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oy , . PREFACE

LS 'fhxn report .was originally prepared in May, 1983 as an interim jro-
ject report.  Ite purpose ':.u to describe the contents of the Central
Reqistry of family advocacy reports maintained by the Bureau of Medicine
and Surgery, Dep:lt.-e.gt,o! the Navy, and to highlight some of the
iBsues sugqgested by the data. At that time, this analysis represented
the end product of a complex data processing effort completed by the
Children's Division of The American Humane Association. Currently, _thx’s
analysis serves as a complete documentation of the uthmoloq;e-ployed
in processing the Central Registry reports and as & record of prelimi-

nary findings. It 1is to be considered as background material for the

final report, ‘/‘!/"he Demographics of Family Violence in the Navy and

-t

14
Chapter I outlines the methodalogy employed in the data processing

Marine Corps.

effort and describes the resulting data bcn) .Mcvmtluns how some six-

teen different form types were consol idated Lnto one data base, and how
.0 ¢ ’ W
data items from the forms were uppod onto a master variable list, Cen-

tral organizing themes in-Chapeer % are four basic identifiers: year

of report, fors type, incident type, and reporting facility identification.
“ e

“Chapters 1t through I¥ profile’ the three incident types: child abuse/

neglect, spouse abuse and sexual assault/rape. The information provided

describes: victims, sponsors, abusers, and cases. w 74:

I\Or Al

te ~
) cummavbere ﬂ‘ceed tinaings oéhthuqht- differences among the incident

L)

types. < |




CHAPTER 1

METHODOLOGY AND DESCRIPTION OF FORMS PROCESSED

This chapter outlines the methodology employed in the preliminary
analysis of Central Registry reports and describes the resulting data base
in terms of a few key deacriptors. Specifically, at least sixteen different
form types and over 8,000 forms were made available to American Humane,
representing those forms currently existing in BUMED's Central Registry
of family advocacy reports. These forms contain some similar information,
but there are form-specific data items as well. Thus, to report on every.
specific data item from every form provided would have resulted in a compli-
cated and confusing set of findings. Instead, decisions were made to
systematize the data processing and data analysis tasks, thereby permitting
the concise display of numerocus data elements from diverse forms.

The first section of this chapter susmarizes the decisions relating

A o =

to the inclusion/exclusion of forms, and is organized around four basic

identifiers: year of report, form type, incident type, and reporting facility

identification. The second section describes the mapping process, and how

%
e

variables from each form type were included or excluded. Finally, the last
section describes the data base resulting from these procedures; it is organ-

ized by reporting facility.

Decisions Relating to Form Inclusion

Year. In order to dsscribe the current characteristics of Central
Registry forms, all forms from 1981 and 1982 were selected for inclusiomn in
the data base. It was felt that forms from the most recent two years properly

desoribe the current situstion; moreover, two years' data rather than one




provides a larger data file for analysis. It was believed that since the

Family Advocacy Program began so recently and it took same time to develop
and distribute forms, raports are now gathered in a more systematic and
complete way than in earlier years; thus tha registry of older forms does
not portray the current picture. In all, about 4000 forms dated prior to

1981 and all undated forms were excluded. However, even given the exclusion

e rmsamartlih o. - oo

of this large number of reports, American Humane processed nearly twice as
¥ many forms as the Navy had originally estimated would be made available.
It should be noted that not all incidents that actually occurred in

i 1982 will be included in this data base. Porms were transferred from the
Navy's Central Reqistry to American Humane during December of 1982; thus,

] any December incidents occurring after the date of transferral as well as
any incidents occurring on hases which had not sent in the reports by the
date of transferral would be missing. Table 1-1 susmmarizes the data base

: by month of report. It clearly indicates that incidents from November and

" December of 1982 -- and to a lesser extent, from October, 1982 -- are poorly

represented in the data base. Thus, it suggests that had these incidents

been included, there would have been significantly mores reports on file from
1982.
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1982

*Note that yearly totals are slightly greater than the sum of the
monthly totals because sGme reports were not identified by momth.

MONTH AND YEAR OF REPORT

AL

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
Noveaber

AL

January
February
March

April

TABLE I-1

NUMBER OF FORMS

1851¢

1827¢

180
120

144
133
1319
168
170
142
126
223
137
1613

175
218
202
185
205
174
1613
170
142
103
56
7

PERCENT

50.3
4.9
1.3
4.0
3.6
3.8
4.6

4.7
3.9

3.5
6.1
1.8
4.5

49.7

4.8
6.0
5.5
5.1
5.6
4.8
4.5
4.7
3.9
2.8
1.5
0.2




Form Type. Although the number of different form types is guite large,
they can be divided into five basic types. Within each type, there are small
variations, but essentially similar data elements are available. Table A-1l in

the appendix summarizes the basic form types and the variations within each

type.
"
; Each form was identified by type, and the following distribution of
K forms resulted:
!‘.
4 Form Type Number of Forms Percent
i 1 - Established Child Abuse/Neglect 350 9.5
¥ 2 - Suspected Abuse/Neglect/Sexual
| A‘i Assault and Rape 2404 €5.3
\ '-1 } - Established Spouse Abuse/Neglect 409 1.1
‘ % 4 - Pamily Advocacy Case Management 450 12.2
: £ 5 - Others 67 1.8

—

It should be noted that form type 4 identifies each report as either “initial”

o 5
o Pl 9.0l +

or "follow-up.” All "follow-up” reports (twelve in number) were excluded

since these reports are not compatible with the rest.

Incident Type. The Family Advocacy Program aims at serving cases of
child abuse/neglect, spouse abuse, and sexual assault/rape. All forms were
carefully reviewed and classified into ane of these incident types as follows.
To be labeled child abuse/neglect, the victim on any form type had to be under
eighteen yeara of age, but not lahbeled as spouse of the abuser. In addition,
for form typeas 2 and 4 which covered multiple incident types., if sexual abuse
was indicated, the abuser had to be known to the victim. To be labeled spouse
abuse, the victim and abuser had to be currently and leqally married. To
be labeled sexual assault/rape, the maltreatment had to be of a sexual nature
bestween unmarried persons, and for victims under 18 years of age, the abuser
had to be unkpown to the victim. Thus, a coding decision was made that when

ainors ware involved, sexual maltreatment bstween known parties is a form of

-
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child abuse while between unknown parties indicates sexual assault/rape.
Despite the Navy's primary concern with these three incident types,
there was a small number of reports provided that dealt with different kinds
of incidents, incidents that could not properly be classified into one of
the three above categories. Rather than confuse the larger analysis with
a8 few migcellaneous cases, it was decided to exclude these cases from
discussion. The largest number of such cases were cases labeled by the
reporter as "verbal arqument” or "marital discord”, cases in which there was
no actual or threatened act of violence and no clearly defined abuser and
victim; in all 5] such cases were identified and eliminated from the analysis.
(All of these rejorts were from Pearl Harbor or Guam.) There were 35 other
reports eliminated as inappropriate, including 12 cases involving boyfriends,
1 involving ex-spouses, 6 involving a physical (not sexual) assault by an
unknown abuser, 4 involving other family-related violence (not spouse or
child}, 5 with i1nsufficient information to identify an incident type, and 5
miscellaneous cases (such as 8 request for an abortion or a report relating
to an incident that hapjened 10 years ago). In total, B6 cases were excluded
because of inappropriate incident type.

The following distribution describes the reports included in the data

base
Incident Type Number of Reports Percent
Child abuse/neglect 1204 32.7
Spouse abuse 2363 64.2
Sexual assault/rape 11 3.1

Reporting Pacility ldentification. FPror each report, a reporting
facility was identified and coded from the list of Family Advocacy Program

facilities provided by the Navy. At least one report was received from each

facility on the list except NBRCLINIC BRUNSWICK and NAVHOSP ROOSEVELT ROADS.

-




AMditional "catch-all” categories were created to include reports from
locations not on the list; these are described in more detail in Table A-2 in
the appendix. In total, 78 percent of the reports came from Navy bases
while 20 percent came from Marine bases. Table -2 portrays the distribution
of reporting facilities.

Miscellaneous. During the codinrg process, 53 duplicate reports were
identified and excluded from the analysis; generally speaking, these were
xerox copies of an original that were detected by a coder in the course of

reading forms.




TABLE 1 -2

REPORTING FACILITIES

REPORTING FACILITY NUMBER OF REPORTS PERCENT
NAVY 2876, 78.2
NRMCLINIC ANNAPOLIS 1. 0.0
NNMC BETHESDA 75. 2.0
: NRMC BREMERTON 109. 3.0
b NRMC CHARLESTON 200. 5.4
; NRMC CORPUS CHRISTI 45, 1.2
NRMC GREAT LAKES 168, 4.6
NRMC GUAM 174. 4.7
NAVHOSP GUANTANAMO 10. 0.3
NRMCLINIC HAMAII 451, 12.3
NRMC JACKSONVILLE 385. 10.5
NAVHOSP KEY WEST 14, 0.4
NAVHOSP LEMOORE 3. 0.1
NRMC LONG BEACH 120 3.5
NRMC MEMPHIS 74. 2.0
NRMC NAPLES 15, 0.4
NRMC MEWPORT 6S. 1.8
NSMC NEW LONDON 70. 1.9
NRMC OAKLAND 97. 2.6
NRNC ORLANDO 27. 0.7
NAVHOSP PAX RIVER 18, 0.5
NARMC PENSACOLA 135. 3.7
NRMC PHILADELPHIA 25, 0.7
NAVHOSP PORT HUENENE 81, 2.2
NRMC PORTSMOUTH 42, 1.1
NAVHOSP ROTA 15. 0.4
NiMC SAN DIEGO 327, 8.9
NRMCLINIC SEATTLE 4. 0.1
NAVHOSP SUBIC BAY 3S. 1.0
US NAVAL ACTIVITIES, UK, LOMDON,
ENGLAND 3, 0.1
US MAVAL PACILITY, ARGENTIA, NEW
FOUNDLAND, CANADA 1. 0.0
NAVHOSP WNIDBEY ISLAND 17. 0.5
NRMC YOKOSUXA 1. 0.1
NAVAL AIR STATIONS M. 0.9
OTHER NAVY LOCATIONS 2. 0.7
MARIMNES 738. 20.0
HAVHOSP BEAUPORT . 0.
NIRMC CAMP LEJEUNE 299, 8.1
WHC CANP PENDLETON 117. 3.2
NAVNOSP CHERRY POINT 44, 1.2
WNC OKINAMA 14. 0.4
JSOCLINIC QUANTICO A 3.1
29 PALMS, CA . 1.9
MWARINE CORPS AIR STATIONS 83, 1.4
OTHER MARINE LOCATIONS 1. 0.0
OTNER [ i.\!
SECEIVED PRON ANNY BASES 3. .0
AECEIVED PROM AIR FORCE BASES 29, 0.8




Mapping Decisions

In order to deal with the varjety of form types provided by the Navy,
a “"master variable liut™ was drawn up consisting of all varjables included
on any of the forms along with definitions for each valuc of the variable.
Then, each form type was "mapped” onto the master list, variable by variable,
depending on whether or not a data item was present, and if so, whether it
existed in compatible form. A small number of form-specific variables appear
on the manter list, but only {f tne variable seemed to be of central concern
to the Navy; other idiosyncratic variables were excluded from the analysis.

