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Table 4

Research Design and | thodology

Drug Related Death

micide Data

Questions Data Set(s) ithods
1. Risk Factor Patterns:
A. Intrafamilial Homicides
1. Individual Factors State Level Frequencies
2. TFamily Factors Homicide Data Chi-Squares
3. Community Factors ity Census Data Regression
B. Extrafamilial Homicides
1. Individual Factors State Level Frequencies
2. Family Factors omicide Data Chi-Squares
3. Community I :ztors City Cens s Data Regression
2. Risk Factor Differences:
Homicide wvs. Child Abuse and Neglect Baltimore City - Frequencies
1. Individual Factors Homicide Data Chi-Squares
2. Family Factors Child Abuse ¢ a Regression
3. Community Factors Census Data
3. Causes/Circumstances of homicide vs. abuse and neglect
A. Type ¢ Injuries
B. Type of Weapon
C. Time of Injury State Level Frequencies
D. Place of Death '
E.
F.

Number of Victims

Chil Abuse and
Neglect Data

e A = e S









children woi 1 generally be victim: 3:d by nonstranger,

1 specifies that the

Currer intr: imilial homicide resear

Child's caretaker is characteristically the perpetrator

(Miller and Block, 1982; Christoffel, 1990).

The most common extrafamilial homicide victim has a

similar characteristic profile as that of their offender
(Rowley et al., 1987; Harries 1993). Extrafamilial
ar mc 2

homicide re :arch specifies that adolescent

O0ften victimized by another peer member or an adult
dcquaintance known outside the amily residence, and
¢ 1t "onally a stranc ©  responsible. Previous r jearch
also suggests an appal 1t connection between adol ant

Stree irders and illegal drug activities (Goetting,

1990) The rarest victim and offender relationship found

strangers (Jason and Andereck,

in child homicides involve

1983) . With the excepl on of justifiable police

homicides, extrafamilial homicide victim and offender
I

Victims and

relationships are typically nonstrangers.
o have similar individual

Offenders are also expected t
extrafamilial individual profiles will

Profiles. However,

typically vary greatlY from intrafamilial victim and

Offender profiles.
s that the birth order position

Some research suggest
of a victim is an important risk factor of child homicide.
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similar. However, because there are fewer cases outside
the ¢ :y of Baltimore, the percentages are much smaller
than the Baltimore pefcentages. The results indicate that
most child homicide incidents are extrafamilial homicides.
The victim profile patterns are similar on all items
except for age. Most Baltimore victims are between 10 and
17 y irs, while all other victims ar eq 1ly distributed
between thos under 10 years of age and those between 10
and 17 years. The patterns for suspect profile items are
similar for & 1 chi J homicide suspects in Maryland. The
att cns for victims' fan 'y i ms ¢ 2 with regard to the
marital status of the victims' j 1ts. Although most
victims are only children, the distribution for vict 1s'
outside Baltimore are much larger. Also, the items
n isuring prior abuse or neglect of victims or their
siblings are different. ©None of the victims or their
siblings outside of Bal 'more experienced abuse or neglect

prior to the victim's death.

Section 5.2 Intrafamilial versus Extrafamilial C*r51d
Homicide -

The second phase of this study involves a comparative

analysis between the two categories of child homicide.
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of extrafamilial homicide that involved more than one
suspect, all are friends or acqué 1tanc 3 to the victim.

In ummary, tl e are two distinct suspect profiles
for both intrafamilial and extrafamilial homicide
suspects. The current data indicate that intra milial
homicide suspects are typically the nat al father of the
victim, be veen 5 and 48 years of jJe, and black. While
the majority of extrafamilial homicide suspects have a
similar profile as their victim. The extrafamilial
suspects are typically black, male, adolescents, between
14 and . vyears ¢ ac ., and are an acquaintance or friend
of the victim.

The items measuring the suspect's profile are
examined further using chi-square statistics. Table 13
shows that the critical values of chi-square statistics,
and the degr¢ 5 of freedom were reached at both the p<.001
levels of significance for four of the five suspect
profile "-ems. The item measuring gender reached the .05
level of significance. Based on these findings we
can assume there is an assoclation between both types of
child homicide and each suspect profile item. The results
suggest that the proportions of black, males who are older
than 26 years of age, and a caretaker to the homicide

victim, are greater among intrafamilial homicides. The
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and their siblings. Based on tI differences found

between each homicide category, the next phase of analysis

will examine each type of child homicide compared with

child abuse and neglect data.

