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ABSTRACT 

This research study was designed to develop a profile 

of individuals arrested in Pima County, Arizona, for 

domestic violence who did not participate in the Pima County 

Adult Diversion Program. The subjects were identified by 

their arrest for domestic violence and subsequent lack of 

participation in the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program. Information was randomly gathered from the files 

at the Pima County Adult Diversion Program, police reports, 

and pre-trial service records. The subjects showed a 

number of similar characteristics. The similarities 

included, but were not limited to, gender, age, marital 

status, length of employment, length of residence in Pima 

County, alcohol use, and type of residence. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

"If a man assaulted a pregnant friend of yours on the 
street and beat her until he broke her jaw, punched her 
repeatedly, broke two of her ribs...who would you call? A 
psychiatrist or a cop?" (Stallone, 1984, p. 493). 

"Reports of violence within the family units have been 

collected and recorded in broad-based data since the 

mid-1970s" (Stallone, 1984, p. 493). "Researchers have 

found that the risk of serious assault, physical injury, and 

murder is greatest in one's own home. Furthermore, the 

perpetrator of the crime is often a family members" 

(Stallone, 1984, p. 493). 

The FBI estimates "that domestic violence accounts for 

twenty percent (20%) of all homicides (Schoen, 1989, p. 

2167). It further states that "40% of female homicide 

victims in the United States are killed by family members or 

boyfriends" (Lerman, 1984, p. 3). 

The FBI statistics also "indicate that a wife is beaten 

every 30 seconds in this country, which translates into 

2,880 women beaten every day or 1,051,000 every year" 

(Pirog, Good & Stets-Kisley, 1985, p. 8). Lenore Walker 

estimates that if you have been battered, because wife abuse 

is an underreported crime, these statistics are thought to 

underrepresent the true extent of the problem. (Pirog, Good 

& Stets-Kesley, 1985). 



In a U.S. Department of Justice Bureau of Justice 

Statistics Special Report on family violence, the survey 

states that "among the many possible reasons for the 

apparent underreporting are the following: 

* Many victims of family violence do not perceive their 

experiences as crimes. 

* Although interviewers are encouraged to interview 

each respondent privately if possible, there may be 

other family members present during the survey 

interview. If the offender is present, the chances 

diminish that the victim would feel free to describe 

the event. 

* Many victims of family violence are reluctant to 

speak of their experiences because of the shame and 

revulsion they feel about the matter" (U.S. 

Department of Justice, 19 , p. 2&3). 

The difficulty with developing national estimates on 

the extent of family violence is that there is great 

variation among cities and states as to whether separate 

records are kept, who keeps them, and what they include 

(Klaus & Rand, 1987). 

Abuser Profile 

"Although domestic violence appears to be a male 

phenomenon there is increasing incidence of female abusers" 

(Hale, 19 , p. 11). Two studies show a consistency of 



findings with regard to female abusers. The first report is 

from the U.S. Department of Justice. "Of all spousal 

violent crimes reported to National Crime Survey, 91% were 

victimizations of women by their husbands or ex-husbands, 

who acted alone while committing the offense. Five percent 

were victimizations by wives or ex-wives alone; the 

remainder were primarily victimizations by a spouse or 

ex-spouse in concern with another offender" (Klaus & Rand, 

1987, p. 4). The second report from the Texas Crime Victim 

Clearinghouse News (Spring 1985) claimed that the police and 

sheriff departments report approximately ten percent (10%) 

of the abusers in domestic violence involving spouse abuse 

are women (Hale, Shupe, Stacey & Hagelwood, 1987). 

With approximately 90% of the arrestees consistently 

being male the profiles that have been developed look at the 

characteristics of male batterers. In a 1987 study of 2 34 

men charged with domestic violence, researcher Albert R. 

Roberts (1987) developed the following profile. 

First and foremost, several studies have 
documented that abusive patterns and violence are 
often learned in childhood. Males brought up in 
abusive homes are more likely to become abusive than 
those reared in nonabusive homes (Kempe et al., 1962; 
Rosenbaum and O'Leary, 1981; Sonkin and Durphy, 1982; 
Spinetta and Rigler, 1972; Straus, 1979). The 
beatings observed and experienced during childhood 
provide the early socialization which leads abusers, 
as adults, to reenact violent behavior against their 
mates, and sometimes, against their children. 
Several researchers have found that a high percentage 
of batterers grew up in homes where they observed 
violence between their parents or were themselves 
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beaten. Two studies found a rate of approximately 
70% (Ganley, 1981? Frank & Houghton, 1982) and a 
third study showed a rate of almost 65% (Sonkin & 
Durphy, 1982) of batters who were reared in an 
abusive home. The highest frequency - 81% - was 
found by Roy (1982). Roy's findings (unlike the 
other studies which were based on information 
provided by the batterer) were based on statements 
made by the victim and/or her parents. 

The second factor which has emerged in the 
literature is that family violence occurs in all 
socioeconomic groups (Davidson, 1978; Grambs, 1977; 
Straus et al., 1980). However, researchers whose 
samples were drawn from hospital emergency rooms and 
criminal justice agencies have indicated that woman 
abusers appear to occur more frequently in the lower 
socioeconomic class (Lockhart, 1984; Straus et al., 
1980; Walker, 1984). 

The third factor is that violent couples are 
subjected to more intense stressful life events, such 
as unemployment and financial difficulties, than are 
nonviolent couples (Prescott & Letko, 1977; Straus et 
al., 1980). 

The final factor identified in the sociological 
and psychological studies is the frequency of 
chemical abuse among violent men (Carlson, 1977; 
Coleman, 1980; Eisenberg & Micklow, 1977; Fagan et 
al., 1983; Powers & Kutash, 1978; Walker 1979). Some 
studies have reported a very strong association 
between alcohol use and battering, while others have 
found a more moderate, though still considerable, 
association between the two. There is general 
agreement in the empirical literature that alcohol 
abuse is more prevalent among batterers than is drug 
abuse (p. 81-82). 

Domestic Violence in the State of Arizona 

Arizona's domestic violence law applies to household 

members and/or persons of the opposite sex cohabitating 

under the same roof and related to each other such as: 

- husband/wife (or ex-husband/ex-wife) 

- parent/child 

- brother/sister 
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- grandparent/grandchild 

- boyfriend/girlfriend 

(Arizona Department of Economic Security, 1989). 

The state of Arizona treats the same situation differently 

under the law depending if the relationship between the 

parties involved in the situation do/do not meet the 

established criteria for domestic violence. In a simple 

assault, disorderly conduct or threat situation where the 

parties do not have a relationship that fulfills the 

domestic violence criteria, the law allows the vicitim 

certain options. "If the victim of the assault is willing 

to sign a misdemeanor compromise the charge will be 

dismissed by the state of Arizona on the individual cited 

with the offense" (Marlow, 1992, personal interview). 

In a domestic arrest situation certain procedures are 

different. The police in the state of Arizona have 

discretionary rights in charging an individual with domestic 

violence. However, once the domestic violence citation has 

been issued the police have no discretion to cite and 

release, "it is mandatory custodial arrest." That means 

that at that point the police must take to jail and book the 

individual cited with domestic violence (Marlow, 1992, 

personal interview). 

Mandatory booking in domestic violence situations has 

certain advantages. It allows the arrestee time to cool 
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down and it allows the victim time to get to a shelter if 

necessary (Marlow, 1992, personal interview). If, however, 

the perpetrator leaves the scene of the domestic violence 

incident and the police in the course of the investigation 

find the alledged perpetrator at a later time, a custodial 

arrest is no longer mandatory. 

The Arizona law, by definition, precludes individuals 

in a homosexual relationship residing together from being 

charged with domestic violence. The Arizona state law also 

states that if probable cause has been established an 

individual can be arrested for yelling (disturbing the 

peace). The Arizona law also clearly states that if 

probable cause has been established then the party that has 

been found to be the perpetrator will be arrested. Nowhere 

in the law does it state that both parties have to be 

arrested (Avilar, 1992). 

Domestic Violence in Pima County 

Between 1985 and 1990, there has been a 30% increase in 

the number of domestic violence arrests in Pima County, 

Arizona (Sheridan, 1992). The combined court statistics for 

those showing for initial appearance after a domestic 

violence arrest was one thousand four hundred thirty (1,430) 

in 1985. The number of arrests in 1990 was four thousand 

seven hundred thirty five (4,735) (Hurley, 1990), a 30% 

increase over five years (Sheridan, 1992). 
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In 1989, with more than fifty domestic violence 

defendants per month, the Pima County Attorney in Tucson, 

Arizona embarked on an experimental criminal diversion 

approach in an attempt to change the patterns of violence 

and abuse experienced by defendants, victims and family 

members involved in domestic violence situations. This 

approach was implemented with funding from the Pima County 

Board of Supervisors and coordinated efforts and support 

from law enforcement, prosecution and judicial components of 

the criminal justice system, and community based service 

providers. The Domestic Violence Diversion Program (DVDP) 

model provided assessment and monitoring services, 

counseling and education, and support services to defendants 

in lieu of prosecution and sentencing (Sheridan, 1992). 

Once arrested and charged with domestic violence in 

Pima County a defendant has several options. They include 

participation in the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program. The Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program is a vehicle provided by the prosecutor's office 

as an alternative to prosecution, conviction and 

punishment. The purpose of the Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program is to intervene and change the cycle of 

violence. One of the provisions of participation in the 

Domestic Violence Diversion Program is that the defendant 

must contact the Domestic Violence Diversion Program 



within 24 hours. Failure to do so results in the case 

being returned to the prosecutor's office. 

The second alternative is for the defendant to appear 

at his/her pretrial. The prosecutor at the pretrial can 

at that point offer a plea agreement. A plea agreement 

might be offered if it is the defendant's first offense or 

if there is no prior history of violence. The prosecutor 

at that pint might say to the defendant 'there's a $500 

fine, court ordered counseling, and 12 months unsupervised 

counseling'. If you complete the counseling and don't get 

rearrested within that 12 month time-frame the fine is 

waived. However, unlike the diversion program, upon 

successful completion of his/her sentence the court 

records will show an arrest and conviction for domestic 

violence. 

