


Voices of Intimate Partner 
Homicide

In the United States and most parts of the world, law, policy, policing, 
and prevention work addressing domestic and intimate partner violence 
is created and enacted based on a violence model. Likewise, it is gener-
ally believed that all victims of intimate partner homicide are victims of 
intimate partner violence, through physical abuse, prior to the incident of 
homicide, and that this violence is reported beforehand.

Voices of Intimate Partner Homicide takes a critical look at these mis-
conceived notions and sheds light on multiple non-violent forms of con-
trolling behavior that precipitate intimate partner homicide. The book 
bases its critical examination on a content analysis of court-filed Petitions 
for Injunction for Protection Against Domestic Violence. Through these 
records, as well as corresponding police and homicide reports, the ac-
counts of the victims, and their relationships with their offenders, come 
to life. Recurring coercive control tactics are coded and analyzed across 
multiple accounts, including intimidation, isolation, and humiliation, to 
illustrate the ways in which individuals are threatened prior to homicide 
and the true extent of harm that happens in the absence of physical vio-
lence. Considering the victim’s responses, as well as their interaction with 
law enforcement and the court system prior to their death, the author 
challenges current legal and policy initiatives made to address and protect 
victims from intimate partner violence and argues that non-violent con-
trolling behaviors deserve more attention in lethality risk assessments that 
are utilized throughout the United States.

For practitioners, advocates, researchers, and students, this book pro-
vides an intimate and important account of the causes and consequences 
of intimate partner violence prior to homicide and a rare window into the 
victim’s overall experience.

Donna J. King, Ph.D., J.D., is an IPV survivor and President/Director for 
Victims’ Safe Harbor Foundation, Inc., a 501(c)3 social impact organi-
zation that provides legal, educational and policy services on domestic 



violence and child abuse. She received her Ph.D. in Sociology from the 
University of Central Florida, where her areas of expertise focused on 
domestic violence, social inequalities, law and society, gender, and crimi-
nology. She also holds a juris doctorate from the Florida Agricultural & 
Mechanical University College of Law and is a Florida licensed attorney 
in good standing.



“Voices of Intimate Partner Homicide grew out of Dr. King’s disserta-
tion. It is an important addition to the literature in the area, as the 
depth of research exposes the seriousness of non-violent coercive con-
trol tactics and the part they may play as precursors to intimate partner 
homicide. Non-violent coercive control tactics must be included in the 
definition and as indicators of intimate partner homicide on lethality 
risk assessments.

Whether you are new to the study of intimate partner violence or have 
researched the area for years, by reading this book like me, you are 
bound to gain new insights into abusive relationships!”

Dr. Lin Huff-Corzine, Emerita Professor,  
Department of Sociology, University of Central Florida

“Voices of Intimate Partner Homicide by Donna King, Ph.D., J.D., is 
a ‘must read’ for all domestic violence advocates. Its publication co-
incides with the unrolling of the White House National Plan to End 
Gender-Based Violence and will contribute substantially to the body of 
knowledge that will help to end family and intimate partner violence 
and murder.”

Connie Valentine M.S, co-founder of California  
Protective Parents Association

“Systems interacting with targets of coercive controllers have skated 
along for a half-century, utilizing incomplete, outdated information to 
build stale practices, policies, and laws that have done more to endanger 
than to help. Family courts, the ultimate gatekeepers for victim safety, 
are behind decades in utilizing the available obsolete information; lives 
are being snuffed out in the information gap.

Enter Voices of Intimate Partner Homicide, the bible you didn’t know 
you need, to enumerate just how lethal coercive controllers are. The 
knowledge gained here is your ‘know better,’ so you can ‘do better.’ 
Lives everywhere are dependent on you doing just that.”

Kathy Jones, Creator of The Maze of  
Coercive Control, Mother Justice Network



“Voices of Intimate Partner Homicide is one of the first of its kind to ac-
knowledge and provide data regarding coercive control and its precur-
sors to homicide in Domestic Violence. Domestic Violence is a complex 
and multidimensional issue and Voices of Intimate Partner Homicide 
brings darkness to light by providing extensive research on how coer-
cive control is more dangerous than often acknowledged. A good read 
for those working with survivors, as well as those trying to create an 
understanding of Coercive Control.”

