analysis of variance was used to test for

significant differences between the scenarios.

Procedure

Survey packets consisting of one of the three scenarios were randomly distributed to

officers in the three departments by their police chief.   The packet itself consisted of a
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consent form, demographic information, phone numbers to call if there were questions,

and the survey (See Appendix A).  Two large envelopes were provided to each police

department and kept in the office of the police chief.  One was marked ‘consent forms’

and the other was marked ‘survey and demographic information’. The officer placed the

forms in the appropriate envelopes once they had completed the packet and waived the

completed forms to the researcher, who received the envelopes from the chief of police.

The time frame from distribution of the forms to collection was two weeks.  No

identifying data was collected.
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Chapter IV

Presentation of Findings

Ratings for each of the scenarios were analyzed using a one-way analysis of

variance (ANOVA).  An alpha level of p=.05 was adopted for the analysis. The situation

i.e. male to male, male to female, female to female served as the independent variable.

 Descriptive statistics indicate that in both the Mike/Mary and Mary/Jill scenarios,

all of the respondents were male.  However, in the Mike/John situation, there were three

female respondents (17.6%) and fourteen male respondents (82.4%).    Marital Status was

distributed fairly evenly across all three scenarios, with there being the greatest

discrepancy with 17.6% singles in the Mike/John scenario compared to 5.9% with

Mike/Mary and 6.3% with Mary/Jill.  Seventy percent were married within the Mike/

John scenario, 5.9% separated, and 5.9% divorced.  The Mike/Mary scenario consisted of

94.1% married.  The Mary/Jill scenario consisted of 87.5% married and 6.3% divorced.

One hundred percent of the respondents were Caucasian.

Regarding the religious background of the respondents, within the Mike/John

scenario there were 47.1% Catholics, 5.9% Baptists, 17.6% Lutherans, 17.6% Methodists

and 11.8% as other.  The Mike/Mary scenario contained 41.2% Catholics, 52.9%

Lutherans and 9% Episcopal.  The Mary/John scenario consisted of 38% Catholic, 4%

Baptist, 38% Lutheran, 8% Methodist, 2% Episcopal and 1.8% as other.

Within the hometown category, the largest numbers fell into the 5,000-10,000 people

category with Mike/John at 70.6%, Mike/Mary at 88.2% and Mary/Jill at 68.8%.  With

Mary/Jill, there were more respondents than in the other two scenarios who resided from

larger cities with 12.5% at 10,000 to 25,000 and 12.5% at 100,000 plus.



22

The ranks of the officers were varied.  In the Mike/John situation, 52.9% of the

respondents were patrol officers, 23.5% were sergeants, 5.9% were lieutenants, and

17.6% were detectives or investigators.  Within the Mike/Mary category, 52.9% were

patrol officers, 5.9% were sergeants, 5.9% were lieutenants, 17.6% were detectives or

investigators, 6.3% were chiefs and 11.8% were other.  The Mary/Jill scenario consisted

of 54% patrol officers, 12.5% sergeants, 6.3% lieutenants, 12.5% detectives or

investigators, 6.3% chiefs and 6.3% other.  The age of the respondents was distributed

fairly evenly across all three scenarios with between 5.9% and 13.3% falling within the

majority of the age categories for all three scenarios.  This also holds true for number of

years as an officer, with the range falling between 6.3% and 15.4% for the majority of

categories of years as an officer.

At the p=.05 level, results indicate no main effect for the questions on the

scenarios except for number three which examines the responsibility of John/Mary/Jill

for the incident.   This gave a significance level of .032, which indicates that the

respondents placed significantly more victim responsibility on Jill then they did on Mary

and John.  However, even though this was the only question that resulted in any

significant findings, there were also other elements of the remaining nine items that

deserve attention.   In item four pertaining to Mike/Mary having the right to use physical

force, the only situation that rated 100 percent for ‘definitely not’ was in the heterosexual

relationship between Mike and Mary.  In the Mike/John scenario, 76.5% was ‘definitely

not’ and for Mary/Jill 87.5% was ‘definitely not’.  The majority of the rest of the scores

for Mike/John and Mary/Jill fell in the ‘maybe’ range.