If he/she has a history of domestic violence offenses 

then he/she will either go to jail or receive supervised 

probation. 

If the defendant believes he/she is innocent the plea 

of innocent will be given at the pretrial and a court date 

will be set for a later time. The court has the option 

with either a plea agreement or when a defendant has been 

found guilty of a domestic violence charge, to ordering an 

individual to participate in the Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program. However, unlike the diversion program, 



upon successful completion of his/her sentence the court 

records will show an arrest and conviction for domestic 

violence. 

Another situation arises when a defendant fails to 

appear in court for the pretrial. At that time the court 

issues a bench warrant for the defendant's arrest. The 

police rarely seek out and arrest an individual who has 

had a bench warrant issued. However, whenever the police 

run a records check, for example with a traffic citation, 

if a bench warrant shows up with the records the police 

will rearrest (Avila, 1992). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to compile data collected 

at the Pima County Attorney's Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program. The data were to be compiled to develop a profile 

of individuals" arrested in Pima County for domestic violence 

who for whatever reason did not participate in the Pima 

County Adult Diversion Program. 

Assumptions 

The major assumptions for the study were: 

1. The administration of the initial assessment, intake, 

police reports and information forms were unbiased when 

taking and recording the information given to them by 

the arrestee. 
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2. The administrators used questionnaires that were 

standardized and the data produced were meaningful. 

3. The individuals responded to the questions in an open 

and honest manner and that they were able to read and 

to understand the questions. 

4. The random sample taken for this study was a true 

sample of this population. 

Limitations 

This study looked at records in Pima County, Arizona, 

therefore the results apply to a small geographical area. 

Not all the files that were used in this study were 

complete. There were no records as to the total number of 

individuals that had been arrested. 

Definition of Terms 

Due to their use throughout this study, the following 

terms require definition and clarification. 

Probable Cause: Reasonable cause; having more 

evidence for than against (Black's Law Dictionary, 1983). 

Pre-trial Hearing: Procedural device used prior to 

trial to narrow issues to be tried and to secure 

stipulations as to matters and evidence to be heard and to 

take all other steps necessary to aid in the disposition 

of the case (Black's Law Dictionary, 1983). 

Plea-Agreement: Same as Plea bargaining process 

whereby the accused and the prosecutor in a criminal case 
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work out a mutually satisfactory disposition of the case 

subject to court approval (Black's Law Dictionary, 1983). 

Diversion: Diversion is a procedure that defers 

prosecution, conviction or sentencing of a criminal 

defendant under this act pending the defendant's 

voluntary completion of a program designed to prevent 

further violence or other criminal conduct. Successful 

completion of a diversion program will result in 

dismissal of criminal charges (Black's Law Dictionary, 

1983). 

Victim: Individual who was injured, threatened or 

violated by the arrestee (McQuie, 1992). 

Arrestee: The alleged perpetrator. The individual who 

has been accused of and arrested for domestic violence 

(Black's Law Dictionary, 1983). 

Summary 

Chapter One provided an introduction into the area of 

domestic violence. This included current domestic violence 

statistics and possible explanations as to why accurate 

statistics are difficult to obtain. An abuser profile, 

domestic violence information in Arizona and Pima County and 

a summary of arrestee's options within the legal system were 

also presented. Also stated in Chapter One is the purpose 

of this study...to develop a profile of the individuals 

arrested for domestic violence in Pima County who have not 



participated in the Pima County Adult Diversion Program. 

Finally, Chapter One provided the assumptions, limitations, 

and a definition of terms. 

Chapter Two will review (a) domestic violence from an 

historical perspective, (b) various programs that deal with 

domestic violence, and (c) arrestees options. 



Chapter 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Domestic violence, or "the infliction of physical pain 

or injury with the intent to cause harm which may include 

slaps, punches, biting and hair pulling, but in frequency or 

occurrence generally involve more serious assaults including 

choking, kicking, breaking bones, stabbing, or shooting" 

(Hutchings, 19 , p. 67), has legal, economic and religious 

precedence. This study surveyed both men and women arrested 

for domestic violence. However, "spouse abuse is 

characterized in terms of male abuse of the women with whom 

they live and includes common law marriages and other 

relatively permanent living arrangements as well as 

conventional marriages" (Sigler, p. 7). 

Historical Perspective 

Historically, "From the days of Ancient Babylon to the 

rise and fall of the Roman empire, to the Middle Ages and 

its feudal economy, to twentieth century industrial 

capitalism, men's rights to use physical force against women 

have been lawful and expected" (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). The 

Roman order was based upon the family unit as the major 

social grouping. Only the upper or patrician classes, 

however, were afforded the distinction of legitimized 

marriage, for they alone owned property that was to be 

controlled and inherited. Women were purchased as brides 



and treated as additions to the husband's property. The 

grouping, known as familia, included a man with his wife, 

children and slaves, over whom the husband had the right of 

life and death. During this period the wife's status was 

closely akin to that of a slave. She was responsible for 

bearing and raising the husband's children, and subjected to 

violent beatings or death if she acted contrary to his 

wishes or to the social code of the time (Hutchings, 1988). 

"Many of the Roman social customs regarding women were 

carried through the Middle Ages...the subordination of women 

to men was closely enforced. Men were encouraged to 

chastise their wives, or to beat or even kill them if 

infidelity should be suspected" (Hutchings, 1988, p. 65). 

The role of women in relation to men is defined by the 

religions of the West (Christianity, Judaism) in terms of 

obedience and submission (Sigler, 1989). The 

Judeo-Christian ethic remanded women to the authority of 

their husbands, instructed husbands to physically chastise 

their wives, and legitimized the subordinate position of 

women in marriage" (Hutchings, 1988, p. 66). In Russia "the 

state church (Russian Orthodox) gave the order of sanctity 

to the oppression of women in a Household Ordinance issued 

over the name of a high clergyman during the reign of Ivan 

the Terrible in the sixteenth century. It spelled out when 

and how to beat a wife" (Mandel, 1975, p. 12). 



Before the 19th century, when a woman married she lost 

property and personal rights. This had implications for 

wife beating. As Langley and Levey (1977) point out: 

One of the most bizarre Catch 22 conditions imposed on 

women by men was the legal concept that when two people 

married, they became one in the eyes of the law. This 

prevented a woman from suing her husband - regardless of 

what he did to her property or her person - because under 

the law a man and a woman were one, and it is impossible to 

sue yourself... it was easy to conclude that a husband 

couldn't be charged with beating his wife because he and his 

wife were one. How can you arrest someone for beating 

himself?" (p. 35-36). 

"English common law, upon which American law is based, 

gave husbands the right to chastise their wives. This right 

was modified by the 19th century 'Rule of Thumb', which 

meant that a husband could beat his wife with a rod no 

thicker than his thumb" (Davidson, 1977; Langley & Levy, 

1977; and Walker, 1979b). It has only been 100 years since 

Massachusetts became the first state in the United States to 

legally repudiate "wife-battering. In 1871 it was declared 

that the "privilege, ancient though it be, to beat her with 

a stick, to pull her hair, choke her, spit in her face or 

kick her abut the floor, or to inflict upon her other 
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indignities, is not now acknowledged by our law" (Hutchings, 

1988, p. 67). 

Recent history sheds an unfavorable light on the police 

response to domestic violence. During the 1930s and 1960s 

the police response could best be classified as one of 

passive reluctance to help the victim (Litsky, 1990). It 

was discovered that police generally would not arrest an 

alleged perpetrator unless the victim signed a complaint, 

and following an arrest, police routinely dropped charges 

upon the victim's request, regardless, in many cases, of the 

seriousness of the crime. Victims may have a myriad of 

reasons for requesting police to drop charges? many fear 

that their abusive partners will be sent to jail or heavily 

fined and some fear retribution (Nesselbush, 1991). 

The police response has markedly improved as a result 

of several cases imposing liability on the police because of 

inadequate protection (Litsky, 1990) . The Bruno vs. Codd 

case "challenged the nonarrest policies of the New York city 

Police Department" (Litsky, 1990, p. 163). The parties 

subsequently entered into a consent decree which required 

inter alai, that if the police had probable cause that an 

abuser had committed a felony or violated a protection 

order, they must arrest the abuser, and further, that 

officers must provide justification for refraining from 

making an arrest when they had probable cause to believe 
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that an abuser had committed a misdemeanor against his 

spouse (Litsky, 1990, p. 164). 

Following a 1983 attack, Tracy Thurman won a "$2.3 

million award in a case believed to mark the first time a 

federal judge has permitted a suit charging police with not 

doing enough to protect a wife from her husband" (Gombasay, 

1985, p. 6). The New York City Police Department was forced 

to drastically change its arrest procedures in 1984 after 

Josephine Sorichetti won a $2 million damage award against 

the city for its failure to protect her from her menacing 

husband (Litsky, 1990). 

Diversion Programs 

Recent lawsuits, advocacy, and research have helped to 

label battering as a criminal assault, and batterers as 

perpetrators of criminal acts. As a result, more 

restraining orders and arrests have occurred in the last few 

years in domestic violence cases. With the increase in 

pro-arrest policies in many North American cities and 

states, more batterers are becoming involved in the criminal 

justice system. Early research in Minnesota suggested that 

arresting batterers, even if the wife did not press charges 

or the officer did not see the actual assault, was moire 

effective in reducing recidivism (Serman & Berk, 1984). 