In some cases, a variable on the master list might be pre-coded on one
form, open-ended on another, and absent on a third. An example is “victim
race.” However, only when a variable could be consistently coded, was it
mapped and included in the analysis. Thus, different totals appear in sach
table, reflecting which form types contained the variable presented in that
table. (Of course, totals also reflect how often information was actually
provided for a quesstion, as opposed to being left blank.) Although the
varying totals are potentially confusing, the reader is assured that whatever
doas appesar in a table is an accurate representation of what actually exists
on the diverse form.

It was also decided that information could systematically be gathered
from the narrative questiaons on each form by developing a set of clear coding

catagories, and by going through a systematic process of “open-ended coding."

Thus, information was gathered in this way on underlying family stress factors,
types of maltreatment, and system responses to the maltrsatment.

Figures A-1 through A-4 and Table A-) in the appendix provide a general
overview of the major types of variables included in the analysis and where

they coms from on each form type. Because of time limitations and the small



number of reports, the readsr is advised that form type 5 has not yet
bsen mapped onto the data base and that only basic identifiers are included

in this interim report.

Description of the Data Base -- Reporting racility Characteristics

This section provides soms useful information on the kinds of reports
processed from different reporting facilities. Because the number of reports
coming from many facilities is gquite small, this number is included in
each table and the reader (s advised to refer to it when examining percentage
distributions. (For example, 100 percent chu‘d abuse reports (s hardly note-
worthy if only one report was received.) In this section, the following
tables are presented: reporting facility by year, reporting facility by
form type, reporting facility by incident type, and reporting facility by
report disposition.

Table I-) shows the distribution of reporting facilites by year. Perhaps
the most useful finding to extract from tl.is table is the identification of
which reporting facilities came into the system in 1982, or increased their

participation greatly.
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TABLE 1-3
REPORTING FACILITY BY YEA"
(PERCENT)

REPORTING FACILITY (# of Reports) 1981 1982
NAVY (2876) 50.9% 49.1%
NRMCLINIC ANNAPOLIS (1) 100.0 0.0
NNNC BETHRSDA (75) 58.7 41.3
NRMC BREXERTON (109) 83.5 16.5
NKMC CHARLESTON (200) 46.7 $3.3
NRMC CORPUS CMRIST1 (45) 68.9 1.1
NRMC GREAT LAKES (168) 48.8 51.2
NRMC GUAM (174) 50.6 49.4
NAVHOSP GUANTANAMO (10) 0.0 100.0
NRMCLINIC HAWAIZ (451) 48.0 52.0
NRMC JACKSONVILLE (385) 52.7 47.3
NAVHOSP KEY WEST (14) 14.3 85.7
NAVHOSP LEMOORE _(3) 100.0 0.0
NKMC LONG BEACH (128) 57.8 42.
NRMC MEMPHIS (74) 59.5 40.5
NRMC NAPLES (15) 0.0 100.0
NRMC NEWPORT (65) 41.5 58.5
NSMC NEW LONDON (70) 68.6 31.4
NRMC OAKLAND (97) 0.0 100.0
NRMC ORLANDO (27) 81.5 18.5
NAVHOSP PAX RIVER (18) 100.0 0.0
NARMC PEMSACOLA _(135) - 53.3 46.7
NRMC PHILADELPHIA (25) 68.0 32.0
NAVHOSP PORT HMUENEME (81) 53.1 46.9
NRMC PORTSMOUTH (42) 64.3 35.7
NAVHOSP ROTA (15) 0.0 100.0
NRMC SAN DIEGO (327) 45.6 54.4
NRMCLINIC SEATTLE (4) 25.0 75.0
NAVHOSP SUBIC BAY (35) 74.3 25.7
US NAVAL ACTIVITIES,

UK, LONDON, ENG 66.7 33.3
US NAVAL PACILITY, ARGENTIA,

MEW POUNDLAND, CAMNADA (1) 0.0 100.0
NAVHOSP DARY I 17 100.0 0.0
NRMC YOKOSUXA (3) 0.0 100.0
MAVAL AIR STATIONS (34) 4.2 $8.8
OTMER MAVY LOCATIONS (325) _32.0 68.0
MARINES (738) 46.9 53,1
MAVHOSP BEAUPORT (28) 0.0 100.0
NRNIC CNG LEJEUNE (299) 4.1 56.9
NN CANP PENDLETON (117) 41,6 26,4
MAVNOSP CHERRY POINT (44) 4.9 $9.1
MINC OKINAMA (14) 7.4 28.6

20,3 A0.3
29 PALNS, CA (69) $6.9 43.%
NARINE CORPS AIR STATIONS (33) 15.1 4.9
OINER_NARINE IOCATIONS (1) 0.0 400,90
QTR (66) : 6.4
MMCRIVED FROR ANNY BASES (37) 7S. 24.3
MECEIVED PRON AIR FPORCE BASES (29) “.3 51.7




Table I-4 looks at reporting facility by form type. Basically, it
gives a profile of what Xinds of forms are in use at each Navy and Marine
locatfon. The issue that comes to mind is why aome form types are not beinq
used at all in places where thay should bs expected to be used. The Navy
aight want to standardize usege of currently existing forms, or conversely,

to redesign and/or consolidate forms in the future.

«1le




e

TABLE -4
REPORTING FACILITY BY FORM TYPE

(" of {PERCENT)

REPORTING FACILITY Reports) 1 2 3 4 5
NAVY (2876) 11.1s 72.6% 10.1s 6.1% 0.0
NRMCLINIC ANNAPOLIS (1) 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.n
NNMC BETHESDA (75) 13.) 21.) 65.3 0.0 n.n
NRMC BREMERTON (109) 5.5 94,5 Q.0 0.0 Q.0
NRMC CHARLESTON (200) 0.5 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
NRMC CORPUS CHRISTI (45) 0.0 71.1 28.9 0.0 0.0
NRMC GREAT 4.2 95,8 0.0 0.0 0.0
NRMC GUAM (174) 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NAVHOSP GUANTANAMO (10) 20.0 $0.0 30.0 0.0 0.0
NRMCLINIC HAMAII (45}) 18,4  80.7 0.9 0.0 0.0
NRMC JACKSONVILLE (3185) 27.8 49.1 23.1 0.0 6.0
NAVHOSP KEY WEST (14) 21.4 78.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
NAVHOSP LEMOORE (3) 6.7 A3 0.0 0.0 Q.0
NRMC LONG BEACH (128) 2.3 11.7 21.9 64.1 0.0
NRMC MEMPHIS (74) 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NRMC NAPLES (15) 13,3 66,7 20.0 0.0 0.0
NRMC NEWPORT (65) 29.2 $3.9 16.9 0.0 0.0
NSMC NEW LONDON (70) 0.0 2.9 18.6 78.6 0.0
NRMC OAKLAND (97) 1.0 97.9 1.0 0.0 0.0
NRMC ORLANDO (27) 7.4 29.6 63.0 0.0 0.0
NAVHOSP PAX RIVER (18) 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NARMC PENSACOLA {115} 4,4 95.6 Q.0  __0.Q Q.0
NRMC PHILADELPHIA (295) 0.0 16.0 84.0 0.0 0.0
NAVHOSP PORT HUENEME (81) 18.5 63.0 18.5 0.0 0.0
NRMC PORTSMOUTH (42) Q.0 9.5 Q.0 90.5 Q.0
NAVHOSP ROTA (15) 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NRMC SAN DIEGO (327) 12.2 87.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
NRMCLIMIC SEATTLE (4) £3.Q 25.0 0.0 Q.0 Q.0
NAVHOSP SUBIC BAY (35) 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 0.0
US NAVAL ACTIVITIES,

UK, LONDOM, ENGLAND (3) 33.) 66,7 0.0 0.0 0.0
US NAVAL PACILITY, ARGENTIA,

NEW POUNDLAND, CAMADA (1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NAVHOSP WHMIDBEZY ISLAND (17) 2.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0
MRMC YOKOSUXA (3 333 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
NAVAL AIR STATIONS (34) 5.9 82.4 11.8 0.0 0.0
OTHER MAVY LOCATIONS (25) 4.0 96.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0
MARINES (738) 4.1 42.7 16.0 37.3 0.0
MAVHOSP BEAUFORT (28) 3.6 78.6 17.9 0.0 0.0
NRMC CAMP LEJEZUNE (299) 1.7 50.2 3.3 44.8 0.0
NRNC CAXP PENDLETOM (117) 0.0 9.4 9.9 89.7 0.0
NAVHOSP CMERRY POINT (44) 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
BNIC ORIMAMA (14) 21.4 $0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0
MNCLINIC m*;g (113) 16.8 21.2 62.0 0.0 0.9
29 PALMS, CA (69) 0.0 19.7 1.% 18.8 0.0
MNARINE CORPS AIR STATIONS(5)) 1.8 1.9 %0.9 43.4 0.0
TEER WARIIE LOCATIONS (1) 0.0 100.0 2.0 2:0 Ll
Ay S - B R

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 tggio

mmuumw
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The distribution of incident types for each reporting facility is

quite interesting (see Table 1-5). In particular, one wonders why the

distributions should vary so much, and whether this reflects actual incidence
of the three incident types, or whather there is differential reporting.

Purther analysis of a demographic sort would provide a first step in under-

standing these issues.