For item number 5, whether or not the officers should arrest Mike/Mary, again the

only scenario in which there was a 100 percent response, which was a score of 7, was
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with the heterosexual case.  In the Mike/John scenario, there was 5.9% at a score of 2

which was in the ‘definitely not’ range and 5.9% at a score of 6.  For the Mary/Jill

scenario, 6.3% were at a score of 6.  For item 6 regarding if the officers should arrest

John/Mary/Jill, interestingly the Mike/John scenario scored the highest for ‘definitely

not’ at 47.1%.  The Mike/Mary scenario was next with 35.3% and then Mary/Jill with

25.0%.  Additionally, the Mary/Jill scenario scored the highest for ‘definitely’ arrest with

31.3% in contrast to Mike/John at 5.9% and Mike/Mary at 17.6%.

In item 7 relating to charging Mike/Mary with disorderly conduct, only 6.7% in

the Mary/Jill scenario scored ‘definitely not’ compared to 29.4% with Mike/John and

23.5% with Mike/Mary.  However, all three scenarios scored high for the ‘definitely’

response with 52.9% Mike/John, 70.6% Mike/Mary, and 66.7% Mary/Jill.  Regarding

item 8 for charging Mike/Mary with battery, 23.5% in the Mike/John scenario scored at

‘definitely not’ and 64.7% were at ‘definitely’.  However, in the Mike/Mary scenario,

only 17.6% scored at ‘definitely not’ and 12.5% with the Mary/Jill scenario.  Moreover,

82.4% scored at ‘definitely’ with Mike/Mary and 87.5% with Mary/Jill.

For item 9 referring to charging John/Mary/Jill with disorderly conduct, 50% of

respondents in the Mary/Jill scenario scored at ‘definitely’ with 29.4% regarding

Mike/John and 35.3% with Mike/Mary.  Also, 23.5% for Mike/John scored at “definitely

not”, 17.6% with Mike/Mary and only 6.3% with Mary/Jill.  Finally, in item 10, 94.1% of

respondents in the Mike/Mary scenario scored a 7 for “definitely not” for charging

John/Mary/Jill with battery.  In the Mary/Jill scenario, 93.8% scored at “definitely not”.

However, only 76.5% with Mike/John scored a 7.  The remaining scores for Mike/ John

were a 6 at 5.9%, a 5 at 11.8% and 5.9% at a 1 indicating ‘definitely”.
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Chapter IV

 Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations

Results indicated that there was not as much difference in police response to the lesbian

or gay couple compared to the heterosexual couple as expected.

Officers’ Response Regarding Assignment of Responsibility

Regarding the responsibility assigned to the victims in each scenario, which

would be John, Jill or Mary, a significant finding was found in item three regarding the

responsibility placed on Jill for contributing to the situation occurring.  This may be

because the officers view the women on more equal grounds and therefore do not place

Jill so much in the ‘innocent victim’ role since she was verbal with Mary.  The officers

may have felt she provoked the incident more than the other two because of this.

Furthermore, it is important to note that all three of the female police officers were given

the scenario between John and Mike.  Perhaps this caused a difference in the scores as

well.  If the females had been responding to the Mary/Jill scenario they might have

attributed more blame to Mary and saw Jill less at fault.

Officers Response to Arrest Tactics Used/Not Used

For item 5 regarding whether or not the officers should arrest Mike/Mary, the

only situation that received a ‘definitely’ was the heterosexual scenario.  This relates back

to the notion that perhaps the officers are used to applying the mandatory arrest policy to

heterosexual relationships.  The officers may be inexperienced in the field of homosexual

domestic violence and are not as certain of applying the same policy.  This may be more
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accurate for the older officers who are still becoming accustomed to this more recent law

and the provisions accompanying it.

Another interesting finding was that for whether or not the officers should arrest

John/Mary/Jill as the victims in these scenarios, the highest response for ‘definitely’ was

in the Jill as victim situation.  This may be because again, the officers view women on

more equal levels in lesbian  relationships compared to women in heterosexual

relationships.  Again, the fact that there were no women respondents in this category

might make a difference as well.

