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Abstract

Research on intimate partner violence (IPV) and firearms has typically focused on homicide, so
there is limited information on how firearms are used in nonfatal ways, particularly in community
samples. We sought to estimate the prevalence of nonfatal firearm abuse in the context of IPV,
understand how and against whom firearms are used, and examine consequences of this abuse.
Using a national web-based survey of US adults who experienced IPV (7= 958), we asked
respondents about experiences with nonfatal firearm abuse, including the frequency of firearm
behaviors and consequences. Based on screening data weighted to be nationally representative, we
estimated that 9.8% (95% ClI: 9.0%, 10.6%) of US adults — or nearly 25 million — have
experienced nonfatal firearm abuse by an intimate partner (i.e., were threatened with a firearm, had
a firearm used on them, or were threatened by a partner who possessed or had easy access to a
firearm). IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse commonly reported experiencing
other forms of IPV. The most common behaviors included the partner displaying a firearm
(67.5%) and threatening to shoot the victim (63.0%). The majority (80.5%) of perpetrators were
male, and 49.2% of respondents had a child at home at the time of abuse. The most common
consequences of nonfatal firearm abuse were concerns for safety (86.2%) and feeling fearful
(82.7%). Additionally, 43.1% of respondents reported physical injury, and 37.4% missed days of
work or school. Practice and policy around firearm access for IPV perpetrators should attend to
nonfatal firearm use against intimate partners.
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1. Introduction

Intimate partner violence (IPV), including physical, sexual, and emotional harm, is a major
public health issue (Breiding et al., 2015). Among US adults, 36.4% of women and 33.6% of
men report experiencing sexual violence, physical violence, and/or stalking by an intimate
partner in their lifetime (Smith et al., 2018). The estimated lifetime economic burden of IPV
in the US is more than $3.6 trillion for the 43 million adults reporting any lifetime
victimization (Peterson et al., 2018). In abusive relationships, firearms increase the risk of
IPV-related morbidity and mortality (Sorenson and Schut, 2018; Campbell et al., 2007).

Studies of firearms in the context of IPV have typically focused on homicide. Intimate
partner homicides are captured in vital statistics, medical examiner reports, and police
records, making them more easily identifiable for research compared to nonfatal outcomes.
National estimates indicate that 55% of all homicides of women are related to IPV (Petrosky
etal., 2017) and that firearms are used in nearly 60% of intimate partner homicides (Kivisto
and Porter, 2020). For women in abusive relationships, the risk of homicide is greater than
for men and increases five-fold when the partner has access to a firearm (Campbell et al.,
2007; Fridel and Fox, 2019; Cooper and Smith, 2011).

Outside of the extreme outcome of homicide, firearms can be used in several nonfatal ways
that harm individuals. Nonfatal firearm use is challenging to study because these incidents
are not necessarily easily recognized or clearly defined or as routinely recorded as fatal
events. The most recent national IPV survey that asked about nonfatal firearm abuse was
conducted over 20 years ago, in 1995-1996 (Tjaden and Thoennes, 2000). Based on that
survey, it was estimated that 4.5 million women in the U.S. have been threatened by an
intimate partner with a firearm, and that nearly 1 million have had a partner use a firearm on
them (Sorenson and Schut, 2018; Tjaden and Thoennes, 2000). Firearms can be used to
threaten the partner, brandished or displayed, used in pistol whipping (i.e., hitting the victim
with a firearm), or used to shoot the partner (Sorenson, 2017; Sorenson and Spear, 2018).

IPV victims perceive firearms to be uniquely dangerous in the context of abuse, contributing
to high levels of intimidation and fear (Lynch and Logan, 2018). Firearms can perpetuate
coercive control — the “strategic course of oppressive conduct that is typically characterized
by frequent, but low-level physical abuse and sexual coercion in combination with tactics to
intimidate, degrade, isolate, and control victims” (Stark, 2013) — which plays a critical role
in the micromanagement of victims’ daily lives and chronic abuse (Sorenson and Schut,
2018; Lynch et al., 2019). Prior research also highlights the strong connection between
firearm threats and stalking, which is particularly common after victims leave their abusers
and during periods of separation when abusers may feel a loss of control (Logan and Lynch,
2018). Compared to non-stalkers, intimate partner stalkers are more likely to threaten the
victim with a firearm (often during a stalking episode) and more likely to perpetrate physical
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violence (Logan and Lynch, 2018). Indeed, the majority of women murdered by intimate
partners are stalked prior to a homicide (McFarlane et al., 1999).