Linda L. Parker, Ph.D. President and CEO of  
Women In Distress of Broward County
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This book is dedicated to those who lost their lives to 
intimate partner homicide, as well as all the intimate  
partner violence victims who struggle every day to  

survive horrific acts of physical violence and non-violent 
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Introduction

Davenport v. Davenport

On March 29, 2004, Deborah Davenport filed a petition for injunction 
for protection against domestic violence [hereinafter petition for injunc-
tion] against her husband, Joseph.1 In her petition, she explained that, on 
March 28, 2004, Joseph came home drunk and was angry because she did 
not have dinner ready for the family; they had three children.2 He believed 
she should have had dinner ready when he got home.3 As she continued 
to describe in her petition, the family was sitting around the dinner ta-
ble as Joseph commanded they do on a regular basis.4 But that night, he 
informed the children that the he and Deborah were getting a divorce 
and that he was moving to New Jersey without the children.5 Deborah 
recounted Joseph’s demands that the family share how they felt about the 
situation in that moment, while they sat there eating dinner, whether they 
wanted to or not.6

As this continued to take place, Joseph became louder and more insist-
ent that the family participate in his demands.7 To ensure their compliance, 
Deborah detailed in her petition how Joseph put a bullet to each one of 
their heads.8 He told the family which one of them would be killed first; 
his plan was youngest to oldest.9 But he planned to spare the oldest be-
cause she had a job.10 He would kill Deborah with two bullets because the 
divorce was her fault.11 He told them he would try to shoot himself twice 
in the process of killing himself.12 She explained that it was clear to her 
that the children were being tormented; but he continued even though they 
were all crying.13 He repeatedly stated the day and month and told them 
to remember the date on the calendar because it would be their last day on 
earth.14 He wanted them to know that their deaths would make front-page 
news the next morning and how their house would be a crime scene.15 But 
he went to use the bathroom; telling them “if [they] wanted to make a ‘run 
for it’, ‘now would be the time.’”16 So, Deborah and the children ran out 
of the house and drove away to safety.17

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003097488-1
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On March 29, 2004, the day Deborah’s petition for injunction was filed, 
she was granted an ex parte18 temporary injunction for protection against 
domestic violence [with minor children] [hereinafter temporary injunction].19 
On April 8, 2004, after notice to Joseph, a hearing was held in which the 
court entered a final judgment of injunction for protection against domestic 
violence [with minor children] [hereinafter final injunction], which did not 
expire without further order of the court.20 Nevertheless, on April 21, 2004, 
Deborah filed a motion for modification of the injunction for protection she 
had against Joseph, stating that she wished to have the final injunction, is-
sued just 13 days prior, changed because he received help for his alcohol and 
anger issues.21 She also explained that she wanted to work on her marriage.22 
On April 8, 2004, her motion resulted in dismissal of the final injunction 
against Joseph.23 Because the final injunction was dismissed, on July 1, 2004, 
Joseph received an order from the court releasing his firearms.24

The couple lived together as husband and wife for the following eight 
years, seemingly without incident or any reports of physical violence to 
law enforcement or the court. However, on July 1, 2012, Deborah and 
the children, now much older, moved out of the marital residence because 
she was considering divorce and told Joseph she wanted one month to 
consider the situation.25 But on August 1, 2012, during the early morning 
hours while she was leaving for work, Joseph kidnapped Deborah from 
the home where she was living with the children.26 He drove her to the 
marital residence, shot, and killed her.27 He died by turning the gun on 
himself.28 Both Deborah and Joseph were found lying together in bed, 
face up, naked.29 Deborah had several wounds that indicated she had been 
beaten prior to her death.30

It is difficult to know exactly what type of relationship Deborah and 
Joseph experienced for the eight years between the dismissal of the final 
injunction and release of firearms in 2004 and their deaths in 2012. It is 
possible they lived free of physical violence and threats of physical vio-
lence during that time. However, it is also possible that, if there were such 
episodes of physical violence or threats thereof, they went unreported to 
law enforcement and the court. Other types of intimate partner violence 
(IPV)31 Deborah described in her petition for injunction, which are not 
related to physical violence or the threat thereof, are non-violent tactics 
of abuse that occur during the daily lives of abuse victims throughout the 
United States and the world.32 These tactics are utilized by the IPV abuser 
against their victim on an ongoing basis to invoke power and control, and, 
often, to terrorize their victim without the need for physical violence to 
accomplish the goal of exerting this power over their victim.33

