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Introduction: This study estimated the U.S. lifetime per-victim cost and economic burden of inti-
mate partner violence.

Methods: Data from previous studies were combined with 2012 U.S. National Intimate Partner
and Sexual Violence Survey data in a mathematical model. Intimate partner violence was defined as
contact sexual violence, physical violence, or stalking victimization with related impact (e.g., missed
work days). Costs included attributable impaired health, lost productivity, and criminal justice costs
from the societal perspective. Mean age at first victimization was assessed as 25 years. Future costs
were discounted by 3%. The main outcome measures were the mean per-victim (female and male)
and total population (or economic burden) lifetime cost of intimate partner violence. Secondary
outcome measures were marginal outcome probabilities among victims (e.g., anxiety disorder) and
associated costs. Analysis was conducted in 2017.

Results: The estimated intimate partner violence lifetime cost was $103,767 per female victim and
$23,414 per male victim, or a population economic burden of nearly $3.6 trillion (2014 USS$) over
victims’ lifetimes, based on 43 million U.S. adults with victimization history. This estimate included
$2.1 trillion (59% of total) in medical costs, $1.3 trillion (37%) in lost productivity among victims
and perpetrators, $73 billion (2%) in criminal justice activities, and $62 billion (2%) in other costs,
including victim property loss or damage. Government sources pay an estimated $1.3 trillion (37%)
of the lifetime economic burden.

Conclusions: Preventing intimate partner violence is possible and could avoid substantial costs.
These findings can inform the potential benefit of prioritizing prevention, as well as evaluation of
implemented prevention strategies.

Am ] Prev Med 2018;55(4):433—444. Published by Elsevier Inc. on behalf of American Journal of Preventive
Medicine.

Check for
updates

Lianne Fuino Estefan, PhDMPH,* Christina Nicolaidis, MDMPH,? Kathryn E. McCollister, PhD,?

INTRODUCTION

n 2012, an estimated 26% of U.S. women and 10% of
I men reported their lives had been impacted (e.g.,
missed work or post-traumatic stress disorder [PTSD]
symptoms) by contact sexual violence, physical violence, or
stalking by an intimate partner. Even more adults reported
other forms of intimate partner violence (IPV), including
noncontact sexual violence and psychological aggression.'
IPV victimization is associated with poor short- and long-
term physical and mental health outcomes.” *
Few studies have quantified the IPV per-victim cost,
which at a minimum includes victims’ impaired health,
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lost productivity, and criminal justice costs,”® and no
study has addressed victims’ long-term health costs.
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A 1995 National Violence Against Women analysis esti-
mated the cost of IPV limited to acute and short-term
follow-up medical costs and included only female vic-
tims ($838 per rape, $816 per physical assault, and $294
per stalking victimization [1995 US$]% or, $1,210,
$1,178, and $424 as 2014 US$’). Following the method-
ology and presentation of a recent study that estimated
the per-person lifetime cost of rape,” this study aims
to combine previous studies’ data with current adminis-
trative and surveillance data to estimate the U.S. per-vic-
tim lifetime cost and population economic burden
of IPV.

METHODS

Study Sample

Mathematical model inputs included: number of U.S. adults (aged
>18 years) with any lifetime and past 12 months IPV exposure,
selected attributable, or marginal, health and other outcomes asso-
ciated with IPV from administrative data and previous studies,
and the marginal cost of those outcomes. Marginal outcome refers
to the proportion of victims with an outcome beyond the propor-
tion among nonvictims, and is used to calculate the attributable
cost of IPV.

The main outcome measures were: (1) lifetime IPV cost per
victim, and (2) lifetime IPV cost in the U.S. population (or eco-
nomic burden) of currently non-institutionalized adults (hereaf-
ter, U.S. population), calculated as the lifetime cost per victim
multiplied by the estimated victim population. Medical, lost pro-
ductivity, and criminal justice costs were included. This analysis
used the societal cost perspective (i.e., all payers), a lifetime time
horizon, and assumed first IPV victimization occurred at victim
average age of 25 years.” Future costs were discounted by 39%."°
Costs are presented as 2014 US$ unless otherwise noted, inflated
using selected indices.”'" Analysis was conducted in 2017 using
publicly available data.