A 2018 systematic review identified 10 studies that reported the prevalence of the nonfatal
use of firearms against an intimate partner among US women (Sorenson and Schut, 2018).
Prevalence estimates varied widely based on the sample, time frame, and behaviors assessed
(e.g., <1% reported a hostile firearm display by an intimate partner in the past five years
compared to 37% of women in domestic violence shelters reporting that a firearm had been
used against them in their most recent relationship) (Sorenson and Wiebe, 2004; Azrael and
Hemenway, 2000). Importantly, six of the 10 studies were based on data collected 15 or
more years ago (Sorenson and Schut, 2018). In addition, several studies were among
samples living in shelters or accessing services (Sorenson and Wiebe, 2004; Rothman et al.,
2005; Berrios and Grady, 1991), which provide an understanding of potentially more severe
IPV contexts but are not necessarily representative of broader populations. Only two studies
were conducted among national community samples (Tjaden and Thoennes, 2000; Azrael
and Hemenway, 2000).

Additional research on the nature and scope of nonfatal firearm use against an intimate
partner, particularly among community samples, is needed (Sorenson and Schut, 2018).
Examining specific kinds of threats and abuse victims experience is essential to
understanding the context and far-reaching consequences of IPV. The purpose of this study
was to estimate the prevalence of nonfatal firearm abuse, understand how and against whom
firearms are used, and examine the consequences of nonfatal firearm abuse in a large
national sample.

2. Methods

2.1. Sampling and design

We designed a cross-sectional survey administered by the survey research firm YouGov
from April 8th to May 1st, 2020 (About YouGov, 2018). YouGov maintains a proprietary
opt-in survey panel comprised of 1.8 million US residents who participate in web surveys.
This panel has been used widely for academic studies as well as public opinion and election
polling (Cohn, 2014; Enamorado and Imai, 2019; Rydberg et al., 2018; Lindhiem et al.,
2020). Participants did not receive any specific incentive to complete the survey, although
YouGov has a point-based system through which participants accrue points for completing
surveys and can redeem them later for gift cards, donations, or prepaid cash cards.

This study included women and men in the US aged =18 years. We determined eligibility for
the full survey based on responses to two screening questions. The first question asked if
respondents ever had a romantic or sexual partner. Those who answered affirmatively were
asked if a partner ever perpetrated a series of items capturing different types of IPV (e.g.,
physical, sexual). Respondents who endorsed any of the IPV items were deemed eligible for
the full survey.

Of the 12,068 panel members who were invited to take the survey, 8048 (66.7%) completed
the screening questions, and 1743 (21.7%) were eligible for the full survey. Of eligible
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respondents, 1152 (66.1%) completed the survey. After fielding the survey, YouGov
conducted validity checks and did a sample match of all participants who started the survey
down to a smaller sampling frame to improve the representativeness of the unweighted
sample (Appendix A) (Rivers, 2006). The final sample consisted of 1000 respondents who
experienced IPV, of whom 600 experienced nonfatal firearm abuse. Respondents were
considered to have ‘experienced nonfatal firearm abuse’ if they endorsed either of two items:
if a partner “threatened [the respondent] and also possessed or had easy access to a gun” (7=
561) or “threatened [the respondent] with a gun or used a gun on [the respondent]” (7=
288), with 249 respondents endorsing both. We included both items given prior research
documenting that firearm presence can be an implicit threat and that knowing a partner has
access to a firearm instills fear regardless of explicit use of the firearm (Sorenson and Schut,
2018; Lynch and Logan, 2018; Tutty, 2015). Respondents who experienced nonfatal firearm
abuse were oversampled to examine the specific ways that firearms are used in IPV.

Sampling weights provided by YouGov were applied such that estimates from the survey are
representative of all US adults aged =18 years based on demographics from the 2017
American Community Survey (Appendix A), but not a nationally representative sample of
IPV victims. This study was deemed exempt by the University of Washington Institutional
Review Board since data were de-identified.