"""""" ~ M~314 Abuse ad Neg. :t

5.3 cChild Homicic

The next phase of this study compar ; tf

characteristics of Baltimore city level child homicide and

child abuse and neglect data. The purpose of this

her there are di "ferent risk

ar lysis is to determine wt
2 and

factor patterns between child homicide and abt

neglect incidents, based on three levels of risk,
inc ' sidual, family, and community. Based on earlier
findings that show risk differences between intrafamilial
and extrafamilial homicide incidents, each homicide

category will be compared separately with child abuse and

The basic assumption is that both

neglect incicd ats.
types of child homicide and child abuse and negl :t

incidents will hav different patterns, across all three

levels of risk. The findings are presented in tables 17

through 23.

Only Baltimore city child homicide data are ¢ mnpared

with Baltimore city child abuse and neglect data. Both
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types are compared with child abuse and neglect

homicic
incidents. There are a total of 55 child homicide and 210
child abuse and neglect victims dispersed throughout

Of the total number of homicides, 12 are

Baltimore city.
defined as intrafamilial homicides and 43 are defined as

xtrafamilial homicides.

Individual Level Factors

Research Question IIa. Are there different individual
level risk factors between child

and child abuse and

)

5.3.1

homicide,
lect vict:

Victim Profile
The first group of items compared across each

category of child homi ide and child abuse and neglect,
With regard to age, the

describe the victim's profil

results show that extrafamilial and child abuse and

The rest =-s in

neglect victims have similar patterns.
are

table 17 show that all of the intrafamilial victims
less than 5 years of age, while 98% of the extrafamilial

and 60% of the child abuse and neglect victims are between

10 and 17 years. While most homicide victims are male,

of the extrafamilial and 67% of the intra-

with 88%
only about half of all the abuse and neglect

familial,
The majority of all homicide and abuse

victims are male.
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r intrafamilial and extra,imilial

glect. The

PO:s T - ,
Zion differ fo
intrafamilial

and child abuse and ne

homic'ie
under 5 years of

4
age, male, who

vi :
ctim profile is a younds

is t .
vypically the middle child. The typical extrafamilial
betweell 10 and 17 years,

hOm' .
ic o . .
ide victim profile 18 male,

e family- The child abuse and

wWho 3
5 the only child in th

hegl . .
glect vict o is typically potween 10 d 17 yearss Te
le or female. To

and equally a ma

£1
irst born child,
rther nultiple lo

exami
ine these relationships fu gistic
(See Appendix A) .

regr .
ession models are analyzed

Suspect Profile
The next group ©f items compal j, describe the
the 1 sults in

su .
spects' profiles. In comparingd agey
tern for both intrafamilial

ta
ble 19 show a similar pat
e and neglecC

+ suspects. Sixty-

Hom s -
omicide and child abus

e intrafamili 2 of the abuse

al and 76

s
even percent of th
er thah 26 years of age.

ects are old
micide suspec

at 88%.

an
d neglect susp
ts are more

Wh
ereas, extrafamilial ho

t '
yPlcally less than 20 yearS of ageyr

gender an

d races overall, most

With regard tO
percent of the

Ninety—four

s
uspects are blacks males-
of the abus

e and neglect victims ar

extrafamilial and 70%
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-~ intrafamilial suspects, with 58% are

while fev
97% of the abuse

mal
75% of the intrafamilial,

r i 2,
of the extrafamilial suspects are

and neglect, and 87%

The remaining 24% of the intrafan % of

""ial and 1

black.

the abuse and neglect suspects are white. None of the

ex! afamilial suspects are white, but one is Asian. Also
presented in table 19 are results .or victim 1d suspect
The findings show similarit: for both

relationships.
in that most

intrafamilial and abuse and neglect suspects,
st osects are the victims' natural parents. Fifty percent
3l and 78% of the abuse and neglect

of the ir -afa ]

suspects are the natural parents of the vict .
“>r both intrafamilial and child

¢ "ler

typical relationships

abuse and neglect are the parent's paramour (most often

the mother's boyfriend), other relatives, and babysitters.