Measures

The economic burden is based on the 2012 U.S. National Intimate
Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS) estimated number of
males and females with lifetime IPV exposure, defined as contact
sexual violence, physical violence, or stalking by an intimate part-
ner and related impact' (Table 1, Appendix Tables 1—5, available
online, report expanded data and calculations). Contact sexual
violence included rape, being made to penetrate, sexual coercion,
and unwanted sexual contact. Physical violence included being
slapped, pushed, hit, kicked, hurt by pulling hair, slammed against
something, attempting to hurt by choking or suffocating, beaten,
burned on purpose, or a perpetrator using a knife or gun. Stalking
included repeated harassing or threatening behaviors (e.g., watch-
ing, following, or contacting), causing the victim to be very fearful
or concerned for safety. IPV-related impacts included being fear-
ful; concerned for safety; PTSD symptoms; injury; needing medi-
cal care; contracting a sexually transmitted infection (STI);
becoming pregnant; need for housing, advocate, or legal services;
missing >1 day of work or school; or contacting a crisis hotline.

IPV outcomes, identified through a targeted literature search,
were included based on reference studies’ U.S. population repre-
sentativeness and study design (Appendix Table 3, available
online). Studies addressing female and male victims were priori-
tized. Reported outcomes had to facilitate calculation of victims’
marginal probability of the outcome; for example, outcome preva-
lence among non-victims and an AOR of the relationship between
the outcome and respondents’ IPV exposure, controlling for rele-
vant factors.** Studies that aligned with this study’s exposure defi-
nition were prioritized. Unit costs represented the attributable
cost of analyzed outcomes based on direct comparison of affected
and unaffected individuals (Appendix Table 4, available online).
Comprehensive lifetime unit costs that included medical care and
lost work productivity and controlled for related conditions (e.g.,
depression and anxiety) were prioritized. Some lifetime costs were
estimated from annual costs by multiplying the annual cost over
the age range of respondents in the cost reference study, bounded
by this study’s average age at first victimization (25 years)’ and
current population life expectancy (79 years*’; Appendix Table 5,
available online). Prevention costs were excluded whenever
possible.

A previous NISVS analysis limited to short-term lost produc-
tivity costs reported that female and male victims of IPV, sexual
violence, or stalking each lost days from school and work valued
at $1,063 (females) and $357 (males) (Table 1).” Average annual
data from 2006—2015 National Crime Victimization Survey
indicated 15.3% (n=137,155 survey-weighted) of IPV victimiza-
tions (rape or sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and
simple assault) included victim property loss or damage, valued
at a mean $1,181 per victimization (applied in this study as per-
victim cost, which is an underestimate for victims with multiple
victimizations; Table 1; unpublished data, U.S. Department of
Justice). Among IPV victimizations (n=745,946 female and
n=151,910 male, surveyed-weighted) from annual average
2006—2015 National Crime Victimization Survey data, 1.9% of
female and 0% of male victimizations required treatment for
nonfatal injuries in a doctor’s office, 6.6% of females and 4.6%
of males required treatment in an emergency department, and
0.2% of females and 0.1% of males were admitted as inpatients
(all applied as per-victim estimates in this study; Table 1;
unpublished data, U.S. Department of Justice). Unit costs were
the estimated payment for a doctor’s visit'” and the lifetime
medical and lost productivity costs for an emergency depart-
ment visit or admission for physical assault or sexual assault'”
(Table 1). In 2012, there were an estimated 1,256 murders (992
females, 264 males) perpetrated by intimate partners (Appendix
Table 3, available online).'*'® Unit costs were medical care and
lost productivity due to homicide."”