With the increase in proarrest policies in many North 

American cities and states, more batterers are becoming 



involved in the criminal justice system (Geffner & 

Rosenbaum, 1990). Attempts to alleviate repeated domestic 

violence have focused on diversion programs. These court 

mandated programs require batterers to enter and remain in 

treatment, either prior to sentencing or as part of the 

sentence. Unfortunately, without mechanisms of enforcement, 

the effectiveness of such programs is nullified. Any 

diversion program must have the power to instill compliance 

and attendance, an appropriate treatment approach, and 

trained staff. Deferred adjudication, withholding sentence 

until program completion, appears to be the best method to 

ensure batterer's participation when voluntary commitment is 

not sufficient. Before any sentencing or release of the 

batterer occurs, it is important to have an assessment of 

his levels of emotional stability, violence and 

dangerousness (i.e., lethality), much in the same way as 

required for other offenders (Geffner & Rosenbaum, 1990). 

There are several different types of treatment programs 

for remediation of domestic violence including voluntary and 

court mandated group programs for the arrestee, supportive 

programs for the victim and couple counseling services. 

"While evidence indicates police interventions serve to 

reduce violence, total cessation does not result. Sanctions 

were less likely to deter persistent offenders than first or 

one-time offenders" (Russell, 19 , p. 200). 
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Most group programs have adopted a psychoeducational 

approach based on the premise that violent behavior is 

learned and triggered in the context of a deficit of other 

conflict resolution skills in a social environment that 

implicitly approves assault against women. Anger management 

skills tend to be the core of such programs with stress 

management and communication skills being frequent adjuncts 

(Russell, 1988). 

A court mandated program was studied by Dutton (1986), 

who followed 50 male participants of such a program for up 

to three years and found recidivism rats to be as low as 

four percent (4%). Dutton estimates that while arrest 

reduced the rate of violence by half, group treatment 

reduced the rate by a further half. He attributed the 

decline in assault rates in arrest cases to surveillance by 

police, and to the learning of self-surveillance methods, in 

the case of group treatment (Russell, 1988). 

Voluntary programs that tend to have low recruitment 

and high attrition rates have been less successfully 

investigated. Reported dropout rates have ranged from 1/3 

to over 2/3's, and estimates of participation rates have 

been as low as two percent (2%) for a given geographical 

area (Russell, 1988). 

Cojoint counseling "has been quite controversial" 

(Geffner & Rosenbaum, 1990, p. 138). The argument has been 
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made that the mere presence of the victim in therapy has a 

"blaming the victim" effect. Others, however, have 

suggested that this is a viable option for those couples who 

desire this type of approach since it allows direct contact 

with both partners during treatment, role playing with their 

particular situation in mind, and the opportunity to improve 

the entire relationship, as well as reduce the violence 

(Geffner, 1989). 

Arrestee's Options 

Domestic violence is not always men perpetrating 

physical violence against women. Historically, men have 

been considered the responsible source of domestic violence 

and treatment has unilaterally been directed at them. Such 

treatment included, but was not limited to, arrest, 

incarceration, adjudication and separation from the spouse 

or live-in partner. Women involved in domestic violence 

have almost always been viewed as victims who needed 

shelter, protection, separation and termination of their 

relationship in order to end the violence. With more and 

more communities implementing mandatory arrest laws and 

policies for domestic violence, there are increasing numbers 

of arrests that, in addition to male offenders, include 

female perpetrators, teenage offenders, and mutual 

combatants (i.e., both partners being arrested) (Sheridan, 

1992) . 



Once arrested for domestic violence, the arrestee has 

several options they including participation in the domestic 

violence diversion program, incarceration, avoiding 

prosecution or pleading and being found innocent or guilty 

of the charges. The purpose of this study was to develop a 

profile of individuals arrested in Pima County who, for 

whatever reason, did not participate in the Pima County 

Adult Diversion Program. Chapter 3 will outline the methods 

and procedures used in the compilation of the profile. 



Chater 3 

METHOD AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this study was to compile a profile of 

individuals who were arrested for domestic violence in Pima 

County, Arizona who either choose not to go through the Pima 

County Adult Diversion Program (PCADP) or who were 

ineligible to go through the Pima County Adult Diversion 

Program. This chapter will outline the methods used, 

including a description of the subjects, the Pima County 

community procedures, data analysis procedures, and the 13 

classifications of the term domestic violence as defined in 

the State of Arizona. 

The information regarding individuals who did not go 

through the Pima County Adult Diversion Program was obtained 

from the files at the Pima County Adult Diversion Program. 

The information was randomly chosen from the files beginning 

January 1989 through September 1991. The information in the 

files came from police reports, pretrial service reports, 

and interviews by the diversion counselors. The Pima County 

Adult Diversion Program began in November 1989. It was 

"developed to allow people charged with domestic violence 

offense an opportunity to have prosecution suspended while 

they are learning the skills that prevent violence and abuse 

among family members" (Flyer, Pima County Attorney's 

Domestic Violence Diversion Program, 1992). 



Charges against an individual are dismissed upon 

successful completion of the Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program. Prior to acceptance into the program several steps 

must be taken. After the individual has been arrested 

he/she attends a preliminary hearing. At the preliminary 

hearing the arrestee is ordered by the judge, as a condition 

of his/her release, to contact the DVDP office within 24 

hours. Failure to contact the Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program (DVDP) office within 24 hours is a violation of the 

conditions of release. Failure to show up for a scheduled 

appointment is also a violation of the conditions of 

release. If an individual has violated a condition of 

his/her release (failure to contact DVDP) the case will be 

returned to the prosecutor and the defendant will have to 

appear in court for a pretrial hearing. At that time, the 

prosecutor can recommend a fine (up to $2,500), jail 

sentence (up to six months) or request the court to order 

the defendant to either the diversion program or counseling. 

If the arrestee contacts the diversion office, an interview 

is scheduled with one of the diversion counselors (Avilar, 

1992). 

During the interview with the diversion counselor, 

several questionnaires are given to the arrestee and his/her 

response is marked in the appropriate box (Appendix B). The 

diversion counselor makes the decision whether or not to 



accept the arrestee for the diversion program. The decision 

is based upon answers given to the interviewer by the 

arrestee as well as other factors. The other factors 

include (a) history of prior arrests, if any, for domestic 

violence; (b) remorse or lack of remorse; and (c) the 

degree of injuries inflicted upon the victim. The 

diversion program will accept individuals who have inflicted 

minimal to moderate physical injury which may require 

medical attention but does not require hospitalization of 

the victim. Upon acceptance to the diversion program the 

arrestee receives weekly or monthly supervision via the 

telephone, depending on the risk factor of any given 

particular case. In conjunction with the weekly counseling, 

the arrestee must complete any other program the counselor 

deems necessary. Examples of other programs include 

conflict management control, alcohol counseling, drug 

counseling, and family or couples counseling (Avilar, 1992) . 

Subjects 

The subjects for this study were diverse. There were 

both males and females. The ages varied from 20 to 68. The 

races of the subjects included Caucasians, Hispanics and 

Asians. All socioeconomic levels, lower, middle and upper 

were represented in the study. Although all of the subjects 

were arrested in Pima County, not all of the subjects 

resided in Pima County. They were identified as subjects 
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for this study if they had been arrested for domestic 

violence in Pima County between January 1989 and September 

1991, and did not participate in the Pima County Adult 

Diversion Program. 

Pima County 

Pima County is located within the state of Arizona. 

The five geographical divisions which comprise Pima County 

are Ajo, Arivaca, Marana, Papago, and Tucson. According to 

the 1990 Census data there was a total of 666,880 occupants 

in Pima County. Tables 1-11 break down the different 

categories of population by sex, age, race and by marital 

status in Pima County. The tables also show residences in 

1985, employment status and housing structure and type in 

Pima County. 

Domestic Violence (ARS 13-3601) is defined as: "Any 

act which is a dangerous crime against children as defined 

in 13-604.01 or an offense defined in 13-1201 through 

13-1204, 13-1302 through 13-1304, 13-1502 through 13-1504 

and 13-1602 and 13-2904, subsection A, paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 

and 6, if the relationship between the victim and the 

defendant is one of marriage or former marriage or of 

persons of the opposite sex residing or having resided in 

the same household, if the victim and defendant or the 

defendant's spouse are related to each other by 

consanguinity or affinity to the second degree, if the 
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Table 1 

of Persons by Sex by Age for Pima County (1990 
Census of Population and Housing) 

Total Male Female 

666,880 326,266 340,614 
8,622 4,437 4, 185 
21,314 10,971 10,343 
19,974 10,232 9,742 
9,934 5,134 4,800 
9,371 4,775 4,596 
28,327 14,345 13,982 
18,133 9,288 8,845 
17,251 8,850 8,401 
8,130 4,074 4,056 
8,295 4,268 ' 4 , 027 
8,205 4,205 4,000 
8,642 4,445 4,197 
10,395 5,185 5,210 
12,749 6,371 6,378 
12,525 6,325 6,200 
11,835 5,882 5,953 
31,439 16,381 15,058 
56,625 28,920 27,705 
57,990 28,819 28,750 
52,990 26,397 26,593 
45,108 22,650 22,458 
34,145 16,584 17,561 
28,110 13,309 14,801 
27,180 12,875 14,305 
11,162 5,168 5, 994 
17,374 7,814 9,560 
30,369 13,539 16,830 
24,464 10,839 13,625 
17,985 7,555 10,430 
10,894 4,176 6,718 
7,764 2,453 5,311 
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Table 2 

Population of Total Hispanic Race in Pima County (1990 
Census of Population and Housing) 

Area Name Total Total Hispanic 
Population Origin 

Pima County 666,880 163,262 
Ajo Division 3,405 1,401 
Arivaca Division 36,365 8,868 
Marana Division 15,502 2,895 
Papago Division 7,785 382 
Tucson Division 603,823 149,716 

Table 3 

Population of Total White and Black Races in Pima County 
(1990 Census of Population and Housing) 

Area Name White Not Black Not 
Hispanic Hispanic 

Pima County 454,919 19,455 
Ajo Division 1,726 5 
Arivaca Division 23,688 477 
Marana Division 12,022 181 
Papago Division 157 8 
Tucson Division 417,326 18,784 
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Table 4 

Population of Total American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, 
Asian, and Pacific Islander in Pima County 
(1990 Census of Population and Housing) 