For intrafamilial suspects, 26% are the parent's paramour,
16% are the babysitter, and another 8% are other relatives

Three percent of the abuse and neglect

of the victim.
none are the

suspects are the parent's paramour,

babysitter, and 12% are other relatives of the victim,
also 6% are friends or acqualntances of the victi While

the most common victim and offender relationships in

extrafamilial homicides are friends and acquaintances to

The other 31% are strangers to the

the victim, with 63%.
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table
s 21 and 22. As noted earlier, one item,

SoCciope .
cono ‘c status ¢. the victim's family, was dropped
frOm t

he analysils because of missing data. The results in
e item measuring the marital status

for all three outcomes.

£
able 21 show that th

parents is similar
gle parent householc

of the victims'

ost vic :
ic ‘ms are living in sin

rega =
gardl ss of whether they are a victim of intre. milial

or child abuse and neglect.

(
extrafamilial homicide
Nine -
ty-two percent of bOth intrafamilial and oxtrafamilial
Viet
tims were living in single parent households, and 86%

1 jlect vict "1g with a

of .

the child abus @ s we 2 110
h the exception
neglect victim wh

of one extrafamil. 1

si
ngle parent. Wit
O were

Vict'
im and one child abuse€ and
the remaining victims

liv' .
ing with a widowed parent,

paz: . .
5 were all married-
paring { e size of the vic im'

£ children,
w that family size

Distributions CcOm
the number ©

e results sho

are also

f .
amily, based on

pr
esented in table 21. ™
all types of victims, most

n three children. More

is
s .
omewhat similar foT

Fami 1
milies are large, with more tha

|d abuse an
o of the ext

d neglect victims have three

rafamilial and 41%

th
an 30% of the cl

or
more : .
siblings
/
hree O more siblings.

of .
the intrafamilial victims have
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Tabl 21

Ch: . .
¢ Pomicide " "hild Abuse and N¢ "~~* "ictim Family

Chz
UdCreristics

Type ~Ff F~micide
Intrafamilial Extraram..ial Abuse/Neglect

It

oo (n=12) (n=43) (n=210)

e T
s n n : n hd

g tiEu 1 o 2 ¥ 27 13

Single 11 92 35 92 182 86

"ldowed ~ - 1 3 1 1

ﬂﬁssing data 5
Family g5,

Victim only 2 17 17 48 41 19
Sibling 2 17 5 14 60 29
S$iblings 3 : 12 41 19

3% siblin 5 41 9 26 68 33

\.\1‘47'007',,]?, Aatg 8 .

Only 194 of the abuse and neglect and 17% of the
While

lntrafamilial homicide victims are only children
Cwice as many (48%) of the extrafamilial victims are the

Slightly less than one-third (29%) of the

while 17%

“buse and neglect victims have only one sibling,
of the extrafamilial victims

O . ‘ (
' the intrafamilial and 14%
her 19% of the abuse and

ha
Ve only one sibling. Anot
while 25% of the

neglect vVictims have two siblings,
milial victims have

‘Mtrafamilia) ang 12% of the extrafa
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YUnshot wounds. The iargest cause of death category for

intrafamilial victims, at 27% was for fatal physical

Ssaultg . Other large categories for intrafamilial

Victims included, 19% who died as a result of arson, 16%

Were Strangulated, 11% died as a result of stab wounds,
None of

and gy died from malnourishment or dehydration.

the ®Xtrafamilial victims died from me aourishment or

‘dehYdrat'pn, however, 2% died from physical abuse.

Extrafamilial victims ¢ so died as a result of arson, stap

and strangulation, with each category at 4%.
s of death also varied when

I' Stributions for
Olc 2 children

.
Lot e

Wounds,

controlling for age, as shown in tal
Were More likely to die from gunshot wounc , at 87% while
The findings support most

25% Were less than ten years.

