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DOMESTIC VIOL ENCE REPORT
™

  On the 
Meaning of 
the Decrease 
in DV: An 
Exchange 

  Editor’s Note:  DVR  received the fol-
lowing two letters in   response to Profes-
sor Zimring’s article in the last issue 
of  DVR . Here are the letters, together 
with Professor Zimring’s reply.  

 To the Editor: 
 As Professor Frank Zimring 

argues in the last issue of  Domes-
tic Violence Report , the down-
ward trend in partner assault 
between 1993 and 2010 reported 
by the National Crime Victim 
Survey (NCVS) is probably valid. 1  
So is the corresponding decline 
in intimate partner homicides 
during this period, mirroring 
the overall decline in violent 
and fatal crimes. The outstand-
ing questions are: what do these 
downward trends tell us about 
partner abuse, how can they be 
explained, and what does this 
imply for preventing violence 
against women. 

 Despite its importance as a way 
to record crimes not reported 
to police, the well-known meth-
odological problems with the 
NCVS have led researchers to 
distrust its conclusions about 
abuse. The general problem of 
underreporting is greatly aggra-
vated by the facts that the NCVS 
uses telephone surveys with “all” 
household members, directs 
respondents to report only the 
most serious crimes they have suf-
fered recently, and classifi es six or 

See DECREASE IN DV, page 60

See RECANTATION, next page

  New Insights on the Process of 
Victim Recantation 
 by Amy E. Bonomi, David Martin, Rashmi Gangamma and Jeff Grabmeier 

   Prosecutors and advocates have 
known for years that witness tamper-
ing is a signifi cant problem in domes-
tic violence cases, and that victims 
recant and/or refuse to testify in a 
considerable number of cases. For 
domestic violence cases that reach 
the court system, as many as 80% 
may involve victims who recant their 
story and/or refuse to testify. 1  As the 
Supreme Court recognized in  Davis v. 
Washington , 547 U.S. 813, 833 (2006), 
“[t]his particular type of crime is noto-
riously susceptible to intimidation or 
coercion of the victim to ensure she 
does not testify at trial.” 

 Researchers attribute victim recan-
tation and refusal to testify to many 
factors. 2  For example, studies based 
on victim reports or case fi les link 
recantation to perpetrators’ threats 
and victims’ fear of retaliation. 
Research has also correlated victim 
non-participation in prosecution with 
victims’ fi nancial dependence on 
the perpetrator; their belief that the 
crime is not serious enough to warrant 

prosecution; their psychological vul-
nerability; their perceptions of an 
unsympathetic criminal justice 
response and poor access to advocates; 
and their emotional attachment to the 
perpetrator. 

 Despite the availability of important 
existing information on why victims 
recant and/or refuse to testify, prior 
research is limited because it focuses 
on data that are assembled  retrospectively  
from case fi les and victim interviews. 
Little is known about how the victim’s 
decision-making process unfolds in 
real time through interaction with the 
perpetrator; about what motivates vic-
tims in the moment to change their 
stance towards prosecution efforts. Our 
study is the fi rst, to date, to explore the 
process in “real time” of how and why 
victims arrive at their decision to resist 
prosecution. Based on an analysis of 
audio-taped telephone conversations 
between domestic violence perpetrators 
and their victims that were recorded 
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during the pre-prosecution period, we 
delineate a fi ve-stage process associated 
with victim recantation. 

 Methods 
 Our sample included 17 opposite-

sex couples, in which the male perpe-
trator was being held at a Washington 
State detention facility for felony-level 
domestic violence and made telephone 
calls to his victim. All parties were aware 
they were being recorded through an 
automated message at the beginning 
of each call. The legality of audiotaping 
telephone calls made from Washington 
State detention facilities was upheld by 
the Washington Supreme Court in  State 
v. Modica , 186 P.3d 1062 (Wash. 2008). 
We analyzed 30 to 192 minutes of con-
versational data for each couple, taped 
during the pre-prosecution period, to 
explore two research questions: 

 1.  What interpersonal processes were 
associated with the victim’s intention 
to recant, including what was the 
couple discussing before and after it 
became clear that the victim would 
recant her story; and 