Area Name American Indian 
Eskimo & Aleut 
Not Hispanic 

Asian and 
Pacific Islander 

Not Hispanic 

Pima County 17,005 11,228 
Ajo Division 256 17 
Arivaca Division 3,126 170 
Marana Division 308 83 
Papago Division 7,230 5 
Tucson Division 6,085 10,953 

Table 5 

Population of Total Other Not Hispanic in Pima County 
(1990 Census of Population and Housing) 

Area Name Other Not 
Hispanic 

Pima County 1,011 
Ajo Division 0 
Arivaca Division 36 
Marana Division 13 
Papago Division 3 
Tucson Division 959 
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Table 6 

Sex by Marital Status in Pima County 
(1990 Census of Population and Housing) 

Total Male Female 

Never Married 145,255 80,606 64,649 
% 27.6 31.4 23.8 

Married but 
Separated 277,179 139,152 138,152 
% 52.7 54.7 50.8 

Separated 10,256 4,371 5,885 
% 2.0 1.7 2.2 

Widowed 36,150 6,262 29,888 
% 6.9 2.5 11.0 

Divorced 56,984 23,769 33,125 
% 10.8 9.4 12.2 



Table 7 

Residence in 1985 — State and County Level 
(Universe: Persons 5 years and over) 

Same house in 1985 268,012 
Different house in U.S. in 1985: 

Same county 187,589 
Different county: 

Same state 33,254 
Different state: 

Northeast 13,228 
Midwest 29,820 
South 21,984 
West 45,275 

Abroad in 1985: 
Puerto Rico 89 
U.S. outlying area 280 
Foreign country 18,101 
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Table 8 

Employment Status 
(Universe: Persons 16 years and over) 

Not in 
In Armed Civilian Labor Force Labor 
Forces Employed Unemployed Rate Force 

Total 6, 377 280,058 23,773 7.6% 197,880 
Male 5,443 154,963 13,215 7.9% 75,710 
Female 934 135,095 10,558 7.2% 122,170 

White 5,173 238,367 16,569 6.5% 163,073 
Male 4,485 126,836 9,148 6.7% 62,813 
Female 688 111,531 7,421 6.2% 100,260 

Black 772 7,959 1,022 11.4% 5,476 
Male 586 4,267 586 12.1% 2,811 
Female 186 3,692 436 10. 6% 2,665 

American Indian 
Eskimo, Aluet 33 5,466 1,177 17.7% 6,623 

Male 33 2,841 708 19.9% 2,664 
Female 0 2,625 469 15.2% 3,959 

Asian & Pacific 
Islander 87 5,383 313 5.5% 3,478 

Male 71 2,670 112 4.0% 1,172 
Female 16 2,713 201 6.9% 2,306 

Other race 313 32,883 4,692 12.5% 19,230 
Male 268 18,349 2, 661 12.7% 6,250 
Female 44 14,534 2,031 12.3% 12,980 

Hispanic 
origin 598 61,600 8,060 11.6% 37,664 

Male 520 33,620 4,596 12.0% 12,857 
Female 78 27,980 3,464 11.0% 24,807 
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Table 9 

Sex by Marital Status 
(Universe: Persons 15 years and over) 

Male Female Total 

Never married 78,701 64,884 143,585 
Married: 

Spouse present 136,175 134,713 270,888 
Spouse absent: 

Separated 4,098 5,398 9,496 
Other 5,148 4,473 9,621 

Widowed 5,913 30,363 36,276 
Divorced 23,573 32,929 56,502 

Table 10 

1990 Census of Population and Housing 
Units in Structure and Value 

Units in Structure Occupied Units 

1 Detached 134,347 
1 Attached 23,361 
2 6,510 
3 or 4 8,046 
5 to 9 8,381 
10 to 19 13,708 
20 to 49 13,132 
50 or more 19,791 
Mobile home or trailer 32,456 
Other 2,060 

Total 261,792 
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victim and defendant have a child in common or if the victim 

or the defendant is pregnant by the other party" (Arizona 

Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 87). 

Within the County of Pima, domestic violence is 

divided into 13 separate classifications. These 

classifications are defined in the Arizona Revised Statutes 

as: 

1. Endangerment (ARS 13-1201): "A: A person commits 

endangerment by recklessly endangering another person with a 

substantial risk of imminent death or physical injury. B. 

Endangerment involving a substantial risk of imminent death 

is a class 6 felony. In all other bases, it is a class 1 

misdemeanor" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 29). 

2. Threatening or Intimidating (ARS 13-1202): "A. A 

person commits threatening or intimidating if such person 

with the intent to terrify threatens or intimidates by word 

or conduct: l. To cause physical injury to another person or 

serious damage to the property of another..." (Arizona 

Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 29). 

3. Assault (ARS 13-1203): "A person commits assault 

by: (1) Intentionally, knowingly or recklessly causing any 

physical injury to another person? or (2) Intentionally 

placing another person in reasonable apprehension of 

imminent physical injury; or (3) Knowingly touching another 
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person with the intent to injure, insult or provoke such 

person" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 29). 

4. Aggravated Assault (ARS 13-1204): MA person 

commits aggravated assault if such person commits assault as 

defined in 13-1203 under any of the following 

circumstances: (1) If such person causes serious physical 

injury to another; (2) If such person uses a deadly weapon 

or dangerous instrument; (3) If such person commits the 

assault after entering the private home of another with the 

intent to commit the assault; (4) If such person commits the 

assault while the victim is bound or otherwise physically 

restrained or while the victim's capacity to resist is 

substantially impaired; (5) If such person commits assault 

by any means of force which causes temporary but substantial 

disfigurement, temporary but substantial loss or impairment 

of any body organ or part, or a fracture of any body part" 

(Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 29). 

5. Custodial Interference (ARS 13-1302): "A person 

commits custodial interference or visitation interference 

if, knowing or having reason to know that he has no legal 

right to do so, such person knowingly takes, entices or 

keeps from lawful custody or specified visitation any child 

less than eighteen years of age or incompetent, entrusted by 

authority of law to the custody of another person or 

institution" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 30). 
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6. Unlawful imprisonment (ARS 13-1303): "A person 

commits unlawful imprisonment by knowingly restraining 

another person" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 30). 

7. Kidnapping (ARS 13-1304): "A person commits 

kidnapping by knowingly restraining another person with the 

intent to: (1) Hold the victim for involuntary servitude; or 

(2) inflict death, physical injury or a sexual offense on 

the victim; or to otherwise aid in the commission of a 

felony; or (3) Place the victim or a third person in 

reasonable apprehension of imminent physical injury to the 

victim or such third person" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 

1991, p. 30). 

8. Criminal Trespass in the Third Degree (ARS 

13-1502): "A person commits criminal trespass in the third 

degree by: (1) Knowingly entering or remaining unlawfully on 

any real property after a reasonable request to leave by the 

owner or any other person having lawful control over such 

property, or reasonable notice prohibiting entry" (Arizona 

Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 33). 

9. Criminal Trespass in the Second Degree (ARS 

13-1503): "A person commits criminal trespass in the second 

degree by knowingly entering or remaining unlawfully in or 

on any nonresidential structure or in any fenced commercial 

yard"(Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 33). 



45 

10. Criminal Trespass in the First Degree (ARS 

13-1504): "A person commits criminal trespass in the first 

degree by knowingly: (1) Entering or remaining unlawfully in 

or on a residential structure or in a fenced residential 

yard; or (2) Entering any residential yard and, without 

lawful authority, looking into the residential structure 

thereon in reckless disregard or infringing on the 

inhabitant's right of privacy" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 

1991, p. 33). 

11. Criminal Damage (ARS 13-1602): "A person commits 

criminal damage by recklessly (l) Defacing or damaging 

property of another person? or (2) Tampering with property 

of another person so as substantially to impair its function 

or value" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 34). 

12. Disorderly Conduct (ARS 13-2904): "A person 

commits disorderly conduct if, with intent to disturb the 

peace or quiet of a neighborhood, family or persons, or with 

knowledge of doing so, such person: (1) Engages in fighting, 

violent or seriously disruptive behavior; or (2) Makes 

unreasonable noise; or (3) Uses abusive or offensive 

language or gestures to any person present in a manner 

likely to provoke immediate physical retaliation by such 

person; or (4) Recklessly handles, displays or discharges a 

deadly weapon or dangerous instrument" (Arizona Revised 

Statutes, 1991, p. 55). 
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13. Dangerous Crimes Against Children (ARS 

13-604.01): "Dangerous crimes against children means: l. 

Any of the following committed against a minor under fifteen 

years of age: (a) Second degree murder; (b) Aggravated 

assault resulting in serious physical injury or committed by 

the use of a deadly weapon or dangerous instrument; (c) 

Sexual assault; (d) Molestation of a child; (e) Sexual 

conduct with a minor; (f) Commercial sexual exploitation of 

a minor; (g) Sexual exploitation of a minor; (h) Child abuse 

as defined in 13-3623, subsection B, paragraph 1; (i) 

Kidnapping; (j) Sexual abuse; (k) Taking a child for the 

purpose of prostitution as defined in 13-3206; (1) Child 

prostitution as defined in 13-3212; (m) Involving or using 

minors in drug offenses. A dangerous crime against children 

is in the first degree if it is a completed offense and is 

in the second degree if it is a preparatory offense. 2. 

'Predicate felony' means any felony involving child abuse, a 

sexual offense, conduct involving the intentional or knowing 

infliction of serious physical injury or the use of 

exhibition of a deadly weapon or dangerous instrument, or a 

dangerous crime against children in the first or second 

degree" (Arizona Revised Statutes, 1991, p. 15). 

Procedures 

The information obtained in this study was gathered, 

with consent, at the offices of the Pima County District 



Attorney's Office in Tucson, Arizona. All subjects either 

chose not to participate in or were ineligible to 

participate in the adult diversion domestic violence 

program. The researcher pulled at random, files from the 

office of the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program in which were contained names of those individuals 

arrested for domestic violence who had not participated in 

the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program. A 

total of 36 cards were pulled on three separate occasions. 