Victims of abuse, especially women, from all socioeconomic levels 
throughout the United States and the world, living with and without chil-
dren, married and single, suffer ongoing, torturous abuse, that frequently 



Introduction  3

leads to death, often without being physically beaten by their abuser prior 
to the killing.34 In 2020, the National Center for Injury Prevention and Con-
trol’s Division of Violence Prevention at the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention reported how common IPV is by explaining that millions of peo-
ple each year, both men and women, are affected by it at some point in their 
lifetime.35 Women experience IPV at a much higher rate than men, i.e., “1 in 
4 women and 1 in 10 men experience sexual violence, physical violence and/
or stalking by an intimate partner during their lifetime with ‘IPV-related im-
pact’ such as being concerned for their safety, PTSD [post-traumatic stress 
disorder] symptoms, injury, or needing victim services.”36 When considering 
its many forms, women experience IPV at consistently higher rates than men 
each year throughout the United States.37

A debate exists among experts regarding the experiences of IPV between 
the genders and its relative applicability to society’s patriarchal gender 
norms.38 The concept known as gender-symmetry, or conversely gender-
asymmetry, is the cornerstone of this debate.39 The debate about whether 
gender-symmetry or gender-asymmetry is applicable to a particular IPV 
situation is, generally, contextualized in relation to situational couple vio-
lence because the data for such are contained within general survey data.40 
But Johnson (2010) explains that biases exist within these “representative 
survey samples” that create the illusion of a gender-symmetric perpetration 
of violence between couples.41 Indeed, most researchers, practitioners, and 
academics understand IPV as a highly gendered combination of tactics of 
abuse, intended to exert power and control over another person, that may 
or may not include physical violence; in short, this continuum of abuse, 
used primarily by men, is known as coercive control.42 In fact, Barlow and 
Walklate’s (2021) recent study regarding risk assessments and coercive con-
trol found that 95 percent of coercive control victims were women and 93 
percent of its offenders were men.43 And Dobash and Dobash (2015) explain 
that intimate partner homicide (IPH) across the world is asymmetrical.44

This book acknowledges that both men and women, whether in hetero-
sexual or same-sex relationships, experience IPV as victims and commit 
the same as offenders.45 Indeed, this Introduction illustrates that family 
members can become collateral and/or covictims of coercive control, if not 
direct victims themselves. However, this book’s focus, including its em-
pirical research, is on IPV and IPH between heterosexual spouses. But this 
focus is not intended to minimize the effects of IPV or IPH within same-sex 
intimate relationships or among other forms of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 
Transgender, Queer, Questioning, Intersex, Asexual, and (expanding) (LG-
BTQIA+) intimate partner relationships.46

IPV often presents in an ongoing, coercive, and controlling manner and 
has a much more devastating impact on its victim than physical violence 
alone, including the risk of lethality.47 Many of the tactics utilized by an 
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IPV abuser to control their victim, which do not involve the use of physi-
cal violence, include isolation, intimidation, harassment, and power and 
control.48 However, these tactics are the broader range of “themes” that 
help to explain how an abuser invokes control in the daily life of their 
victim. This book provides empirical data relevant to these themes and 
their corresponding “subthemes” to help further explain how an abuser 
utilizes the non-violent tactics of coercive control to micromanage their 
victim’s everyday routine to eliminate their victim’s sense of autonomy and 
self-worth. These themes and subthemes help to elucidate the victim’s re-
sponses to their abuse, whether physical or non-violent, when attempting 
to free themselves from their abuser’s power and control.

There is a lack of consensus about the causes of IPV, which stems from 
differing worldwide cultural accounts and explanations.49 Little progress 
is being made toward the elimination of this devastating social epidemic, 
leaving many victims and their children without the services they desper-
ately need.50 Additionally, abusers who want to improve their circumstances 
might find themselves lacking the resources available to them to do so.51 
This is because, typically, abusers are only provided state funded interven-
tion resources once they are under the court’s jurisdiction, which generally 
only happens when they become physically violent toward their victim.52 
One reason for this is because there is little agreement among scholars, leg-
islators, law enforcement, prosecutors, defense attorneys, judges, advocates 
and IPV program employees about how to universally define the collective 
of behaviors attributed to IPV, as well as to how to respond to this social 
problem that is among the list of the most misunderstood crimes.53