 2.  How did the couple construct the 
recantation plan once the victim 
indicated an intention to recant? 

 Narrative summaries were writ-
ten for each couple, cross-checked 
against the audio-tapes and processed 

in in-depth discussions, and tested in 
a theoretical model developed based 
on emergent themes. 3  

 Results 
 Our analysis revealed a fi ve-stage 

process of victim recantation (see 
Figure 1, p. 58). The fi rst stage,  accu-
sation , typically began with a heated 
argument between the parties about 
the abusive event and their resistance 
to each other’s accounts (Stage 1). 
This was followed in the second stage 
by the perpetrator’s  minimization of the 
abuse  and  appeal to the victim’s sympathy  
that served to reverse the roles in the 
couple’s relationship with the perpetra-
tor presenting himself as the “victim” 
(Stage 2). Stage 3 involved  bonding , 
that is, the couple invoking images 
of life without each other. This stage 
was followed by  solicitation , that is, the 
perpetrator’s fervent requests begging 
the victim to recant (Stage 4). Once the 
victim agreed to recant, the fi nal stage 
consisted of  collusion , that is, the couple 
collaborated to construct the recanta-
tion plan that they would present to the 
court. That plan involved their redefi -
nition of the abuse in a manner that 
absolved the perpetrator. Following is 
an elaboration of each of the stages. 

  1. Accusation.  Typically, in this fi rst 
stage, which occurred in the fi rst and 
second conversations, couples engaged 
in  accusation —a heated argument 
revolving around the event leading 

to the abuse charge. In these early 
conversations, victims accused the per-
petrator of his abusive behavior, and 
exercised agency by “telling the truth 
about what happened.” However, the 
victim’s agency eventually unraveled 
in response to the perpetrator’s mini-
mization of the abuse event, the perpe-
trator’s appeals to her sympathy, and 
the couple’s expressed need to keep 
their relationship and family intact. 

  2. Minimization of Abuse/Appeal 
to Victim’s Sympathy.  In the second 
stage, the  perpetrator minimized the abuse  
and tried to convince the victim that 
what happened was not that serious. In 
one couple, where the victim suffered 
attempted strangulation and a severe 
bite to the face, the perpetrator repeat-
edly reminded the victim that he was 
being charged with “felony assault,” 
while asking whether she thought he 
deserved the felony charge. Eventu-
ally, the perpetrator wore down the 
victim and she agreed that he did not 
deserve a felony charge. 

 An event in the second stage that 
occurred next was the critical step in 
the process of recantation. Namely, the 
 abuser appealed to the victim’s sympathy  by 
describing how much he was suffering 
in jail, how depressed he was, and how 
much he missed her and their children. 
This tactic of appealing to the victim’s 
sympathy reversed the roles in the 

RECANTATION, from page 49
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couple’s relationship. The perpetrator 
assumed the role of “victim” and the vic-
tim assumed the role of his caretaker. 

 In one couple, the victim initially 
refused to help the perpetrator and 
even threatened to talk to the police 
about previous incidents of violence. 
However, her stance softened when 
the perpetrator became increasingly 
anxious and threatened suicide. He 
screamed: “You’re making me go 
crazy ... They’re telling me they’re 
gonna press charges then, damn ... 
You wanna see a motherfucker sui-
cidal?” His panic was evident as the 
victim continued to threaten him with 
pressing charges. Finally, he asked in 
a distressed tone: “Can I say goodbye? 
Can I say something? Nobody loves me 
though, right?” This was a crucial point 
where the victim’s tone changed dras-
tically; she sounded concerned that 
he may actually have harmed himself. 
The remaining conversations revolved 
around the victim trying to assuage the 
perpetrator’s anxiety and promising to 
do her best to help him get out of jail. 