All arrestees included in this study were arrested within 

the time frame dating from January 1989 to September 1991. 

All subjects in this study were arrested for domestic 

violence. The files contained police reports, pretrial 

services reports and reports from the counselors at the Pima 

County Attorney's Domestic Violence Diversion Program. The 

information from the reports was gathered and compiled and 

the profile obtained. The information gathered included 

gender, race, age, marital status, employment status, length 

of residency in Pima County, whether or not alcohol or other 

drugs were mentioned in the police report, type of 

residence, what type of weapon was used, reason for lack of 

participation in the diversion program, and the type and 

number of occurrences cited by the police. It should be 

mentioned that the Human Subjects Committee at the 

University of Arizona approved this study (Appendix A). 
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Summary 

This chapter included the methods used to gather the 

data. The methods includes police reports, pretrial 

services reports, interviews with the counselors at Pima 

County Attorney's Domestic Violence Diversion Program, and 

questionnaires filled out at the Pima County Attorney's 

Domestic Violence Diversion Program. The subjects were both 

men and women arrested for domestic violence in Pima County, 

Arizona. Their ages ranged from 20-68 and the races of the 

arrestees were Caucasian, Hispanic and Asian. The 

socioeconomic classes represented were lower middle and 

upper. These subjects were all arrested for domestic 

violence in Pima County. The analysis procedures were 

identified as nonparmetric. Chapter four will provide the 

results of this study and the profile of the abusers will be 

presented. 
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

This study was designed to compile information 

regarding arrestees of domestic violence in Pima County, 

Arizona, who either chose not to participate in the Pima 

County Domestic Violence Diversion Program or who were 

ineligible to participate in the Pima County Domestic 

Violence Diversion Program. The purpose of compiling the 

information was to provide a profile of arrestees of 

domestic violence who either chose not to participate in the 

Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program or who were 

ineligible to participate in the Pima County Domestic 

Violence Diversion Program. The components used to develop 

this profile included: 

1) gender of the arrestee 

2) ethnicity of the arrestee 

3) age of the arrestee 

4) relationship between the arrestee and the 

victim 

5) employment of the arrestee 

6) length of employment of the arrestee 

7) length of residency in Pima County, Arizona, 

of the arrestee 

8) whether alcohol use was mentioned in the police 

report 
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9) whether drug use was mentioned in the police 

report 

10) type of residence in which the domestic violence 

incident occurred 

11) type of weapon used by the arrestee 

12) reason given for non-participation in the Pima 

County Domestic Violence Diversion Program 

13) type and number of occurrences of domestic 

violence cited by the police in response to the 

domestic violence call 

The intent was to develop a profile of the type of 

arrestee who would either chose not to participate in the 

Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program or who would 

be ineligible to participate in the Pima County Domestic 

Violence Diversion Program. 

Subjects 

The subjects were 36 randomly chosen men and women who 

were arrested in Pima County, Arizona, on domestic violence 

charges and who either chose not to participate in the Pima 

County Domestic Violence Diversion Program or who were 

ineligible to participate in the Pima County Domestic 

Violence Diversion Program. Men comprising 87.5 percent 

(N=28) of the study and the 8 women comprised 12.5 percent 

of the study. The ages of the study varied with the 

youngest arrestee being 20 and the eldest being 68 years 



old. Both the youngest and the eldest arrestees were males. 

The subjects came from several different races and different 

socioeconomic backgrounds. They ranged from the unemployed 

to medical doctor. 

Instrument 

The information was randomly gathered from the 

arrestee's files at the Office of the Pima County District 

Attorney. This included information from the arresting 

officer or officers, interviewers at pretrial services and 

the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program 

counselors. 

Results 

Table 11 provides information generated from the 

research done through the files at the Pima County District 

Attorney's Office. As a result of the information not 

always being available, the numbers do not always add up to 

100 percent. The age of the subjects showed the highest 

percentage of an arrestee's age being between 25 and 3 4 

years of age and represented 43 percent of the men and 50 

percent of the women. The youngest arrestee was 20 years 

old and the eldest was 68 years old. Both the youngest and 

the eldest arrestees were males. In the category 50 years 

and older there were three men arrestees which accounts for 

15 percent of the males arrested. There were no women 

arrested in the 50 years and older category. This would 
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seem to indicate reported incidents of domestic violence 

perpetrators decreases with age. 

Table 11 

Age of Arrestees Not Participating in the 
Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Number of Number of 
Age Males % Females % 

Under 18 0 0 0 0 
18-21 1 4 0 0 
22-24 2 7 2 25 
25-29 5 18 1 12.5 
30-34 7 25 3 38 
35-39 1 4 1 12.5 
40-44 3 11 0 0 
45-49 2 7 1 12.5 
50-54 0 0 0 0 
55-59 2 7 0 0 
60-64 0 0 0 0 
65-69 1 4 0 0 
70+ 0 0 0 0 
Unknown 1 4 0 0 

Total 28 100 8 100 

There were 28 men (or 68% of the total subject) and 

eight women (or 22% of the total subjects) randomly chosen 

from the files at the Pima County District Attorney's Office 

(Table 12). This table is the only one in which the male 

arrestee and the female arrestee were combined in such a way 

as to equal 100 percent. 

Table 13 shows that all but one of the subjects were 

Caucasian or Hispanic. Of the males, 64 percent were 
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Caucasian and 36 percent were Hispanic. Of the females, 75 

percent were Caucasian , 12.5 percent Hispanic, and 12.5 

percent Asian. 

Table 12 

Gender of the Study Arrestee Not Participating in the 
Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Gender Number Percentage 

Males 28 78 
Females 8 22 

Total 36 100 

Table 13 

Ethnicity of Arrestees Not Participating in the 
Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Number of Number of 
Ethnicity Males % Females % 

Caucasian 18 64 6 75 
Hispanic 10 36 1 12.5 
Asian 0 0 1 12.5 

Total 28 100 8 100 

Table 14 shows the relationship of the male arrestee 

to the victim. Of the male arrestees 11 (or 39%) were the 
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live-in boyfriend of the female victims. Four of the male 

arrestees (or 14%) were married to their victims. There was 

one male arrestee whose relationship to the victim was 

unknown. Two (or 25%) of the female arrestees were married 

to the male victims. 

Table 14 

Relationship Between the Male Arrestee Not Participating in 
the Pima County Adult Diversion Program and the Victim 

Abuser Relationship Number Percentage 

Spouse 4 14 
Unmarried Partner 11 39 
Child 3 11 
Ex-spouse 2 7 
Brother-in-law 2 7 
Parent 2 7 
Unknown 2 7 
Brother 1 4 
Ex-boyfriend 1 4 

Total 28 100 

Table 15 shows the relationship of the female arrestee 

to the victim. Two (or 25%) of the female arrestees were 

the live-in girlfriends of the male victim and there was one 

arrest of a female in which her relationship to the victim 

was unknown. 
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Table 15 

Relationship Between the Female Arrestee Not Participating 
in the Pima County Adult Diversion Program and the Victim 

Abuser Relationship Number % 

Spouse 2 25 
Unmarried Partner 2 25 
Ex-spouse 1 12 . 5 
Sister 1 12 . 5 
Roommate 1 12.5 
Unknown 1 12 . 5 

Total 8 100 

Of the male arrestees 17 (or 60%) were employed, 9 (or 

32%) were unemployed, one (or 4%) retired, and one (or 4%) 

of the employment status was unknown (Table 16). Of the 

female arrestee four (or 50%) were unemployed, three (or 

38%) were employed, and one (or 13%) was listed as a 

student. 

Table 17 shows the length of employment for the 

arrestees. Nine (or 32%) of the males had been employed for 

less than one year. Seven (or 25%) of the males had been 

employed for more than one year. Of the women two (or 25%) 

were employed for less than one year and one was employed 

for more than one year, one (or 13%) was a student. 
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Table 16 

Employment Status of Arrestees Not Participating in the 
Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Number of Number of 
Males % Females 

Employed 17 60 3 38 
Unemployed 9 32 4 50 
Retired 1 4 0 0 
Student 0 0 1 12.5 
Unknown 1 4 0 0 

Total 28 100 8 100 

Table 17 

Length of Employment of the Arrestees Not Participating in 
the Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Number of Number of 
Males % Females % 

Employed 1 year or less 9 32 2 25 
Employed longer 

than 1 year 7 25 1 12.5 
Length of employment 

unknown 12 43 5 63 

Total 28 100 8 100 
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There were 17 (or 61%) of the male arrestees who had 

resided in Pima County for six years or more and six (or 

21%) who had resided in Pima County for less than six months 

(Table 18). There were three female arrestees (or 38%) who 

had resided in Pima County for six or more years and one (or 

13%) who had resided in Pima County for less than one year. 

According to the 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing 

(Table 9), 74% of the population resided in Pima County for 

five or more years. 

Table 18 

Length of Residency in Pima County of the Arrestee Not 
Participating in the Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Number of 
Males % 

Number of 
Females % 

Six or more years 17 61 3 38 
1-5 years 4 14 2 25 
7 months to 1 year 1 4 1 12. 5 
6 months or less 6 21 1 12. 5 
Not a resident of Pima 0 0 1 12. 5 

County 
Total 28 100 8 100 

Table 19 shows the number of times alcohol was 

mentioned in police reports. Thirteen (or 46%) of the males 

arrested had the use of alcohol mentioned in the report. 

Four (or 50%) of the females had the use of alcohol 

mentioned in the police reports. 
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Table 19 

Number of Arrests in Which Alcohol Use was Mentioned 

Number of Number of 
Males % Females % 

Alcohol mentioned 13 46 4 50 
Alcohol not mentioned 15 54 4 50 

Total 28 100 8 100 

Two (or 7%) of the male arrestees had drugs mentioned 

on the police report and two (or 25%) of the females had 

drugs mentioned on their police reports. This is reported 

in Table 20. 

