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Having been involved from the very beginning in researching family violence, Straus is in a unique position to
provide a commentary on Graham-Kevan (2007).
Straus’ commentary provides an excellent but worrying synopsis of the methods that have been employed by
some feminist scholars and advocates for over 30 years to suppress research and dialogue that is perceived
as having the potential to undermine the feminist conceptualization of domestic violence. The effects of this are
insidious, and distort an entire research area. I not only fully endorse Straus’ commentary but also would like to
add one additional method that I frequently come across. This method relies on people’s fear of statistics to
misrepresent information for ideological reasons.
Method 8: Playing with numbers
As statistical rigor becomes more important in the design of official surveys, so the bias’ evident in many older
data sets are eliminated. This has the effect of making the results more valid. This is a problem if the author is
motivated by ideological beliefs, as methodologically sound studies consistently find parity in the use of partner
violence by men and women. In the case of official data, the authors charged with writing up reports can not
merely ignore the findings (Straus’ methods 1 and 2). In these cases ideologically driven authors manipulate
the figures in such a way as to make women’s victimization more visible while obscuring men’s. The US
department of Justice reports (http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/ are a good place to look to find examples of
playing with numbers (although you could equally look on many other official statistic websites e.g., the UK
Home Office site).
Using 1998 figures we are told that 3.7% of all murders of men are by intimate partners, whereas 33.5% of
murders of women were by intimate partners. In the same report we are told “[I]ntimate partner violence made
up 20% of violent crime against women in 2001. By contrast, during the year intimate partners committed 3%
of all nonfatal violence against men.” (p. 2). The implication is that intimate partner violence and homicide are
overwhelmingly a concern for female victims, and that male victimization is so unusual it can be ignored. This
is not the case as well designed studies, using nonbiased sampling procedures find that men and women are
equally likely to be subjected to violence from an intimate partner. Which begs the question: how can the
figures above appear in governmental reports? The answer lies in the way statistics are routinely manipulated
to misrepresent the nature of partner violence. For example, if you go to the US Department of Justice website
(http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/homicide/gender.htm you can calculate the proportions of all homicide victims
that are men. Here we are informed that male victims constitute 74.5% of all victims of homicide, with both
male and female perpetrators being more likely to target male rather than female victims. Interestingly you do
not get his information in any of the US update documents for homicide
(http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pubalp2.htm you have to calculate it. What this tells us is that men are more
vulnerable to becoming a victim of homicide than are women per se. Men are three times more likely to be
killed than women, by a more diverse range of perpetrators. A more honest figure, therefore, is the proportion
of all intimate homicide victims that are men. Now this figure is not given, but if you go back to the document
on intimate violence in 1998 (http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/ipv.pdf), you can work out that in 28% of all
intimate partner homicides the victims are men. This proportion undermines claims that men are not victims of
partner violence and so such figures are not presented.
This type of reporting appears to be a deliberate attempt to distort findings to either support preexisting beliefs
or avoid the wrath of those that do hold such beliefs. While some advocates may be unaware of the empirical
literature on domestic violence, this excuse is not available to academics who by the very nature of their
profession have a duty to be aware of conflicting evidence within their research areas. The reason for this
suppression cannot, therefore, be the result of simple omission. The methods detailed by Straus and above
suggest active suppression and subversion. Such behaviors have no place in academia or governmental
responses to the problem of family violence.