Table 27
e Usmicide Victim's Age v Carr~2s of Death
\
. - 10-17 yrs
Tten M e2) (n=28) S
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . 0 9 n 5
§§H§“" ~*f Death n ce 2 25 47 87
Ulisig wounds 54 7 25 1 z
Beaten, abused 8 10 1 2
s 9 6 22
lre, Scalding 7
Strangulation/ - 7 4 14 2 4
#5phyxiga 6 2 7 3 S
Stab wounds 5 5 2 7 - B
Malnutrition/Neglect 2

\
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Table 29
'~ Mo by Causes of Injury

Tt All Victims ~a - 17 yrs
_oem (n=210) (n=122) (1 38)
[ v T vy n % E —’(75_ E _(é
MULLs G WO exn - - - - —~ —
- + al sed 59 28 28 23 31 35
tre, scalding 2 1 2 ) - -
Sexual Abyse 39 18 18 21 24
YTug overdose (neglect*) 16 8 16 13 -
Malnutrition/Neglect 94 45 58 48 36 41
—
“Resylt - ddicts ine, herol
iction (cocalne, heroln) at
birtp of illegal drug a
1Invo]ve a1 : ault injuries, and two cases involved
1t ch: =~ abuse

fire or sc lding injuries. Similar to rec

and Neglect research concerning the growing problem of

drug addicted newborns, 8% of the reported abuse and

Negl ¢ cases involvea children born addicted to illegal
Newborns are addicted

drUQS, such as cocalne oOr heroin.
to drUgs at bi; 1 due to the mother's illegal drug abuse

None of the abuse incidents

Pehavior while pregnant.
involved injuries caused by gunshc wounds .
¢ 1
As taple 29 indicates, there are only sm
Tor

: o lin
Varlations in the causes of injury when control g
common cause of injury for

The most
typically malnourishment and

48% a slighter higher

a9e of the victim.
1 victims was neglect,

dehydration’ with younger victims at






largest category of causation for both gender is physical

abuse with 26% for males, and 31% for females. More

females were victims c. sexual assault w: 1 26%, rather

than males, at 11%. Slightly more males, at 9%, than
fen - :° 6%, were victims of illegal drug addiction at
birth. Both victims of fire injuries w I 5

5.4.2 Circumstances of Death and Injury

Research Question IIIb. What are the unique
circumstances of child
h cide and child abuse
and 1 . incident ?

child Homicide Incidents

The following ifems are used to measur ti}
circumstances of death or injury: type of weapon, place of
¢ 1 or injury, time of death or injury, and the number
of susp :ts involved. Characteristics of the
circumstances leading to the homicic of children appear
to di_ ‘er depending on the type of homicide. 1In examining
the circumstances of death the results in table 31 show
that 88% of the intrafamilial homicides involved some form
of physical child abuse or neglect. The remaining 12%
resulted in intrafamilial homicildes due to housefires set

by victims' caretakers. The largest circumstantial

category for extrafamilial homicides, at 75% is for street
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shootings often associated with criminal or illegal drug
activities. Anotlq - 14% involved an argument with a

fri 1d or acqr intance, most often in someone's residence,
just prior to death. Also, 4% involx 1 arson, and 7%
involved a police shooting as a result of the victim
fleeing ~ the scene of a crime.

The largest category for type of weapon u: 1 in
intrafamilial child homicide incidents involved scalding
bath water, at 24%. Also, 17% the intrafamilial offenders
used their hands, feet, and other body appendages. Other
weapo included in intrail 1 lial homicides were sharp
objects, strangulating devices, firearns, cson, 1d
neglect. A total of 87% of the extrafamilial homicides
involsy 1 firearms. Three types of firearms were 1 2d, the
most common, at 61% was handguns, also 5% were shotguns,
and another 7% were automatic rifles. Other types of
weapons used in extrafamilial homicides include, knives at
5%, and 4% each were fire and strangulating devices.

The most common place of death »r an int: familial
homicide was the victim's residence, at 93%. In fact, all
intrafamilial homicides, except those involving a
babysitter (7%) occurred in the victim's home. While only
9% of the extrafamilial homicide victims died at home, all

of which involved an argument between acquaintances prior

152












Othe places of death for older victims v ‘e school vyarc

4

a vacant lot, and two died in ¢ 7} 1 3.
No particular time of day was more prevalent for any
of the victims regardless of age. Ninety-six percent of
the younger victims' and 85% of the older victims' deaths
involved one perpetrator. One young victim, less than 10
years, 1d fiv older victims were murdered by two
perpet ators, and tw0‘older victims' were murder 1 by
three perpetrators. In summary, tt circ 1stanc s of
death are very different when comparing by age. Younger
¢ ildren, less than 10 yea appear to die as a result of
child abuse and neglect injuries. While adol ent  are

most vulnerable to fatal street shootings, often

assoclated with criminal gang and drug activities.