Table 20 

Number of Arrests in Which Drugs were Mentioned 

Number of Number of 
Males % Females % 

Drugs mentioned 2 7 2 25 
Drugs not mentioned 26 93 6 75 

Total 28 100 8 100 

Table 21 shows the type of residence where the 

domestic violence incident occurred. Eleven (or 39%) of the 



59 

males were arrested in mobile homes. Eight (or 29%) of the 

females lived in mobile home parks. According to the 1990 

Census of Population and Housing Units in Structure and 

Value (Table 12), there were 32,456 occupied mobile homes. 

That figure represents 8.06 percent of the total structures 

occupied in Pima County. This study was able to ascertain 

the type of occupied structure for 28 of the 36 subjects. 

Of those 28 subjects, a total of 13 or 46.4 percent lived in 

mobile homes. 

Table 21 

Type of Residence where the Domestic 
Violence Incident Took Place 

Males % Females 

Apartment 3 11 
Mobile home 11 39 2 25 
Single dwelling home 8 29 4 50 
Unknown 6 21 2 25 

Fifteen (or 54%) of the males arrested used their 

hands, fist or feet (Table 22). Four (or 50%) of the women 

used their hands, fist or feet. As the police reports 

sometimes noted more than one weapon being used, the 

percentages here will add up to more than 100 percent. 



60 

Table 22 

Weapon Used by Arrestee Not Participating in the 
Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Males % Females % 

Club/rock 1 4 0 0 
Revolver 0 0 0 0 
Hands/fist/feet 15 54 4 50 
N/A 10 36 3 38 
Automatic 1 4 0 0 
Other (knee) 3 11 1 13 

Table 2 3 displays the reason given for 

non-participation in the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program. Twelve (or 43%) of the males arrested for 

domestic violence failed to respond to calls or letters from 

the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program. Six 

(or 21%) either alleged innocence, showed no remorse or 

minimized their behavior. There were two (or 25%) of the 

females who failed to respond to calls or letters from the 

Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program. There were 

two (or 25%) of the females who opted to appear at the 

pretrial hearing. 
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Table 23 

Reason for Arrestee Nonparticipation in the Pima County 
Domestic Violence Diversion Program 

Reason Males % Females % 

Failure to respond 
to DVDP 12 43 2 25 

Alleged innocence, 
no remorse, 
minimized behavior 6 21 1 12 . 5 

Pretrial appearance 4 14 2 25 
Seriousness of charge 

i.e., felony 2 7 0 0 
Failed to appear to 

initial interview 1 4 1 12.5 
Probation violation 1 4 0 0 
Arrestee stated he 

called the police 1 4 0 0 
Facing another felony 

charge 1 4 0 0 
Previous participation 

in DVDP 0 0 1 12.5 
Lives in another city 0 0 1 12.5 

Total 28 100 8 100 

Specific offenses cited by the police at the time of 

the arrest are presented in Table 24. As the police 

sometimes cited more than one offense note the percentages 

add up to more than 100 percent. Twenty (or 71%) of the 

males were cited for assault. Nine (or 32%) were cited for 

disorderly conduct. There were eight (or 100%) of the 

females that were cited for assaults. 
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Table 24 

Type and Number of Arrests Made of Arrestee not 
Participating in the Pima County Domestic 

Violence Diversion Program 

Charges Males % Females % 

Assault 22 71 8 100 

Disorderly Conduct 9 32 1 12.5 

Criminal Damage 3 11 

Hooking or using 
minors in drug 
offenses. 3 11 

Possession, manufacture 
of drug paraphernalia 2 7 

Threats Intimidation 1 4 

TOTAL 40 136 9 112.5 

Based on the data, it can be said that the majority of 

domestic violence arrestees that either choosing not to 

participate in the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program or who were ineligible had the following 

characteristics: (a) They were over twice as likely to be 

males as to be female; (b) They were between the ages of 25 

and 34 years old; (c) They were Caucasian or Hispanic; (d) 

They were either married to or the unmarried partner of the 

victim; (e) Employment status of the arrestees shows 

approximately two arrestees employed for every one that was 
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not employed; (f) More than half of the employed arrestees 

had been employed for less than one year; (g) One in four of 

the arrestees had lived in Pima County for less than one 

year; (h) Alcohol was mentioned in nearly fifty percent of 

the police reports; (i) Drugs other than alcohol were 

mentioned in four of the police reports; (j) Where reported, 

the arrestees were nearly evenly divided between living in 

mobile homes and single dwelling homes; (k) In over fifty 

percent of the cases the weapons used were hands, feet or 

fist; (1) Over forty percent of the arrestees failed to 

respond to calls or letters from the Pima County Domestic 

Violence Diversion Program, while approximately one in five 

of the arrestees either alleged no violence, showed no 

remorse, or minimized their behavior; and finally (m) 

Approximately eighty percent of the arrestees were arrested 

for assault. 

Summary 

This profile was compiled through the random selection 

of 36 individuals arrested for domestic violence in Pima 

County, Arizona between January 1989 and September 1991, and 

who either failed to meet the criteria for the Pima County 

Domestic Violence Diversion Program or chose not to 

participate in the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program. The subjects were identified as arrestees via the 

police reports. They were identified as nonparticipants 
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through the records at the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program. The information was then compiled, 

graphed and put into a statistical format. Unfortunately, 

not all the police, pretrial services or Pima County 

Domestic Violence Diversion Program had as much detailed 

information as was anticipated. Nonetheless the data showed 

certain commonalities, such as age, sex, ethnicity, type of 

residence and type of weapon. Chapter 5 will include a 

discussion of the conclusions and recommendations resulting 

from this study. 



Chapter 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to develop a profile of 

persons arrested in Pima County, Arizona who either chose 

not to participate in the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program or who were ineligible to participate in 

the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program. The 

subjects were identified by their arrest for domestic 

violence and subsequent lack of participation in the Pima 

County Domestic Violence Diversion Program. The information 

was gathered from the police arrest sheets, pretrial service 

forms, and forms from the diversion counselors. The 

information was then compiled and put into a statistical 

format. The study had 13 components. These included: 

1) the gender of the arrestee 

2) the ethnicity of the arrestee 

3) the age of the arrestee 

4) the relationship between the arrestee and the 

victim 

5) the employment of the arrestee 

6) the length of employment of the arrestee 

7) the length of residency in Pima County, Arizona, 

of the arrestee 

8) whether alcohol use was mentioned in the police 

report 
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9) whether drug use was mentioned in the police 

report 

10) type of residence in which the domestic violence 

incident occurred 

11) type of weapon used by the arrestee 

12) reason given for non-participation in the Pima 

County Domestic Violence Diversion Program 

13) type and number of occurrences of domestic 

violence cited by the police in response to the 

domestic violence call 

Summary 

Although the profile was not as complete as had been 

hoped, the final results did show a number of commonalities 

among the subjects. First, although there were 

approximately 1.03 females for every male in Pima County, 

there were over twice as many male subjects in the study as 

female subjects. Second, although the percentage of males 

in Pima County between the ages of 25-3 4 was 28.2%, that age 

group represented 43 percent of the male subjects. The 

percentage of females in Pima County between the ages of 2 5 

and 34 is 27 percent, and that age group represented fifty 

percent of the female subjects. 

Third, the results showed 64 percent of the male 

subjects were Caucasian and 3 6 percent of the male arrestees 

were Hispanic. Of the female subjects, 75 percent were 

Caucasian, 12.5 percent Hispanic, and 12.5 percent Asian. 
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Fourth, the 1990 census had no designation on its sex 

by marital status in Pima County chart for live-in. 

Therefore, this report can not compare percentages with the 

Pima County census. However, it can state there was a 

higher percentage of male live-in relationships; thirty-nine 

percent of male subjects were arrested for assaulting their 

live-in girlfriends versus 14 percent arrested for 

assaulting their wives. The female subjects were evenly 

divided with 25 percent being in live-in relationships with 

the victims and 2 5 percent were married to their victims. 

The fifth characteristic found was that although sixty 

percent of the male subjects and 38 percent of the female 

subjects were employed, 3 2 percent of the males and 2 5 

percent of the females had been employed for less than one 

year. 

Sixth, 25 percent of the male and female subjects had 

lived in Pima County for less than one year. According to 

the 1990 Census, 74% of Pima County residents have lived in 

Pima County since 1985. 

Seventh, alcohol use was mentioned in 46 percent of the 

male files and 50 percent of the female files. The police, 

pretrial services, and diversion program did not list 

whether or not the arrestee had taken a breathalyzer test, 

nor specify the specific degree of intoxication. 
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Eighth, 7 percent of the male subjects mentioned drugs 

other than alcohol in the police report. Twenty-five 

percent of the female subjects had drugs other than alcohol 

mentioned in their police reports. 

Ninth, accoading to the 1990 census of population and 

housing, mobile homes represent approximately 8.1 percent of 

the occupied housing units in Pima County. This study was 

only able to specify the type of dwelling in which 79 

percent of the male subjects lived and 75 percent of the 

type of dwelling in which the female subjects lived. In 

spite of that, this study showed that 39 percent of the 

total male subjects and 2 5 percent of the total female 

subjects lived in mobile homes. 

The tenth commonality among subjects was the majority 

(54%) of the male subjects used their hands, feet or fist 

when assaulting the victim. Fifty percent of the female 

subjects used their hands, feet and fists when assaulting 

the victim. 

The eleventh characteristic was the reason for 

nonparticipation in the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program. Forty-three percent of the male subjects 

and 25 percent of the female subjects failed to respond to 

calls or letters from the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program. 
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Finally, the specific offense the subjects were most 

frequently cited for was assault. Seventy-one percent of 

the male subjects and 100 percent of the females were cited 

for assault. 

Conclusions 

This study targeted a highly specific and narrowly 

defined group of subjects. The group was defined to be 

individuals arrested for domestic violence who either failed 

to meet the criteria necessary to be eligible for the Pima 

County Domestic Violence Diversion Program, or who chose not 

to participate in the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program. This was not a study of all people 

arrested for domestic violence and cannot be considered a 

profile of such. 

