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Abstract  

 

Escalations of severity and intermittency have been long held beliefs among domestic abuse 

scholars and practitioners. This study looked at over 36,000 police records of domestic abuse 

between 2009 and 2014 recorded by Suffolk Constabulary, a police force in the east of England. 

The objectives were to identify patterns in escalation of severity and intermittency and 

concentration of harm, using the Crime Harm Index as the instrument of severity and harm 

measurement.  

The study found no evidence for statistically significant escalating severity among a 

cohort of 727 unique victim and offender units, known as dyads, which called police five or more 

times in a three year period. There was however, evidence to suggest that intermittency 

decreased over time among the same group. The study also found that while 75% of dyads 

reported to police just once, less than 2% of all dyads accounted for 80% of all domestic abuse 

harm. In over half of these high harm dyads, there had been no prior contact with police 

regarding domestic abuse and in these cases, victims were more often non-White British, male, 

without children and from less areas than was typical of all dyads. 

The study also reached two other notable conclusions. Firstly, that the conditional 

probability of reporting domestic abuse rose with each additional call and that after the third call 

for service, a dyad was more than 50% likely to call again. Secondly, that 17% of domestic abuse 

offenders committed offences against more than one victim. This represented 47% of all repeat 

domestic abuse offenders.  
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Introduction  

 

Domestic Abuse in England and Wales 

ά!ƴȅ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭƛƴƎΣ ŎƻŜǊŎƛǾŜΣ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ 

violence or abuse between those aged 16 or over who are, or have been, intimate 

partners, or family members, regardless of gender or sexǳŀƭƛǘȅέ 

UK Home Office Definition of Domestic Abuse 

If domestic abuse was once a crime in the shadows, then it is no longer. The UK 

government has made it clear to police forces in England and Wales that domestic abuse 

is a priority and with the findings of the recent HMIC inspection (HMIC 2014) of the 

ǇƻƭƛŎŜΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀōǳǎŜΤ it has made it clear that forces are not doing 

enough. 

¢Ƙŀǘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀōǳǎŜ ƛǎ άōƛƎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎέ ƛƴ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƘŀǊƳ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƴŜǿ 

notion. Not only is it apparently widespread, it is also high harm and high cost and as such 

seriously affects the lives of some of its victims. Scholars have written about domestic 

abuse and its variants (domestic violence, intimate partner violence, wife-battering) at 

length since Feld and StrŀǳǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ CŀƳƛƭȅ ±ƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ {ǳǊǾŜȅ όмфтфύ 

revealed the extent of the problem in the United States. The HMIC quotes costs of 

£15.7billion per year (HMIC, 2014), and 77 deaths of women in the UK linked to domestic 

abuse in 2012/13 . Although these figures are lower than the figures published in 2008 

(Richards et al., 2008), they are considerable nonetheless. The problem is not unique to 

the United Kingdom as research has repeatedly shown; violence by men against their 

wives is rooted in Roman traditions (Dobash & Dobash, 1979) and it is possible that it 
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pervades the majority of societies across the world. Not only has the Crime Survey of 

England & Wales (CSEW) estimated that 31% of women and 18% of men in the UK have 

been a victim of domestic abuse at some point since they were sixteen, American 

scholars have for some time estimated the annual number of cases to be in the millions 

(Stark, Flitcraft & Frazier, 1979; Straus & Gelles, 1986; Sherman, 1992). 21st century US 

police records endorse these findings: between 2003 and 2012 there was on average 

more than 1.4 million recorded cases of domestic violence each year (Truman & Morgan, 

2014). In the UK the annual number is over 200,000 ς around 8% of all recorded crime 

(HMIC, 2014) and widely believed to be highly underreported. With these numbers, it 

may be that the appropriate term is not ΨproblemΩ, but ΨepidemicΩ. 

Escalation of Severity and Intermittency in Domestic Abuse  

Yet despite the rich body of research on domestic abuse overall, much is still unknown 

about particular aspects, especially in the United Kingdom. Until very recently, Police 

Chief Officers were asserting in public that victims of domestic abuse suffered 34 

episodes prior to reporting to police. This figure was exposed as highly spurious by 

Cambridge scholars in 2014 (Strang, Sherman & Neyroud, 2014). Another potential myth 

is that of escalation ς the notion that over the life of a domestic abuse relationship the 

severity and frequency of violent events will increase with each further report. According 

to Pagelow (1981), escalation is something on which researchers can agree, although she 

does not make it clear why.  

Indeed, in England & Wales, police and other organisations have put escalation at 

the centre of their efforts to assess risk of harm in future cases. All English and Welsh 

forces are required to complete a risk assessment form with the victim even if no crime 
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has been proven. That risk assessment (known as ΨDASHΩ), which to varying degrees is 

later validated by a specialist, asks specific questions about escalation in severity and 

frequency. If the answers to either ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ΨȅŜǎΩ, the case could be given a 

higher risk rating and access to further support services and other resources. Yet while 

published literature asserts that violence generally shows patterns of escalation (Richards 

et al., 2008), question marks remain about the extent of the empirical evidence that 

supports the theory.  

Although escalation has been often cited in research and domestic abuse 

publications as an evidenced phenomenon (Pagelow, 1981; Richards et al., 2008; Walker, 

1979, 1984), the evidence is at best, mixed. The literature review chapter that follows this 

introduction examines just how mixed the evidence is, and where the important gaps 

remain.  

Purpose and Structure of This Research 

This research aims to add to the body of research on escalation and the general 

understanding ƻŦ ƘŀǊƳ ƛƴ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀōǳǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ IaL/Ωǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

(HMIC, 2014) and the strong public response by the Home Secretary (Casciani, 2014a), 

that the police in England & Wales are on the cusp of a new paradigm in the policing of 

domestic abuse. Data gathering, risk assessment and cultural values will all be re-

examined. This research will seek to establish if the theory of escalation should be part of 

the future paradigm and if so, consider how. Further evidence will be needed across the 

field of domestic abuse to help police and partners address the gaps highlighted by HMIC. 

The principle asǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŜǉǳƛǇǇŜŘ ŦŀǊ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ άǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭέ 

acquisitive crime which should move over for domestic abuse may have some merit, but 
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current suggestions as to future direction are far from adequate. For example, it is 

unclear what evidence HMIC has collected to enable it to state that police should 

consider using the same tactics they employ for serious and organised crime groups 

against domestic abuse perpetrators. Contemporary research, such as this, should 

challenge these assertions in a way that helps refine and build an evidence-based 

strategy for targeting domestic abuse with proven, tracked tactics. 

To try to contribute to this aim, this research will focus its analysis on three 

principle areas set against a dataset of over 36,000 domestic abuse events that were 

reported to Suffolk Constabulary between 1st January 2009 and 31st March 2014. Firstly, it 

will address the issue of escalation of severity and intermittency in repeat cases. For the 

former, the Cambridge Crime Harm Index (CHI) has been employed as the instrument for 

measurement of severity (Sherman, Neyroud & Neyroud, 2014). The literature review 

chapter contains a review of literature around severity and harm measurement 

methodologies and the methods chapter a detailed analysis of CHI. In this regard, this 

study represents one of the early attempts to use this measurement tool against a deep 

and detailed dataset and with luck this will prove useful to those who follow in 

attempting to use CHI for similar analyses of harm. The number of days between calls to 

police will be used to measure intermittency. 

Secondly, this study will use CHI to profile individual dyads (couples of offenders 

and victims as distinct, unique units) for concentrations of harm. This is some of the first 

research into domestic abuse of this kind and will attempt to test the theory of the 

άǇƻǿŜǊ ŦŜǿέ ό{ƘŜǊƳŀƴΣ 2007) in the context of harm rather than volume. 
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Thirdly and finally, this research will use conditional probability and analysis of CHI 

scores in tandem to try to identify ways to predict those cases which are likely yield 

further demand and further serious harm for law enforcement agencies.  

The next section is the literature review chapter, which as described, considers 

the evidence and theories that exist in respect of domestic abuse particularly repeat 

victimisation, escalation and measurement of severity.  