  3. Bonding.  The third stage was 
marked by  bonding , that is, the couple’s 
invoking of images of life without each 
other and bonding over love, dreams, 
and memories. At the same time, they 
positioned themselves as a unit in oppo-
sition to others who “don’t understand 
them.” When reminding each other of 

life alone and/or bonding over love, 
dreams, and memories, both the perpe-
trator and victim tended to express sad-
ness and regret, but also relief that they 
were connecting over common ground. 
One victim played the couple’s “theme 
song;” the refrain from Dave Matthews’ 
lyrics (“Stay or leave/I want you not to 
go/But you did”) reinforced the tenu-
ousness of their relationship posed by 
the perpetrator’s jail time. In response, 
the perpetrator cried and invoked 
an image of their earlier connection: 
“There is our song (sniffl ing, crying) ... 
it reminds me of our time at the spa.” 
The victim added: “I could feel your 
spirit moving with the song.” 

  4. Solicitation.  The fourth stage 
was characterized by the perpetra-
tor’s direct  solicitation  of the victim to 
recant. In this stage, the perpetrator 
asked the victim to recant her accusa-
tions against him and the victim com-
plied. Minimizations of the abuse also 
occurred during the fourth stage, but 
typically by this point, couples’ narra-
tives coalesced around the perpetra-
tor’s account of what happened. One 
perpetrator instructed his victim to 
say she lied to police so that she would 
serve jail time instead of him; he used 
a sympathy appeal by reminding the 
victim that she would only do a few 
days in jail whereas he faced 60 to 90 
days “in the hole”: 

 P: But you’ve just gotta say ... what 
you wrote on, in the statement is a 
lie, that you’re just mad at me ’cause 
you thought I was cheatin’ on you 
with your cousin. If you say that. 

 V: (laughing) Okay. 

 P: If you say that, they’ll automati-
cally let me go. 

 V: Okay. 

 P: Alright? 

 V: Uh-huh. 

 P: You know I love you? 

 V: Mmm ... 

 P: ’Cause like, you know, but they 
might give you five or ten days [i.e., 
give you five or ten days in jail if 
you said you lied to police], but 
that’s better than me doing sixty to 
ninety days. 

 V: Me?! 

 P: Yeah, but they, but they, babe, 
that’s better than me doing sixty to 
ninety days ... I just spent five days 
in the hole. You can’t do five days 
for me? Would you rather me sit in 
here for sixty to ninety? 

  5. Collusion.  Finally, the fi fth stage 
was marked by  collusion , that is, collabo-
ration over what should be said or done 
in court. In this stage, the couple con-
structed the recantation plan. Typically, 
they resorted to three strategies: redefi n-
ing the abuse event to protect the perpe-
trator; blaming the State for the couple’s 
separation; and exchanging specifi c 
instructions on what should be said or 
done in court or when interacting with 
legal representatives. In this fi nal phase, 
the couple’s agency was “up” as they 
worked together on the various strate-
gies to get the perpetrator out of jail. 

 Discussion 
   Our analysis showed that a victim’s 

recantation intention was infl uenced 
by the perpetrator’s minimization of 
the abuse and appeals to her sympathy 
through descriptions of his suffering 
from mental and physical problems, 
intolerable jail conditions, and life with-
out her.   The intention was solidifi ed 
by the couple invoking images of life 
without each other and bonding over 
love, dreams, and memories. Once the 
victim arrived at her decision to recant, 

Figure 1. DV Victim Recantation: A Five-Stage Process
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the couple constructed the recantation 
plan by redefi ning the abuse event to 
protect the perpetrator, blaming the 
State, and exchanging instructions on 
what should be said or done. 

 Direct threats were rarely used. 
In only one case did the perpetrator 
directly threaten the victim: “If you go 
against me on this one, it’s gonna be 
the worst mistake you ever make in your 
whole life.” While the threat of further 
violence was likely present in all couples, 
perpetrators in our study used other 
sophisticated strategies to persuade their 
victim, namely, minimizations, 3  and 
descriptions of their suffering. These 
strategies triggered sadness, guilt, and 
sympathy in their victim, which served 
to strengthen the case for changing her 
story to protect him. Despite perpetra-
tors’ persuasion,   our results also point 
to the victim’s expressed desire to keep 
the relationship intact, 4  and strategies 
that the couple used to shape the recan-
tation plan; for example, by blaming the 
State, the couple assumed the united 
role as “victim” against an “unfair judi-
cial process.”   