Understanding and classifying the types of physically abusive acts con-
stituting physical and sexual abuse is easier achieved than accepting the 
concept of the continuum of behaviors that are the non-violent forms of 
IPV, also commonly referred to or known as financial, economic, mental, 
verbal, psychological, and/or emotional abuse, i.e., coercive control.54 These 
intangible forms of coercive and controlling behaviors, which are continu-
ously utilized by the abuser against the victim, have a very different and 
long-lasting effect on the victim when invoked through non-violent tactics 
rather than through physical violence or other criminal acts.55 As a result, 
over time, the abuser is able to control the victim, even without being in the 
victim’s presence, due to the overwhelming effect these non-violent tactics 
have on the victim. Indeed, the abuser maintains a sense of omnipresence 
over the victim once the abuser’s coercive control is firmly established.

National, state, and local governments throughout the world employ 
different definitions in their recognition and prosecution of IPV or do-
mestic violence (DV).56 Many definitions include physical acts of violence 
because there is more universal agreement that IPV includes hitting, grab-
bing, choking, stabbing, etc.; and these acts are able to be easily legislated 
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as single, isolated incidents.57 Nevertheless, a need for legislating the non-
violent tactics of coercive control exists and advocates around the world 
have argued for the implementation of criminal and civil laws to assist 
in curtailing their use by abusers against victims and other covictims.58 
Wright (2013) explains that some governmental bodies – such as the Of-
fice of Violence Against Women at the United States Department of Justice 
(OVW) and the United Nations – agree that IPV manifests itself in physi-
cal, sexual, and psychological abuse, occurring concomitantly rather than 
in isolation.59 The behaviors embodying these forms of abuse are not mu-
tually exclusive; yet they are often legislated and enforced as though they 
occur discretely.60 Still, a uniform, all-encompassing definition, inclusive 
of the multitude of behaviors encompassing the continuum of coercive 
control’s non-violent tactics that is accepted throughout the United States 
at the federal and state level, remains elusive.

Most U.S. state statutes regulating “domestic violence,” “domestic 
abuse,” “family violence,” or “intimate partner violence” generally pro-
scribe isolated incidents of physical violence, especially in the criminal law 
system.61 The majority of U.S. state statutes do not address behaviors by 
an abuser in which the abusive acts occur over an extended period of time 
whereby the physical acts of violence may be non-existent or pale in com-
parison to the overall non-violent abusive behaviors.62 Laws often utilize 
the terms DV, domestic abuse, family violence, or intimate partner vio-
lence interchangeably, adding to the difficulty of developing unity among 
governing bodies and law enforcement authorities to define all abusive 
behaviors, both violent and non-violent, occurring between intimate part-
ners.63 But, if any of these definitions included language covering the abu-
sive behaviors that describe the non-violent tactics of coercive control, 
they might begin to protect the IPV victim who is suffering the torturous 
effects of this type of abuse that does not require physical violence for its 
effectiveness. And, in fact, a handful of civil U.S. state statutes are making 
advancements toward doing so; but there is much more work to be done.64

To provide broader protection that encompasses all victims of IPV, 
including those who experience non-violent tactics without any physical 
violence, it is necessary for legislators to understand that the non-violent 
forms of abuse may be just as devastating to the victim, if not more so 
in some cases, than the physical acts.65 Accordingly, it is reasonable to 
think that, with such an understanding, legislators would seek to protect 
their citizenry from non-violent forms of abuse, similarly to how they have 
from the physically violent forms. Thus, the main research question posed 
in this mixed-methods exploratory study seeks to determine whether co-
ercive control, exclusive of a prior reporting of physical violence to law 
enforcement or the court, presents a significant risk of death due to the 
killing of the heterosexual spouse by the other spouse.
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Scholars from various academic disciplines and experts in related fields, 
including sociology, psychology, and law, have studied DV for decades, 
mostly focusing on its nonlethal forms; yet the murder of women by their 
intimate partners has attracted comparatively little attention.66 During the 
last quarter of the 20th century, IPH research focused more on women as 
the perpetrators rather than as the victims, leading to the development of 
the battered women’s defense.67 But the problem of IPH of women per-
sisted, as it does today.68 Every day in the United States, three or more 
women are killed by an intimate partner, whether current, estranged, or 
former.69 More recently, scholarly attention has started to focus on IPV 
and the potential of women as IPH victims.70 Yet, the availability of reli-
able, unbiased, and generalizable data for studies about IPH is still difficult 
to obtain.71 Thus, IPV and the murder of women by their abusive intimate 
partners needs to be studied together because women are more likely to 
become the victim of an IPH than any other category of homicide.72