-x’—




TABLE I-5
REPORTING FACILITY BY INCIDENT TYPE
(PERCENT)
REPORTING FACILITY (¢ of CHILD ABUSE/ SPOUSE SEXUAL
Reports) NEGLECT ABUSE ASSAULT/RAPE

NAVY (2876) 3318 63.6% 3.38
NRMCLINIC ANNAPOLIS (1) 0.0 100.0 0.0
NNMC RETHESDA (75) 18.7 66.7 14.7
NRMC BREMERTON (109) _35.8 56.9 7.3
NRMC CHARLESTON (200) 14.5 77.5 8.0
NRMC CORPUS CHRISTI (45) 1.1 60.0 8.9
NRMC GREAT LAKES (168) 3.0 67.3 1.8
NRNC GUAM (174) 36.8 60.9 2.3
NAVHOSP GUANTANAMO (10) 50.0 50.0 0.0
NRMCLINIC HAMAIL (451) 18.4 81.6 9.0
NRMC JACKSONVILLE (385) 40.3 $9.5 0.3
NAVHOSP KEY WEST (14) 35.7 57.1 7.1
NAVHOSP LEMOORE (3) 100.0 () Q.0
NRMC LONG BEAC'! (128) 2.8 65.6 1.6
NRMC MEMPUIS (74) 21.6 73.0 5.4
NRMC NAPLES (]9) £0.0 40,0 0.0
NRMC NEWPORT (65) 4.6 53.9 1.5
NSMC NEW LONDON (70) 28.6 71.4 0.0
NRM.. OAKLAND (97) 1.6 39,2 7.2
NRMC ORLANDO (27) 14.8 81.5 3.7
NAVHOSP PAX RIVER (18) 0.0 100.0 0.0
NARMC PENSACOLA (135) 42.2 53,3 4.4
NRMC PHILADELPHIA (25) 8.0 88.0 4.0
NAVHOSP PORT HUENEME (81) 48.2 46.9 4.9
NENC_ PORTSMOUTH (42) 26,2 21.4 _2.4
RAVHOSP ROTA (15) 311.3 66.7 0.0
NRMC SAN DIEGO (327) 42.8 51.4 5.8
NRMCLINIC SEATTLE (4) 29:9 30.0 0.0
NAVHOSP SUBIC BAY (15) 17.1 82.9 0.0
US NAVAL ACTIVITIES,

UK, LONDON, ENGLAND (3) 66,7 33.3 0.0
US NAVAL PACILITY, ARGENTIA,

NEW POUNDLAND, CANADA (1) 100.0 0.0 0.0
NAVHOSP WHIDBEY ISLAND (17) 35.3 64.7 0.0
NRMC YOKOSUKA (3) 311.3 €6.7 0.0
NAVAL AIR STATIONS (34) 23.% 73.5 2.9
OTHER NAVY LOCATIONS (2%) 60.0 40.0 0.0
MARINES (738) 25.3 72.2 2.4
MAVHOSP BEAUPORT (28) 3.6 89.3 7.1
NRNC CAMP LESEUME (299) 26.4 73.2 0.3
NRNC CAMP PENDLETON (117) 24.8 0.1 5.1
NAVNOSP CHERRY POINT (44) 29.6 63.6 6.8
NANC ORINAMA (14) 5.7 $7.1 7.1

c 113) 2).9 76.1 9.0
29 PALMS, CA (69) 34.8 58.0 7.
NARINE CORPS AIR STATIONS (S3) 15.1 84.9 0.0
OTHER WARINE LOCATIONS (1) _100.0 9.0 0.0
QINER (66) : 9.0 2.0
MSCRIVED FRON ARNY BASES (37) 100.0 0.0 0.0
ABCEIVED PRON AIR PORCE BasEs!2?®) 100.0 0.0 0.0
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Finally, Table I-6 examines report dispositions -- whether reports
were indicated as suspected or established. The reader should be aware that
this information came from three different places, and that priorities were
established regarding how a report should be coded. First, certain form
types (types 1, 2, and 3) are labeled as either suspected or established
form types; if no other information contradicted this, the form type label
was used to define case disposition. Second, form type 4 includes a place
for the reporter to check off either suspected c;r established; again, if no

other information contradicted this, this item was used to define case

disposition. Finally, upon central review by the Navy, some reports included

& handwritten disposition and date at the top of the form; if this hand-
written Aisposition contradicted either of the above designated dispositions,
it was chosen as the report disposition for this data base. The reasoning
behind this decision was that the handwritien disposition was added at a
later date, presumably after additional information becams available; it
represented a recognition that, for example, & case previously thought to be
suspected was now viewed as established.

As Table 1-6 indicates, there is wide variation in disposition among
reporting facilities. If the Navy feels that this is an important variable,

further analysis would be useful in explicating thase findings.
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i; TABLE I-6
f’é REPORTING PACILITY BY REPORT DISPOSITION
(PERCENT)
. REPORTING FACILITY (§ of Reports) SUSPECTED ESTABLISHED
. NAVY (2876) 79.2% 20.8%
NRNCLINIC ANNAPOLIS (1) 100.0 0.0
NMMC BETHESDA (75) 28.0 72.0
NRMC_BREMERTON (109) 94.5 5.5
NRNC CHARLESTON (200) 99.5 0.5
NRNC CORPUS CHRISTI (45) 73.3 2.7
, NRNC GREAT LAXES (168) 93.8 4.2
i NRMC GUAM (174) 100.0 0.0
! NAVHOSP GUANTANAMO (10) 50.0 50.0
NRNCLINIC HAWAIX (451) 87.8 12.2
| NRMC JACKSONVILLE (385) 60.3 39.7
NAVHOSP KEY WEST (14) 78.6 21.4
NAVHOSP LEMOORE (3) 3.3 €6,7
NRMC LONG BEACH (128) 32.0 68.0
NRMC MEMPMIS (74) 100.0 0.0
NRMC MAPLES (1%) 66.7 33.3
NRMC NEWPORT (65) $3.9 46.2
NSMC MEW LONDOM (70) 59.4 40.6
NRMC (97 97.9 2.1
NRMC ORLANDO (27) 31.3 66.7
NAVHOSP PAX RIVER (18) 100.0 0.0
WARNC PEMSACOLA (135) 97.9 3.0
NRWC PNILADELPMIA (25) 52.0 48.0
NAVHOSP PORT HuEMEME (81) 70.4 29.6
NRMC_PORTSMOUTH (42) .2 48.8
MAVNOSP ROTA (15) 100.0 0.0
WRNC SAN DIBEGO (327) es.1 11.9
NRMCLIMIC SEATTLE (4) 75.0 25,0
MAVNOSP SUBIC BAY (35) 28.6 71.4
US NAVAL ACTIVITIES,
UK, _LONDON, EWGIAND (1) 66.7 33.3
US MAVAL FACILITY, ARGENTIA,
MEW POUNDLAND, CANADA (1) 0.0 0.0
MA 1) 00,0 0.0
MRIC YOROSUKA (3) 66.7 11
NAVAL AIR STATIONS (34) 91.2 8.8
OTHER WAVY LOCATIONS (33) 36,0 4.0
NARINES (738) 63.9 37.0
WVROSP BEAUPORT (28) s2.1 17.9
NG CN® LETEUMR (299) 76.6 3.4
) 4.0 23,0
MAVROSP CHMERSY POINT (44) 100.0 0.0
NC oKW (14) 87.1 Q.9
m.nﬂnumL ;N - 5.4,
29 PN, Ca (69 82.6 17.4
SARINE COSPS AIR STATIONS (33) 8.7 9.3
QUM (s6) - -
SACRIVED PION AN DABES (37) - -
SECEIVED FROM AIR PONCE SASES (29) - .-




In sum, it is evident that the reports sent into the Central Registry

from various reporting facilities vary a great deal in their basic charac-

‘teristics. Of course, one would not expect complete uniformity due to a

number of factors -- demographic differences, in particular. However, the
Navy may have anticipated somewhat greater simjilarities. To the extent that
the Navy has specific questions about reporting facility characteristics,

additional analyses could be done.
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CHAPTER 11

ANALYSIS OF CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT REPORTS

There are a total of 1,204 reports of child abuse/neglect in the
Central Reqgistry data file, comprising one-third of the data base. Sixty
percent of these reports come from 1981, and 40 percent from 1982. About
half of the reports are recorded on form type 2 -- a "suspected” form type,
and nearly one-third come from form type 1 -~ an “established” form type
{see Table 1I-1). Given the modifications in report disposition made by
central review by the Navy, exactly one-third of the reports were indicated

as established, and two-thirds as suspected.

TABLE II-1
FORM TYPE
(N=1204)
Form Percent
29.1

51.0
0.0

14.4
5.6

(VI S

Victia Charecteristics

As s typical of child nbpno/noqloct reports in general, half of the
victins are male (49.5 percent) and half are female (50.5 percent). The
median age of victias is 2.8 years, an age significantly lower than the
nationally reported average of about 7.2 years. About four-fifths of the

-10-




victims are white, one-tenth black, and the remainder of other races (seec
Table 11-2). These demographic characteristics of victims will be compared
to the demographic characteristics of all Navy dependent children in a

later report.

TABLE 11-2

RACE OF VICTIM

(N=478)
Percent
White 81.2
Black 11.9
Other 6.9

Sponsor Characteristics

Sponsor information is not available on form type 2 and has not yet
been coded from form type 5, so the information in this section comes from
form types 1 and 4 only (523 cases). Ninety-four percent of the sponsors are
male, and their median age is 26.6 yeara. Ninety-two percent are currently
married, seven percent are divorced or separated, and less than one percent
each are single and widowed. By definition, the sponsor i{s a parent to the
victim child, and 81 percent are natural parents, 17 percent step~parents, and
1 percent adoptive parents. The racial camposition of this group parallels

that of victims (see Table 11-3).

E
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TABLE I1-3

RACE OF SPONSOR

(N=324)
Percent
white 81.6
Black 1.5
Other 5.9

i1t is noteworthy that the sponsor was indicated as the abuser in 5}
p percent of the cases. (iven the way the forms were structured, it was likel;
that only one abuser would be indicated even though there may have indeed
been more than one person responsible for the reported abuse/neglect. Thus,
one should assume that the sponsor was the primary abuser in half of the

cases, but that this may be an underestimate of the sponsor's actual involvemen® .

Three percent of all sponsors are retired military personnel. Of the Y7
percent in active status, 69 percent are Navy personnel while 31 percent are
in the Marines. Table I1I1-4 displays the rate/grade distribution of all
sponsors. Note that over 70 percent are petty officers (mostly at the E-4,
E-5, or E-6 grades) and that 24 percent are at general apprenticeship rates

(the majority at the E-3 grade).
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TABLE 1I-4

RATE/GRADE OF SPONSOR

(N=299)
Percent
Geaneral Apprenticeship - Total 24.1
E-1 1.3
F-2 5.4
E-) 17.4
. Petty Officers - Total 71.6
E-4 20.1
E-S 23.4
E-6 17.7
E-7 8.0
! e-8 2.3
£-9 0.0
l Warrant Officers -~ Total®* 0.3
Commissioned Officers - Total® 4.0

*The number of cases falling into this category is too smsall
to permit finer breakdown.

021-




L §

"P

Abuser Characteristics

This section describes those persons indicated as abusers in the
Central Registry, but it should be remembered that in many cases, the actual
individuals described here are also sponsors. Sixty-four percent of the
abusers are male, and their median age is 25.5 years. The racial compos.tion
of this group parallels that of victims and sponsors (see Table 1I-5).
Concerning relationship to victim, there are fewer parent-child relationships
(and fewer natural parent-natural child relationships) than for sponsor to
victim relationships, but still parents are disproportionately indicated as

abusers (see Table 11-6).