This is followed by a chapter on methodology which will set out the five research 

questions this study seeks to answer. It will also summarise the process of data cleaning 

and preparation and the analytical techniques used to answer the five questions. This 

chapter closes with an assessment of external validity. For those readers tempted to 

dismiss these findings because their own jurisdictioƴ ƛǎ άƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ {ǳŦŦƻƭƪέΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

is a recommended read. 

The chapter on results presents the findings in detail under the heading of each 

question. This includes a section on the profile of the data which examines the issue of 

external validity further.  Finally, the discussion chapter examines the strategic and 

tactical implications the findings of this research, particularly in light of the forthcoming 

Authorised Professional Practice that is due to be published by the College of Policing and 

the recommendations set out by HMIC (HMIC, 2014). All of this content is then drawn 

together in the final chapter which attempts to make a reasoned and progressive 

conclusion. 
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Literature Review 

 

Domestic abuse is often heralded by scholars and agencies as a crime epidemic of 

modern times. The field of domestic abuse (here taken to incorporate wife battering, 

domestic violence and intimate partner violence) has one of the deepest bodies of 

research of any type of crime, but gaps and limitations remain.  

This chapter will consider the literature on domestic abuse and in particular the 

phenomenon of repeat victimisation. It will also examine what theoretical concepts and 

evidence on escalation in domestic abuse. Escalation is one of the areas that has been 

scrutinised comparatively sparsely when compared to other aspects of domestic abuse, 

but this has not prevented it from becoming an accepted fact and an underpinning 

feature of domestic abuse risk assessment in England and Wales (Richards et al., 2008). 

This chapter will therefore attempt to describe the nature of escalation as established by 

evidence and at the same time discuss the research studies which fail to evidence it.  

The chapter concludes with a review of the literature on instruments for 

measuring crime severity. As this study will attempt to track the trajectory of severity 

over a longitudinal period for multiple units, it will require the application of such an 

instrument and so consideration of those used in the past is pertinent. 

Extent of Incidence and Harm in Domestic Abuse 

 

Research varies widely in its assessment of how much domestic abuse there is in 

populations but the existing evidence universally points to one general conclusion; it is a 
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widespread occurrence which affects many millions of people around the world (Dar, 

2013; Truman and Morgan, 2014) 

HMIC (2014) reports that there were 269,700 domestic abuse crimes recorded by 

English and Welsh Police Forces between April 2012 and March 2013 ςsome 8% off all 

crime. It is likely this is just the tip of the iceberg. The Crime Survey of England & Wales 

(CSEW) estimated that in 2003 there were 12.9 million incidents of domestic violence 

(Walby & Allen, 2004). The same report estimated that 6% of women and 5% of men had 

been victims of domestic violence in the previous year. By 2011/12, the estimate for 

women had been revised upward to 7%. (Dar, 2013). Even more strikingly, the CSEW 

revised its 2003 estimates of women and men who had been a victim of domestic 

violence at least once since the age of 16 up from 21% and 10% respectively to 31% and 

18% in 2011/12 (Walby & Allen, 2004, Dar, 2013). CSEW is a highly organised survey 

which uses a stratified, multi-stage random probability design to identify a representative 

sample of the over 16 population. As such this research provides very strong evidence 

that domestic abuse is widespread1 

Other UK organisations involved in tackling domestic abuse such as Co-ordinated 

Action Against Domestic Abuse (CAADA) have used CSEW data to conduct estimates 

based on risk. CAADA claims that 100,000 women are at risk of serious harm and murder 

(CAADA, 2012). This is a highly questionable figure, however. CAADA used Walby and 

AllenΩs analysis of women who had been victims of domestic violence and sexual offences 

and stalking as a proxy measure for being at risk and subject to a pattern of abuse. No 

criteria concerning patterns of escalation was applied and indeed there is no evidence 

                                                           
1 This estimate included non-crime incidents as well as crimes. 
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presented as to why being a victim of all three forms of crime should elevate the risk level 

above a person who had suffered from just one or two forms.   

Scholars outside England and Wales have also concluded that domestic abuse is 

widespread. Straus and colleaguesΩ work on the National Family Violence Surveys 

conducted in 1975 (n=2,143 families) and 1985  (n=6,002 families) allowed Straus and 

Gelles (1986) to calculate the rate of domestic violence at 160 per 1000 couples (1975) 

and 158 per 1000 couples (1986). This led to estimates of around 1.6 to 1.8 million 

women as victims of domestic violence each year in the United States (Straus & Gelles, 

1986, 1990b). Other scholars went further with estimates ranging from two million to 

four million (Stark, Flitcraft & Frazier, 1979; Warshaw, Ganley & Saber, 1995). Sherman 

(1992) suggests that American police attended 8 million domestic abuse calls around the 

time he wrote.   

Alongside the literature that evidences the widespread nature of domestic abuse, 

there is considerable evidence that it generates high levels of harm, both economically to 

populations and to the health of individuals. Walby (2009) examined the costs of 

domestic violence in respect of services, lost economic output and human and emotional 

costs. She found that in 2008, domestic violence cost the UK economy £15.7 billion, a 

figure quoted by HMIC (2014) to illustrate the impact of domestic violence.  What is 

interesting about this figure is that it is a reduction of over £7 billion on 2001. Walby cited 

the decreasing rate of domestic violence as a key driver, but equally interesting is that the 

cost implications for services (police, courts and other agencies) rose in the comparison 

period. This cautiously suggests that more victims were engaging with the services 

available to them and that the scale of the domestic violence issue (in terms of its 
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incidence) was beginning to contract. While this evidence is partially logical ςif there is so 

much domestic abuse, it follows that the associated costs should be significant ςit 

remains somewhat generalised. The majority of the costs attributed to domestic abuse 

ŀǊŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ άƘǳƳŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

pay to avoid being victims of crimes. This is clearly open to methodological criticism from 

a number of perspectives.  

There is more specific evidence concerning the effects that domestic abuse has on 

the health of its victims. Research has identified that domestic abuse victims are five and 

half times more likely to suffer from alcohol or substance misuse than those who were 

not victims, and three times more likely to commit suicide or suffer from Post-Traumatic 

Stress Disorder (PTSD) and depression (Golding 1999). Domestic violence victims 

(controlled for obesity and family history) more often have type II diabetes than those 

who are not domestic abuse victims (Kendall-Tackett & Marshall, 1999). Domestic abuse 

victims have also been linked to a range of physical conditions (Koss, Koss & Woodruff, 

1991), bed confinement (Stets & Straus, 1990a) and lower self-rating of their own health 

than non-victims (Straus & Gelles, 1990a). 

The aggregate picture of this research is that domestic abuse is a widespread 

problem with dangerous implications for individuals and populations. There is little 

difficulty in presenting a justifiable case for tackling it, but first it is important to develop 

a greater understanding of the specifics of the issue.  
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Repeat Victimisation 

 

Alongside the body of evidence for the widespread occurrence of domestic abuse, there 

is an equally robust range of research that a high proportion of it occurs among a small 

proportion of the population. This type of concentration extends to other forms of crime, 

analysed by different types of units such as place as well as person. The concept of 

clustering of high volumes of crime among a small proportion of the overall units is 

ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŦŜǿΩ ό{ƘŜǊƳŀƴΣ нллтύΦ 

For instance, Walby & Allen (2004) found that of their estimated 12.9 domestic 

incidents, just 28% were accounted for by people who reported just one incident. Walby 

and Allen identified that some female victims had suffered very high numbers of 

incidents. They found on average, female victims experienced almost 20 incidents in the 

twelve months preceding their survey. Male victims experienced just seven. They also 

found that of the women who reported they had been a victim of domestic violence at 

some point since they were sixteen, 32% stated they were victimised many times by the 

perpetrator of the worst incident. Again the figure for men was much lower at just 11%. 