The general notion is that an IPV victim, who is scared for their life 
from their intimate partner, would contact law enforcement or the judicial 
system to secure protection for themself (including their children) from 
their abuser; but this may not always be the case.73 It is often assumed 
that a physically violent event between intimate partners would result in 
an intervention by law enforcement or by the victim choosing to leave the 
abuser; however, this is not necessarily the outcome of IPV.74 Indeed, there 
exists an abundance of research that explains that many IPV victims, in-
cluding those who ultimately become victims of IPH, do not report every 
act, or multiple acts, of IPV.75 Yet, there also exists a plethora of research 
and academic literature linking the social issue of IPV to arrest rates and 
whether the policing of IPV is positively affecting the lives of IPV victims, 
especially the prevention of their death from IPH, suggesting that the vic-
tim did seek law enforcement’s intervention.76 Contrarily, there is a dearth 
of research and academic literature analyzing the experiences between an 
offender and the victim of an IPH prior to the killing, especially focusing 
on the long-term effects of coercive control on a victim, which are under-
stood to be much worse than physical abuse alone.77 This study begins 
to fill the empirical gap where the research on IPV arrests ends and the 
research into the lives of IPV victims and offenders, who become the IPH 
victims and offenders, begins. Indeed, this book follows the cases to a con-
clusion with explanations of the aftermath of the killings.

The theoretical framework stemming from the predominant body of 
literature, focusing on the risk factors for the lethality of women in re-
lationships where IPV is present, is based on the notion of recidivism, 
meaning those who are repeatedly arrested for IPV or violent crimes are 
the most at risk for committing re-abuse or IPH.78 The research interest in 
arrest rates stemmed from early 1980s research that concluded arresting 



Introduction  7

abusers was the most effective method in reducing re-abuse, including over 
mediation and counseling.79 Because of the implementation of mandatory 
arrest, mandatory prosecution, and proarrest policies, due to the passage 
of nationwide legislation against DV, many studies began to look at the 
efficacy of these policies.80 However, these arrest-based studies only look 
to the impacts of the physical violence allegations between the intimate 
partners and the criminal justice response as opposed to their outcome-
based implications on the IPV victim.81 Yet, researchers, academics, and 
social workers understand that events in the life cycle of abuse, such as 
separation or the threat of separation, increases the likelihood of IPH.82 
Previous abuse, the presence of firearms, alcohol and drug abuse, jealousy 
and mental illness are just a few of the risk factors identified when deter-
mining lethality risks for victims of IPV; but much less is known about the 
risk factors for IPH.83

Unquestionably, protecting IPV victims from non-violent tactics of co-
ercive control is a challenging and unresolved proposition because it is 
difficult to measure coercive control when definitions and regulations rely 
upon traditional norms and standards of physical acts of violence.84 In fact, 
coercive control is rarely recognized by courts; and, if it is, it is simply to 
inform the court about the likelihood of future physical harm to its victims 
rather than using it solely as a basis for issuing a civil injunction to protect 
an IPV victim.85 Rarely do the U.S. criminal and civil justice court systems 
consider episodes of IPV that do not include physical violence as offenses 
worthy of punishment or deserving of protection for the victim.86 It is due 
to this inherent disregard for the most devastating forms of abuse, i.e., the 
non-violent tactics of coercive control, that this study was developed.

One goal of this study was to contextualize and operationalize coercive 
control, using secondary data collected from the Florida Department of 
Law Enforcement’s (FDLE) Uniform Crime Report Supplemental Homi-
cide Report (UCR-SHR), law enforcement records, and court documents 
for the years January 1, 2006, to June 30, 2016. Content analysis of the 
petitions for injunction between the IPH victim and offender spouses was 
conducted, employing NVivo 12 Pro, a qualitative social sciences software 
package. NVivo 12 Pro helped to analyze the petition for injunction narra-
tives, filed with the clerk of courts throughout Florida by IPV victims, for 
the development of an understanding of the nature of the abusive intimate 
partner relationships between the heterosexual spousal couples involved in 
IPHs. Also, the raw data from the coding in NVivo Pro 12 were used in the 
quantitative phase of this study to determine the association between non-
violent coercive control tactics and prior reporting of physical violence 
to law enforcement, as well as to the injunction court [hereinafter court]. 
Additional variables were also considered in the quantitative phase of the 
study using IBM SPSS®, an advanced statistical software analysis program. 
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In furthering the notion that an IPH victim, involved in a heterosexual 
spousal relationship, may or may not have reported physical violence to 
law enforcement or the court prior to their death, Donald Black’s (2010) 
theory of the behavior of law is instructive.87