Measures

To our knowledge, there are no validated measures about nonfatal firearm abuse, so we
developed questions using an iterative process informed by findings in existing literature
(Sorenson, 2017; Logan and Lynch, 2018; Sorenson and Wiebe, 2004) and consultation with
subject matter experts and former IPV advocates. All survey questions related to this
analysis are provided in Appendix B. Respondents answered yes or no to 10 items on
lifetime experiences of types of IPV (Smith et al., 2018; Chapman and Gillespie, 2019).
Physical violence included being hit, slapped, kicked, and strangled or choked. Sexual
violence included rape, sexual coercion, and unwanted sexual contact. Psychological/
emotional abuse and controlling behaviors included stalking, tracking the respondent, and
controlling access to money and finances.

IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse based on the screening question were
asked about the frequency of nine specific firearm-related behaviors by their current or most
recent partnerwho threatened them with a firearm, so the behaviors are limited to a single
relationship. These included the partner displaying the firearm; hitting the respondent’s body
with a firearm; threatening to shoot the respondent, a pet, themselves, or someone else;
shooting the gun but not hitting anyone; and shooting the respondent or someone else.
Response options for each item were collapsed into three categories: never, < once per year
(includes less than once/year and once/year), and >once per year (includes more than once/
year, monthly, weekly, and daily).

For consequences of firearm use, participants were asked if they experienced any of a list of
19 items resulting from their partner’s firearm use including feeling fearful, splitting up with
partner, moving out of their home, going to a shelter, physical injury, contacting a crisis
hotline, and missing days of work or school (Smith et al., 2018).
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Demographic characteristics included age, gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation,
relationship status, household income, highest level of education, and region.

2.3. Statistical analysis

For this analysis, we excluded 42 participants who reported that they were shot more than
once a year but did not endorse physical injury as a consequence (/7= 27) and participants
who reported that their partner shot them or someone else weekly or daily (7= 15). This
proportion of respondents with invalid responses is in line with prior survey research
quantifying careless or insufficient effort responders (Curran, 2016). The final sample size
for this analysis was 958, including 558 IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm
abuse.

We calculated weighted prevalence of IPV and experiences of nonfatal firearm abuse based
on the 8048 respondents who completed the screener. Subsequent analyses were based on
the 958 respondents described above. We calculated weighted percentages and their
corresponding 95% confidence intervals (Cls) for each variable. We described
sociodemographic characteristics and types of IPV reported by IPV victims by whether they
experienced nonfatal firearm abuse. Among IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm
abuse, we described the frequency of specific firearm behaviors and consequences of their
partner’s firearm abuse. All survey questions had a ‘prefer not to say’ response option.
Percentages reported do not include these missing data; the amount of missing data is noted
in the tables. All analyses were conducted using STATA 15.1 (StataCorp) using the SVY
suite of commands.

3. Results

In the US in 2020, our data suggest that 46.7% (95% CI: 45.2%—48.2%) of adults
experienced some form of IPV in their lifetime, and 9.8% of adults (95% CI: 9.0%-10.6%)
experienced nonfatal firearm abuse by an intimate partner (i.e., were threatened with a
firearm, had a firearm used on them, or were threatened by a partner who possessed or had
easy access to a firearm). Among women, the prevalence of lifetime IPV was 52.2% (95%
Cl: 50.3%-54.1%) with 13.6% (95% Cl: 12.3%-14.9%) experiencing nonfatal firearm
abuse. Among men, the prevalence of lifetime IPV was 40.8% (95% CI: 38.7%-42.9%) with
5.9% (95% CI: 4.8%—7.0%) experiencing nonfatal firearm abuse. Compared with IPV
victims who did not experience nonfatal firearm abuse, a greater proportion of those who did
experience nonfatal firearm abuse were female, were Black or African American, were
divorced or separated, had household income less than $35,000, had high school education
or less, and lived in the Southern region of the US (Table 1).

IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse were more likely to report experiencing
other forms of IPV in their lifetime compared to those who did not experience nonfatal
firearm abuse. For example, 78.9% (95% Cl: 74.9%-82.4%) of IPV victims who
experienced nonfatal firearm abuse reported that a partner hit, slapped, kicked, or otherwise
physically hurt them, compared to 42.1% (95% CI: 37.1%-47.2%) of IPV victims who did
not experience nonfatal firearm abuse (Table 2). Nearly two thirds (62.1%; 95% CI: 57.4%—
66.5%) of IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse reported that a partner tried
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to make them have sex, compared to 32.0% (95% CI: 27.5%-36.9%) of those who did not
experience nonfatal firearm abuse. IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse
were also more likely to report controlling behaviors by partners. For example, over half
(51.9%; 95% ClI: 47.3%-56.4%) of IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse
reported that a partner controlled their ability to access money and finances, compared to
20.2% (95% ClI: 16.4%-24.7%) of those who did not experience nonfatal firearm abuse.