TABLE I1-5

RACE OF ABUSER

(N=431)
Percent
white 81.7
Black 12.5
Other 5.8




TABLE 1I-6

RELATIONSHIP OF ABUSER TO VICTIM®

Percent

Parent i 88.0
Natural Parent 72.5
Step Parent 16.2
Moptive Parent 0.9

) Other Relative 1.2
Non~Relative 9.4
Teacher 0.3
Babysitter 2.9
Neighbor/friend of family 4.6
Other 1.5
Unknown to Victim 0.1

*The percentages for major categories are based on 1,111
reports fram all form types. The percentages for sub-
categories are based on )45 reports of form type 1. Because
they come from different distributions, the sub-categories

aay not add up precisely to the total percent for the category.
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“ Sixty-two percent of all abusers are of active military status and
an additional 4 percent are retired military personnel. Of those currently
active, 71 percent are Navy parsonnel and 28 percent Marines. Their rate/grade
. ‘ distribution {s indicated in Table II-7. Note that this distribution fairly

closely parallels that of sponsors.
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TABLE 1I-7

RATE/GRADE OF ABUSER

{N=109)

General Apprenticeship - Total

E-1
£-2
£~}

Patty Offjcers - Total
E-4
E-S
E-6
B-7
£-8

£E-9

Warrant Officers - Total®

Commissioned Officers - Total®

*The number of cases falling into this category is too small to

permit finer breakdown .

-25~
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20.4
2.3
4.9
13.)
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Case Information

Child abuse reports made to the Navy are of a varjety of types, with
just over half being reports of physical abuse; neglect reports constitute
just over ane-quarter, and sexual assault reports about 15 percent (see
Table II-8). This contrasts with national reporting in the civilian community
in which neglect reports far outnumber abuse reports, and it reflects the
Navy's primary characterization of the phenomena of child abuse and neglect

as medical problems.

TABLE 11-8

TYPE OF REPORT - AS REPORTED TO NAVY

(N=1143)

Percent
Physical abuse 54.7
Sexual assault/abuse 15.3
Rape 0.7
Pmot ional /psychological abuse n.9
Neglect 27.8
Homicide/fatality 0.1
Unspecified/other 0.5

Actual maltreatment sustained by the victim was also coded from narrative
sections on the forms; this data representa information determined from the
Mavy investigation of the report, is more detailed than the general report
type, and may include more than one type of maltreatment. HWowever, as
indicated in Table 1I-9, this independent indicator of child maltreatment
very closely matches the type of report. (Note that the category of threatening

behavior will be discussed in Chapter III sinoce it {s wmore relevant to the
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, subject of spouse abuse.) There was a total of 10 fatalities identified in

this process.

TABLE II-9

TYPE OF MALTREATMENT?®

(N=1070)

Percent
NO maltreatment indicated 1.5
Threatening behavior 3.9
Physical maltreatment 52.6
Sexual maltreatment 16.4
Deprivation of necessities 30.6
motional maltreatment 1.7

*May sum to greater than 1006\ because more than one
maltreatment may have been tndicated.

Source of report to medical authorities is indicated in Table 1I-10.
Note that the most frequent source of referral is self-referral (including

sponsor and sponsor spouse), but that nearly one-third of the cases have an

»

"other” source of report. Also note that percentages of social service and
ssdical personnel reports are underestimates because thay 4did not appear as
choices on each form type; some of these are undoubtedly included i(n the
“other” category. Although this table is not as informative as one would like,
it is presented to make the point that form design is a critical part of the
information collection process and that without clear and caomprehensive lists

of coding categories, data will be less than fully informative.




TABLE 11-10

SOURCE OF REPORT TO MEDICAL AUTHORITIES

(N=696)

Percent
Civilian police 3.3
Military police/security 12.4
Social service 6.6"
Self-referred 35.1
Medical personnel 10.9b
Other 3l.8

a) This category was indicated on form type 1 only, and

social service sources from form type 2 are included as “other."
b) This category was included on form type 2 only, and

medical sources from form type 1l are included as "other.”

Based on form type 4 only, Table 11-11 contains another kind of referral
information, how information was brought to the PAR. Given the categories
to select fram, pediatric clinic and social service personnel were the most
frequent sources of referral. Clearly, the differences between these two
tables suggeat the need to determine in advance the kind of information

needed, and then to spell (t out clearly in form design.
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TABLE I1-11

SOURCE OF REFORT TO FAR

(N=164)
Percent

Civilian police 5.5

Military police/security 9.2

Civilian social services 12.98

Sponsor 6.7

Sponsor spouse 7.9

sponsor's command 2.4

PRcrqency roos 6.1

pediatric clinic 231.8

Inpatient medical service 2.4

Alcohol treatment facility 1.2

Outpatient services 4.3

Military soclal services 1.0

Anonymous caller 0.6

! School 2.4
Family friend 1.8
; Ne i ghbor 4.1
Child care center 1.8
, :" Babysitter 1.8
Other 1.8
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Family stress factors -- underlying conditions which were perceived by the
reporter to produce tension, stress, and problems -- were also coded from
narrative responses on the forms. (In addition, stress factors were taken
from the precoded lists of family stress factors on form type 4.) In total,
at least one stress factor was identified in 4) percent of the cases, but
the absence of such factors may be Que either to their absence in the family
or to the reporter's fajilure to indicate them. (Reporters were asked to
summar ize incidents, and very often, this included a description of under-
lying conditions; however, it was not clearly spelled out that such conditions
sust be listed.) Table II-12 is based on the total of all reports (except

form type 5), and thus represents a conservative estimate of the proportion

of cases in which stress factors are present. FPamily interaction factors
were indicated in one~third of the cases, with the majority of these being
instances of history of family violence (previous instances of abuse). Alcohol/
drug problems were evident in nearly 10 percent of the cases. It had been
expected that job problems related to the specific characteristics of
military life would create stresses in many families, but such indications
are minimal. In sum, these estimates of stress factors are suggestive, but
the methodology employed of necessity underestimates actual stresses in
families. It {s common on many state Child Protective Services reporting
forms to include a pre-coded list of stress factors to he checked off by
the social worker, and such a procedurs may be appropriate for the Navy as
well. If these findings are thought to be useful, future form revision in

the Navy maight include a list such as the one on form type 4.
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TABIE [I-12

FAMILY STRESS FACTURS

(N=1117)
Percent

Health problems - total 13.7
-Alcohol/drug abuse or dependency 9.1
-ther health problems 4.8

Economic or physical living

situation problems - total 6.9
-Ass19nment./relocation problems 1.2
-separation of husband/wife due to job 1.1
-0Hther job stresses 0.6
-Uther economic or physical living 5.2
situation problems

Family interaction problems - total 4.2
- lnapprogriate methods of discipline 5.1
~Marital problems 4.0
~History of family violence 20.5
~Other family tnteraction problems 6.4




FPinally, we turn to the subject of system responses to the reports.
Again, these wers coded from narratives on the forms, and some information
was available on 98 percent of the forms. The information in Table II-13
is based on this total only. It should be noted that attempts were made to
deternine whether actions taken (or to be taken) were done by the Navy or by
civilian agencies, but i{f i1t could not be determined, actions were listed
as of unspecified origin. In susmary, 14 pcrc.nﬁ of the cases involved
court/disciplinary/legal action (excluding notifying the commanding officer),
40 percent were served by immediate or short-term crisis services, and
nearly two-thirds were served by long-term/support services. (Examples of
short-term crisis services are: emergency medical care and emergency
placemsnt. Examples of sypport services are: ongoing counseling, referral
for alcohol treatment, foster care, and parenting education.) It is
particularly noteworthy that in nearly half the cases, the Navy notified
civilian suthorities about the case (either Child Protective Services or
the polios). Cambining these cases with cases in which civilian agencies
provided services or were involved in legal action, civilian agencies were
involved {n 76 percent of all cases known to the Navy. The reporter indicated
that he involved a Pamily Service Center in only 4 percent of the cases.
Coded from narrative responses, the reporter notified or recommended notifi-
cation of the commanding officer in 9 percent of the cases; this occurred in
1) percent of the cases in which the abuser was a military person. However,
on form type 1 where there is an opportunity to check off whether or not the
00 should be notified, this was answered in the affirmative in 40 percent
of the cases. Moreover, when examining only those cases from form type 1

in wvhich the abuser was a military person, the CO was notified 52 percent of

the time. Again, the way a question is worded -- or whethear it is asked at all --




Lé w

determines the conclusjons one can drav from reporting data. Finally,
though not indicated in Table I1~13, the narratives indicated that in most
of the remaining cases a medical examination or other investigation was

done, and options were outlined for the family.
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TABLE 11-11

SYSTFM RESPONSES

x N=1117)
'+
: Perceat
S c— e -
: Courtidisciplinary legal a-tion - all 11.8
? Navy 1.4
n
W vivalian 12.0
it
§ Unapecified .l
§
h ‘ Immediate ur short-term crisis services - all 4.5
' Navy .8
¢ ivilian 10.4
Unspecified 14.1
b Long-term or support services - all 6S5. 3
!\‘dvy 43.)
ivilian 27.8
Unsgeci! ied 22.6
Miscellanevus sesponses
Involved person took action to
remedy situation 5.4
Civilian authorities noutified Ly Navy 46. 4
Family Service Center notified or
already invoulved i1n case }.8
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CHAPTER 111

ANALYSIS OF SPOUSE ABUSE REPORTS

¥ There are a total of 2,36} reports of spouse abuse in the Central
Reqistry data file, comprising 64 percent of the data base. These are
relatively evenly split between the years, with 46 percent of the reports
from 1981 and 54 percent from 1962. Reports coms predominately from form
tyje 2 (dee Table III-1). Reflecting this heavy representation from the
“Suspected Abuse/Neglect/Sexual Assault and Rape Report” form type, over
b ; three-quarteras (79 percent) of the reports remained labeled as suspected

) spouse abuse, even after modifications were made by Navy central review.

TABLE I1I-1
FORM TYPE
(N=2363)
Form Percent
1 0.0
2 71.4
3 17.3
4 11.4
5 0.0

Victim Characteristics
It {s not a surprising finding that nearly all (96 percent) of the

spouse abuse victims are female. Although most of these victims are dependent




military spouses, 15 percent are themselves active military members. Of
these, 46 percent are at the general apprenticeship laevel, 52 percent at
the petty officer level, and only 2 percent warrant officers and above. Their

median age is 24.8 years, and the majority of victims are white (see Table I1I-2).

TABLE III1-2

RACE OF VICTIM

(N=647)
Percent
White $8.1
Black 29.1
Other 12.8

Sponsor Characteristics

Sponsor information is not available on form type 2, and the information
1n this section comes from the subset of 677 spouse abuse cases recorded on
form types 3 and 4. Sponsors are nearly all male (97 percent), with a
median age of 24.6 years. The racial composition of this group parallels
that of victims (see Table I11-3). Sponsors were the victims of spouse abuse

in 7 percent of the cases, and the abusers in 91 percent of the cases.