Significance of the Research

Prior to conducting this study, no large-scale, empirical study existed that 
documents coercive control rather than, or concurrent with, physical vio-
lence preceding an IPH.88 Johnson (2010), in explaining the importance 
of examining the broader social context of IPV, “[made] a plea for an 
increased focus on qualitative research.89 Wydall and Zerk (2020), who 
conducted a qualitative study on twelve victim-survivors of coercive con-
trol, echoed Johnson’s sentiment by stating “there are very few qualitative 
studies that explore victim-survivors’ lived experiences of coercive control 
when attempting to seek protection from the police and other criminal 
justice agents.”90 This study adds to the dearth of qualitative studies on 
IPV and coercive control by providing a comprehensive content analysis 
of the data derived from the petition for injunction narratives filed by IPV 
victims in sixty-two (62) cases filed with the clerks of court throughout 
Florida where the IPHs took place.

Block and Christakos (1995) explain that the particulars of an IPH 
rarely provide information about the intimate details of the relationship, 
as well as the events and circumstances that took place prior to the IPH.91 
However, the aim of this study was to accomplish just that, meaning it 
traced each case to elucidate the IPV victim’s interactions with the abuser, 
as well as the criminal and civil justice system prior to the IPH. Since, his-
torically, the IPH of women has received little academic attention because 
the focus was on physical violence, one goal of this study was to highlight 
the fact that emphasizing physical violence in an intimate partner relation-
ship to identify high risk IPV victims may be misplaced.92 In fact, most 
of the research involving lethality risks for IPV victims stems from the 
abusers’ arrest data rather than from any type of IPH data.93 This study 
distinguishes itself because it utilizes petitions for injunctions between the 
heterosexual spouses, meaning the IPV victims’ data, as one of its sources 
for data collection to understand the relationship between the IPH victim 
and offender. However, it is essential for a full understanding of the data 
to clarify that, although the spouses in each case remain the same, the IPV 
victim and offender may not always be the same as the IPH victim and of-
fender. Meaning, in some cases, the IPV victim became the IPH offender 
because the IPV victim killed their abuser.

It is important that these data were collected and analyzed to assess the 
efforts, or lack thereof, made by IPV victims, law enforcement authorities, 
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and the judicial system, to protect victims prior to an IPH. Empirical litera-
ture analyzing the effects of legislation on IPV beyond the point of arrest is 
not readily available, if at all. Although recent literature is working to fill 
the voids, there is a dearth of information related to the non-violent tactics 
of coercive control and risk factors of IPH.94 This lack of empirical literature 
also includes an analysis of enacted laws protecting against coercive control, 
including its non-violent tactics.95 Most of the accessible research about co-
ercive control legislation concerns the arguments for, or against, such laws 
rather than assessing the enforcement or efficacy of any such laws that are 
currently in place.96 The goal of this study is to help fill the gaps in the exist-
ing empirical literature regarding IPV and IPH so that it will provide helpful 
data for future research into IPV and IPH, as well as coercive control for 
social science, legal, and criminal justice perspectives and implications.

Websdale (2010) describes the establishment of the National Domes-
tic Violence Fatality Review Initiative, a federally funded fatality review 
board established in October 1999.97 He explains that many fatality review 
boards begin by examining intimate partner homicide-suicides (IPHSs).98 
However, Dobash and Dobash (2015) discuss the problems presented with 
conducting IPH case studies, in particular, including that of fatality re-
views because of the inability to generalize the results.99 They explain that 
in-depth details about a small sample size of cases may be useful for local 
policies and practices, but it is not possible to use the results for making 
any conclusions regarding the population studied as a whole.100 But this 
study seeks to provide both IPH case studies, which includes cases of IP-
HSs, and empirical research results that are generalizable.