Child Abuse and Neglect Incidents

The comparisons between the circumstances of injury
and the age of the victim of child abuse or neglect are
shown in table 33. 1In exa .ning the type of weapon used
in child abuse or neglect incidents, 45% involve neglect
due to malnourishment or dehydration. Another 25% of the

incidents involved physical abuse, using the hands, feet,
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intrafamilial deaths are the result of physical abuse,
specifically beatings, fire injuri or gunshot wounds.

Most extrafamilial deaths are the result of gunshot

wounds. The causes of death seem to vary according to age
suggesting that most children under 10

of the victim,
.cide. While most

years are victims of intrafamilial hc
:ween 10 and 17 years are v ztims of

children I
The causes of death do not seem

extrafamilial homicide.
to vary according to the gender of the victim. The causes
of injury with regard to child abuse and neglect victims
ding to age or gender of the

do not s« to vary accc
victim. The child abuse and neglect injur: 3 are most
typical of int; familial homicide incidents.

The circumstances of death are also very different

when comparing intrafamilial and extrafamilial homicide

Most intrafamilial homicide circumstances

incidents.
the weapon is usually the

involve prior abuse or neglect,
perpetrators hands, feet, or other body appendages, the

place of death is usually the victims' re: lence, and the

time of death is usually between ten o'clock in the

1 six o'clock in the evening. Mo: extra-

morning a
incidents involve street shootings as a

familial homicic
result of criminal or illegal drug activities between the

victim and the perpetrator, the weapon is usually a gun
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further, a thorough examination of tt community

characteristics should be explored.

C . r = C rcumst 1ces of Death and Injury

A final objective of this study was to det -mine if
the causes and characteristics of the circumstances of
death and injury wer diff ¢ " for child homicide and
child abuse and neglect. In examining the cause of de
and injury we found that the causes of death and injury
were different for all three outcomes. The causes of
intrat lial homicides ] 1ly distributed among four
categories, physical abuse, fire and burn inju) ' s,
gunshot wounds, and strangulation, while the majority of
extra-fami ial homicide causes were gunshot wounds, while
almost half of the abuse and neglect victims were
neglected. Distributions for all three outcomes did not
vary based on age or gender of tr victim. In examining
the circumstances of death and injury, we found that the
type of weapon varied for all three outcomes. Several
types of weapons were used in intrafamilial homicides,
fire and hot liquids, hands and feet, sharp objects, and
strangulating devices. The majority of extrafamilial

homicides involved guns. While child abuse and neglect

involved malnourishment and dehydration in almost half of
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provides an open fc im for sharing case information, and
increases the accuracy of death classification. Building
databases rom multiple agency child death reviews also
increases the scope of information collected. For
example, child death review data should include legal,
social, health, and medical examiner c i. Tr  child
fatality review data 1inc ises the qguality of data
available for future research, and for basing changes in
policy.

Further improvement for the Maryland Child Fatality
3 2w [ ocess should inc ude panc 11 abership by all
agencies involved in the death of a chi! . For example,
the ¢ -rent review process does not incluc representation
from the State Attorney General's Office. Such
repre: atation in the future may assist in establishing
support for legislation that requires statewide mandatory
child death reviews. Also, consistent representation of
law enforcement ac¢ nts will increase the quality and
completion of the child fatality review data.

A policy that establishes protocol for invest gating
childhood ‘:aths increases the proper classification of a
particular death. As noted in chapter 3, a recent policy
recommendation made by the State of Maryland Child

Fatality Review Team was helpful in the revision of police

180



procedures for Sudden Infant (SIDS) death scene
investigations. The new policy requires police to collect
pecific

G}

death scene evidence that enhances the
pathological, social, and legal interpretation of a

suspected Sudden Infant death.

All agencies involved in
ol investigation of a child's ¢

ath now hav mor
detai. 1 death scene data,

with regard to environp atal

risk factors that help to classify SIDS cases from abuse

and other medical conditions.

Policies similar to these
will improve our knowledge, and our ability to intervene

nd possibly prevent future childl od deaths.
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Community level items do not demonstrate statistical

significance, suggesting they are nc useful predictors of

risk.
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