Feld & Straus (1990) conducted a twelve month follow up of their 1985 NFVS 

survey and found that 66% of couples, who reported violence in the first return, reported 

further calls in the subsequent twelve months. The same data led Straus to conclude that 

women using shelter services were reporting on average 15.3 incidents per year (Straus 

1990c). Others have found considerably more; Okun (1986) reports 65 incidents per year 

and Giles-Sims (1983) a similar average of 68.7 (albeit in a much smaller sample of 31 

compared to OkunΩs 300).  
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Further data on repeat offending and victimisation come from experiments 

designed to test the effectiveness of police strategies. Several of these are reviewed by 

Sherman in Policing Domestic Violence: Experiments and Dilemmas. In the book, Sherman 

describes a Minneapolis based experiment which tested the effects of arrest or other 

measures on repeat offending and four variations of the same experiment in other cities. 

As one might expect from experiments predicated on the existence of repeat 

victimisation, each study presented evidence of it but also interesting findings concerning 

the impact of police response. The Minneapolis experiment found that the rate of 

reoffending within six months ranged from 10% to 24% depending on the treatment 

applied (Sherman, 1992).  Omaha, the closest replication of Minneapolis found that the 

rate of repeat victim reports ranged from 558 per 1000 to 715 per 1000 (Sherman 1992).  

While the findings did not replicate one another precisely, both showed evidence of 

repeat victimisation or offending as a phenomenon. The Charlotte study, which followed 

Omaha, found repeat reoffending at six months follow up in between 12% and 19% of 

cases. Milwaukee found between 26% and 27% at a nine month follow up and in Miami-

Dade between 10% and 18% of victims reported again at six month follow up (Sherman, 

1992). 

Chambers-McClellan (2002) also found evidence of repeat victimisation at a 

household level. She analysed 19,686 recurrent residential domestic abuse Emergency 

911 calls received in Georgia in 1997 from a possible residential total of 57,221. 47% were 

households which called a single time and a further 18% were discarded at the coding 
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stage. While Chambers-McClellanΩs work has some obvious limitations (non-residential 

calls were excluded and the study is limited to one year of call records), there is still 

evidence for high levels of repeat victimisation. At the base level 53% of households 

reporting domestic abuse made more than one call in a year and indeed Chambers-

McClellan found a number of households with particularly chronic issues as illustrated in 

table 1.  

Table 1: Distribution of Recurrent Domestic Violence Episodes by Call Frequency from Households 
(Chambers-McClellan 2002)   

Call Frequency Number Percent 

2 Calls 3188 53.0 

3 Calls 1246 20.7 

4 Calls 601 10.0 

5 Calls 353 5.9 

6 Calls 203 3.4 

7 Calls 128 2.1 

8 Calls 93 1.5 

9 Calls 61 1.0 

10 Calls 37 0.6 

11 Calls 23 0.4 

12 or more calls 88 1.7 

Total 6021 100.0 

 

There is also evidence that domestic abuse cases which result in serious crimes 

have a history of repeat victimisation albeit to a much more limited extent. Kansas City 

research by Breedlove et al (1977) showed that in 90% of domestic homicides, police had 

previously attended the address of victim or suspect in the two years prior to the crime 
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and that in half of those cases, they had attended five times or more. While it should be 

ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ .ǊŜŜŘƭƻǾŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ƭƻǿ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǊŀǘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ǘhis notion of 

previous violence in the most serious cases is supported by Websdale (1999) and 

Saltzman et al (1992). But in all of these cases it is notable that the focus is on homicide ς

the most serious crime and as such the evidence for repeat victimisation in non-homicide 

serious cases (near misses, sexual offences etc.) is more limited. However, the potential 

for this evidence gives way to the possibility of a linear trajectory of escalation ς and it is 

this possibility which has become a cornerstone of the contemporary method for 

assessing risk levels in domestic abuse cases in England and Wales (Richards et al., 2008). 

One element of this cornerstone belief is that victims of domestic abuse have, on 

average, been subject of 34 domestic abuse incidents prior to their first contact with 

police (Burris and Jaffe, 1984). This striking number, which has been oft-quoted in English 

ŀƴŘ ²ŜƭǎƘ ŎƛǊŎƭŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ǎƛƴŎŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άƳȅǘƘƛŎŀƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊέ by Strang, Sherman & 

Neyroud. (2014) who identified low statistical power and lack of external validity in the 

source work. The research featured in this paper starts at a point where it is possible, 

despite the assumptions of some scholars (OΩLeary, 1993; Straus, 1990b) that escalation 

is as spurious as Burris and JaffeΩs 34 calls prior to police contact.  

This section would be incomplete without reference to research on places as well 

as people. There is a logical progression from the nature of domestic crime (it is thought 

to take place in the home), the phenomenon of repeat victimisation and the theory that 

domestic abuse is spatially concentrated to some extent. Sherman (1992) offers a good 

indicator that this logic is true with the example of 911 Park Avenue South in 

Minneapolis. In Minneapolis Sherman, Gartin and Bueger (1989) found that a ΨhandfulΩof 
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addresses generated 53% of police calls in a year. They conclude that relative to the 

actual number of places domestic assaults could happen the concentration is actually 

greater than public place crime (Sherman, Gartin and Buerger 1989). This conclusion is 

ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ άŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎέ crimes which happen outside residential 

addresses but still has some merit. 

Escalation in Domestic Abuse 

 

With repeat occurrences an evident phenomenon in domestic abuses cases, the question 

of escalation becomes pertinent. As is mentioned in the previous section, escalation in 

the form of increasing severity and decreasing time periods between offences or calls is a 

cornerstone of the England and Wales Domestic Abuse risk assessment process (known 

locally as DASH). Richards et al. (2008) describe the DASH, an ACPO approved model as 

ōŜƛƴƎ άŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ōŀǎŜŘέ and suggest there is a high degree of rigour behind it. It outlines 

one question (out of fifteen) with regard to escalation, in two halves: is the abuse 

happening more often and is the abuse getting worse. These appear to be based on the 

assertion that previous offending is the best predictor of future offending. Richards et al. 

also indicate that research suggests violence has an upward severity trajectory in a 

general sense but they offer no citation as to the evidence behind this claim. 

Indeed considering that escalation is attributed such gravitas in risk assessment; 

there is little empirical evidence either for or against it. Mildred Pagelow (1981) asserted 

that escalation was something most researchers seemed to agree on, but even then 

offered little by way of evidence of this agreement. The first signs of escalation as an 

evidenced phenomenon in domestic abuse research came in Leonore WalkerΩs work 

(1979, 1984). Walker surveyed 435 women and their partners and identified multiple 
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data points: the first event, last event, one of the worst and the most recent. From this 

²ŀƭƪŜǊ ǘƘŜƻǊƛǎŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ŎȅŎƭŜ ƻŦ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ-building ǇƘŀǎŜέΣ 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ άŀŎǳǘŜ ǇƘŀǎŜέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŀ άƘƻƴŜȅƳƻƻƴ ǇƘŀǎŜέ before starting the cycle 

again with higher severity in the acute phase at each cycle. Although Pagelow (1981) was 

critical of the final stage, of which she had found no evidence, Walker was explicit that 

frequency and severity increase over time (Walker, 1984). Chambers-McClellan identifies 

WalkerΩs failure to develop an effective tool for measuring severity as one of the key 

flaws in her work, yet acknowledges that WalkerΩs is one of the key citations in the 

escalation theory (Chambers-McClellan, 2002).  

The survey methodology relied heavily on the victimΩs recall of events and as 

opposed to crime data, which in England and Wales at least is classified and audited 

against a nationally established framework, also put the classification of severity at the 

door of victim and researcher.  

Other researchers have found mixed results relating to escalation, particularly in 

severity. Like Walker, Feld and Straus (1989) also used survey data. Collected from the 

1985 National Family Violence Survey in the United States, their key advantage over 

WalkerΩs study was a much higher sample size (n=6002) and a longitudinal follow up 

survey after twelve months, albeit one that provided only two data points. Their analysis 

hypothesised that any violence in the first data point would be a predictor of severe 

violence at the second. They found that minor assaults in year one were linked to severe 

violence reported twelve months later. However, their results are limited by the attrition 

rate associated to their methodology and the subsequent small sample size, both of 

which they fully acknowledge.   
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Feld and StrausΩ work (1989) also provides a useful series of theoretical 

frameworks to support their hypothesis identifying the following possible causes of 

escalation indicated by the occurrence of minor violence at the first data point: 1) the 

normalisation of violence which was previously counter-normative, 2) the potential for 

reoccurrence of stressors which predicated minor violence, 3) the attacker is successful in 

achieving aims and thus revisits the violence tactic and 4) that one violent attack will 

beget a response from the victim at follow up. For balance it is also worth noting that 

Feld and Straus hypothesised there would be a high rate of desistance, which their results 

confirmed. 