One in five IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse reported they were
threatened with a firearm by more than one partner (20.6%; 95% CI: 16.9%-24.8%). The
weighted mean age of respondents at first threat was 26.1 years (SD: 10.5). The current or
most recent partner who perpetrated nonfatal firearm abuse was most often male (80.5%;
95% ClI: 76.3%-84.1%). Approximately half of respondents (49.2%; 95% CI: 44.6%—
53.8%) had a child in the home at the time. The weighted mean duration of the relationship
with this partner was 8.3 (SD: 9.2) years; the unweighted median was 4.8 (IQR: 2.1-12.0)
years. The weighted mean duration of nonfatal firearm abuse was 3.7 (SD: 5.4) years; the
unweighted median was 2.0 (IQR: 0.5-5.0) years.

For IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse, the most common behaviors
reported included the partner displaying a firearm (37.7% reported this occurring more than
once per year; 95% Cl: 33.2%-42.4%) and partner threatening to shoot the victim (27.4%
reported this occurring more than once per year; 95% CI: 23.4%-31.7%) (Fig. 1). In
addition to threats, 12.6% (95% CI: 9.7%-16.1%) of victims reported that their partner shot
the firearm but did not hit anyone and 8.7% (95% CI: 6.3%—11.8%) reported that their
partner hit their body with a firearm more than once per year.

Among IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse, the most common
consequences were concerns for safety (86.2%; 95% Cl: 82.6%-89.2%), feeling fearful
(82.7%; 95% CI: 78.8%—-85.9%), feeling on guard/watchful/easily startled (72.5%; 95% CI:
68.1%-76.5%), and splitting up with partner (71.0%; 95% CI: 66.5%-75.1%) (Table 3). In
addition, 43.1% (95% CI: 38.5-47.9%) of victims reported physical injury, 37.4% (95% CI:
33.0%—-42.0%) missed days of work or school, 29.8% (95% CI: 25.7%—-34.3%) called the
police, 27.9% (95% CI: 23.8%-32.3%) sought legal services, 22.6% (95% CI: 18.7%—
26.9%) sought medical care, 16.1% (95% CI: 12.8%-20.0%) sought victim’s advocate
services, and 12.8% (95% Cl: 9.8%—16.6%) contacted a crisis hotline as a result of their
partner’s firearm use.

4. Discussion

Findings from this national community sample reveal that that the prevalence of nonfatal
firearm abuse is substantial and concerning. Approximately 1 in 10 (9.8%) — or nearly 25
million — adults in the US have experienced nonfatal firearm abuse by an intimate partner
(i.e., were threatened with a firearm, had a firearm used on them, or were threatened by a
partner who possessed or had easy access to a firearm). While lifetime prevalence of IPV
from this survey generally aligns with prior estimates (Smith et al., 2018; Smith et al., 2017),
the prevalence of nonfatal firearm abuse from this survey is higher than the last national data
from the mid-1990s, which estimated that 3.5% of women and 0.4% of men were threatened
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with a firearm and 0.7% of women and 0.1% of men had a firearm used on them (Tjaden
and Thoennes, 2000). Our findings are higher in part due to broader survey questions that
encompassed threats while the partner possessed or had easy access to a firearm in addition
to threats with the firearm or use of a firearm against the victim. Indeed, when restricted to a
more conservative definition of nonfatal firearm abuse (i.e., including only those who report
their partner threatening them with a gun or using a gun on them), our prevalence estimate
was 4.8% (95% Cl: 4.2%-5.4%). Our findings also potentially reflect increased perpetrator
access to firearms, in line with the increase in firearm-related intimate partner homicides in
the past decade (Fridel and Fox, 2019). We also found that the prevalence of nonfatal firearm
abuse was 13.6% among women and 5.9% among men. Consistent with prior IPV studies,
results suggest that women are disproportionately impacted over their lifetimes (Smith et al.,
2018; Breiding et al., 2008; Addington and Perumean-Chaney, 2014; Wiebe, 2003). Given
the considerable difference in prevalence of nonfatal firearm abuse between women and
men, future research should investigate the gender differences for both victims and
perpetrators in demographics, specific firearm behaviors, and consequences of this abuse.