TABLE III-3

RACE OF SPONSOR

(Ne~624)
Percent
wWhite 60.4
Black 32.4
Other 7.2

Eight percent of all sponsors are retired military personnel. Of the
92 percent in active status, 49 percent are Navy personnel while S1 percent
are in the Marines.  he distribution of rate/grades for sponsors in active

status 1s contained in Table 111-4.
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TABLE 111-4

RATE/GRADE OF SPONSOR

(N=1375)
Percent
General Apprenticeship - Total 30.4
E~1 3.2
E-2 8.5
E-] 18.7
b Petty Officers - Total 65.6
E-4 16.4
E-5 25.6
E~6 14.4
E-? 6.1
‘» E-8 1.1
' £-9 -
Warrant Officers - Total’ 0.3
Commissioned Officers - Total® 3.7

*The number of cases falling into this category is too small
to permit finer breakdown.




Abuser Characteristica

Same abuser information is based on form types 2, 3, and 4, but other
information comes only from the subset of 677 spouse abuse Cases from form
types 3 and 4. In the latter case, abuser and sponsor information will bae
almost identical, given that they come from the same subset of forms and that
nearly all sponsors are also abusers. However, the information is all presented
in this section for easy reference.

Abusers are nearly all male (96 percent), with a median age of 24.8 years.

The racial composition .s indicated in Table III-S.

TABLE I1I-5

RACE OF ABUSER

(N=640)
Percent
White 59.%
Black 32.7
Other 7.8

Most (88 parcent) of the abusers in spouse abuse cases are of active
military status, and an additional 7 percent are retired military persons.
Of those in active duty, a majority ~- 51 percent -- are Marines, while 49

percent are in the Navy. Table I1I-6 summarizea their military rate/grades.
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- TABLE III-6

RATE/GRADE OF ABUSER

{Nw1120)
Pexcent
General Apprenticeship - Total 27.6
E~] 2.6
E-2 5.8
, E-3 19.2
, ; Petty Officers - Total 69.1
2 E-4 19.3
E-S 28.3
E-6 14.3
E-7 5.4
E-8 1.7
E-9 0.1
Marrant Officers - Total® 0.4
Cammissioned Officers - Total® 2.9

*The number of cases falling into this category is too small
to permit finer breakdown.
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Case Information

’ Unlike the child abuse data base, nearly all reports of spouse abuse

} | made to the Navy are recorded as reports of physical abuse (97 percent). Only
2 percent of the reports are labeled as emotional/psychological abuse, and

less than 1 percent each of the reports are labeled sexual assault/abuse,

rape, or neglect. In the absence of more comprehensive and universal legal

definit.ons of spouse abuse (am exist for child abuse/neglect), this finding

L e

indeed reflects what is cosmonly perceived as spouse abuse -- the physical
beating or maltreatment of one spouse by another.
J Actual maltreatment sustained by the victim was coded from narrative

sections on the forms, as discussed {n Chapter II. Table III-7 summarizes

the types of maltreatment found for cases of spouse abuse. Note that in about

one-third of the cases, the most serious maltreatment found was threatening
behavior -- an action in which a threat was made that could have resulted in
physical harm, such as brandishing & weapon, throwing objects, or pushing or
shoving the victim. Physical maltreatment was indicated in two-thirds of the
cases -- actions in which a more serious physical act occurred, such as
kicking, beating, or punching in the head, or any action which actually
resulted in a physical injury. (There was one fatality indicated.) It is
noteworthy that these coding categqories were developed expressly for this
investigation and 40 not match any definitions previously established by the
Navy. In fact, {t suggests the need to expand upon existing definitions of

abuse (such as those in Section 1 of BUMEDINST 6320.57) to more adequately

cover the subject of spouse abuse. Threatening behavior should indeed be
included as a reportable condition of spouse abuse, but this needs to be
differentiated from actual physical saltreatment, on the ons hand, and mere

verbal argument in which there is no victim or abuser, on the other.
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TABLE 111-7

TYPE OF MALTREATMENT®

(N=2062)

Percent
No maltreatment indicated 0.8
Threatening behavior 32.2
Physical maltreatment 66.1
Sexual maltreatment 0.7
Deprivation of necessities 0.4
Beot ional maltreatment 1.4

*May sum to greater than 100% because more than one
maltrestment may have been indicated.

Source of report to medical authorities is indicated in Table 111-8;
this information comes from form types 2 and 3. Clearly, the most cammon
source is self-referral (58 percent) which includes reports made by either
the sporsor or the sponsor spouse. Military police/security mads referrals

in about 20 percent of the cases, and medical personnel in nearly 10 percent.

TABLE I1I-8

SOURCE OF REPORT TO MEDICAL AUTHORITIES

(W=1777)
Percent
Civilian police 4.5
Military police/security 21.3
Self-referred s8.1
MNedical personnel 9.2
Other 7.0
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Form type 4 contains another type of information, how information
was brought to the FAR (see Table IIX-9). Given the available options to
choose from, the emergyency room was listed as taking information to the
FAR in 40 percent of the cases, followed by military police/security in
25 percent, and sponsor/sponsor spouse in 12 percent. As indicated in
Chapter II, the wide variability between these two indicators suggests the
need to determine exactly what kind of information is needed for management

purposes, and then spell it out clearly in form design.
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TABLE 111-9

SOURCE OF REPORT TO FAR

{N=260)
Percent
Civilian police 2.3
Military police/security 2%.4
Civilian social services 0.4
Sponsor 1.2
Sponsor spouse 11.2
Sponsor's command 2.3
Emergency room 40.4
pediatric clinic 0.8
Inpatient medical service 1.9
Alcohol treatment facility 3.1
outpatient services 6.2
Military social services 2.3
Family friend 0.4
legal officer 0.8
- Chaplain 1.%

§
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Family stress factors were also coded from narrative responses on the
forms, and at least one stress factor was i{dentified in 46 percent of the
Cases. However, as described previously, the absence of such factors may be
due either to their absence in the family or to the reporter's failure to
indicate them. Table III-10 is based on the total of all reports, and thus

represents a conservative estimate of the proportion of cases in which stress

factors are present. Family interaction factors were indicated in over a

third of the cases, with nearly one-quarter showing a history of family
violence (previous jinstances of abuse). Alcohol/drug problems were recorded

in over 10 percent of the cases. As was also suggested for child abuse casc.,
it had been thought that job problems related to the specific characteristic-
of military life would create stresses in many families, but again such
indications were very rare. In sum, these estimates of stress factors are
suggestive only, and if the Navy feels these findings are ugeful, the inclusion

of a pre-coded list of atress factors (such as the list on form type 4) may

be appropriate.
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TABLE 111-10
FAMILY STRESS FACTORS

(N=2361)

Health problems - total

-Alcohol /druq abuse or Jdependency

~tther health problems

Economic oy physical living
situation problems - total

~Assignmment /relocation problens

-Separation of husband/wife due to job
Other jol stresses

~other econamic or physical living
situation problems

tamily interaction problems - total
~lInappropriate methods of discipline
~Marital problems
~History of family violence

-Other family interaction prublems

rercent
13.9

12.8
1.2

a4

b
2
.



An interesting result occurs when the subject of alcohol/drug use is

! considered. In addition to the narrative coding, there are a total of nine
i
1 pre-coded questions related to alcohol/drug use as & factor in the spouse
j abuse coming from the various form types. (Table A-4 in the appandix
sumnarites these indicators.) A composite measure was created from all of
these, indicating whether alcohol/drugs were mentioned at all as a factor
the case. On this measure, 42 percent of the reports indicated the affirmat. .
That 15, in over two-fifths of the spouse abuse reports made, alcohol/drug
use was thought to be a factor in the case. Furthermore, most of these
instances were cases of the abuser, not the abused, using alcohol. Surel,,
policy implications can be drawn from these findings about the role of
+ alcohol/drug abuse in family violence.

Finally, we turn to the subject of system responses to the report; aja.r .,
these were coded from narratives on the forms, and some information was ava:!
able on 97 percent of the forms. The information in .able IIl-11 is based

on this total only. In summary, 5 percent of the cases involved court/

diaciplinary/legal action (excluding notifying the commanding officer), over

a8 third were served by immediate or short-term crisis services, and nearly ¢
percent were served by long-term or support services. (Examples of short-term
services are: emergency medical care and reforral to battered women's sheltey
Examples of support services are: long-term counseling and referral for
alcchol treatment.) It §a particularly noteworthy that the Navy provided the
vast majority of ssrvices, perhaps reflecting the absence of available civilia:

resources, and that they notified civilian authorities in only about 5 percent

of the cases. In :act, adding together all types of civilian involvement,
civilians were involved in only 16 percent of the spouse abuse cases. It

should also be noted that in over 10 percent of the cases, the individual
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involved took some action to remedy the situation himself/herself, such as
seeking a divorce. Family Service Centers were involved in 11 percent of
the cases. Commanding officers were notified in 10 percent of the cases,
regardless of whether the abuser was indicated as military. Finally, in
most of the remaining reports, at minimum the case was investigated, and

options were outlined for the victim and/or abuser.
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‘ TABLE I11-11
SYSTEN RESPONSES
(N=2291)
b
Parcent
Court Jdaiscaplinary/legal action - all 5.0
: Navvy 1.1
y tavilian 4.7
1 Unspecified 1.1
Immediate or short-term crisis nervices - all 34.0
r - Ravy 23.7
% Civilian 2.0
&
Unspecified 10.6
q° s ces - 4.9
j long-term or support services - all 8.
i Navy 46.0
Civilian 7.8
msjecifled 17.9
Miscellaneous responses
Involved person took action to
remedy situation 12.5
Civilian authorities notified by Navy 4.7
Family Service Center notified or
already involved in case 10.8
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT REPORTS

There are a total of 113 sexual &ssault reports, or only } percent
of the data base. Giver the general underrepresentation of reports from the
latter part of 1982, it is particularly noteworthy that only 36 percent of
sexual assault reports are from 1981, and nearly two-thirds are from 1782.
It is highly unlikely that the incidence of sexual assault doubled between
the two years, and it is probable that the finding reflects an increased
attention the Navy is giving the problem. Nearly all the reports come from
form type 2 {nee Table IV-1) -~ a "suspected” form type; reflecting this fact,
even after possible modifications by Navy central review, 96 percent remainecl
labeled as suspected. Perhaps this raises the question of what constitutes
“established™ sexual assault, and whether criteria should be determined so
that more cases may be established. Because this subset of the data base is
30 small and because form type 2 is leas inclusive than the others, less
information is available for the analysis of sexual assault. For example,

there is no aponsor information.