Chambers-McClellan (2002) had more conclusive results in her analysis of 

emergency calls to Georgia, U.S in 1997. Chambers developed a severity score derived 

from 911 call operatorsΩnotes and the Conflict Tactics Scale (Gelles & Straus, 1988) and 

analysed this and the interval time between episodes across domestic violence for 6,021 

households displaying recurrent violence (defined as two or more calls in a one year 

period). She found that on average the interval between domestic violence calls 

decreased by eleven days with each additional call. She also concluded that on a scale of 

4 (least severe) to 18 (most severe), violence escalated on average by 0.07 CTS points 

with each additional call. This is perhaps the clearest evidence this review has considered, 

but it too is not without its limitations. While the work is longitudinal, and follows cases 

over twelve months, this may not be enough time to detect true rates of escalation or 

desistance. There is no theoretical or empirical base that states domestic abuse cases 

have an average twelve month life span. ChambersΩmethodology also excludes a 

significant amount of cases, most notably those that reported just once. If severe 
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violence emanated from these cases it could contradict the general assertion Chambers 

(2012:200-201) makes about escalation. And while it is probably the most rigorous study 

of patterns of escalation, the severity measurement instrument is not indefensible. The 

CTS classification systems are not equally weighted (for instance there is no empirical 

evidence that the most severe type of offence is 4.5 times more severe than the least). 

Piquero et al. re-examined Sherman and BerkΩs 1984 Minneapolis data (n=314) 

and four replications of that experiment (Piquero et al., 2005) and found no conclusive 

evidence of escalation.  Collectively known as the Spouse Assault Replication Program 

(SARP), these experiments tested the effects of arrest and other means (advice and 

separation) on reoffending rates. tƛǉǳŜǊƻΩǎ primary methodology was to compare the 

severity of the call at point of treatment (the presenting incident) and from victim 

surveys, the events that took place after that incident. Piquero and 

colleaguesΩmeasurement of severity was a binary comparison of injury versus no injury. 

They found that results varied from experiment to experiment, with some displaying 

escalation and others de-escalation. This work contains strong insight into its own 

limitations and highlights the restrictive influence of missing survey data, the focus on 

relatively less severe domestic abuse cases (the more severe cases were not eligible for 

the experiments), the lack of more than two data points and the short-term nature of the 

experiments under examination. Balanced against these limitations, Piquero et al. offers 

a strong examination of literature and theory around escalation and highlights two 

significant gaps which influence the design of this research: 1) a lack of longitudinal 

studies and 2) an absence of research focused on escalation within dyads ς units of the 
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same offender and victim. This unit of analysis is important because relationship is a key 

factor in domestic abuse. 

Against this backdrop of mixed (albeit limited) findings for and against the 

existence of escalation, Piquero et al. draws upon theories of sub groups within domestic 

violence cases devised by Johnson (1995) as a potential explanation. Johnson sets out 

two mutually exclusive forms of domestic violence based on existing literature. He states 

ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻǳǇƭŜǎ Ŧŀƭƭ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άpatriarchal terrorismέΣ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ 

violence which is rooted in patriarchal traditions and typified by men who must exhibit 

signs of control over women. He states that others fall ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǘƭŜ ƻŦ άŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ 

ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜέΣ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ ǊŀǊŜ 

occurrence. Johnson asserts that patriarchal terrorism is most often reflected in studies 

based on womenΩs shelter surveys (Pagelow, 1981, Walker 1975, 1984). It is in this form 

of violence that Johnson suggests escalation occurs. Indeed, he goes as far as to suggest 

that NFVS data, which represents greater numbers of common couple violence, actually 

indicates de-escalation among that group. The latter assertion is grounded in more 

evidence than the former, for which Johnson only offers Pagelow as a citation, however, 

his sub-classifications of violent couples provide an interesting context to the issue of 

escalation and have potential implications for research attempting to identify that 

phenomenon, most notably in the notion that data may need to be analysed in a way 

that offers a sub-classification of these two theories. 

 

 

Measurement of Crime Severity 
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However it may categorise cases, research into escalation of severity will need to utilise 

an instrument for measurement of that severity and as such it is worthwhile considering 

some of the systems that have been used and are currently being developed. 

In her research, McClellan-Chambers (2002) utilised the Conflict Tactics Scale 

(CTS), a three tiered index of violence with multiple levels in each tier sorted in a 

hierarchy. CTS was developed by Muray Straus in 1979 as a specific tool for measuring 

domestic abuse severity. Levels were established from face to face interviews by 

ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǘŀŎǘƛŎǎέ respondents have used to family disputes. The three indices 

measure reasoning, verbal aggression and physical aggression and the system offers a 

number of potential analytic options as described by McClellan-Chambers (2002). As 

discussed in the review of ChambersΩwork, the CTS is an imperfect measurement tool. It 

does not have an equal system of weighting and it can rely on the judgments of 

researchers and respondents in classifying the level at which an event sits. In its favour, 

CTS has been examined by a number of different studies, although some have found 

notable differentials between respondent views and police recorded data (Claes and 

Rosenthal, 1990 as cited in McClellan-Chambers, 2002). 

Other scholars have focused on the concept of harm as a measurement of 

severity. Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) were among the first scholars to attempt to develop 

a different system. They surveyed a range of groups including students, police officers, 

judges and community members, asking them to rank 141 crimes on a scale of 1 (least 

serious) to 11 (most serious). Their methodology has been subject to considerable 

criticism of its sampling methodology but the work found a strong correlation between 

the rankings of each group. 
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Wolfgang et al (1985) took this methodology further, opening up the ranking 

questions to 60,000 survey respondents. They amended the scoring system to a weighted 

range of 0.2 to 72.1 and again found general levels of agreement on severity rankings. 

Recently, Sherman, Neyroud and Neyroud (2014) have developed the Cambridge 

Crime Harm Index as a successor to Wolfgang and Wolfgang & SellinΩs work. Sherman et 

al. (2014) challenge the notion that a single count of crime is a strong measure of harm as 

misleading because all crimes are not equal. Instead they propose an index based 

alternative which converts each crime into a value and discuss alternatives for the basis 

of such an index: firstly, a public opinion based ranking similar to WolfgangΩs, secondly 

the actual cost of crime and thirdly a measure of the actual sentences given for each 

crime in a given time period. Sherman, Neyroud and Neyroud reject all three and propose 

a ranking system based on the starting point recommended sentence for a first time 

offender. The value of the index is proposed as the number of days in prison that a 

sentence is equivalent to. One of the primary advantages cited by the authors is that the 

minimum sentence (starting point) excludes all sentencing variables associated to the 

offenderΩs previous history, which would skew the weighting.  

{ƘŜǊƳŀƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩs method is advanced if somewhat untested at least as a measure 

associated to performance. As a measure of scale of harm it is robust, but to date no 

study of domestic abuse has utilised it as the primary instrument for the measurement of 

severity. Equally its external validity for police agencies not based in England and Wales is 

limited albeit, it offers a useful structure. 

The obvious gap in the field of crime severity measurement is that there is no 

single taxonomy of harm and thus no one universal tool. The challenge for research in 
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this field is to find a model which gives a considered weighting to each type of crime, 

based on empirical data. While the Cambridge Crime Harm Index may not be based on 

quantitative measures of actual harm (rather sentences are derived from opinion polls, 

debates and scrutiny (Sherman, Neyroud & Neyroud, 2014), it at the very least offers a 

weighted system of ranked harm linked to a tangible outcome (minimum days in prison 

based on sentencing guidelines). 

Summary of Literature Review 

 

This review has considered research and publications which establish domestic abuse as a 

highly prevalent form of crime. This is emphasised in England and Wales in particular by 

the HMIC (2014) and the linked work conducted by the Home Office over the last fifteen 

years (Walby & Allen, 2004; Dar, 2013).  