We found that victims who experience nonfatal firearm abuse are more likely than those who
do not to report experiencing other types of IPV, including physical, sexual, and
psychological/emotional abuse, in their lifetimes. These findings align with prior research
highlighting that firearms are often used to facilitate coercive control (Logan and Lynch,
2018; Johnson, 2006; Stark, 2006), resulting in a frightening and controlling context that
enables the occurrence and continuation of physical and sexual abuse (Sorenson and Schut,
2018; Tutty, 2015). Qualitative research with women in IPV shelters has similarly shown
that firearms are simply one tool used to harm victims and that abusers are often violent in
other ways (Lynch and Logan, 2018; Sorenson and Wiebe, 2004). Since respondents
reported these IPV experiences over their lifetimes, these behaviors may have been
perpetrated by a single or multiple partners. Prior research has underscored that individuals
often experience IPV, and even co-occurring types (e.g., coercive control and physical IPV)
in multiple relationships (Thompson et al., 2006; Kennedy et al., 2018). Future research
should examine patterns of nonfatal firearm abuse using relationship-level data.

Among IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse, approximately two thirds
reported that their partner displayed a firearm, and 63% reported that their partner threatened
to shoot them. Threats by the abuser to shoot themselves (44%), someone else (35%), or a
pet (23%) were also fairly common in our sample. These findings align closely with a prior
study among women who contacted the National Domestic Violence Hotline (Logan and
Lynch, 2018). These threats underscore that the burden of IPV may extend beyond the
partner involved and affect children, other family members, friends, and pets. Indeed, these
other individuals are sometimes killed in intimate partner homicide incidents (Smith et al.,
2014), and the use of firearms increases the risk of multiple victims by 70% in domestic
homicides (Kivisto and Porter, 2020). Moreover, victims commonly reported that these
firearm behaviors occurred more than once per year, further highlighting these behaviors as
part of a recurring pattern of abuse rather than isolated incidents of violence.

Nonfatal firearm abuse has direct and damaging consequences for IPV victims. In our
sample, most IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse felt concerned about
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safety and were fearful, constantly on guard, or easily startled (Sorenson, 2017). In addition
to the multiple and potentially long-lasting psychological consequences of nonfatal firearm
abuse (Sullivan and Weiss, 2017), many victims reported physical injury, seeking medical
care, and missing days of work or school. Given that the broader health consequences of IPV
are well-established (Smith et al., 2018) and that firearm threats have been identified as a
unique predictor of posttraumatic stress disorder symptom severity (Sullivan and Weiss,
2017), further research examining the specific adverse health consequences of nonfatal
firearm abuse is needed. In addition, consequences of firearm abuse such as splitting up or
moving out may be complicated by the fact that firearm threats and stalking are common
during separation (Lynch et al., 2019; Logan and Lynch, 2018). More granular information
about the timing of these consequences (e.g., immediately or several months after firearm
abuse) should be assessed in future research to identify intervention points. Importantly,
many victims also reported seeking help from the police, legal services, victim’s advocate
services and crisis hotlines, pointing to the need for investment in services for IPV victims.
The 2019 National Census of Domestic Violence Services showed that while more than
77,000 victims were served in a single 24-h period, there were more than 11,000 requests for
services that were unmet due to a lack of resources (National Network to End Domestic
Violence, 2020). Taken with our findings, this demonstrates a critical need for resources for
community-based programs that provide help and care to IPV victims.

Federal and state laws have been enacted to prohibit possession of firearms by individuals
convicted of an IPV-related felony or misdemeanor (Zeoli et al., 2019; Diez et al., 2017).
Current state laws vary greatly in the breadth of conditions that prohibit firearm possession
and in the implementation of recovering firearms from prohibited individuals (Zeoli et al.,
2019). These firearm restrictions have been found to reduce intimate partner homicide (Diez
etal., 2017; Zeoli et al., 2018). The frequency of nonfatal firearm abuse and adverse
consequences for IPV victims in this study lends urgency to the need to consider expanding
laws to prohibit possession among broader groups of IPV perpetrators (e.g., dating partners)
(Sorenson and Spear, 2018), to explicitly address relinquishment or seizure of firearms from
those who are prohibited from possessing them (Diez et al., 2017; Gerney and Parsons,
2014), and to enhance implementation of these laws (Zeoli et al., 2018). More robust
surveillance of nonfatal firearm use in IPV (e. g., with more granular questions added to
CDC’s National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey or DOJ’s National Crime
Victimization Survey) would also allow for future research to evaluate the impact of such
laws on relevant nonfatal outcomes.