TABLF. IV-1

PORM TYPE
(N=113)
Form Percent
1 0.0
2 92.0
3 0.9
4 7.1
S 0.0

Victim Characteristics

As is true for spouse abuse as well, the vast majority of sexual assault
victims are female (92 percent). However, it is significant that as many as
8 percent are male, and the Navy might want to consider whether different
investigatory and service procedures ares needed for these cases. The median
age of victims is 20.2 years and 22 percent of the victims are under 18 years
of age. Again, there may be special considerations for dealing with these
younger victims. Interestingly, while a small percentage of spouse abuse
victims are military persons (only 14 percent), nearly half of all sexual
assault/rape victims (49 percent) are active military persons. Fror the 27
victims for which information is available, 74 percent are at the general

apprenticeship level and the remainder are petty officers.

Abuser Characteristice
Perhaps the most significant finding pertaining to abusers in sexual

assault/rape cases is that 79 percent of the abusers are unknown to the victims

and the remsining 21 percent are classified as non-relatives (but known to

8]~
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victims). Thus, it would seem that these two different situations would

necessitate different prevention and treatment considerations.

Because 3O many abusers were unknown peraons and presumably because

many of them were not apprehended, information on abusers is fairly limited.

We do know that for the two-thirds of the cases in which information is

avajlable, all of the abusers are male. Age information is limited to only

21 cases, and the median age is 23.0 years. Por the 36 cases where information

18 availahle, 61 percent of the abusers are khown to be active military men;

there are none nf retired military atatus.

Case Information

Fifty-two percent of theve cases are reported as sexual assault reports

and 48 percent as rape reports. When maltrestmsnts were coded from narrative

yuestions, the type of maltreatment reflects this finding. As Table IV-2

indicates, nearly all maltreatments indicated are sexual. In fact, one

susjects there was some physical abuse as well, but either these were not

recorded as relevant or not identified during the coding process. There are

no known fatalities coming from this group.
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TABLE IV-2

TYPE OF MALTREATMENT®

{(N=112)

Percent
HOo maltreatment indicated 0.9
Threatening behavior 0.9
Physical maltrasatment 3.6
Sexual maltreatment 97.3
Deprivation of necessities 0.0
Emotional maltreatment 0.0

*May sum to greater than 100% because more than one
aaltreatssnt may have been indicated.

The majority of reports were self-referred to medical authorities, but
over a quarter came from civilian or military police. (See Table 1V-3.)
Stress factors were not identified by the reportsr for obvious reasons, and
there is minimal information on alcohol involvement. Twenty percent of the
victims were using alcohol/drugs at the time of the assault, and for those few
cases in which information was available (only 35 cases), 46 percent of the

abusers were involved in alcohol or drug use.
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TABLE IV-3

SOURCE OF REPORT TO MEDICAL AUTHORITIES

(N=82)
Pezrcent
Civilian police 15.9
Military police/security 12.2
Self-referred 53.7
Medical personnel 7.3
Other 11.1

Turning to system responses, 6 percent of the cases involved court/
disciplinary/leqal action, 47 percent involved ismsdiate or short-term
Crisis services, and long-term or support services were provided in 51 percent
of the cases (see Table IV-4). It is noteworthy that sexual assault cases
received more crisis services and fewer long-term services than either child
or apouse abuse cases. This undoubtedly reflects the crisis nature of the
raps/sexual assault; howsver, there may well be greater need for follow-up
services than is currently recognized. Civilian agencies were involved
relatively less in sexual assault cases than in child abuse cases, but
relatively more than in spouse abuse cases. In nearly a quarter of the cases,
civilian authorities were notified by the Navy, and {n 41 percent of the
cases, they were involved in soms way. Given the fact that most abusers are
unknown to the victia and thus to the reporter, commanding officers were

notified in only 5 percent of the cases.
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TABLE IV-4

SYSTEM RESPONSES

i (N=110)
¥
: Percent
z Court/disciplinary/leqal action - all 6.4
i" Civilian 2.7
! Unspecified 1.8
Immediste or short-term crisis services - all 47.3
Navy 31.8
Civilian 10.0
Unspecified 12.7
Long-term or support services -~ all 50,9
: Navy 31.8
Civilian 8.2
Unspecified 20.0
Niscellaneous responses
Involved person took action to
remedy situation 0.9
Civilian authorities notified by Mavy 23.6
Pamily Service Centar notified or
already involved in case 2.7




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF PAMILY ADVOCACY PROGRAM REPORTS

This chapter examines characteristics of the entire OCsntral Registry
data base. | Its intent is to highlight general information that should be
of managemsnt interest, and to point out significant differences amo.ng the
different incident types. It is divided into three sections: sponsor

characteristics, abuser characteristics, and system responses.

Sponsor Characteristics

Who are the sponsors -- whether abuser, or victim, or neither -- whose
families face problems that involve them in the Family Advocacy Program?
Fegardless of the nature of the maltreatment, who are the persons with whom
the PAR's reqularly deal? Nearly all sponsors are male (96 percent), their
median age is 24.9 years and the majority ere white (68.0V). Interestingly,
the race of sponsor varies considerably between the child abuse/neqlect
and the spouse abuse subsets. (This informstion is not available for sexual
asssult reports.) As Table V-1 indicates, there is a larger proportion of
blacks represented in the spouse abuse group. A later report will analyze

this finding in relation to demographic characteristics of Mavy personnel.
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TABLE V-1

RACE OF SPONSOR
(PERCENT)

Child Abuse/

{W=324)

White 83.6
Black 10.5

Other 5.9

60.4
2.4

7.2

Ooncerning the military profile of sponsors, Table V-2 portrays branch
of service. Note that there are many more Marines represented in the spouse
abuse group. Table V-3 shows the rate/qrade distribution for sponsors.

Note that there is a slight tendency for sponsors in spouse abuse cases to

be of lower rate/grades.

TABLE V-2

SPONSOR BRANCE OF SERVICE

(PERCENT)
Child Abuse/
Neglect
~{N=493)
Mavy 68.7
Marines 30.9
Other 0.4

4.7
31.1

0.0
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TABLE V-3

RATE/GRADE OF SPOMSOR

(PERCENT)
Child Abuse/ Spouse
Neglect Abuse
(N=299) N=375
General Apprenticeship - Total 24.1 30.4
g-1 1.3 3.2
£-2 5.4 8.5
£-3 17.4 18.7
Patty Officers - Total 71.6 65.6
e-4 20.1 18.4¢
£-5 23.4 25.6
E~6 17.7 14.4
e-7 8.0 6.1
-8 2.3 1.1
£-9 0.0 0.0
warrant Officers - Total! 0.3 0.3
884 Officers - Total’ 4.0 3.7

*he number of cases falling iato this category is too small to
pemmit finer breakdowm.




Abuser Characteristics

What are the characteristics of abusers in Navy family advocacy cases?

In particular, what is their military profile? while the vast majority are

active military persons (81 percent), the proportion varies by incident type.

Abusers Of spouses are most likely to be military persons (88 percent) and
child abusers are military 63 percent of the time. (There is insufficient
information on unknown assailants to evaluats the involvement of military
persons in sexual assault cases.) Interestingly, Marines are represented
as 28 percent of the child abusers, but as S1 percent of the spouse abusers.
This finding merits further study. Finally, as Table V-4 indicates, there
ia some tendency for abusers in spouse abuse cases to be of lower rate/qgrade

than there is in child abuse cases.

-89
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TABLE V-4

RATE/GRADE OF ABUSER

{PERCENT)

General Apprenticeship - Total

£-1
£-2

E-]

Petty Officers - Total

£-4
-5
-6
-7
-8
2-9

Marzant Officers - Total®

Coamisaionad Qfficers - Total®

oThe number of cases falling into this category is too small to permit

finer breakdown.

Child Abuse/
Meglect

(Nm=309)

20.4

o —

2.3
4.9
13.3

o
I~

Spouse
Abuse

(N=1120)

69.1
19.13
28.)

~
L]
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In terms of demographic characteristics, only in child abuse is a
conaideraeble proportion of abusers female (36 percent). The median age of
all abusers is 25.4 years, and this varies only slightly by incident type.
As was true for sponsors, the racial composition of abusers varies considerably

(see Table V-5).

TABLE V-5

RACE OF ABUSER

(PERCENT)
hild Abuse/ Spouse
Neqlect Abuse
(w=431) (N=640)
wWhite 81.7 59.5
Black 12.5 32.7
Other 5.8 7.8

System Responses

Perhaps the most important findinga of this report relats to how the
Mavy responds to family advocacy reports, and to the extent to which civilian
resources are employed. Table V-6 susmarises system respanses to reports of
each incident type and to reports as a whole. Several noteworthy findings
should be pointed out. FPirst, for the data base as a whole and for each
incident type as well, long-term or support services are the most frequent
kind of system response; these are provided in three-fifths of all reports.
Immediate or short-term services are provided in over a third of the cases,
and court/disciplinary/legal acts (emcluding notifying the commanding offiocer)
ooour in fewer than 10 percent of the cases. 8Second, the total amount and the

relative frequency of sach type of response vary by incident type. Por
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example, there is over twice as much crurt action in child abuse cases as

in the other two types. Also, there is relatively more crisis response and
less support response in sexual assault cases compared to the other two types.
Third, overall, the Navy is providing many more long-term and short-term
services than are civilian agencies, but civilians are engaging in court/legal
action more often. FPinally, there are noteworthy differences relating to
civilian services among the incident types. In child abuse cases, civilian
court action is quite high, as are civilian short-term and long-term services.
At the other extreme, civilian involvesent in spouse abuse cases is minimal.
In-tho middle are sexual ansault/rape cases. In earlier chapters, a composite
measure of civilian involvement was discussed, a measure that includes the
Navy notifying civilian authorities plus any indication of civilian legal
4Ction or service provision. Owverall, civilian involvement of soms kind
occurred in 36 percent of all cases, but the differences among incident types
are tremendous: civilians were involved in 76 percent of all child abuse
cases, 41 percent of all sexusl assault/rape cases, and only 16 percent of all
spouse abuse cases. Certainly, this reflects varying legal requirements as
well as common interpretations about the msaning and seriousness of each

incident type.
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TABLE V-6
SYSTEM RESPOMSES
(PERCENT)
Child Abuse/ Spouse Sexual 1
Neglect Abuse Assault/Rape Tota
{(=1117) (W=22913) (N=110) (N=131520)
Court/djsciplinary/legal action - all 13.8 5.0 6.4 7.8
Navy 1.4 1.1 1.8 1.2
Civilian 12.0 2.7 2.1 5.6
Unspecified 0.8 1.1 1.8 1.1
) Immediate or short-term crisis
services - all 40.5 34.0 47.3 36.5
Navy 20.8 23.7 31.8 23.0
Civilian 10.4 2.0 10.0 4.9
Unspecified 14.1 10.6 12.7 11.7
long-term or support services - all 65.3 58.9 50.9 60.6
Navy 43.) 46 .0 31.8 44.7
Civilian 27.8 7.8 8.2 14.2
Unspecified 22.6 17.0 20.0 18.9
Miscellaneous responses
Involved person took action to
! remedy situation 5.4 12.5 0.9 9.9
I
; Civilian authorities notified
by Mavy 46.4 4.7 23.6 18.5
Family Service Canter notified
or already involved in case 3.0 10.8 2.7 8.1}

~3-




The extent to which commanding officers are involved in cases raises
interesting questions. Among cases in which the sbuser is an active military
person, only 11 percent of the cases are referred to commanding officers.
Based only on coded narrative responses, commanding officers are notified in
13 percent of child abuse cases, 10 percent of spouse abuse cases, and 9
percent of sexual assault cases (the latter based only on 22 reports).
However, on the forms that provided a place for reporters to check off whether
the CO was to be notified (form type 1 -- established child abuse/neglect),
52 percent were answered affirmatively. Two issues must be considered. Pirst,
should the reporter systematically be asked to indicate this on all reports?
That 3s, should forms be redasigned to capture this kind of information?
Secand, should guidelines be established so that unifora standards are

applied to the involvemsnt of commanding officers? If so, what safequards

can/should be provided to protect the abuser while simultanecusly protecting
his/her family from future maltreatment?