The same work and others have identified that repeat victimisation and high 

concentrations of crime among small proportions of the population are tangible issues 

(Chambers-McClellan, 2002; Feld & Straus, 1990; Sherman, 1992; Walby & Allen, 2004). 

Within that repeat victimisation there is contrasting evidence to support theories 

surrounding escalation. The predominant view that escalation of severity and frequency 

occurs appears to originate from WalkerΩs work (1975, 1984) and is attached to the 

άpatriarchal terrorismέ view of domestic abuse presented by Johnson (1995). Johnson 

also presents an alternative clasǎ ƻŦ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀōǳǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƭŀōŜƭƭŜŘ ŀǎ άŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ 

ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜέ, which do not escalate. This may go some way to explaining why studies have 

found mixed results ranging from those which present evidence for escalation 

(Chambers-McClellan, 2002; Feld & Straus, 1989) to those which find no evidence 

(Piquero et al., 2005) although it should be considered that all are beset by 
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methodological concerns. There is little by way of longitudinal analysis, and this review 

has found none concerning dyads. 

This review has shown that by looking at some of the established methods for 

measuring severity of crime that there is no single definitive measure ς part of the 

methodological issues that have arisen among the other studies reviewed. The 

Cambridge Crime Harm Index is identified as the model most suitable for an appropriately 

weighted system of severity measurement. 
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Methods  

 

This chapter considers the methods that have been used to test the research questions 

set out in the introductory chapter. It begins by establishing the key definitions related to 

the subject matter and then describes the nature and quality of the data that has been 

used. It goes on to set out the analytical methods used to answer each research question 

in turn and finishes with a discussion on external validity. 

Definitions  

Domestic Abuse 

At the outset it is important to define key terms that are repeated many times during this 

research. At present, domestic abuse is not a crime classification in its own right in 

England & Wales, although the government are actively considering legislation to change 

this (Casciani, 2014b). Domestic abuse does have a standardised national definition, 

authorised by the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) and endorsed by the Home 

Office (see introduction) but it is important to state at the beginning of this section that 

domestic abuse can take any form of crime. As a consequence, this study will consider 

more types of crime than just violence. Where a vehicle is stolen or a house burgled as 

part of a domestic dispute, those crimes are included in this analysis. As an English police 

agency, Suffolk Constabulary works to the national definition of domestic abuse and 

audits is records to test for compliance with that definition 

Dyads 
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Much previous research into domestic abuse has centred on either victims or offenders. 

Little research has been done on trends among dyads (Piquero et al., 2005). As such, 

άŘȅŀŘέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǘŜǊƳ ƛƴ ¦Y ǇƻƭƛŎƛƴƎ ŎƛǊŎƭŜǎΦ 5ȅŀŘ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ ǘƻ 

refer to a group of two people, but is not reflective of the relationship between the pair. 

In this sense, the term is fully applicable to this analysis which will consider domestic 

abuse patterns for victim and offender combinations regardless of the nature of their 

relationships. Considering abuse patterns from this perspective will be a useful addition 

to the literature on domestic abuse. It is an area often not covered owing to the 

complexities of matching victims and offenders from databases in an efficient way but 

this research has attempted to overcome this problem. 

Repeat Victimisation 

Although it may seem unambiguous, the term repeat victimisation is often debated in 

policing circles in the UK with HMIC reporting that forces vary in the ways they identify 

repeats (HMIC, 2014). With this in mind, it is worth stating at the beginning of this 

methodology what this study will mean when using the term. Within this research repeat 

victimisation should be taken to mean any victim or dyad that has been subject to two or 

more events within the dataset. It is worth noting the distinction between victims and 

dyads here is deliberate. There is the potential for victims to be party to more than one 

dyad but the presence of a repeat victim within a dyad does not alone make that dyad 

subject to repeat victimisation. For the latter to be applicable, the dyad must be subject 

to more than one event within the dataset. As such the data has been organised so that 

victims and dyads can be identified as separate entities. This study does not particularly 

focus on repeat offending, but where this term is mentioned the same principles apply.  
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Data Sources 

Suffolk Constabulary records crime on a database known as Crime Information System 

(CIS). Emergency and non-emergency calls are recorded on a separate system and it is the 

norm that calls which are classified as crimes are entered onto both systems. However, in 

the case of domestic abuse related calls, everything is transferred to CIS with crimes 

referred to as crimes and calls which are not crimes Ŏƻƭƭƻǉǳƛŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ 

ŀōǳǎŜ ƴƻƴ ŎǊƛƳŜǎέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ {ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻƴǎǘŀōǳƭŀǊȅ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜǎ /L{ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ 

and record its risk assessment (DASH) scores. The product is highly beneficial for this 

research because it means a large amount of data pertaining to individual cases is held on 

one system and therefore in one format. Other agencies and researchers seeking to 

replicate this research may need to link data from multiple systems. It is advantageous to 

this research that the structure of data for crimes and non-crimes is recorded in the same 

format with victims and suspects identified even where no crime has been committed. To 

be clear, this does not mean individuals are being incorrectly criminalised by Suffolk 

Constabulary; rather the ŦƻǊŎŜ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀǎǎƛƎƴǎ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƻŦ άǾƛŎǘƛƳέ ŀƴŘ άǎǳǎǇŜŎǘέ ōŀǎŜŘ 

on the circumstances of the call.  

As with all English & Welsh forces, crime in Suffolk is subject to audit against 

bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ǊƛƳŜ wŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ όb/w{ύ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ άŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎέ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ of offences 

is determined by the recording parties either in the Contact and Control Room (CCR) or 

ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊΦ ! άŦƭŀƎέ ƛǎ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ƻƴ /L{ ǘƻ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ ŀ ŎǊƛƳŜ ƛǎ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎΦ LŦ ǘƘƛǎ 

is falsely marked in the positive it is declassified by the crime registrar or by domestic 

abuse specialists in the Central Tasking and Referral Unit. The latter also performs the 

role of identifying domestic cases which are falsely negative.   
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The original data extract from CIS provided 143 variables pertaining to items like 

crime classification, date and time, location of event, detection status, victim and 

offender and risk assessment. Variables were supplemented in the data cleaning and 

analysis phases of this research and the final number of variables is above 160. Not all of 

these have contributed to the final analyses but hopefully this summary gives a sense of 

both the scope such a rich dataset potentially offers and the complexity of handling such 

a large set of variables.  

Data Issues and Limitations  

As is common with many police datasets, the pool of domestic abuse data extracted from 

{ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻƴǎǘŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩǎ /L{ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

it.  

No Crimes 

Like all police forces in England & Wales, Suffolk Constabulary sometimes de-classifies 

crimes where there is evidence that no crime took place. These are colloquially referred 

ǘƻ ŀǎ άƴƻ ŎǊƛƳŜǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǳǎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǾŜǊō όάǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƴƻ-ŎǊƛƳŜŘέύΦ 

¢ƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ŀƭƭ ŎǊƛƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ άƴƻƴ-criƳŜǎέ όƴƻǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘ 

ǿƛǘƘ άƴƻ-ŎǊƛƳŜǎέύΣ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ отΣпсс ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мst January 2009 and 31st March 

нлмпΦ ору ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ŀǎ άƴƻ ŎǊƛƳŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΦ !ǘ Ƨǳǎǘ 

0.01% of the original dataset this appears to be low, but the common practice is to 

ǊŜŎƭŀǎǎƛŦȅ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ άƴƻ ŎǊƛƳŜǎέ ǘƻ άƴƻƴ-ŎǊƛƳŜǎέΦ bƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊƪ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ 

understand why in these 358 cases this did not happen. 
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Free text fields 

{ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻƴǎǘŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩǎ /L{ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ free text fields which make analysis 

difficult without extensive reading and coding. Most of these were excluded from this 

analysis with the exception of Ψvictim occupationΩ. With regard to this field searches were 

ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘέ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ of cases where the 

victim had at some time been unemployed. Caution should be used accordingly when 

interpreting those results. 