Officers Response to Charges of Disorderly Conduct/Battery

In regards to the charging of the individual parties, Mary as the perpetrator scored

the lowest for ‘definitely not’ in being charged with disorderly conduct.  The scores were

substantially higher for Mike in the gay and heterosexual scenarios.  All three scenarios

involved high scores for ‘definitely’ though, which indicates the officers did feel overall

that Mike and Mary met the criteria for disorderly conduct.  This was also true for the

battery charge, but it was not as substantial for Mike in the gay scenario as it was for the

heterosexual scenario and the lesbian relationship.

However, regarding the victims in the scenarios, a much higher number of

officers rated Jill at ‘definitely’ for charging her with disorderly conduct than they did the

other two.  This may be because of them viewing women more as equivalent and

therefore attributing more blame to Jill and fitting her under the criteria for disorderly

conduct.  It is also surprising that the highest number for ‘definitely not’ was in the gay

scenario with John.  This is not the same, however, for the battery situation, in which

more respondents answered ‘definitely not’ for Jill and Mary than for John.  This is

intriguing in the sense that the respondents felt more comfortable charging John with a
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more severe charge than with a lesser one of disorderly conduct.  This may be because

the officers really do see John and Mike as equivalent in stature, strength and as ‘men’,

playing into the concept that men can take care of themselves.  This conveys the response

that perhaps officers do feel that domestic violence is not as severe or should not receive

the same punishment in gay relationships as compared to heterosexual ones.  This also

holds true for the significant finding regarding there being more responsibility placed on

Jill for causing the eruption of a domestic violent episode than for Mary in the

heterosexual relationship.

Officers Response to Physical Violence Used in the Scenarios

Regarding the aspect of using physical violence, however, the Mike/Mary

scenario was the only one that received one hundred percent response for ‘definitely not’.

This indicates that even though there may have been some thoughts that she provoked the

incident, the reaction of physical violence from Mike was completely unacceptable to

every officer.  However, this was not the case for the lesbian or gay relationship.  In fact,

for the gay relationship, only 76.5% said ‘definitely not’ and 87.5% for the lesbian case.

The rest of the scores were between the ‘maybe’ and ‘definitely not’ range.  This

indicates that there was some level of acceptance for physical violence between the gay

and lesbian couple, even though there was complete intolerance for the heterosexual

couple.  This may resonate back to Island and Letellier (1991), indicating that police may

still view homosexual domestic violence as more ‘mutual combat’ and not on the same

level as male to female violence.

Despite there being certain areas within each of the items that were worth noting,

it is most important to recognize that the results were not as significant as had been
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predicted.  This may be attributed to the fact that the officers were focusing on what they

would actually do in the situation compared to their true attitudes about homosexuality

and domestic violence.

Furthermore, this is also in a county where officers receive regular trainings on

domestic violence and appropriate police response regarding this type of crime.  The

county also has a domestic violence program that works very closely with the police

departments and has an excellent rapport with the officers.  There is also a strong

community approach to any form of violence, along with a strong pro-arrest policy.  This

may contribute to the officers being more informed and educated regarding domestic

violence and the different situation officers may encounter.

In future research female respondents may give a different response to each of the

scenarios.  Furthermore, if there were more variables such as race and age of perpetrators

and victims, perhaps this would also contribute to significant differences in responses.  It

would also be worthwhile to distribute the scenarios to more officers in other locations to

see if there would be a difference in scores; perhaps compare urban and rural areas.  A

greater diversity in the officers themselves, such as race, ethnicity, age, size of hometown

and so on may produce different findings.  It might also be interesting to give some type

of attitudinal measure along with the scenario and compare the responses for each.  This

may help distinguish the behavioral response in each particular situation from the actual

attitude of the responding officer.

Further intriguing questions would be to assess more of the officers’ feelings

toward each subject, their thoughts on the outcome of each case in the criminal justice

system, and how this impacts their decision making.  It would be of interest to present
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these same scenarios to Judges, District Attorneys, Victim/Witness personnel and others

that may come into contact with offenders/victims in the criminal justice system.