] The whole subject of Navy responses to family advocacy reports deserves
study in the light of these findings. The data raise -- but cannot answer --

questions about the following issues:

the availability of various types of services at different locations;

- standards for involving civilian authorities in legal matters and

service provision;

the extent to which forms should be redeaigned to permit more uniform

collectian of information;
- the extent to vhich cosmanding officers can/should be involved;

the role of the Family Service Center im relation to family advocacy
problems)
- confidentiality and the Csntral Ragistry,




- reports that are made at local facilities that are neither “"suspected”
or “established,” and that never get into the Central Registry -~ how
they are served.

Issues related to the topic of information systems and information flow will

be addressed in another phase of this project.
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TABLY. A-1
} FORM DESCRIPTIONS

NUMBER OF
FORM TYPE DESCRIPTION REPORTS PERCENT
1 Established Child Abuse/Neglect 350 9.5
“"Established Child Abuse/Neqlect Report” 198 5.4
NAVME ' 6320/15 (Revised 1/78)
"Child Abuse/Neglect Report” 152 4.1
NAVMED 6320/15% (2/76)
2 Suspected Abuse/Neglect/Sexual Assault
and Rape 2404 65.)
"Suspected Abuse/Neglect/Sexual Assault
and Rape Report” 2226 60.5
NAVMED 6320/15A (Revised 7/79)
“Suspected Abuse/Neglect/Sexual Assault
and Rape Report” San Dieqo version 156 4.2
NAVMED 6120/15A (Revised 7/79)
“Suspected Child Abuse/Neglect Report” 12 0.3
NAVMED 6320/15A (3/78)
) “Suspected Abuse/Neglect/Sexual Assault
and Pape Report” 1 0.0
NRNCI, Porm 6320/26 (9/81)
“Spouse Abuse Incident Report” (MED 6320-22) S 0.1
(3/79) and 27reb‘'79 versions
“Spouse Abuse Incident Report” 4 0.1
BUMEDNOTE 6320 19Mov'76
3 Establ ished Spouse Abuse/MNeglect 409 11.1
"Established Spouse Abuse/Meglect Report” 409 11.1
NAVMED 620/2) (7/79)
4 ramily Mvocacy Case Management 450 12.2
_ "Family Advocacy Case Managemeant Raport”
: (draft) 439 11.9
' “ramily Advocacy Case Management Report"” 1 0.0
§ NRAC PTSVA 5800/8
o “Pamily Advocacy Case Management Report*” 10 0.3
NRMC PTSVA 5800/8 (Revised 4/82)
s Others 67 1.8
“Case Managemsnt Incident Report” » 1.0
(Army) OlJul'78
“Child Advocacy Committee (CAC) Report” 13 0.4
(See reverse side for instructions & codes)
(Aizr Porce) Jul'sl
“Child Advocacy Committee (CAC) Report” 16 0.4
(Air Poxce) Apr'?7S
'm%u Abuse/Meglect Report” 1 0.0
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TABLE A-2

ADDITIONAL REPORTING PACILITY CATEGORIES

ATEGORY LOCATION NUMBER OF REPORTS

Raval Air Stations

Xingsville, TX
Wwillow Grove, PA
Beeville, TX
Milton, PL

) Marietta, GA

) Dallas, TX

’ Alameda, CA

ther Navy locations

} Bxmouth, Western Australia
Oak Knoll
China Lake, CA
Treasure Island
fdzell, Scotland
Atsugi, Japan
Vallejo, CA
Colt'e Neck, W
Lakehurst, W

~ L ool ood (")

Marine Corps Air Stations 53

Santa Ana, CA 53

: Other Marine Locations 1
g

E Barstow, CA 1
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MASTER VARIABLE LIST

Identifiers
Report date, facility
tdentification

Victim

Age, race, sex, military status,

alcohol involvement

Sponsor

Age, race, sex, military status,
marital status, alcohol involvemant

Abuser

Age, race, sex, military status,

alcohol involvement

Relationship
Victim to sponsor,
Victim to abuser

Case information

AMditional dates, source of
report, type of report made,
medical diagnosis,

alcohol, etc.

Stresses, maltresatments,
fatalities, system responses

TABLE A-3

PORM TYPE PORM TYPE FORM TYPE

PFORM TYPE
1 2 3
1 top 1
11.1 2 2
11.2 - 4
11.2 2 3.4
11.3
1.4
11.1 4,5 7,8e
I1r.1,2 1 6,8
Iv.3 3
v.
I11.3 4 7
Iv.2 S Be

1t

v




TABLE A-4

ALCOHOL/DRUGS AS AN ISSUR IN CASE

INDICATOR

1s alcohol use an issue in this
case? Yes OR
Alcohol use/abuse - checked

victim: alcohol/drug involvement
Yes

Abuser: alcohol/drug involvement -

Yes
Drug use/abuse - checked

1f tncident involved alcoho! use
by victim

1f incident involved drug use by
victim

If incident involved alcohol use
by meltreator

If incident involved drug use by
maltreator

PO TYPR PERCENTAGE

1 40.2
3

2 15.8
2 43.7
3 3.2
4 10.8
4 0.7
4 36.1
4 3.0

1489

1541

408

269

269

269

269
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FIGURE A~1
PORM TYPE 1 -- ESTABLISHED CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT
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SUSPECTED ABUSE/NEGLECT/SEXUAL ASSARLT AND RAPE REPORT MED 6320-20
NAMMED 6320/154 (Rev. 7-79)
REPORTING PACILITY: DATE:

FORM TYPE 2 ~-- SUSPECTED ABUSE/NEGLECT/SEXUAL ASSAULT AND RAPE

P R SR R R X U 1 L

FIGURE A-2

‘l

abuse; rape, eto.)

Incident Type: (1.e., sexual assualt; physical abuse; emotiomal

IDENTIPICATION: (Mo names, social sesurity numbers or other
personal identificstions are to be used in reporting)

AGR: AR
38X: 3BX:
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION:
RATS OR GRADE: RATE OR ORADS:
ALCOWOL/DRUG INVCLVEMENT YES_ NO_ ALCOMOL/DADUGC INVOILYOENT YEE_ WO__
sPRCIPY: SPECIPY:

3.

HOW ¥WAS INCIDENT BROUONT TO THR ATTENTION OF MEDICAL AUTHORITIRS?
Self referred

Referred by police/sseurity/medical perscanel

Individual brought to wedical faoility oy
(Specify relatiocaship to tndividesl)

L B

SUOURY OF INCIDENT: (Drief summary of what, wvhea, where, how, and why.)

SUOIARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN SUBSBQUENT TO INCIDENT: (Isslude what, whea,
wbere, how, and Wy status of astica as of date of report.)

Seo reverse side 1f msve spase reguired.

!
(Panmily AMdvesnsy Mepressmtative)

-,’.




FIGURE A-]

PORM TYPE 3 -- ESTABLISHED SPOUSE ABUSE/NEGLECT

ESTABLISHED 3POUSE ADUSE/NEGLECT REPORT MED 6320-22
BAVED 6320/21 (7-79)

1. General Report Date:

a. Reporting facility
(1) Short name:
(2) Branch service:
(3) uUIC:
(8) City, State, 1ip:

b. Pacility whioh provided initial ideatification/interveation (ir
other than reporting facility)

(1) Short name:
(2) Branch service:
(3) vIc:
(8) City, State, 1iip:
2. Abused identification data (If ailitary sesmber, complete sectiom §.)
Neme (lset, first, middle)
s. Date of birtht
b, Race:
C. Sext
3. Abuser identification data (If military member, complete section A.)
Rame (last, firet, middle)
s, Date of birth:

b. Race:
e Sext

Military sember's ideatification data
D abuset DM 1s military opoaser
s. Ovede/rats:
» @

]
c. DBressh of servieas
4. Orgamisetisa UIC:

K 7




FIGURE A-3 (continued)

MED 6320-22

5. Other person{s) identification (direoctly involved)

[:] 1f msore than one person, place am "X” in thie block and
incorporate this informatiom in section 7,

a. Neme (last, firet, wmiddle):
b. Blood relative (epecify):
c. SN

6. Incident data

a. Type incideat (i.e., physical, neglect, sexual, etc.): Brought to
madical stteation by:

b, Wedioal conditions diagmosed, related to aduse/meglect (9999
codes are contained in the ourrent edition of the Internatiomal
Classification of Diseasss, Adapted (ICDA)). Bepors eigit maximums in
order of severity:

‘o 2- 3. ..' sﬁ ‘0 1- ..
7. Summery of incident:

= T

3
:
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FIGURE A-3 (continued)

MED 6320-22

Family Advoocacy Committee (PAC)

f.

Date convened:

Decision supported dy information obtained froa:

—Attending physiociaz _____general medical persoaonel

civilian legal agencies ____civilian social service agencies
NIS ____JAGC investigation ____spoasor's command

—_rirst incident ___repeat inoident (specify in summary)
—Jollow-up required

—drug use/aduse ——Alochol use/abduse
1f drug/alcobol isvolved; iadicate past
treataent/ideatification and referrals sade pertaining to
drug/aloohol involvement,

Susmmary of VAC recommendations and actioms takea:

ZAC Chalrmen
(Please Priat or type)
(1) Neame: (1) Name:
(2) Signature: (2) Signature:
(3) Date: (3) Date:
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FIGURFE. A-4
FORM TYPF 4 -- FAMILY AIWOCACY CASE MANAGEMENT

FAMILY ADVCCACY CASE MANAGEMENT REPORT
(DRAFT)

Inetructions: rill in necessary faformaticn (plesse print or type) snd circle
aumbers pertsining to other appropriste responses, {.e,

I11.