DASH 

hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ {ǳŦŦƻƭƪΩǎ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 5!{I ŦƻǊƳ ŘŀǘŀΦ 

This includes 57 variables based on the question set completed by officers with victims 

and the risk level subsequently prescribed by domestic abuse specialists. The potential 

for meaningful analysis here was significant but sadly this data contains a high rate of 

missing values (81%) owing to the DASH/CIS process not being started until late in the 

period covered by the dataset. Future iterations of this analysis will be better positioned 

to mine this potentially useful source of data but for the most part, this research has not 

examined these variables.  

Major Variables in the Data - Age 

Analysis of the age profile of the dataset revealed two notable issues. Firstly, despite the 

domestic abuse definition not applying to victims below 16 years of age, a number of 

records appeared in the 0-16 age band. This was partially due to the inappropriateness of 

the database age bandings, partially due to input error of date of birth and partially due 

to incorrect application of the definition. In 40 % of the 609 events where the victim is 

marked as under 0-16, the victim was actually 16 at the time of offence, and therefore 
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eligible under the definition of domestic abuse. Of the remaining 364 events, 298 relate 

to repeat dyads and 66 to single event dyads. None were eligible for the study group of 

five or more events in a three year period. These 364 events were subsequently removed 

from the data set.  

Victim URN 

¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ {ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻƴǎǘŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩǎ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜǘ 

was the absence of a victim unique reference number (URN). Offenders and suspects are 

ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ŀ άƴƻƳƛƴŀƭέ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ άbέ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΦ 

The force regularly audits these records to remove duplicates and as such it is typical that 

analysis focusses on repeat offending and offender profiling more frequently than it does 

victims. Victim details are recorded however, the dataset contains surname, forename, 

gender and data of birth as well some higher level address information relating to where 

the event took place. It is with ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǘƘŀƴ ŀƴ άŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭέ ¦wb Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 

created for victims in the dataset. The process for this is described as follows. 

For each record of data (n=36,742) a new variable was created concatenating the 

victim surname and date of birth. This was the basis of a victim URN but remained subject 

to errors, primarily in spelling or incorrect dates of birth. As such, further cleaning was 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀǘŎƘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǾƛŎǘƛƳ ά¦wbǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǾƛŎǘƛƳΦ  

To achieve this, each ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŎǘƛƳ ά¦wbǎέ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ 

a code based on the letters that appeared in the victim forename and surname and the 

district and sector in which the event took place. For example, John Smith, victim of crime 

in Newmarket, Forest Heath would generate a code of HIJMNOSTForestHeathNE. The 

component parts of this code are the letters which appear in the name, in ascending 
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alphabetical order, the district in which the event took place (Forest Heath) and the 

sector in that district in which the event took place (in this case NE stands for 

Newmarket). These codes were then sorted in ascending order and used to aid a visual 

matching exercise of the database. Where codes matched the episodes were assigned a 

ƳŀǘŎƘƛƴƎ ǾƛŎǘƛƳ ά¦wbέ όōŀǎŜŘ ƻn the first URN that appeared in the sequence).  

There were two inherent flaws in this process which merit discussion. Firstly, the 

coding system assumes that even when names are mistyped, they use the same letters. 

{ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ƛǘ ŀǎǎǳƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǾƛŎǘƛƳǎΩ ƻŦŦŜƴces take place in the same locality, which of 

course, they may not. However, both these flaws were partially mitigated by the manual 

nature of the matching exercise, whereby the author visually examined each record and 

was able to identify where these flaws yielded errors. This was done in short batches of 

around 1,000 records over a period of about two months to reduce the chances of human 

error. It is important to underline that this process is not without its limitations, but it 

represents a methodical and meticulous attempt at defining unique victims. 

Other Data 

While the CIS dataset is variable-rich, this research does not include data from other 

systems which may relate to victim, offender or dyad. Some of these data are potentially 

highly relevant. Suffolk Constabulary keeps additional information on intelligence, prison 

sentences and domestic abuse interventions which could be pertinent but the complexity 

of data matching and accessibility of these datasets has prevented them from inclusion in 

this research. Similarly, it may be useful to explore other data from CIS pertaining to non-

domestic abuse records of the suspects and victims in this dataset, but again time 
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constraints and the limits of the research questions have precluded this. These issues are 

considered in more detail in the discussion chapter. 

Missing Data 

Other data variables besides DASH were subject to missing data in various degrees as 

denoted by Table 2. 

Table 2: Summary of Missing Data Values in Suffolk Constabulary Domestic Abuse Dataset 

Variable # Blank Records Percent 

Date reported 5 0.01 

Finalisation date 2931 7.90 

Victim age 3624 9.77 

Suspect age 1703 4.59 

 

With respect to victim age, the proportion appears problematic to analyses. However, of 

the 3,624 records with this data missing, 37% were for victims who had at least one other 

event attributed to them and in the majority of those cases, the age variable was not 

missing in all of the other events. This meant that the actual percentage of events with 

missing victim age is somewhat lower than 9.77%. 

Procedure  

This study seeks to address five principle research questions set out with their analytical 

methodologies as follows. 

What is the Extent of Repeat Victimisation? 

There is a strong evidence base for repeat victimisation among domestic abuse cases 

(Chapter 2:  
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Repeat Victimisation) and indeed for escalation to be detectable through quantitative 

analysis of police records, there needs to be. The aim of answering this question is to 

establish whether the evidence found elsewhere is replicated in Suffolk. This should give 

an indication as to the detectability of escalation if it exists and should also lend useful 

context to researchers seeking to replicate this work in other jurisdictions.  

The principle method of analysis to answer this question is a comparison of the 

counts of dyads, offenders and victims at each level of events (one event in the dataset, 

two events, three events and so on).  The analysis is run three times to establish to what 

extent victims and offenders move between dyads.  

What is the Conditional Probability Associated to Repeat Offending? 

{ƘŜǊƳŀƴ ŀƴŘ .ŜǊƪΩǎ όмфупύ ǿƻǊƪ ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŜƴŜ ŦƻǊ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 

increasing at higher rates of repeat victimisation. This research aims to replicate their 

methodology to test if the same is applicable to domestic abuse cases. Simply put, if you 

call x number of times, how likely is it that you will call again, and with what degree of 

likelihood. The answer has a high level of potential significance to risk assessment; 

particularly if it can be further established how likely that next call is to be serious. 

Does Severity Increase with Further Events? 

One of the central aims of this research is to establish whether there is any upward or 

downward trajectory in levels of severity. The principle instrument for measuring severity 

in the analysis undertaken to answer this question, is the Crime Harm Index (CHI). To 

achieve this, a new variable has been added to the dataset and a LOOKUP formula 

applied to insert a CHI value based on the NCRS classification of the event. The LOOKUP 

function identifies the relevant event classification in a cross-reference table which has 
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been manually populated by the author based on the original work of Sherman, Neyroud 

& Neyroud (2014) and further research conducted using UK Sentencing Guidelines 

(Sentencing Guidelines Council, 2008; Sentencing Council, 2011; CPS.gov.uk, 2014). The 

resultant lookup table contains CHI values for 119 offence types and a substitute value 

όлΦмύ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ άƴƻƴ-ŎǊƛƳŜǎέΦ лΦм Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άƴƻƴ-ŎǊƛƳŜέ ŎŀǊǊƛŜǎ ƴƻ 

sentence tariff or equivalent other than an investment of police time. As such this is the 

lowest value possible in this version of CHI, but as it is more than 0 it will influence mean 

harm scores.  

To track the trajectory of harm, a dyad study group of cases meeting a higher 

repeat threshold was identified. Eligibility for this group was determined as a minimum of 

five events (crime or non-crime) in a period of three years commencing from the date of 

the first event in the dataset. The three year period was determined to achieve 

consistency between the dyads and a substantially longer longitudinal period than other 

studies have analysed. The number of events was set at five to enable an opportunity to 

see change over a range of data points. Again in this regard, this study goes further than 

many of its predecessors. The study group comprised of 727 dyads. 

For each of these dyads, the CHI scores were mapped across each event in the 

sequence and the mean CHI score for each sequential event was then analysed using 

ANOVA to test for significant variance. This analysis was repeated on four further cohorts 

derived from the eligible dyads to determine if significant change in severity occurred 

within the eligible group. These cohorts were 1) those dyads which were among those 

which caused the most cumulative harm, 2) those dyads where an arrest was made at 

first event, 3) those dyads which took place in an area classified among the highest 
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quintile for deprivation and 4) those dyads which had a gap of less than 60 days between 

the first and second event.  