Limitations

As with any self-reported survey, recall and social desirability bias may exist. Recall bias
may be of particular concern for respondents answering questions about relationships or
experiences occurring long ago in their lifetimes. However, many of these firearm-related
incidents are salient and memorable and, to mitigate recall bias, we asked about behaviors
perpetrated by the current or most recent partner. While these were sensitive questions,
online panel surveys may be less biased due to social desirability compared to telephone
surveys (Chang and Krosnick, 2009). Due to this sensitivity, all questions had a “prefer not
to say’ response option, so the amount of missing data varied across questions. Most
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questions in this analysis were missing <5% of responses. Our survey questions about
nonfatal firearm abuse have not been subjected to psychometric testing. Methodologic
research that yields valid and reliable measures for nonfatal firearm abuse would greatly
benefit the field. While the survey asked sensitive questions that may have resulted in a
lower survey completion proportion, the completion proportion of 66% is in line with or
greater than that of other non-probabilities, opt-in, online surveys (Callegaro and Disogra,
2008), including a previous national survey that included questions about firearms (Miller et
al., 2017). Nevertheless, panel members who chose not to participate in the survey may have
differed from those who chose to participate with respect to IPV victimization, firearm
abuse, and severity. Finally, although sampling weights were applied to enhance
representativeness and YouGov augments the panel by soliciting panelists by telephone and
mail, there may be coverage error in non-probability online samples which may not be fully
representative of the national population (Chang and Krosnick, 2009; Hays et al., 2015).

5. Conclusions

This study provides contemporary, national estimates of nonfatal firearm abuse prevalence in
the US and detailed information on specific behaviors and consequences among a
community sample. While there is substantial evidence that firearms increase the risk of
homicide in abusive relationships, these findings underscore that firearms do not need to be
fired to harm an intimate partner. Firearms can enable controlling behaviors by heightening
fear and often co-occur with other forms of IPV within and across relationships. This study
sheds light on the magnitude of nonfatal firearm abuse and adverse consequences for
victims, indicating the crucial need to focus attention and resources on the prevention of
IPV.

Supplementary Material

Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.
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Firearm Behaviors Reported by IPV Victims
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Fig. 1.
Types of firearm behaviors reported by IPV victims (n = 558).
Note: 95% confidence intervals for these items are provided in Supplementary Table 1.
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Characteristics of intimate partner violence victims by experience of nonfatal firearm abuse.

Table 1

Page 14

Experienced nonfatal firearm

abuse (n = 558)

Did not experience nonfatal

firearm abuse (n = 400)

Total PV victims (n = 958)

Weighted Proportion, % (95% CI)

Age, years
18-29
30-44
45-59
60+
Mean

Gender
Male

Female
. I
Different identity

Race/ethnicityb
White
Black or African American
Hispanic
Asian

Native American/Alaska
Native

All other races
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual, or straight
Lesbian
Gay
Bisexual
Other identity or unknown
Current relationship status
Married
Divorced

Single/never married

Cohabitating, unmarried
Widowed
Separated

Annual household income
Less than $20,000
$20,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999

15.2
25.2
31.3
28.3
48.9

23.4
75.9
0.7

70.4
15.0
117
44
1.6

11

85.9
1.7
53
6.0
11

38.5
21.2
16.9

12.6
5.8
5.0

24.7
20.8
15.1
16.7
10.4

(11.7, 19.5)
(21.6, 29.2)
(27.2, 35.6)
(24.5, 32.5)
(47.4,50.4)

(19.4, 27.9)
(71.3,79.9)
(0.3, 1.9)

(65.6, 74.8)
(11.8,18.8)
(8.3,16.2)
(2.9, 6.5)
(0.9,3.1)

(0.5, 2.3)

(82.2, 89.0)
(0.9,3.1)

(3.3, 8.6)
(4.2,8.4)
(05,2.7)

(34.0, 43.1)
(17.8, 25.0)

(13.9,
20.4)

(9.6, 16.4)
(4.1,8.3)
(3.1,8.1)

(208, 29.2)
(17.0, 25.1)
(12.1,18.7)
(13.6, 20.3)
(8.1,13.2)