Although most of the subjects were in live-in 

relationships, it does not follow that incidents of domestic 

violence decrease with marriage. An alternative explanation 

as to why there was a higher percentage of reported 

incidents of domestic violence between live-in partners may 

be that live-in partners are more apt to call the police. 

Perhaps the victims think they have more freedom and control 

over their lives as they are not married. 

Recommendations 

This profile suggests that certain populations would 

benefit from educational and prevention programs. Due to 
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the high percentages of males in their early to middle 

adulthood, individuals who reside in mobile homes, 

individuals who have been working for one year or less, 

individuals who have resided in Tucson for a relatively 

short period and individuals who may consume large amounts 

of alcohol, certain recommendations have been made. They 

include: 

1. Fliers addressed to residents of mobile home parks 

clearly explaining the cycle of domestic violence. 

2. The fliers would include phone numbers of police, 

paramedics and crisis help line. 

As the high percentages of individuals working for one year 

or less and the high percentage of individuals living in 

their residences for one year or less seemed to suggest a 

transitory population, another suggestion for the fliers 

would include mailing of fliers on a consistent interval. 

3. The fliers could also be used to list neighborhood 

counseling services and AA meetings. 

4. The fliers could also be used to list shelters for 

the victims of domestic violence. 

5. The fliers could also be used to list "time out" 

shelters where, for example, in a time of crisis an 

individual could leave his/her children on a 

short-term basis. 



Children tend to learn from the behavior they see 

modeled at home. Therefore a strong informative program in 

the school system to help educate children on alternatives 

to violence might prove beneficial. Educational programs 

designed to increase awareness to teachers and counselors of 

the signs of domestic violence. Also, as a preventative 

measure, not only targeting students within the traditional 

school system for education, but also nontraditional schools 

and outreach programs, juvenile detention centers, churches, 

and service organizations such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters, 

Boy Scouts/Girl Scouts, and ALA Teen is recommended. 

Counseling programs that would target not only the 

abuser but the victims of domestic violence should be 

implemented. Continuing support groups for both the abusers 

as well as the victim that would implement assertiveness 

training as aggression frequently happens with individuals 

who have difficulty verbalizing needs in a nonviolent 

manner. 

Finally, further research would provide a more detailed 

profile of individuals who either are ineligible to 

participate in the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program or who choose not to participate in the Pima County 

Domestic Violence Diversion Program. With continued 

research, not only would the profile become more detailed, 

but also prevention, education and treatment programs 
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targeting this population could be more easily and more 

fully developed. 

It should be noted that this study was specifically 

limited to individuals that had been arrested in Pima 

County, Arizona and who either chose not to participate in 

the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program or were 

ineligible to participate in the Pima County Domestic 

Violence Diversion Program between January 1989 and 

September 1991. The scope of this study was limited to that 

population and therefore cannot be generalized to others 

outside of that location. 

For the purpose of the study, several assumptions were 

made. They are as follows: 

1. The various forms used by the police, pretrial 

services, and the Pima County Domestic Violence 

Diversion Program administers were valid and 

reliable to produce meaningful data. 

2. That the police, pretrial services personnel, and 

the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion Program 

employees were competent when filling out the 

various forms and did so in an unbiased 

professional manner. 

3. The arrestees were both competent and truthful when 

responding to the various questions asked to them 

by the police, pretrial services and the Pima 



County Domestic Violence Diversion Program 

employees. 

This study was hindered by the fact that not all of the 

answers to all of the questions on the various 

questionnaires were answered. Also, another unforeseen 

factor was the questionnaires were not as detailed a this 

researcher would have preferred, therefore the data was not 

as in-depth as had been hoped. 

Nonetheless, this is the only known profile in Pima 

County, Arizona of individuals who have been arrested in 

Pima County for domestic violence that either chose not to 

participate in the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program or were ineligible to participate in the Pima County 

Domestic Violence Diversion Program. Therefore, it is 

believed that this profile will provide valuable information 

into what an individual who either would be ineligible to 

participate in the Pima County Domestic Violence Diversion 

Program or would choose not to participate in the Pima 

County Domestic Violence Diversion Program. Hopefully this 

information can aid organizations and individuals who might 

choose to target this group for prevention, educational and 

counseling programs. 



APPENDIX A 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DIVERSION PROGRAM 

CRITERIA FOR ACCEPTANCE/REJECTION 



Degree of Injury 

A. Minor/No Treatment 

B. Moderate/Treatment needed 

C. Serious/Hospitalization 

Seriousness of Incident 

A. Threats (i.e., "I'm going to kill you.") 

B. Weapon Involved: Loaded/Unloaded 

C. Victim's perception of danger 

D. Involvement of children (i.e., age, extent 

involvement) 

Escalation of violence and severity 

Arrest History 

A. Probation 

B. Assaultive Behavior 
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• 
More than 
30 yrs 

Armed forces experience: 0 Yes O No 

If Yes, did you serve during wartime: 0 Yes 0 No 

Please explain: 

Length of time in 

present relationship 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
married & unnamed: Less than 1-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 13-20 20-30 

a year yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs 

0 f.'on-conbat duty 0 Combat duty 

Prisoner of war: Q Yes O No 

If Yes, please explain: 

Honorable discharge: 0 Yes 0 No 

Please explain: 

Slave you ever been arrested in the past? O Yes 0 No 

Charges: 

Please explain: 

If Yes, were you found guilty of a crime? 0 Yes 0 No 

Charges: 

Please explain: 

If Yes, what was your sentence? O Time served O Probation 

O Parole O Diversion 

Name of Probation, Parole, or Diversion Officer: 

Name of Agency: 

Did you complete your sentence: 0 Yes 0 No 

If No: 0 Violated 0 Other: 
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Describe the incident which led to this arrest: 

Was anyone injured? O No dl Yes 

IE Yes, who? 

What sort of injuries were received? 

• None Q Minor, no treatment needed CD Moderate, treatment needed 

Q Serious, hospitalization needed O Permanent disability 

Did any of the following get involved at the time of the incident? 

D No one O Law officers C3 Neighbors O Other family members 

• Medical personnel O Counselors D Minister or Priest O Friends 

CH Others: 

Did any of these people discuss your problems with violence with you? 

Were you drinking or using drugs at the time of last incident of violence? 

D No O Some alcohol C] Alot of alcohol O Drugs 

How upset were you after the last incident of violence? 

O Not upset O Slightly upset O Upset Q Very upset 

In how many of the incidents were you drinking or using drugs? 

• None of them O Less than half O Half the C3 More than O All of 
the time time half them 

Have you used a weapon or an object as a weapon in any of these incidents? 

G No D Yes - If Yes, What? 
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After the last incident of violence, did you tend to blame yourself? 

0 Yes (D No 

91a,Tie your partner (or other victim)? CD Yes CD No 

If you blamed someone or something else, specify: 

Have you been in other situations like this last incident? (arguments, fights, 

violence) • Yes • No 

If Yes, when did you have the first incident? 

Kov/ long ago was that? • • • • • • 
0-6 6-12 1-2 3-5 5-10 More than 

mths mths yrs yrs yrs 10 yrs ago 
ago ago ago ago ago 

How often do these (fights, arguments, etc.) happen?. 

•  • • • • ' •  •  
Less than Once a Every Every Every Every More than 
once a yr year 6-12 3-6 1-4 week once a week 

months months weeks 

Has anyone been injured? D No D Yes 

Who? 

If Yes, how often is someone injured? 

What is the worst injury someone has received in one of these incidents? 

Did they get medical treatment? O Yes O No 

If Yes, please explain: 
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Do you use drugs? • No • Yes 

If NO : 

Did you ever use drugs? O No 0 Yes 

If Yes, When was the last time that you used drugs? 

• • • • • • 
Less than 1-3 3-7 1-2 3 weeks More than 
2 4 hrs ago days days weeks - 1 mth 1 mth ago 

What kind of drugs? 

How much do you use a one time? 

How often do you use drugs? 

Do you want to change your drug-use pattern? O Yes 113 No 

Please explain: 

If YES: 

When v/as the last time you used drugs? 

• • • • • • 
Less than 1-3 3-7 1-2 3 weeks More than 
2 4 hrs ago days days weeks - 1 mth 1 mth ago 

What kind of drugs? 

How much do you use at one time? 

How often do you use drugs? 

Do you want to change your drug pattern? O Yes D No 

Please explain: 
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Do you drink alcohol? CD No O Yes 

If NO: 

Did you ever drink? O No CH Yes 

If Yes, When was the last time you drank? 

• • • • • • 
Less than 1-3 3-6 6 mos- 1-3 More than 
a month ago mos. mos. 1 yr. yrs 3 yrs ago 

What kind of drink? 

How much did you drink at a time? 

Hot.' often did you get drunk or loaded? 

Why did you stop? 

If YES: 

When was the last time you drank? 

• • • • • • 
Less than 1-3 3-7 1-2 3 wks More than 
2s hrs ago days days weeks -1 mth a month ago 

what kind of drink? 

How much do you drink at a time? 

How often do you get drunk or loaded? 

Do you want to change your alcohol-use pattern? Q Yes Q No 

Please explain: 
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Multiple Offenses: 

Have you ever been involved in counseling or a mental health program? 