Does Intermittency Decrease with Further Events? 

The other side of the escalation issue is intermittency. This research also seeks to 

establish the voracity of the theory that calls to police become more frequent with each 

passing call. As with the question concerning severity, ANOVA tests were used to test a 

null hypothesis that there was no difference in the mean intermittency between any 

combination of events. These tests were run for the 727 dyads with five or more events 

in a three year period and two cohorts derived from this group. Firstly, chronic high harm 

cases which featured with those dyads contributing to 80% of CHI scores in the whole 

dataset. Secondly, those dyads in which events took place within the 20% most deprived 

wards in Suffolk. These cohorts were chosen to test if the null hypothesis was proven or 

disproven in the particular circumstances each cohort reflected. 

The variable under scrutiny was the number of days that had elapsed between the 

reported date of each crime in the sequence. Using this variable does not control for so-

ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎέ όǿƘŜǊe victims report days, weeks and in some cases months 

and years after an event has happened) but it does reflect intermittency of reporting. In 

any event, analysis of the dataset showed that 82% of events were reported on the same 

day they were committed and 93% within seven days. 

Where ANOVA tests led to the rejection of the null hypothesis, ¢ǳƪŜȅΩǎ Honestly 

Statistically Different (HSD) tests were used to identify between which particular events 

in the sequence that the differences were attributed to. 
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To ²Ƙŀǘ 9ȄǘŜƴǘ 5ƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ άtƻǿŜǊ CŜǿέ ¢ƘŜƻǊȅ !ǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ {ŜǾŜǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ IŀǊƳ ƛƴ 5ƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ 

Abuse Cases? 

The final question this research seeks to address concerns concentrations of harm. In his  

Joan McCord Prize Lecture, Lawrence Sherman (2007) discussed a potential solution to 

the problem of criminological experiments yielding small effects. His proposal ς to focus 

interventions and research on the small percentage of places, victims, offenders and 

other units that produced the greatest amount of harm ς ǿŀǎ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ άǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŦŜǿέΦ 

This research will explore this concept with regard to dyads, victims and geographical 

units using a descriptive analysis of the variation in levels of harm and if applicable those 

with the highest cumulative harm when cross-referenced with other variables such as 

age, ethnicity, and gender. 

External Validity  

While national statistics on domestic abuse are not available in England & Wales, HMIC 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀōǳǎŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ о҈ ƻŦ {ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻƴǎǘŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ 

and 7% of all its recorded crime ς comparable with the national position (HMIC, 2014). 

While Suffolk is predominantly a rural county, it has a number of urban areas and 

corresponding issues with high deprivation and comparative levels of some types of 

offending.  
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Table 3 shows a comparison of Suffolk against the overall figures for England & Wales for 

illustrative purposes:  

Table 3: Summary of Key Demographic Statistics for Suffolk and England & Wales (Suffolk County Council, 

2012) 

Statistic Suffolk England & Wales 

Age Groups   

0-19 24.4% 23.9% 

18-64 59.4% 59.2% 

65+ 18.3% 16.5% 

Gender   

Male 49.0% 49.2% 

Female 51.0% 50.8% 

Ethnicity   

White 97.2% 85.9% 

Black and Minority 
Ethnic 

2.8% 14.1% 

 

{ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻƴǎǘŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩǎ Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇarable to other English and Welsh 

forces in many regards, but most particularly in the application of NCRS rules. This alone 

should mean that all forces in England & Wales could derive some relevance from the 

findings detailed in the next chapter. What is less certain is the replicability of this study, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŦƻǊŎŜǎΩ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

άƴƻƴ-ŎǊƛƳŜǎέΦ 
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Results 

This chapter begins with a description of some of the key features of the data to place the 

results in context. It then addresses each research question in turn, considering analysis 

from the perspective of dyad, victim and offender as the unit wherever relevant and 

possible. These sub-sections begin with analysis of the extent of repeat victimisation and 

offending. The chapter then moves on to analysis of conditional probability of further 

calls. It then presents the findings of the ANOVA and post-hoc tests in relation to 

escalation of severity and decreasing intermittency between calls. Finally it presents an 

analysis of the concentrations of harm, assessing what proportion of harm is attributable 

to what proportion of units. The chapter contains a considerable amount of material and 

so concludes with a summary of results which is sub-divided by each of the research 

questions. 

Description of Data  

The final cleaned dataset contained 36,742 domestic abuse event records that were 

recorded within Suffolk ConstabularyΩǎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ between 1st January 2009 and 31st 

March 2014. This data included crimes uƴŘŜǊ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ b/w{ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ άƴƻƴ-ŎǊƛƳŜǎέ 

(where a report had been made but no crime evidenced) and non-notifiable crimes 

(ostensibly crimes, but where there is no statutory responsibility to report to the Home 

Office).  
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Figure 1: Number of domestic abuse Crimes, non-crimes and non-notifiable rimes 

 

58% of the dataset relates to non-crimes, which adds a substantial amount of 

power to the analysis in the following subsections. This simple statistic is interesting in its 

own right; suggesting that a high amount of police demand relating to domestic abuse 

may come from incidents which are not crimes. This inference is weakened by the 

absence of weightings which will be covered later in this chapter, but it is valid to 

consider that in the majority of cases, police resources are dispatched to attend the 

location of the event and conduct a risk assessment as a minimum. 

The majority of non-notifiable offences relate to malicious use of public 

communications networks to send indecent or obscene messages. Although non-

notifiable for statutory statistical returns, the sentencing guidelines do enable a CHI value 

for this type of offending.  
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Figure 2: Numbers of crimes by classification 

 

The majority (82%) of crimes within the dataset are classified as some form of violence, 

which includes threatening behaviour as well as contact violence. Violent and sexual 

offences have typically been the principle focus of domestic abuse research but in this 

instance they will form just 33% of the overall dataset.  ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ΨƻǘƘŜǊ ƻŦŦŜƴŎŜǎΩ 

are public disorder, which are non-contact but can relate to threatening or intimidating 

behaviour. 
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Figure 3: Breakdown of categories of violent crime  

 

As Figure 3 shows, most violent crime is recorded with no injury or with less serious 

ƛƴƧǳǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ άƳƻǎǘέ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ƛƴƧǳǊȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ м҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΦ 

The key demographic breakdowns of the data are also worth consideration.  

Table 4: Age breakdown of male and female victims in domestic abuses cases 

Age  Female Male 

16-18 1400 317 

18-29 10158 2240 

30-39 6337 1613 

40-49 5253 1609 

50-59 1865 829 
60-69 540 369 
70-79 228 141 
80-89 49 19 

Not Stated 20 2 
Blank 2636 1021 

Total 28486 8160 
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Table 4 excludes 97 records where gender data was missing. It shows that in 77% 

of cases, victims of domestic abuse in Suffolk are female. The most frequent age banding 

is common for males and females with 18-29 year olds making up over a third of all 

domestic abuse events. 

The dataset also showed that most victims of domestic abuse in Suffolk were 

ά²ƘƛǘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘέ (as classified by the Home Office 16+1 ethnicity codes) as shown in Figure 

4. 88% of victims fell within this category which as Table 3 showed is approximately 

correlated with the demographics of the county.  

Figure 4: Breakdown of events by ethnicity 
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Figure 5: Number of unique dyads, victims and offenders 

 

Figure 5 gives a clear message regarding victim and offender movement in dyads. The 

ratio of unique victims to dyads is nearly 1:1. For offenders it is about 33% higher. This 

indicates that offenders in Suffolk had a greater tendency than victims to feature in 

multiple dyads. The victim ratio is also interesting as it indicates that at least 3,321 

victims have reported more than one event.  
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Repeat Victimisation  

Dyads 

Figure 6: Number of dyads by level of events reported 

 

Figure 6 shows that most dyads presented to Suffolk Constabulary just once 

during the analysed period. Indeed those 18,476 dyads represent 76% of all dyads that 

reported in the dataset meaning a total prevalence of repeat victimisation among dyads 

of 24%.  