Similar to other DV fatality reviews overseen by the National Domestic 
Violence Fatality Review Initiative, the Fatality Review Team was created 
in 2009 after a drastic increase in DV homicides in Florida.101 The purpose 
of the Fatality Review Team is to identify means to improve responses 
to DV and to “support community partners and systemic services in on-
going efforts to reduce and prevent domestic violence homicides in Flor-
ida.”102 The team provides a report of comprehensively reviewed selected 
DV homicide cases “or near homicides” [emphasis added] from the state’s 
complete set of DV homicide cases as provided by the FDLE’s Uniform 
Crime Report.103 The 2019 Florida Domestic Violence Fatality Review 
report analyzed 31 homicides that occurred between 2009 and 2018.104 
The resultant report is quite detailed; however, it lacks in the volume of 
cases for generalizability to the population for an empirical study.105 For 
instance, the report covered an IPHS, which seems to have been hand se-
lected for the purposes of presentation in the report.106 Due to the nature 
of the Florida Attorney General’s Statewide Domestic Violence Fatality 
Review Team, this is appropriate; however, it is possible that more IPHSs 
might need to be included in their sample of cases if the review team wants 
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it to reflect more accurate statistics regarding the potential prevalence of 
IPHS in Florida. Caman et al. (2017) explain that:

[a] deficiency in the scientific landscape of homicide is the systematic 
omission of homicide-suicide perpetrators from prominent datasets, 
as they are not charged or convicted. This results in increased risk 
of bias, especially related to IPH, as profound percentage of the IPH 
offenders commit suicide in connection to the homicidal act.107

Thus, one of this study’s contributions is to add to the body of work 
that the state of Florida currently has regarding IPHs and IPHSs. Indeed, 
fatality review teams serve a very important purpose in detailing DV homi-
cides throughout the state each year. However, this study provides valu-
able information for key stakeholders because it provides detailed case 
studies, and it is generalizable.

Part I of this book provides a comprehensive introduction to the con-
cepts of DV, IPV, and coercive control. Through detailed explanations for 
defining these concepts, the policies behind their current legislation, and 
the gender debate surrounding IPV, the difficulty in promoting change be-
comes evident. The themes and subthemes of coercive control, as derived 
from this study, are detailed, as well as the risks an IPV victim faces when 
leaving their abuser. IPHS is discussed to prepare the reader for the cases 
that follow in later chapters. The process of filing for and obtaining an 
injunction for protection against DV is examined, as well as the complex 
process of litigation between an IPV victim and their abuser, which may be 
referred to as judicial terrorism®. The concept of gender bias in the courts 
is covered, culminating in the notion that judges, who render discretionary 
decisions in injunction cases, do not necessarily provide the most impartial 
treatment toward IPV victims in their courts. Finally, in Part I, the meth-
odology and theory behind this study is discussed in detail.

Part II provides the sixty-two (62) case studies, broken down by each 
coercive control theme and subtheme, resulting from the content analysis 
from the qualitative phase of the study. Throughout this part of the book, 
the voices of the IPV victims, the majority of whom became the IPH vic-
tims, tell their stories of how they came to the court to ask for protection 
from their abusers. Every theme and subtheme are discussed throughout 
this portion of the book to help contextualize the information learned 
from each case study. Each story is told to its ultimate conclusion, beyond 
just the point of arrest, so a more thorough understanding of the case and 
its complexities may be understood, including the ensuing criminal trial 
and sentencing if relevant. Part III presents this study’s qualitative and 
quantitative results and findings. The lessons learned from the IPH victims 
and the voices of the IPV victims who provided the data for this empirical 
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research are reviewed and discussed. Additionally, the policy implications 
from these lessons are detailed so that progress toward improved protec-
tions for IPV victims may be accomplished, including changes in legisla-
tion and lethality risk assessments.

This study gives meaning to the lives of the IPH victims behind the 
incident report numbers on the FDLE’s UCR-SHR and provides a deeper, 
richer understanding of the process law enforcement and judicial system 
personnel confront regularly in attempting to protect the IPV victim prior 
to an IPH. By doing so, it is possible to determine whether physical vio-
lence is the only, or even the most, important indicator of lethality risk for 
IPV victims, as is the current policy. The results of this study should have 
far reaching implications for lethality risk assessment policies for IPH and 
for IPV victims who request temporary and/or final injunctions or any 
other forms of legal assistance or protective services. Briefly stated, lives 
depend on finding answers to the questions posed in this book.
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