CD Yes D No If Yes, please explain: 

Nar.e of Counselor ( s)/Agencies : 

Have you ever been hospitalized for mental health reasons? C] Yes CH No 

If Yes, Please explain: 

Do you have any ongoing physical health problems? CH Yes Q No 

If Yes, Please explain: 

Have you had any serious accidents or illnesses in the past? d Yes D No 

If Yes, Please explain: 



APPENDIX B 

PIMA COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DIVERSION 

PROGRAM CASE REVIEW 
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Client's Name: 

Date & Initial When Complete: 

Community 
Restitution Fee Service Employed 

Type of 
Date Contract Initial Summary of Goals 



APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE LIABILITY ASSESSMENT 
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Name: 

Interviewer: Date:_ 

HAS YOUR PRESENT PARTNER DONE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING TO YOU? 
CHECK IF THE ACT HAS HAPPENED ONCE, TWICE, THREE TIMES, MORE 
THAN THREE TIMES, OR DID NOT OCCUR. FOR EXAMPLE. . . 
(Interviewer demonstrates how to use the checklist). 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Slap 

Grab 

Punch 

Push 

Kick 

Push to 
ground 

Choke 

Bite 

null hair 

Twist arm 

Pin to 
ground or 
wall 

Hold 
(against 
will) 

Hit with 
object 

Beat up 

Use gun 

Use knife 
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ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Use other 
weapon 

Force to 
have sexual 
inter
course 

Force to 
have sex 
with other 
people, 
obj ect, 
animals 

Break 
obj ects 

Throw 
obj ects 

Break down 
door 

Throw 
food 

Punch fist 
through 
wall 

Harm or 
neglect 
pet 

Threaten 
to hit or 
abuse 

Threaten 
to sexually 
abuse 

Threaten 
to destroy 
property 
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ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Express 
intense 
jealousy 

Threaten 
to kill 

Threaten 
to commit 
suicide 

Force 
partner to 
do something 
against his/ 
her will 

Tell her/ 
him what 
she/he can 
and cannot 
do 

Be verbally 
aggres
sive 

Other 

What kind of injuries were sustained as a result of these 
acts: 

Swelling Wounds from use Broken 
of weapons nose 

Broken Scratches ... Bruises 
nose Black eye Muscle 
Need of surgery spasms 

Other: 
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Name: 

Interviewer: Date: 

HAVE YOU EVER DONE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING TO YOUR CURRENT OR 
MOST RECENT PARTNER? CHECK IF THE ACT HAS HAPPENED ONCE, 
TWICE, THREE TIMES, MORE THAN THREE TIMES, OR DID NOT OCCUR. 
FOR EXAMPLE. . . (interviewer demonstrates how to use the 
checklist). 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Slap 

Grab 

Punch 

Push 

Kick 

Push to 
ground 

Choke 

Bite 

Pull hair 

Twist arm 

Pin to 
ground or 
wall 

Hold 
(against 
will) 

Hit with 
obj ect 

Beat up 

Use gun 

Use knife 
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ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Use other 
weapon 

Force to 
have sexual 
inter
course 

Force to 
have sex 
with other 
people, 
object, 
animals 

Break 
obj ects 

Throw 
obj ects 

Break down 
door 

Throw 
food 

Punch fist 
through 
wall 

Harm or 
neglect 
pet 

Threaten 
to hit or 
abuse 

Threaten 
to sexually 
abuse 

Threaten 
to destroy 
property 



90 

Express 
intense 
j ealousy 

Threaten 
to kill 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Threaten 
to commit 
suicide 

Force 
partner to 
do something 
against his/ 
her will 

Tell her/ 
him what 
she/he can 
and cannot 
do 

Be verbally 
aggres
sive 

Other 

What kind of injuries were sustained as a result of these 
acts: 

Swelling Wounds from use Broken 
of weapons nose 

Broken Scratches Bruises 
nose Black eye Muscle 
Need of surgery spasms 

Other: 
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Name: 

Interviewer: Date: 

HAS YOUR FATHER OR MORE EVER DONE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING? 
CHECK IF THE ACT HAS HAPPENED ONCE, TWICE, THREE TIMES, MORE 
THAN THREE TIMES, OR DID NOT OCCUR. FOR EXAMPLE. . . 
(Interviewer demonstrates how to use the checklist). 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Slap 

Grab 

Punch 

Push 

Kick 

Push to 
ground 

Choke 

Bite 

Pull hair 

Twist arm 

Pin to 
ground or 
wall 

Hold 
(against 
will) 

Hit with 
object 

Beat up 

Use gun 

Use knife 
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ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Use other 
weapon 

Force to 
have sexual 
inter
course 

Force to 
have sex 
with other 
people, 
obj ect, 
animals 

Break 
obj ects 

Throw 
obj ects 

Break down 
door 

Throw 
food 

Punch fist 
through 
wall 

Harm or 
neglect 
pet 

Threaten 
to hit or 
abuse 

Threaten 
to sexually 
abuse 

Threaten 
to destroy 
property 
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DID NOT 
OCCUR 

Express 
intense 
jealousy 

Threaten 
to kill 

Threaten 
to commit 
suicide 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN 
THREE TIMES 

Force 
partner to 
do something 
against his/ 
her will 

Tell her/ 
him what 
she/he can 
and cannot 
do 

Be verbally 
aggres
sive 

Other 

What kind of injuries were sustained as a result of these 
acts: 

Swelling Wounds from use Broken 
of weapons nose 

Broken Scratches Bruises 
nose Black eye Muscle 
Need of surgery spasms 

Other: 
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Name: 

Interviewer: Date: 

HAVE YOU EVER DONE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING TO PREVIOUS 
RELATIONSHIP PARTNERS (DATING, LIVE-IN OR MARRIED)? CHECK 
IF THE ACT HAS HAPPENED ONCE, TWICE, THREE TIMES, MORE THAN 
THREE TIMES, OR DID NOT OCCUR. FOR EXAMPLE. . . 
(Interviewer demonstrates how to use the checklist). 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Slap 

Grab 

Punch 

Push 

Kick 

Push to 
ground 

Choke 

Bite 

Pull hair 

Twist arm 

Pin to 
ground or 
wall 

Hold 
(against 
will) 

Hit with 
obj ect 

Beat up 

Use gun 

Use knife 
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ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Use other 
weapon 

Force to 
have sexual 
inter
course 

Force to 
have sex 
with other 
people, 
object, 
animals 

Break 
obj ects 

Throw 
obj ects 

Break down 
door 

Throw 
food 

Punch fist 
through 
wall 

Harm or 
neglect 
pet 

Threaten 
to hit or 
abuse 

Threaten 
to sexually 
abuse 

Threaten 
to destroy 
property 
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DID NOT 
OCCUR 

Express 
intense 
jealousy 

Threaten 
to kill 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN 
THREE TIMES 

Threaten 
to commit 
suicide 

Force 
partner to 
do something 
against his/ 
her will 

Tell her/ 
him what 
she/he can 
and cannot 
do 

Be verbally 
aggres
sive 

Other 

What kind of injuries were sustained as a result of these 
acts: 

Swelling Wounds from use Broken 
of weapons nose 

Broken Scratches Bruises 
nose Black eye Muscle 
Need of surgery spasms 

Other: 

« 
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Name: 

Interviewer: Date: 

HAVE YOU EVER DONE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING TO ONE OF YOUR 
FAMILY OR ANOTHER MEMBER OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD? CHECK IF THE 
ACT HAS HAPPENED ONCE, TWICE, THREE TIMES, MORE THAN THREE 
TIMES, OR DID NOT OCCUR. FOR EXAMPLE. . . 
(Interviewer demonstrates how to use the checklist). 

ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Slap 

Grab 

Punch 

Push 

Kick 

Push to 
ground 

Choke 

Bite 

Pull hair 

Twist arm 

Pin to 
ground or 
wall 

Hold 
(against 
will) 

Hit with 
object 

Beat up 

Use gun 

Use knife 
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ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Use other 
weapon 

Force to 
have sexual 
inter
course 

Force to 
have sex 
with other 
people, 
obj ect, 
animals 

Break 
obj ects 

Throw 
objects 

Break down 
door 

Throw 
food 

Punch fist 
through 
wall 

Harm or 
neglect 
pet 

Threaten 
to hit or 
abuse 

Threaten 
to sexually 
abuse 

Threaten 
to destroy 
property 
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ONCE TWICE THREE MORE THAN DID NOT 
THREE TIMES OCCUR 

Express 
intense 
j ealousy 

Threaten 
to kill 

Threaten 
to commit 
suicide 

Force 
partner to 
do something 
against his/ 
her will 

Tell her/ 
him what 
she/he can 
and cannot 
do 

Be verbally 
aggres
sive 

Other 

What kind of injuries were sustained as a result of these 
acts: 

Swelling Wounds from use Broken 
of weapons nose 

Broken Scratches Bruises 
nose Black eye Muscle 
Need of surgery spasms 

Other: 
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Name: Date: 

What do you and your partner argue over most? Rate in terms 
of frequency. 

VERY FREQUENT SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER 
FREQUENT 

Housekeeping 

Sex 

Socializing 

Money 

Children 

Commitment to 
relationship 

Ways to talking 
to each other 

Who makes the following decisions? 

WIFE HUSBAND BOTH 

Buying a car 

Having children 

What house or apartment 
to choose 

What job your wife/ 
husband should take 

Whether you should go 
to work or quit work? 

How much money a week 
to spend on food 

How much money to spend 
on entertainment 

Where to go out for ^ 
an evening 



APPENDIX D 

HUMAN SUBJECTS FORM 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF 

Human Subject Committee ARIZONA 
1690 N. Warren (Bld^. 526B) 
Tucson, Arizona 85724 
(602)626-6721 or 626-7575 

HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER 

July 30, 1991 

Jennifer Stewart 
Department of Counseling and Guidance 
Education 218 
Main Campus 

RE: Subjects Arrested in Pima County, AZ for Domestic violence 
That Do Not Go Through the Pima County Adult Diversion Program 

Dear Ms. Stewart: 

We received your above referenced project. Regulations published 
by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services [45 CFR Part 
46.101(b)(5)] exempt this type of research from review by our 
Committee. 

Consult your department chairman for approval, the requirement of 
a subjects' consent form and any other departmental guidelines. 

Thank you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions 
concerning the above, please contact this office. 

Sincerely yours, 

William F. Denny, M.D. 
Chairman, 
Human Subjects Committee 

WFD:sj 

cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 
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