145
28.2
24.4
32.9
49.4

41.9
55.4
2.7

79.3
7.8
12.4
31
15

0.6

86.3
2.2
3.0
6.5
1.9

44.9
15.7
24.0

10.0
4.7
0.8

16.9
16.9
20.4
17.4
12.9

(11.1, 18.6)
(23.9,32.9)
(20.4, 29.0)
(28.2,38.0)
(47.6,51.2)

(36.9, 47.0)
(50.3, 60.4)
(1.4,5.3)

(74.6, 83.3)
(5.4,11.1)
(9.0,16.7)
(1.8,5.2)
(0.6, 3.6)

(0.2, 2.0)

(82.3,89.5)
(1.2,4.2)
(1.7,5.3)
(4.4,95)
(0.8, 4.6)

(39.9, 50.0)
(12.3,19.7)
(19.8, 28.8)

(7.4,13.4)
(2.9,7.5)
(0.3, 2.4)

(13.2,21.4)
(13.2,21.3)
(16.4,25.1)
(13.7,21.8)
(9.8, 16.8)
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14.9
26.4
28.4
30.2
49.1

311
67.4
15

74.1
12.0
12.0
3.8
1.6

0.9

86.1
1.9
4.4
6.2
15

41.2
18.9
19.9

115
53
3.3

21.6
19.2
17.2
17.0
11.4

(12.4,17.9)
(23.6, 29.5)
(25.5, 31.6)
(27.2, 33.4)
(48.0,50.3)

(27.9, 34.4)
(64.0, 70.6)
0.9,2.7)

(70.7,77.2)
(9.8, 14.6)
(9.5, 15.0)
(2.8,5.3)
(0.9, 2.6)

0.4,1.7)

(83.4, 88.4)
(1.2,3.0)
(3.0,6.4)
(4.8,8.0)
(08,2.7)

(37.8, 44.6)
(16.4, 21.6)
(17.3,22.7)

(9.4, 14.1)
(4.0,7.1)
(2.1,5.1)

(187, 24.8)
(16.5, 22.3)
(14.7, 20.0)
(14.6,19.7)
(9.5, 13.6)
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Experienced nonfatal firearm Did not experience nonfatal Total IPV victims (n = 958)
abuse (n = 558) firearm abuse (n = 400)
Weighted Proportion, % (95% CI)
Over $100,000 12.2 (9.5, 15.6) 155 (12.1,19.7) 13.6 (11.4,16.1)
Highest level of education
No HS 6.4 (3.9,10.2) 13 (05,3.3) 43 (2.7,6.6)
High school graduate 30.8 (26.5, 35.5) 27.8 (23.4,32.7) 29.6 (26.4, 32.9)
Some college 24.4 (20.9, 28.3) 23.8 (19.8, 28.4) 24.2 (215,27.1)
2-year college 12.7 (10.2, 15.8) 13.6 (10.4, 17.7) 13.1 (11.0, 15.5)
4-year college 16.3 (135, 19.7) 20.8 (17.1, 25.2) 18.2 (15.9, 20.8)
Post-grad 9.4 (7.2, 12.0) 126 (9.6, 16.3) 10.7 (8.9,12.8)
Regionc
Northeast 14.2 (11.2,17.8) 18.0 (14.3, 22.4) 15.8 (13.4,18.5)
Midwest 18.4 (15.3,22.0) 23.4 (19.3,27.9) 20.4 (17.9,23.2)
South 432 (38.8,47.8) 33.9 (29.2, 38.9) 39.3 (36.1, 42.7)
West 24.2 (20.3, 28.6) 24.8 (20.7, 29.4) 24.4 (215, 27.6)

Missing data (i.e., respondents chose ‘prefer not to say’): gender (7= 4, <1%), race/ethnicity (/7= 6, <1%), sexual orientation (/7= 9, 1%), current

relationship status (7= 16, 2%), annual household income (7= 62, 6%).

a.. . . . N
Different identity includes trans male/trans man, trans female/trans woman, genderqueer/gender nonconforming, or different identity.

b .
Does not sum to 100% since respondents could select all that apply.

CRegion was assigned based on the U.S. Census Bureau statistical regions. Northeast includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont. Midwest includes Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michigan, Ohio,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. South includes Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, District of Columbia, and
West Virginia. West include Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and

Wyoming.
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Table 2

Types of intimate partner violence (IPV) by experience of nonfatal firearm abuse.