A 2010—2012 NISVS analysis indicated 26.2% of females
with lifetime IPV vaginal rape exposure had rape-related preg-
nancy.'” Data from a study of a convenience sample of females
(n=148) seeking a protection order from an intimate partner
reported the outcome of IPV rape-related pregnancies (n=32; i.
e., 81% live birth, 16% abortion, 3% still born).'® Unit costs
were estimated payments for medical treatment for medically
assisted abortion,'” pregnancy and delivery,'® and stillborn hos-
pital birth®” applied to the estimated number of female IPV vag-
inal rape victims in 2012 NISVS1, 161746 (e cost of child-
rearing not included; Table 1).
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Table 1. Outcomes and Costs of IPV Per Victim and U.S. Population (2014 US$)

Lifetime cost, $°
Marginal outcome among victims®" Per victim
Marginal lifetime
Measure Females Males cost per outcome, $° Females Males Population % of total
Total®
Victims' n=31,598,000" n=11,769,000" 81,960 103,767 23,414 3,554,379,074,198 100.00
Medical cost — — 48,690 65,165 4,458 2,091,167,801,520 58.8
Lost productivity cost - - 30,156 36,065 14,291 1,328,157,006,028 37.4
Criminal justice cost — — 1,680 1,376 2,497 72,854,951,254 2.0
Other® - - 1,434 1,161 2,168 62,199,315,396 1.7
Government cost as % of total — — 30,865 40,389 5,294 1,326,323,457,095 37.3
Acute outcomes
Victim property loss/damage 15.3" 1,1818 180 180 7,821,902,886 0.2
Victim short-term lost productivity 100.0 100.0 730° 1,063 357 37,787,735,510 1.1
Injuries treated by location — — — 1,553 1,026 61,161,905,372 1.7
Doctor’s office 1.9" o" 1682 3 0 100,426,284 0.0
ED treat-and-release 6.6" 46" 7,053 469 323 18,619,253,405 0.5
Medical - - 2,860 190 131 7,551,939,243 0.2
Lost productivity — — 4,192%° 279 192 11,067,314,162 0.3
Hospitalization 0.2" 0.1" 157,658 306 190 11,911,486,138 0.3
Medical — — 30,871% 60 60 2,600,906,583 0.1
Lost productivity - - 126,787 246 130 9,310,579,555 0.3
Victim fatalities 0.0241% 0.0141° 1,671,227 316 205 12,404,636,131 0.3
Medical - - 11,707%3 2 1.44 86,894,883 0.0
Lost productivity = = 1,659,520 314 204 12,317,741,248 0.3
Rape-related pregnancy — — - 770 0 24,316,192,319 0.7
Birth 461161746 NA 15,8678 734 0 23,208,451,647 0.7
Abortion 0.9h16:17.46 NA 518" 5 0 149,578,053 0.0
Stillbirth 0.2116:17.46 NA 17,687'%2° 30 0 958,162,619 0.0
Long-term outcomes
Victim mental health — — — 56,837 0 1,795,944,335,055 50.5
Anxiety disorder (including PTSD) 9.1° 0° 70,283 6,388 0 201,848,962,281 5.7
Medical — — 62,295 5,662 0 178,907,708,598 5.0
Lost productivity - - 7,988%1 726 0 22,941,253,683 0.6
Depression 15.3%2 0%? 328,788 50,449 0 1,594,095,372,774 44.8
Medical - - 153,906°° 23,615 0 746,197,091,989 21.0
Lost productivity — — 174,8827° 26,834 0 847,898,280,785 23.9
(continued on next page)
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Table 1. Outcomes and Costs of IPV Per Victim and U.S. Population (2014 US$) (continued)