Date of Report (wuath/day/yesr) 3/21/80

Type of Report:

tate1al 1) Follow-up =~ 2 Pinal = 3  Corvection = &

"ote: Full fdentification of all concerned is required for suspscted
and entablished

General Incidents:

a.

b.

Kame a.0d addrcss of Medical Treatment Facilficy (MTP):
MTF'« Unit ldeatificacion Code (DIC): ggo93

Date of Report (month/day/year): 9/17/81

Type of Report:

Inftied = 1 TFollow-up -@ Final = 3 Correcftin = &

Family Advocacy Committee (FAC), case determinstiomn
Suspected = 1 Established =D

Established diagaosis based upon: NIS = 1; JAC = 2; Military law
enforcesent -@ Civilian lav enforcement = &; Military social service -@
Civilian sncisl service/welfare/protection agency = 6; Admission by
pecpetrator *» J

Sponsor ldcntification Dats

b.
c.
‘.

f.

Sponsors Nase (last, first, middle initisl)):

S8ocial Security Nusber:
Crade Code (E1 through B9; 01 through 010; Civ): E1
Branzh of Service/Status

Atey = 1 Metine = US Toreign Service = 7
Alr Force = 2 Coast Cuard = § Foreign Military = §
Kaszy = 3 Tudlic Healzh = § Civilian » 9

Mame and address of sponsors command: y oy, 34 Bn, 24 MARDES, 24 MARDIV
Spontcr c-amsnd’'s Unit lduncificatiocn Code (VIC):

fdentification Data of Maltreated Tictin

8.
».
.
4.

Kamn (last, fivet, middle initgal’.
Sex: Male = 1 Temale -@
Age (st time of iscident): ,,

Date of btrth (moxth/lay/vesr): 131/3/89
-7?w




FIGURE A-4 {cont inued)
e. Population Group

Red (American Indian) =
Yeil.: ‘Astian Mungolofd) = 2
Black (“egroid or Afcican) « (P
White (Caiucasoid) = &

Other =~ @

Unknown = 6

f. Category of Malrreated/Victia

Militatry wember » 1 Civilien Adult = &
Military Dependent Adult -@ Cis4lian Chi ld = §
Military Dopendunt Chil’ « ]

IV. ldent.fication of Alleged Maltreator(s)
(Note: 1Uf moru ti.an one maltreator, provide duplicete information and attach)

a. Nume (last, fi-st, viddle initial)

b. Sex
Male -(3) Teasle = 2
Age 21

d. Date of birth ’‘=onth/day/yesr) 8/4/6C
? e. Population 6Toup

Red (American I:r4ian) « )
Yellcw (Asiar Mongolofd) = 2
Black (Negroid or African) -@
White (Caucasoid) = 4

Other = 5

Unknown = 6

f. Category of Maltreator

Sporsor ~ d) Military Dependent Child ~ 4
Sponsor's Spcuse = 2 Milicary Member = S
Mtlitary Dependent Adult » ) Civilian = &

~ g. Relationship of Maltreator to Maltrested/Victis
, *(? » Paterna.; M = Maternal)

Relationship Codes:

,  Fether = 0] S:epsiscer - 14 Crandfather (P)* =« 26
v } Stepfather - 02 Nephev =193 Grandeother (P)* = 27
N . Adoptive Father = CJ tiece = 16 Crandfather (M)* = 28
i ) Ffoster Father = 0% Uncle (P)e ° 17 Crandmother (M)* =« 29
i j “other - 05 Aunt (P)# .18 Nusband -D
TR | Stepmother - 06 tnrle (M) - 19 Vife e 31
: Adoptive Mother = 07 Aunc (M)* - 20 Boyfriend = 32
. Foster Mother = 08 Cousin - 2] Girlfriend e 3)
Srother - (9 Teacher - 22 Stranger = 34
Nalfbrocher - 10 Nursery Pers » 22 Unkaown = 3
Scepbrother = 11 Babysitter = 2)
Sister o 12 Neighbor e 24
| “alfsister = 1) Friend of = 23

Tamily
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FIGHRE A-4 {continue-)

h. Grade Co”e of Maltreazsr E}
(E1l through £9; Ol through 010; Civ)
1. OBranch of Sefvice/Status of Meltreator

Atwmy = |1 Marine ~<:) US Poreign Service = 7
Alr Force = 2 Coast Guard = S Poreign Military = 8
Navy = 3 Pubiic Health = 6 Civilian = 9

V. Incident Id:ntificdatiou
a. Date of lacident (day/wonth/vear) S August 1981
b. Type of Maltreatment Incident

Child Physical Abuse = 0Ol

Child Physical Neglect = 02

Child Pcychologtical Abuse = 03
Child Psychological Neglect = 04
Child Sexual Abise » 03

Spouse Physical Abuse =

Spouse Physical Neglect = 07
Spouse Prychological Abuse = 08
Spouse Psychological Neglect = 09

} Sexual Astault = 10
Rape = 11

¢. Incident bL-cught to attentiom of FAR bdy:
Civilian Police = Mil Sccial Serv Agency = 13
Military Police = Ancaywous Caller = 14
Civ. Social Services = 03 School = 13
Sponsor = (04 Family Friend = 16
Sponsor's Spouse = 05 Neighbor =» 17
Sponsor's Coumand = 06 Legal Officer = 18

. Easrgency Rooms = 07 Chaplain = 19

3 Pediatric Clinic = 08 Child Care Center = 20

& Inpatient Med Serv = 09 Babysitter = 21
Alcohol Treat Fac = 10 Dental Service = 22

Drug Treat Fac = 11
Outpatient Serv = 12

4. Location of Lacident

Hoee -Q Neighbors = &
School = 2 Public B1ldg/Space =
Fanily Friends = 3

e. Addicions)l Incident Reporting

Incident reported to Military Police -(Z)

lucident teported to Civilian Authorities = 2

Incident reported to Military & Civilian Authorities = 3
Incident reported to Protective Secvices/Public Welfare = §
Mo report action taken = $

f. Madical Treatmant Regquired

(1) Medical conlitjon diagnosed related to imcideat im otder of
severity (Use Intermational Classification of Discase Raadbook)

(s) Mone (d)
(») 93¢.00 (o)
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Pl iRE A=-4 {containued)

Medical attenticn tequired, physical care

Outpatient = ]

Hospitalizgtion for treatmant = 2
Hospitalization for observation = )
Rospitalization for safety -~ &
None =

Social - Medical Treatment

Q1)

(2)

)

(4)

&)}

(6)

Psychtological/Psychiatric attention, Perpetrator

Oucpatient = 1

Hospitalizption for treatment = 2
Hospitalization for observation = 3}
Hospitalization for safety = &
None -§

Fsychological/Psychistric actention, Victim

Outpatient = O

Hospitalization for treatzent = 2
Hospitalization for observation = 3
one = 4

Lagal/Aduinistrative action requitred

Civilian =

Milictary =

Civilian and Milicary = 3

Incident screened for alcohol and drug isvolvemsat by FAC
Yes -Q? No = 2

1f {acident involved alcohol

{(a) Use by: Maltreator = ]
Victim = 2
Maltreator and Victias = )

(b) Physical violence preseat in facident
Yes = } Ro - 2 Bot knowm = )

(¢) lndividuals screened for alcohol trestmsat by alcohol
treataant facility

Yes = ) No = 2
(d) Disposition of individuals screened for alcohol trestasat
Perxpetrator Victis
Mo treatmeat required = 1 No treatment required = 4
Outpatient trestmsnt = 2 A Outpatient Ctreatmaat « 3
lnpstient treatmeant = ) . Inpatisat treatmeat = 6
If tacideat tavolved drugs K
(a) Use by: MNMalcreator = ) "\
Victim = 2

Malczestor and Victia = 3‘
(b) Thysical violsnce presest i imeidedt
Tes = ) No = 2

(e) ;utu:uu nru::‘ l;c drug treatmsac by drug treatmsat fastilticy
e © -
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FIGURE A-4 (cont ihued)

() isposition of 11 ividuals screened for drug treatment

Per.atras : Victin
No tiestzen: requited -() %o treatment required -(9
Cutpatient crestment = 2 Outpatient treatwent = 5
Inraticnt “rcatueat ~ J Inpatient treatment = 6

If wexual 1:cident

(a) Exhibiti~alsa = 1
Joyeuti~e = 2
Genital Fondling < J
Vagina.l irtercouise = 4
Anal fmtercoursa = $

(b) Phvsical violen .e involved
Yes = 1 No = 2
(c) Pvior history ! sexual incideals

Yes = ] No = 2

If prior hixzcry:

(1)

(2)

3)

Leng:h o time

less thao 6 so = }

greater than 6 .70 but legs than one year = 2
grearter than one year -@

unknowmn = &

Frequency

greater than one but less than 3 =
greater than 5 but less than 10 -(Z;
greater than 10 = 3

unknown = &

I'revious leg.l a.tion ~f similar nature sgainst perpetrator
Yes = |1 No = 2

FANMILY FACTORS (of victim)
{C*rcle ..opropriste Factors)

Singie parent, never uurcried = 1

Single parent, separated = Z

Single patent, divorced = 5

$ingle paren:, live«in toyfrisad = &

Single parent, live-in gqrilfriend = 5

Dual parents, both military sembers = 6

Dual parents, father nilitary wasber, mocther not employed = ?
Dual parents, father uilicary sucber, mother employed = §
Dual parents, mother =ilitary menter, tather esployed = 9
Dual parents, mother silitarys sesber, father not employed = 10
Dual parents, fatner deployed during fncident = 1}

Dual parents, mothsr deploye! during iacident = )2

Dual parents, both in aces during incideat = 13

Dual parents, mother lLaving extre-marital atfair = 14

Dual perencs, father having extra-sarical affair = 1S

Dual pareats, both having extrs-sarital affairs = 16

Tather, history of abuse as a child = 17

Yather, msaber of slccholic family as child « 18

-e1-




FIGURE A-~4 {(cont inued)

Father, cutrent alcohol pgoblems = 19
Father, physical handicap = 20

Pather, history of spouse sbuse = 21
Father, social isolatiocn = 22

Mother, history of abuse as & child = 23
Mother, member of alcoholic family as child = 24
Mother, current alcohol problams = 2§
Mother, physical handicsp = 26

Mother, history of spouse sbuse -@
Mother, social {solation =

Victim, socfal fsolation = 2

Victia, physical handi * 30
Insufficient income -@

Pregnancy = 32

Mew baby {in the home =

Recent telocation (within 6 mo) = 34
Inadequate housing = 13

Misuse of adequate. incoms -@
Married, no children = 37

Susmary of lacident:

) She came home late and he got upset and began hitting haxr. She called
the Military Police.

Outline of Treatment Plaans:

Make counseling available to both.

Recommendations spplicable to any administrative/legsl actioa:

Reported as per BUMEDINST 61320.57 requires.

FAR
Nemel Bama:
Phone Mo Phone Mo -
Signature! Signsturs:
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