 While the principal factors identifi ed 
in our study included minimization, 
sympathy appeals, and emphasizing the 
couple’s desire to stay together, couples 
also discussed fi nancial troubles, a fac-
tor known to motivate some victims to 
recant. 5  Financial troubles were not spe-
cifi cally discussed in relation to recanta-
tion, but could have motivated victims; 
interviews with victims would be needed 

to answer this question. Another factor 
was the presence of children and how 
that might have infl uenced the victim 
to recant. Most couples in our sample 
had children; while only one victim 
identifi ed her child’s needs as the pri-
mary motivation for recanting, other 
victims could have been internally pro-
cessing their children’s needs and may 
have acted to recant accordingly. 

 Our fi ndings advance knowledge 
through identifying strategies that 
perpetrators used to persuade their 
victim and also strategies that the 
couple used to preserve their relation-
ship. Our study points to the need for 
recantation frameworks that recog-
nize  both  the abusive behavioral tactics 
used by perpetrators and two other 
critical relationship processes: 

 1.  The needs and desires of the victim 6  
in maintaining the violent relation-
ship, even though the relationship 
would possibly be deemed by others 
as “harmful” and “unhealthy.” Rec-
ognition of the victim’s needs and 
desires ensures the victim’s agency 
is acknowledged in determining the 
outcome of these relationships. 

 2.  The interplay of emotions between 
members of violent couples. The per-
petrator’s use of sympathy appeals was 
successful in manipulating the victim’s 
emotional state, shifting her from a 
place of moving forward with prosecu-
tion to resuming caretaking of the 
perpetrator. Perpetrators’ sympathy 
appeals were typically accompanied by 
displays of their distressed emotional 
state ( e.g. , anxious and sad), which 

augmented the appeal’s power over 
the victim’s emotions; upon hearing 
the perpetrator’s distressed plea for 
help, the victim responded by helping 
to restore his emotional well-being. 

 An expanded conceptualization of 
recantation would inform training of 
criminal justice professionals to recog-
nize, beyond threats, the complex inter-
personal processes—including sympathy 
appeals and minimization—that serve 
to keep violent relationships intact. 
Our fi ndings also point to the impor-
tance of providing supportive assistance 
to victims, 7  including having a trusted 
victim advocate work with victims 
throughout the criminal justice pro-
cess to prevent and defend against the 
perpetrator’s sophisticated techniques. 
Our results suggest that recantation is a 
byproduct of the actions of sophisticated 
perpetrators. This fi nding points to the 
need for prosecutors to redouble their 
efforts in recantation cases to hold per-
petrators accountable for their actions.  

   End Notes 
1. J.S. Meier (2006).  Davis/Hammon,  domes-
tic violence, and the Supreme Court: The 
case for cautious optimism,  First Impressions, 
22,  22-26.

2.  See, e.g.,  J. Meier,  id;  L.A. Zoellner,  et al.  
(2000). Factors associated with completion 
of the restraining order process in female vic-
tims of partner violence,  Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence, 15(10),  1081-1099 (threats and fear 
of retaliation); C.M. Camacho & L. F. Alarid 
(2008). The signifi cance of the victim advo-
cate for domestic violence victims in municipal 
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of digital storage (e.g., hard drives, MP3 
players, fl ash cards, USB devices, periph-
erals, cloud storage, IPods, etc.), which 
will also reveal evidence of a defendant’s 
Internet usage (email, online shopping 
transactions, online search history, 
social network usage, instant messages, 
online personas, etc.). 

 Surveillance video footage can be 
useful in many cases and is especially 
useful in stalking cases. Often, images 
are retained for only a short period 
of time, so it is imperative for law 
enforcement to determine the exis-
tence of such evidence and to preserve 
it as quickly as possible. Also consider 

recovering evidence of a defendant’s 
movements, such as GPS devices, event 
data recorders, and EZ Pass usage. 

 Although signifi cant progress has 
been made in collecting evidence in 
DV cases over the past two decades, 
additional improvements are achiev-
able if we recognize that DV evidence 
collection is a race against time.   It is a 
race to engage with the victim before 
the victim’s circumstances or pres-
sure from the defendant discourages 
the victim from participating with the 
prosecution. It is a race to collect and 
record statements from both the victim 
and the defendant to enable the pros-
ecutor to paint a picture not only of the 
incident but also of the nature of the 

relationship between the parties. It is a 
race to document injuries and to collect 
photos, videos, and messages from the 
defendant that are stored on comput-
ers, smart phones, social networking 
sites, and the Internet. Above all, it is 
a race to hold the defendant account-
able and to prevent future violence. 