The main outcome of this study is that there was not as much bias towards same-

sex couples as the literature predicted there would be.  Perhaps this can give hope that

concepts and societal stigma is changing somewhat and that the message that domestic

violence is a crime, no matter who the victim is, is spreading.  This study suggests that

trainings, education can lead to intolerance of discrimination and prejudice, and are

important steps in paving the path to equality and the end of silence surrounding domestic

violence.
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Table I

Summary Statistics for the Three Scenarios

Mike/Mary Mike/John Mary/Jill

                (n=17)      (n=17)     (n=16)

Item 1                                             Source                df                        SS                       M.S.              F
As far as crimes go, Between Groups 2 3.19 1.59        1.017

How violent was the       Within Groups            47           76.63 1.57
incident?  Total            49           76.82

Item 2                                             Source                df                        SS                       M.S.               F
How responsible was Between 2 1.25 .62              .468
Mike/Mary for the Within           47           62.67           1.33
incident? Total               49           63.92

Item 3   (see below for means)    Source                df                        SS                        M.S.          F__
How responsible was Between 2 20.60 10.30        .032
John/Mary/Jill for Within            47           131.18   2.79
incident? Total            49           151.78

Item 4                                             Source                df                        SS                       M.S.            F__
Did Mike/Mary             Between             2 1.45 .72       .140
have the right to use             Within            47            16.56              .35
physical force?             Total                 49                      18.00

Item 5                                             Source                df                        SS                       M.S.            F__
Should the officers Between 2 1.20 .60      .330
arrest Mike/Mary?                      Within             47           24.82                    .53

Total            49           26.02

Item 6                                             Source                df                        SS                       M.S.              F_
Should the officers Between 2          15.22 7.61       .257
arrest John/Mary/ Within            47                  256.00 5.45
Jill? Total               49                   271.22

Item 7                                             Source                df                        SS                    M.S               F__
Charge Mike/Mary Between 2             6.84 3.42          .556
with disorderly              Within             46                  282.79 6.15
conduct? Total               48                  289.63
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Item 8                                             Source                df                         SS                      M.S.       F__
Charge Mike/Mary Between 2 9.00 4.50   .786
 with Battery? Within 47 269.00 5.72

Total 49 278.00

Item 9                                             Source                df                         SS                      M.S.         F _
Charge John/Mary/ Between 2 20.79 10.40   1.912
Jill with Disorderly Within 47 255.53   5.44
Conduct? Total 49 276.32

Item 10                             Source                df                         SS                      M.S.                        F__
Charge John/Mary/ Between 2 2.82 1.41                  .911
Jill with Battery? Within 47 72.70 1.55

Total 49 75.52

Item Number Three Significant

Group                 N                         Mean                  SD
Mike/John 17 4.53 1.74
Mike/Mary 17 5.06 1.68
Mary/Jill 16 3.50 1.59
Total 50 4.38 1.76
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Appendix A

Consent Form

This research examines police response to a domestic violence situation.  A component of
this study is a questionnaire consisting of a domestic-related scenario, followed by
several questions pertaining to the scenario.  Before completing the questionnaire, we
would like you to read and then sign the consent form, indicating that you understand the
potential risks and benefits of participation, and that you understand your rights as a
participant.  If you have any questions, please contact Holli Kelly, the primary researcher,
at (608) 269-7853 or her advisor, Dr. Bruce Kuehl, at (715) 232-2404.

RISKS

There is little or no risk to you filling out this questionnaire.  Your responses are
completely confidential.

BENEFITS

Although the results of this study may be of benefit to others in the future, there is no
direct benefit to you by participating in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY OF RESPONSES

Your answers are strictly confidential.  Only the primary researcher and his or her advisor
will have access to the confidential raw data.

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW OR DECLINE TO PARTICIPATE

Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary.  You may choose not to participate
without any adverse consequences to you.  Should you choose to participate and later
wish to withdraw from the study, you may discontinue your participation at this time
without incurring adverse consequences.

NOTE:  Questions or concerns about participation or subsequent complaints should be
addressed first to the researcher or research advisor and second to Dr. Ted Knous, Chair,
UW-Stout Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, 11 HH,
UW-Stout, Menomonie, WI, 54751, phone (715) 232-1126.