Lifetime cost, $°

Marginal outcome among victims®" Per victim
Marginal lifetime

Measure Females Males cost per outcome, $° Females Males Population % of total
Victim substance use — — — 7,683 17,254 445,823,059,179 12.5
Alcohol abuse 2.9% 7.3% 18,317 532 1,342 32,615,553,466 0.9
Medical — — 2,081%42° 60 153 3,705,786,354 0.1
Lost productivity = = 13,176°42° 383 966 23,460,634,936 0.7
Other - - 3,060%"2° 89 224 5,449,132,176 0.2
Illicit drug use 0.9%° 2.6°° 208,355 1,809 5,344 120,052,305,766 3.4
Medical — — 12,737%728 111 327 7,338,707,792 0.2
Lost productivity — — 129,533°728 1,125 3,322 74,635,871,014 2.1
Other - - 66,0858 574 1,695 38,077,726,961 11
Smoking 10.6% 10.2* 80,782 5,342 10,567 293,155,199,947 8.2
Medical - - 5,427%° 359' 710’ 19,695,870,448 0.6
Lost productivity = = 61,872%° 4,001 8,093’ 224,531,049,165 6.3
Other - - 13,483%° 892' 1,764 48,928,280,335 1.4
Victim physical health = = = 34,216 2,475 1,110,298,477,848 31.2
Asthma 3.5% 1.9 90,150 3,173 1,670 119,922,014,198 3.4
Medical — — 82,688%° 2,910 1,532 109,995,506,175 3.1
Lost productivity - - 7,462°° 263 138 9,926,508,023 0.3
Blindness or glaucoma 1.9% NR 495,731 9,320 0 294,495,270,353 8.3
Medical - - 30,132 566 0 17,900,245,166 0.5
Lost productivity = = 465,599°2 8,754 0 276,595,025,187 7.8
Gastroesophageal reflux disease 4.4 NR 15,886 700 0 22,126,987,748 0.6
Medical — — 15,223%° 671 0 21,203,709,288 0.6
Lost productivity - - 663%° 29 0 923,278,459 0.0
Headache 7.0 NR 84,375 5,867 0 185,399,330,079 5.8
Medical - - 46,017°° 3,200 0 101,113,331,173 2.2
Lost productivity = = 38,358°° 2,667 0 84,285,998,906 2.4
Heart disease 1.2 0.0* 611,338 7,407 0 234,060,532,626 6.6
Medical — — 576,253°" 7,119 0 224,940,548,425 6.3
Lost productivity - - 23,364%839 289 0 9,119,984,201 0.3
Joint conditions 6.7 4.4* 18,220 1,214 805 47,841,993,692 1.3
Medical - - 16,049°¢ 1,070 709 42,143,572,430 1.2
Lost productivity — — 2,170°° 145 96 5,698,421,262 0.2
Sexually transmitted infections 2.43%4 NR 1,116 26 0 833,986,814 0.0
Medical — — 819704 19 0 612,168,053 0.0

(continued on next page)
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Table 1. Outcomes and Costs of IPV Per Victim and U.S. Population (2014 US$) (continued)

Lifetime cost, $°
Marginal outcome among victims®" Per victim
Marginal lifetime

Measure Females Males cost per outcome, $° Females Males Population % of total
Lost productivity - - 29742 7 0 221,818,761 0.0
Stroke 1.0 0.0* 611,338 5,699 0 180,070,935,989 5.1
Medical — — 576,253 5,481 0 173,176,780,404 4.9
Lost productivity = = 35,085°8:3° 218 0 6,894,155,585 0.2
Urinary tract infection 9.2%4 NR 422 39 0 1,231,234,030 0.0
Medical — — 136" 13 0 395,815,201 0.0
Lost productivity — — 286" 26 0 835,418,828 0.0
Convicted perpetrators — - - 1,917 1,917 83,137,022,217 2.3
Criminal justice 1.0 83,294 802 802 34,777,224,293 1.0
Lost productivity 1.0 115,825 1,115 1,115 48,359,797,924 1.4

Note: Appendix Tables 1—5 (available online) show how data as reported in reference studies were used to calculate data as presented in this table.

3Combined marginal outcomes for males and females reflect estimates from studies that controlled for victim sex. Appendix Table 3 (available online) provides details. Intimate partner violence defined
as contact sexual violence, physical violence, or stalking by an intimate partner and IPV-related impact.*

bValues are percentages, unless otherwise indicated.

CAll marginal costs without references are calculated from other data in the table; for example, category sums.

9Per victim cost is marginal outcome probability multiplied by marginal cost. Population cost by outcome is the number of victims by sex multiplied by the per-victim cost. Total per-victim by sex and total
population costs are the sum of all per-victim (by sex) and population costs by outcome.

