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INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE

Many definitions

Physical, sexual, or psychological
harm by a current or former
Intimate partner

Effort to exert power and control




EXAMPLES OF IPV

Type of Violence in Reported
Intimate Partner Violence in 2017°

Physical Violence _ 16%

Attempted Physical Violence - 3%

LGBT Power and Conirol Wheel

oercion &
Threats

using looks, gestures or actions
that are frightening &
intmidating-reinfarsing

using coercion &

punizhmants o gain compliant
behavior~ making andior hemeophotic control ~abusing

carrying out threats to harm seryice animals or pets-

= threatening lo leave displaying weapons~
of commil suicide~
mreatening 1o “out”
~ stalking

Financial (Economic Violence) . 3%

Sexual Violence -5%
Bullying -4%

Discrimination - 3%

Harassment - 6%

(online, telephone, and mail)
Isolation - 9%

Sexual Harassment . 2%

Emotional
Abuse

Economic
Abuse
s:eallng-— preventn. g
wou from geting or keeping a
job~making you ask for monay
~ interfering with work or education
~usng your credcit cands without
permission~ not working & reguiring
you io support herfhime not paying
herihis fair share

Put downs ~making
you feel bad about yourself-
questioning if you are 8 “real” lesbian
or gay man which reinfore
internalized homophobia~ telling you

that you are defectve because of your

gender identity

lsolation
condrolling what you do, who you
see or talk to~ limiting your cutside
actvities~ using jealousy to control
you~ making you account or your
whereabouls~ s3ying no one
will believe you~ restnctng
medics' care and
social senmnces

POWER
AND
CONTROL

Status Control

treating you ke 3 servant-making all
the "big” decizions~baing the cna to
define sach person’s role & dutes
in the relationship~using

class, race, age, etc.
to hurt and control
you

hildren and/ Denying
or Pets & Blaming

making light of the abuse~

accusing you of being an unfit

: o,
Stalklng - 4% parent because of HIV status~ saying it didn't happen~ shifling
threatening lo 1ake the children responsiodity for abusive
or pets~ treatening 1o “out” you behavior~ saying &'s your fault
10 AUINGriies of SpoUSe SO they or "you desenved it~ accusing
wil take the children away~ you of “mutual abuse ™~ sayng

women c3n't sbuse women

& that men are *
=

threats to harm chikdren or pets

Threats/Intimidation _11%
Verbal Harassment In-Person _ 19%

Vandalism I 1%

other* | 14%

supposed 1o fight

el
“"‘Ou.qu 2




BY THE NUMBERS = LGB

Table I. Prevalence of lifetime intimate partner violence and intimate partner sexual violence in the
2010 National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS), by sexual orientation and gender

Lifetime Intimate Lifetime Intimate Partner

Partner Violence Sexual Violence

Men Women Men Women
General Population 28.1% 329% 8.0% 159%
Heterosexual 28.7% 32.3% ' 15.3%
Bisexual 37.3% 56.9%" " 40.0%
Gay/Lesbian 25.2% 40.4% » -

* Estimate not reported ** Estimate not reported; sample size too small
prevalence of IPV between bisexual and heterosexual women (p<.05)

A Statistically significant difference in

Intimate Partner Violence and Sexual Abuse Among LGBT People: A Review of Existing Research (November 2015)

THE WILLIAMS INSTITUTE



BY THE NUMBERS — TRANS AND NONBINARY

Limited number of studies

\ ]

Range for Transpersons for IPV =
54%;IPSV = 47%

]

'Nonbinary persons: Very limited
“information — Need studies!

\




BY THE NUMBERS

Sexual Orientation

W 43.9% Gay

14.1% Heterosexual

B 13.7% Lesbian
IPV ‘
Survivors 13.3% Bisexual

B 8.7% Queer

B 4.6% Self-Identified/Other

1.4% Questioning/Unsure

Gender ldentity

B 44.7% Cisgender Man
B 34.7% Cisgender Woman
M 11.3% Transgender Woman
Survivors == 4.1% Transgender Man
2.8% Self-Identified/Other
I 0.9% Gender Non-Conforming
B 0.8% Transgender Non-Binary
0.7% Genderqueer

W 0.3% Gender Fluid

National Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, and HIV-Affected Hate and Intimate

Partner Violence in 2017



BY THE NUMBERS

Race and Ethnicity

B 39.0% White

27.2% Latino/a

B 21.3% Black/African-American
IPV

4.6% Multiracial

Survivors .

B 3.5% Asian/Pacific Islander

B 2.5% Self-Identified/Other

1.2% Arab/Middle Eastern

[l 0.8% Native American/
American Indian/Indigenous

Age

W 0.2% Ages 14 & Under
W 2.5% Ages 15-18

M 14.4% Ages 19-24

IPV
Survivors

16.2% Ages 25-29

30.0% Ages 30-39
M 17.6% Ages 40-49
B 13.7% Ages 50-59

4.8% Ages 60-69

Il 0.6% Ages 70 & Up

National Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, and HIV-Affected Hate and Intimate

Partner Violence in 2017



BY THE NUMBERS
IPV

survivors

who Isolation 2x more likely
reported

a

disability Stalking 3x more likely

4x more likely

National Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, and HIV-Affected Intimate Partner

Violence in 2015 (2016 Release Edition)




WHY DO PEOPLE AVOID THIS TOPIC?

Detracts from Avoid further
gender-based stigmatization of biphobia,

violence LGBTQ+ persons transphobia,

perspective and relationships homophobia

Stereotypes re Misconceptions
masculinity and about “mutual
femininity conflict”




OUR DISCUSSION

Special considerations in LBGTQ+ IPV

) Particularly vulnerable groups

. Barriers in accessing services

What you can do




CONTACT US!

on. Rachel Bell: judgerachelbell@gmail.com

I_
Hon. Christopher Bowen:
cbowe@contracosta.courts.ca.gov
|_

I_

on. Julie Emede: jemede@scscourt.org

on. Amy Sakalauskas:
asakalauskas@judicom.ca