 References 
 Peterson, Richard R. (2012).  The Kings County 
District Attorney’s Video Statement Program for Do-
mestic Violence Cases.  New York: NYC Criminal 
Justice Agency. 
 Peterson, Richard R. & Deirdre Bialo-Padin 
(2012). Domestic violence is different: The 
crucial role of evidence collection in domes-
tic violence cases.  Journal of Police Crisis Nego-
tiations, 12 , 103-121.   
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a collective review of DV cases (felo-
nies and misdemeanors) that occurred 
within the past 24-72 hours where the 
defendant is either in custody or still at 
large. Each case is reviewed for lethal-
ity factors and the team provides risk 
assessment, offender containment 
strategies, safety planning, and coordi-
nation of victim services. 

 The following victim’s story illus-
trates how the Triage Team operates. 
Multiple police reports had been made 
over several months regarding a victim 
who initially was reluctant and unwill-
ing to provide information about her 
boyfriend and the abuse. As a result, 
only one of many abusive incidents 
could be fi led for charges. The inci-
dent involved her father witnessing the 
defendant drag her out of his house 
where she had gone to seek refuge. 
The Triage Team reviewed each case, 
and each time attempted to make mul-
tiple contacts and offer services to the 
victim. Initially, she declined outreach 
from both community and system 
based advocates. However, due to the 
risk factors identifi ed by the Team and, 
in light of the victim’s consistent efforts 
to leave and her batterer’s persistence 
in pursuing her, Team members con-
tinued to reach out to the victim and 
build trust while letting her know there 
were multiple services available to 
provide support and safety planning. 
Ultimately, the victim worked with the 
Team and testifi ed at her batterer’s 
jury trial and spoke at his sentencing, 
requesting the maximum jail time. 

 The Triage Team became the fi rst 
program of its kind to provide wrap-
around assessment and service coor-
dination through a multidisciplinary 
team for victims who have recently 
experienced a DV crime.   The team has 
achieved a high level of success, having 
reviewed more than 14,000 cases and 
substantially increasing the number of 
victims receiving support in the fi rst 

72 hours following a domestic violence 
incident.   A National Institute of Justice 
research study on the services provided 
through the Triage Team revealed that 
the program was linked to lower victim 
distress a year after initial interview, a 
greater readiness for victims to leave 
abusive relationships, and the percep-
tion that the services were helpful and 
relevant to victim needs. 2  

 One Central Place 
 Since 2003, our agencies have 

acknowledged the need for one cen-
tral place where victims can go for 
comprehensive services, building on 
Denver’s tradition of collaboration and 
“no wrong door” philosophy by provid-
ing multiple “right doors” for victims 
in one location. Our research, con-
ducted at several Family Justice Center 
(FJC) sites nationally (in California, 
Texas, and Michigan), led to the devel-
opment of a multidisciplinary collab-
orative of criminal justice agencies 
and community-based agencies. These 
public-private partnerships ensure that 
victims can obtain services whether or 
not they were reporting a DV crime. 

 The latest innovation is the establish-
ment of the new Rose A. Andom Cen-
ter which will open its doors in October 
2013. Seven government agencies and 
15 community-based nonprofi ts will 
be located at the Andom Center. The 
Center will provide a wrap-around ser-
vice delivery model to enhance agency 
collaboration and reduce the number 
of places a victim must go. The govern-
ment agencies include law enforcement, 
prosecutors, victim advocates and local 
government departments that special-
ize in the investigation and prosecution 
of crimes of DV that affect children, 
adults, and the elderly. Community-
based victim service providers include a 
broad range of types of services (shelter, 
therapy, emergency hotlines, case man-
agement, civil protection and custody 
orders, immigration remedies, SANE 
examinations, etc.) provided to an 

large clientele (adults, youth, children, 
immigrants, refugees, Native American, 
Asian, Latino, deaf, disabled, etc.). 