I attest that I have read and understood the above description, including potential risks,
benefits, and my rights as a participant, and that all of my questions about the study have
been answered to my satisfaction.  I hereby give my informed consent to participate in
this research study.

Signature __________________________________    Date ___________________
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Demographics

Gender:
Male _____ Female _____

Age: _____ yrs. old

Marital Status:
Single _____ Separated ______
Engaged _____ Divorced ______
Married ______ Widowed ______

Ethnic Background:
Caucasian/White ______ Hispanic ______
African American ______ Native American ______
Asian ______ Other: ______________

Religion:
Catholic ______ Methodist ______
Baptist _______ Episcopal ______
Lutheran ______ Other: _________

Approximate Size of Hometown:
0-500 ______ 10,000-25,000 ______
500-1,000______ 25,000-50,000 ______
1,000-5,000 _______ 50,000-100,000 _____
5,000-10,000 _______ 100,000+ _______

Number of Years as a Law Enforcement Officer: ______ yrs.

Current Rank:
Patrol Officer ______ Assistant Chief _____
Sergeant ________ Chief ______
Lieutenant _______ Other _____________
Detective/Investigator ______
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Kansas City, Ks.- Mike Jones, a 28-year-old white male, was arrested last night on charges of domestic abuse.  Two police
officers arrived at the location of the dispute at 7:05 p.m.  Police conducted interviews with Mike (a sales representative for a
local furniture store) and his wife, Mary Jones (an interior designer).  According to Officer Kevin Smith, of the Kansas City
Police Department, he and another officer found Mary on the living room couch bleeding with a black eye.

Mary Jones, a 28-year-old white female, told the officers that she had arrived home late from work, turned on the TV and then
made some phone calls.  Approximately ten minutes later, Mike arrived home and became angry because his wife was on the
phone.  Mike then yelled at Mary that she had things to do and should make sure that she gets home on time.

Mary became upset, began yelling at her husband and, as her anger heightened, she began to shout various obscenities at him,
calling him a “nagging bastard” and a “miserable excuse for a man.”  She threatened to leave him if he “didn’t shape up”.

Mary then pushed past Mike, who was standing directly in front of her, and went into the kitchen to prepare dinner.  She was
followed by Mike who then grabbed her by the arm and slapped her, knocking her to the floor.  He then kicked her several
times.  He subsequently left the house.  Upon his return, he was informed by one of the officers that his wife was charging him
with assault.

1. As crimes go, how violent was the incident?

        Very Violent     1          2          3          4          5          6          7      Not Violent

2. How responsible was Mike Jones for this incident?

        Not Responsible     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Very Responsible

3. How responsible was Mary Jones for this incident?

        Very Responsible     1          2         3          4         5          6          7     Not Responsible

4. Did Mike Jones have the right to use physical force?

        Definitely   1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

5. In this case, should the officers arrest Mike Jones?

        Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

6. In this case, should the officers arrest Mary Jones?

        Definitely     1          2          3         4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

7. In this case, should the officers charge Mike Jones with Disorderly Conduct?

        Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

8. In this case, should the officers charge Mike Jones with Battery?

        Definitely     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

9. In this case, should the officers charge Mary Jones with Disorderly Conduct?

        Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

10. In this case, should the officers charge Mary Jones with Battery?

Definitely      1          2          3          4          5          6          7        Definitely Not
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Kansas City, Ks.- Mike Jones, a 28-year-old white male, was arrested last night on charges of domestic abuse.  Two
police officers arrived at the location of the dispute at 7:05 p.m.  Police conducted interviews with Mike (a sales
representative for a local furniture store) and his partner, John Anderson (an interior designer).  According to Officer
Kevin Smith, of the Kansas City Police Department, he and another officer found John on the living room couch
bleeding with a black eye.

John Anderson, a 28-year-old white male told the officers that he had arrived home late from work, turned on the TV
and then made some phone calls.  Approximately ten minutes later, Mike arrived home and became angry because his
partner was on the phone.  Mike then yelled at John that he had things to do and should make sure that he gets home on
time.

John became upset, began yelling at Mike and, as his anger heightened, he began to shout various obscenities at Mike,
calling him a “nagging bastard” and a “miserable excuse for a man.”  He threatened to leave Mike if he “didn’t shape
up”.