Page 16

Experienced nonfatal firearm Did not experience nonfatal
abuse (n = 558) firearm abuse (n = 400)

Total (n = 958)

Weighted Proportion, % (95% CI)

Types of IPV Experienced in Lifetime
Physical

Hit, slapped, kicked, or physically hurt
you

Strangled or choked you
Sexual

Tried to make you have sex or do
something sexual you did not want to do

Fondled, groped, grabbed, or touched
you in a way that made you feel unsafe

78.9 (74.9, 82.4) 421 (37.1,47.2)
457 (41.2,50.3) 12.0 (8.9, 15.9)

62.1 (57.4, 66.5) 320 (27.5,36.9)
56.3 (51.7, 60.9) 225 (185, 27.1)

Psychological/Emotional & Controlling Behaviors

Deliberately made you feel afraid

Made you feel emotionally abused (e. g.,

insulted, yelled at, degraded, humiliated)

Tried to keep you from talking to family
or friends

Controlled your ability to access money
and finances

Kept track of you by demanding to
know where you were & what you were
doing

Stalked you

78.1 (73.7,81.9) 355 (30.7, 40.6)
88.6 (84.7, 91.6) 735 (68.8, 77.8)
66.1 (61.7,70.3) 36.0 (313, 41.1)
51.9 (47.3,56.4) 20.2 (16.4, 24.7)
80.6 (76.8, 84.0) 52.7 (47.6,57.7)
66.0 (61.5,70.3) 28.8 (24.4,33.6)

63.7

31.8

49.7

42.3

60.5
82.4

53.7

38.8

69.1

50.6

(60.3, 66.9)

(28.6, 35.1)

(46.2,53.1)

(39.0, 45.8)

(57.0, 63.8)
(79.4, 85.0)

(50.2, 57.0)

(35.5, 42.2)

(65.8, 72.1)

(47.2,54.0)
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Table 3

Page 17

Consequences of partner’s firearm use for IPV victims who experienced nonfatal firearm abuse (/7= 558).

Consequences of nonfatal firearm abuse

Weighted proportion % (95% CI)

Was concerned for safety
Was fearful
Felt constantly on guard, watchful, or easily startled
Split up with partner
Tried hard not to think about it or avoided situations/reminders
Felt numb or detached from others, activities, or surroundings
Had nightmares or thought about it when you did not want to
Moved out of home
Felt guilty or unable to stop blaming yourself or others for the event(s)
Physical injury
Missed days of work or school
Called the police
Sought a protective order (e.g., a restraining order)
Sought legal services
Reduced or eliminated internet presence (e.g., took down social media)
Sought medical care
Sought victim’s advocate services
Contacted a crisis hotline
Went to a shelter
How distressing partner’s use of firearm was
Not distressing
Mildly distressing
Moderately distressing

Severely distressing

86.2
82.7
725
71.0
71.0
63.2
60.8
54.8
54.4
43.1
37.4
29.8
28.6
27.9
26.3
22.6
16.1
12.8
111

9.1

16.9
26.9
47.0

(82.6,89.2)
(78.8, 85.9)
(68.1, 76.5)
(66.5, 75.1)
(66.6, 75.0)
(58.6, 67.6)
(56.2, 65.2)
(50.2, 59.4)
(49.8, 59.0)
(385, 47.9)
(33.0, 42.0)
(25.7,34.3)
(24.6, 33.0)
(23.8,32.3)
(22.3,30.7)
(187, 26.9)
(12.8,20.0)
(9.8, 16.6)

(8.1,14.9)

(6.7,12.4)

(13.5,20.9)
(22.9,31.3)
(42.3,51.8)

Missing data (i.e., respondents chose ‘prefer not to say’): concerned for safety (7= 11, 2%), fearful (7= 10, 2%), constantly on guard (7= 13, 2%),
avoid situation (7= 14, 3%), split up with partner (n = 15, 3%), numb (7= 22, 4%), nightmares (1= 13, 2%), guilty (n = 13, 2%), moved out (n =
16, 3%), physical injury (n7= 20, 4%), missed days (/7= 17, 3%), called police (7= 7, 1%), protective order (7= 11, 2%), legal services (7= 12,
2%), internet presence (7= 18, 3%), medical care (7= 15, 3%), victim’s advocate services (1= 14, 3%), crisis hotline (7= 12, 2%), shelter (n= 13,

29%), how distressing partner’s use of firearm was (7= 42, 7%).
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