 In July 2012, the planning group 
partnered with Denver offi cials to 
secure a 48,000 square foot building 
for the Center’s operation. The Center 
received its fi rst major donation from 
Ms. Rose A. Andom. By obtaining the 
building and the support of major 
donors, the Center has fi nally become 
a reality. The story of the Andom Cen-
ter illustrates Denver’s strong com-
mitment to holistic multidisciplinary 
solutions to providing victim services. 
The Center will exemplify our tradition 
of collaboration and our commitment 
to creating streamlined avenues for vic-
tims to obtain the support they need. 

 Looking Toward  the Future
 In order to continue the tradition 

of collaboration established by the 
domestic violence in this city so many 
years ago, Denver agencies must con-
tinue to move ahead toward innova-
tive solutions to combat crime and 
provide comprehensive services to vic-
tims. Maintaining this tradition and 
living up to the mutual commitment 
of “no wrong door for victims of crime 
in Denver” is not a simple task. We 
must realize that we cannot be true 
to this mission without hard work, 
dedication, an understanding of the 
mutual benefi ts of true collaboration 
and a common belief in the overarch-
ing “why” we do this work, despite our 
individual agency objectives. 

 End Notes 
 1. Heather Clawson, Robyn Epps, Christine 
Leicht & Dan Felker.  Process Evaluation of Vic-
tim Services (VS) 2000: Executive Summary . Pre-
pared by Caliber Associates, 2002, p. iv. 
 2. A.P. DePrince, J. Labus, J. Belknap, S. Buck-
ingham & A. Gover (February 13, 2012). The 
impact of community-based outreach on psy-
chological distress and victim safety in women 
exposed to intimate partner abuse,  Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology . Advance on-
line publication. doi: 10.1037/a0027224   
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lence without victim participation,  Modern 
Law Review, 65(6),  834-858; L. Goodman, et 
al. (1999). Obstacles to victims’ cooperation 
with the criminal prosecution of their abusers: 
The role of social support,  Violence and Victims, 

14(4),  427-444; B. Hart (1993). Battered women 
and the criminal justice system,  American 
Behavioral Scientist, 36(5),  624-638 (fi nancial 
dependency); S.C. Hare (2006). What do bat-
tered women want? Victims’ opinions of pros-
ecution,  Violence and Victims, 21(5),  611-628 
(not serious enough to prosecute); Goodman, 
 supra  this note (psychological vulnerability); 
H.N. Bui (2001). Domestic violence victims’ 

behavior in favor of prosecution: Effects of 
gender relations,  Women and Criminal Justice, 
12(4),  51-76; K. Cox (2000). Domestic violence 
prosecution: When the victim recants or is 
uncooperative,  Tenth Circul Legal Advisor, Jerry 
Hill, State Attorney, 14(1),  1-8; Ellison,  supra  this 
note; Hart,  supra  this note (their perceptions 
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  Task Force Recommends Physicians Screen for DV 
The Task Force’s recommendations 
address only those services offered in 
primary care settings or those provided 
in referrals by a primary care clinician. 

 The Task Force’s current recom-
mendations on domestic violence 
screening were based on its conclu-
sion that adequate evidence exists that 
effective interventions can reduce vio-
lence, abuse, and physical or emotional 
harms for women of reproductive 
age and also that available screening 
instruments can identify current and 
past abuse or increased risk for abuse. 
Interventions include such services as 
counseling, home visits, information 
cards, referrals to community services, 
and mentoring support. 

 The Task Force recognized that med-
ical screenings can be either self-admin-
istered (by patients themselves using 
paper or computer-based instruments) 
or administered by means of clinician 
interviews. The Task Force examined 
the accuracy of screening tools for iden-
tifying domestic violence and found 
that there were currently a number of 
effective, easy-to-use screening tools 
for women of childbearing age. In par-
ticular, the Task Force included in its 
review a total of 15 studies of 13 screen-
ing instruments to identify domestic 
violence, and found that three of these 
instruments satisfi ed the requisite qual-
ity criteria. Examples of questions from 
the screening instruments include: “In 
the past year, have you ever been afraid 
of a partner?” and “Have you ever been 
in a relationship where your partner 
pushed or slapped you?” 