It is also very evident that there is a decay effect with the number of dyads 

decreasing at each additional event reported. Figure 6 has aggregated those dyads that 

reported six or more events in the whole dataset for the purposes of presentation, but it 

is worth examining the breakdown of dyads that reported in this group. The maximum 

number of events reported by a dyad was 23, but only one dyad reached this level. Only 

four others exceeded 19 events and there were less than 40 dyads at each level from 13-
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19 reports. In total 125 dyads (0.7% of all dyads in the dataset) reported more than ten 

times, which at the very minimum would be approximately two calls per year. While this 

is a small proportion of the overall dyad population, it indicates chronic problems do 

exist. 

Table 5: Breakdown of dyads with six or more events  

Number of 
events reported  

Number of dyads Number of victims Number of 
offenders 

6 202 241 271 

7 115 167 171 

8 71 102 120 

9 46 80 94 

10 37 59 61 

11 27 41 32 

12 11 13 34 

13 12 23 25 

14 16 9 19 

15 5 12 13 

16 3 5 14 

17 0 6 6 

18 3 9 4 

19 5 2 5 

20 4 7 5 

21 1 5 6 

22 0 4 3 

23 1 1 3 

24 0 1 1 

25 0 0 0 

26 0 0 0 

27 0 3 0 

28 0 1 0 

29 0 0 0 

30 0 0 0 

31 0 1 0 
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Victims 

Figure 7: Number of victims by level of events reported 

 

Figure 7 also gives a clear indication that most victims reported one event in the 

dataset. However, the prevalence of repeat calls among victims is higher than among 

dyads. 32% of victims reported more than one event to Suffolk in the five years, three 

months analysed, 8% higher than dyads. This indicates some movement of victims 

between dyads. 

The decay effect present with dyads is equally applicable to victims, with 

decreasing numbers at higher numbers of events (. However the data indicates that there 

were more ΨchronicΩ victims than dyads, again suggesting that victims are subject to 

abuse by more than one offender. The maximum number of events attributed to one 
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victim was 31 and there were 23 victims with 20 or more reports as compared to just four 

dyads. In all 202 victims reported more than ten times.  

Offenders 

Figure 8: Number of offenders by level of events reported 

 

Figure 8 shows that repeat offending was more prevalent in the dataset than 

victimisation among either dyads or victims. 65% of offenders were linked to just a single 

event, lower than the 76% of dyads and 68% of victims already shown. This indicates that 

offenders are also associated to multiple dyads. 

While the decay effect is also present among offenders, there are higher numbers 

at higher levels of events than for victims and dyads. 22 offenders were linked to more 

than 20 events by comparison to 15 victims and just four dyads. 235 offenders (1.1%) 

were linked to ten or more events compared to 202 victims and 125 dyads.   
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Multiple Dyads 

Table 6: Per cent of victims and offenders present in more than one dyad  

 Per cent 

Victims 12.5 

Offenders 16.7 

 

As suggested by other findings, offenders committed offences against multiple victims to 

a greater extent than victims were victimised by multiple offenders. 2,615 victims in the 

dataset were victimised by more than one offender. That represents 29.5% of all repeat 

victims. By comparison, 3,144 offenders offended against multiple victims ς 47.6% of all 

repeat offenders. 

Conditional Probability  

Dyads 

Figure 9Υ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ŘȅŀŘΩǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ 

 



 
54 

 

The initial probability that a dyad reporting once will report a second event is just 

24%. This probability rises with each subsequent event reported. If a dyad is the subject 

of two events, then it is 44% likely to report a third. If it reports a third, it becomes 54% 

likely to report a fourth and so on. 

This analysis identifies two notable peaks. Firstly, the conditional probability rises 

to around 70% from the 8th event onwards. Secondly, after this point that probability 

rises even further, peaking at 82% likelihood that a 13th call will follow the 12th. After 

this point the probability scores become volatile due to the low numbers of dyads at 

those levels of event reporting. 

Figure 10: Conditional probability of further crimes reported at each cumulative ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ŘȅŀŘΩǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ 

 

Figure 11 builds on Figure 9 by adding probability scores at each event in the 

sequence for two additional variables. Firstly, the probability of the next event is any 

crime (thus excluding all non-crime events) and secondly the probability of the next event 
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is a crime with a CHI value of more than 30 days in prison. The probability the next event 

is a crime peaks at 42% at event ten. The probability that the next is a crime that carries a 

CHI value of 30 or more peaks at 12% at events ten and twelve.  

Victims 

Figure 11Υ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ǾƛŎǘƛƳΩǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ  

 

The initial probability that a victim reporting domestic abuse for the time will 

report a second domestic abuse event is at 32%, higher than for a dyad. This can be 

explained by the fact that some victims feature in more than one dyad (Table 6). The 

probability of further events then remains higher than the equivalent levels for dyads up 

until the eighth event. The result is striking. After just the second event there is just less 

than a one in two chance that this victim will report a third to police in the future. At five 

reports, there is 70% likelihood and the probability stays around this level until the 

numbers of cases become small and percentages volatile. 
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Offenders 

Figure 12: Conditional probability of further events reported at each cumulative total of offender events 

 

A first time offender of domestic abuse is 3% more likely than a victim to be the 

ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŜǾŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ƻŦŦŜƴŘŜǊǎΩ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ 

multiple dyads. Like victims and dyads, the probability of further events rises with each 

event reported until the numbers of cases in the dataset become so low that they 

produce erratic results. Like dyads and victims, by the time an offender has been subject 

of a third call, there is a better than one in two chance that they will be the subject of a 

fourth. After ten events, probabilities exceed 75% indicating that chronic offending issues 

are highly likely to remain chronic.  
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Escalation in Severity 

All Eligible Dyads 

Figure 13: Average CHI scores in first 10 events for all eligible dyads 

 

From event 1 to event 10 Figure 13 indicates an upward trajectory in the mean 

CHI values for the first ten calls among all eligible dyads. This analysis is restricted to the 

first ten calls as sample sizes drop away after this point. For events 1-5 the sample size 

was 727. By event 10, the sample size was 92. Standard deviations were above 100 for 6 

out of the 10 events indicating that CHI scores varied frequently for the eligible dyads at 

most events. A single factor ANOVA test determined no statistical significance, F(9, 4802) 

= 1.76; p = .07. 
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Chronic High Harm Dyads 

Figure 14: Average CHI scores in first 10 events for all eligible dyads featuring with dyads causing 80% of 
cumulative CHI 

 

Figure 14 suggests no consistent upward trajectory in mean CHI scores from event 

1 to event 10 among eligible dyads who were within the group of dyads contributing 80% 

of cumulative CHI in the whole dataset (Table 9)Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άŎƘǊƻƴƛŎ ƘƛƎƘ 

ƘŀǊƳ ŘȅŀŘǎέ όƴҐтсύ and it should be noted that this is a very small sample size. As would 

be expected given the criteria of this cohort, the average level of harm was higher than 

for other cohorts. Sample sizes were extremely low, falling to just 18 cases by event 10. A 

single factor ANOVA test determined no statistical significance, F(9, 539) = 1.29, p=.24. 



 
59 

 

Arrest at First Event 

Figure 15: Average CHI scores in first 10 events for all eligible dyads featuring with dyads where an arrest 
was made at the first event 

 

Figure 15 indicates an upward trajectory in mean CHI scores between events 2 

and 6 for this cohort (n=189). At event 6 the sample size was 114 and after this it declined 

considerably to just 20 cases at event 10. A single factor ANOVA test determined no 

statistical significance, F(9, 1200) = 1.24, p=.26. 
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Higher Deprivation 

Figure 16: Average CHI scores in first 10 events for all eligible dyads featuring with dyads where events 
took place in an area within the most deprived in Suffolk 

 

Figure 16 indicates an upward trajectory for mean CHI in this cohort (n=450) albeit 

with four events showing declines in average CHI scores. The sample size at event ten 

was 54. Standard deviation was above 100 for eight of the ten events. A single factor 

ANOVA test determined no statistical significance, F(9,2974) = 1.00, p=.44) 












































