John then pushed past Mike, who was standing directly in front of him, and went into the kitchen to prepare dinner.  He
was followed by Mike who then grabbed John by the arm and slapped him, knocking him to the floor.  He then kicked
John several times.  Mike subsequently left the house.  Upon his return, he was informed by one of the officers that his
partner was charging him with assault.

1. As crimes go, how violent was the incident?

    Very Violent     1          2          3          4          5          6          7      Not Violent

2. How responsible was Mike Jones for this incident?

    Not Responsible     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Very Responsible

3. How responsible was John Anderson for this incident?

    Very Responsible     1          2         3          4         5          6          7     Not Responsible

4. Did Mike Jones have the right to use physical force?

    Definitely   1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

5. In this case, should the officers arrest Mike Jones?

    Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

6. In this case, should the officers arrest John Anderson?

    Definitely     1          2          3         4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

7. In this case, should the officers charge Mike Jones with Disorderly Conduct?

    Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

8. In this case, should the officers charge Mike Jones with Battery?

    Definitely     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

9. In this case, should the officers charge John Anderson with Disorderly Conduct?

    Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

10. In this case, should the officers charge John Anderson with Battery?

Definitely      1          2          3          4          5          6          7        Definitely Not
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Kansas City, Ks.- Mary Jones, a 28-year-old white female, was arrested last night on charges of domestic abuse.
Two police officers arrived at the location of the dispute at 7:05 p.m.  Police conducted interviews with Mary (a
sales representative for a local furniture store) and her partner, Jill Anderson (an interior designer).  According to
Officer Kevin Smith, of the Kansas City Police Department, he and another officer found Jill on the living room
couch bleeding with a black eye.

Jill Anderson, a 28-year-old white female, told the officers that she had arrived home late from work, turned on
the TV and then made some phone calls.  Approximately ten minutes later, Mary arrived home and became
angry because her partner was on the phone.  Mary then yelled at Jill that she had things to do and should make
sure that she gets home on time.

Jill became upset, began yelling at Mary and, as her anger heightened, she began to shout various obscenities at
Mary, calling her a “nagging bitch” and a “miserable excuse for a woman.”  She then threatened to leave Mary if
she “didn’t shape up”.

Jill then pushed past Mary, who was standing directly in front of her, and went into the kitchen to prepare dinner.
She was followed by Mary who then grabbed Jill by the arm and slapped her, knocking her to the floor.  She then
kicked Jill several times.  Mary subsequently left the house.  Upon her return, she was informed by one of the
officers that her partner was charging her with assault.

1. As crimes go, how violent was the incident?

    Very Violent     1          2          3          4          5          6          7      Not Violent

2. How responsible was Mary Jones for this incident?

    Not Responsible     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Very Responsible

3. How responsible was Jill Anderson for this incident?

    Very Responsible     1          2         3          4         5          6          7     Not Responsible

4. Did Mary Jones have the right to use physical force?

    Definitely   1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

5. In this case, should the officers arrest Mary Jones?

    Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

6.  In this case, should the officers arrest Jill Anderson?

     Definitely     1          2          3         4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

7.  In this case, should the officers charge Mary Jones with Disorderly Conduct?

     Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

8.  In this case, should the officers charge Mary Jones with Battery?

     Definitely     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not

9.  In this case, should the officers charge Jill Anderson with Disorderly Conduct?

     Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

10. In this case, should the officers charge Jill Anderson with Battery?

Definitely      1          2          3          4          5          6          7        Definitely Not
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	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Definitely     1          2          3         4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Definitely     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Very Violent     1          2          3          4          5          6          7      Not Violent
	Not Responsible     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Very Responsible
	Very Responsible     1          2         3          4         5          6          7     Not Responsible
	Definitely   1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Definitely     1          2          3         4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Definitely     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Very Violent     1          2          3          4          5          6          7      Not Violent
	Not Responsible     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Very Responsible
	Very Responsible     1          2         3          4         5          6          7     Not Responsible
	Definitely   1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Definitely     1          2          3         4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely
	Definitely     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely Not
	Definitely Not     1          2          3          4          5          6          7     Definitely