 The Task Force concluded that, 
while all women are at risk for abuse 
and should be screen, a number of 
risk factors enhance the potential 
for abuse. These risk factors include 
young age, substance abuse, marital 
diffi culties, and economic hardships. 

 Previous guidelines of the Task Force, 
dating from 2004, found insuffi cient 
evidence to support its recommenda-
tions for or against domestic violence 
screening of women. However, since 
that time, several important studies were 
published that manifested highly con-
sistent results. These studies revealed 
that there were modest improvements 
in domestic violence following inter-
vention, with no harm reported as a 
result of the intervention. This growing 
body of research infl uenced the panel 
to make its current recommendation. 

 The Task Force also addressed the 
issue of screening for elderly and vul-
nerable adults for abuse and neglect. 
Abuse in elderly and vulnerable popu-
lations is a serious problem. However, 
the Task Force found no evidence about 
whether screening can successfully iden-
tify elderly or vulnerable adults who are 
being abused or neglected. Because the 
evidence remains inconclusive regarding 
the benefi t/harm of screening elderly 
and vulnerable adults, the Task Force 
was unable to make any recommenda-
tions in favor of or against screening this 
particular population. The Task Force’s 
recommendations were published in the 
Annals of Internal Medicine issue of Jan-
uary 22, 2013, available at http://annals.
org/article.aspx?articleid=1558517.   

 The prestigious U.S. Preventive 
Services Task Force (Task Force) has 
issued fi nal recommendations on 
screening women for domestic vio-
lence (DV). The rationale of screen-
ing for domestic violence is to identify 
people who are being abused so that 
they can obtain help. The Task Force 
recommended that primary care phy-
sicians should screen all women from 
age 14 to 46 for domestic violence and 
should refer those who screen positive 
for intervention services. Although 
the Task Force does not consider the 
costs of providing a service in issuing 
its recommendation, the Affordable 
Care Act now provides that these pre-
ventive screening and referral services 
are reimbursable for physicians with-
out any need for co-pays by patients. 

 The Task Force, an independent 
group of national experts in prevention 
and evidence-based medicine, aims to 
improve health by means of evidence-
based recommendations about clinical 
preventive services, such as screenings, 
counseling services, and preventive 
medications. The Task Force is com-
posed primarily of practicing clinicians 
from the fi elds of preventive medicine 
and primary care (i.e., internal medi-
cine, pediatrics, behavioral health, 
obstetrics/gynecology, and nursing). 

 To arrive at its recommendations, the 
Task Force reviews available evidence 
and makes assessments of the benefi ts 
versus the harms of a given service. 
These recommendations are appli-
cable to asymptomatic women who do 
not have signs or symptoms of abuse. 

can’t do nothing in this damn place”: Sex and 
intimacy among couples with an incarcerated 
male partner,  Journal of Sex Research, 42(1),  3-12.

4. Z. Eiskovits & Z. Winstok (2002). Recon-
structing intimate violence: The structure 
and content of recollections of violent events, 
 Qualitative Health Research, 12(5),  685-699; E. 
Pence & M. Paymar (1993). Education groups 
for men who batter: the Duluth model, New 
York, Springer Pub. Co.

5. Roberts  et al. , supra note 2.

6. C.M. Camacho & L.F. Alarid, supra note 
2; L. Ellison, supra note 2; L. Goodman  et al.  
supra note 2; B. Hart, supra note 2.

7. J.L. Dunn & M. Powell-Williams (2007). 
“Everybody makes choices”: Victim advo-
cates and the social construction of battered 
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of an unsympathetic criminal justice response 
and access to advocates); J.C. Roberts,  et al.  
(2008) Why victims of intimate partner vio-
lence withdraw protection orders,  Journal of 
Family Violence, 23,  369-375 (their emotional 
attachment to the perpetrator).
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Medicine, 73,  1054-1061. For additional discus-
sion of this form of methodological analysis, see 
K. Charmaz (2000). Grounded theory: Objec-
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Sage Publication; M. Comfort,  et al.  (2005). “You 
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