®“Total” rows are sum of category costs below; e.g., “victim total cost” is sum of "medical," "productivity," "criminal justice," and "other" cost categories, which each represent sum of subcategories (e.g.,
“other” category includes property damage/loss) (Appendix Table 1, available online, provides details).

Details of reference studies reported in Appendix Table 3 (available online; outcomes), Appendix Table 4 (available online; costs), and Appendix Table 5 (available online; discounted cost calculations).
&Includes victim property damage/loss and “other” costs attributable to smoking and alcohol abuse (Appendix Table 1, available online, provides details).

hUnpuinshed data from the U.S. Department of Justice. Estimate is per victimization, rather than per victim. Appendix Tables 3 and 4 (available online) provide details.

fSex—specific estimates applied (Appendix Tables 1 and 4, available online, provide details).

See Table 2.

KThis is the per convicted perpetrator lifetime cost reported in Table 2 ($80,632 as 2012 US$) as 2014 US$.

'See Appendix Table 4 (available online).

ED, emergency department; IPV, intimate partner violence; NA, not applicable; NR, not reported; PTSD, post-traumatic stress disorder.
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A nationally representative U.S. study of adult (aged >18 years)
married or common law respondents (1n=2,254) reported statisti-
cally significantly higher prevalence of anxiety disorder (including
PTSD) among females but not males who reported victimization
by a current intimate partner.’” A longitudinal study of young
adults (n=1,516) assessed the impact of incident dating violence
and reported a significantly greater prevalence of depression
among females but not males.”> That study’s results are broadly
supported by other studies with only female respondents, which
did not report data amenable for inclusion in this study’s
model.*”>** Unit costs were medical and lost productivity costs for
anxiety disorder (including PTSD)* and depression23 (Table 1).

Data from 18 states in the 2005 Behavioral Risk Factor Sur-
veillance System survey (n=70,156 respondents) indicated sig-
nificantly higher self-reported prevalence of alcohol abuse and
smoking, as well as medically diagnosed asthma, coronary heart
disease, joint disease, and stroke among females and males aged
>18 years with lifetime exposure to threatened, attempted, or
completed physical violence and nonconsensual sex perpetrated
by a current or former intimate partner.* Unit costs were the
estimated lost work productivity value and medical payments
for excess alcohol use,”*>° smoking,29 asthma,’® cardiovascular
disease,”” *” and joint pain®® (Table 1). Another nationally rep-
resentative U.S. study of adults (aged >18 years), indicated
higher self-reported prevalence of recent cannabis use among
females and males recently victimized by an intimate partner,*®
assessed here as the medical and lost productivity cost of illicit
drug use.”’

A large random sample of females (1=1,928) aged 18—64 years
at one U.S. managed care plan who reported recent IPV had sig-
nificantly higher medically diagnosed prevalence of headaches,
gastroesophageal reflux, STI, and urinary tract infections™
(Table 1). Unit costs were the estimated lost work productivity
value and medical payments for moderate pain,”® gastroesopha-
geal reflux,” STL* ** and urinary tract infections.*’ Another
large survey of females (1=1,152) aged 18—65 years consecutively
surveyed at family practice clinics indicated a higher prevalence of
blindness or glaucoma among females with current IPV compared
with females with no IPV exposure.’’ Unit costs were the medi-
cal’* and lost productivity’®> cost of blindness and visual
impairment.

Similar to a previous study,”® authors used a top-down account-
ing approach to estimate the cost of IPV-related criminal justice
activities. Authors’ annual IPV-related criminal justice expendi-
ture estimate was $5.7 billion (or $80,632 per convicted IPV per-
petrator, both as 2012 US$; Table 2 and Appendix Table 2,
available online; included in the model as $83,294 in 2014 US$
[Table 1]).**°° Department of Justice funding for victims serv-
ices (e.g., transitional housing) at the federal, state, and local levels
was included via this method. With this approach authors could
not identify the per-victim cost of such services, and it was not
feasible to selectively exclude federal grant money that funds IPV
prevention programs®" or civil court proceedings.’® This approach
neither accounts for public criminal justice expenditures outside
of dedicated budgets,”> nor nonpublic expenditures on related
activities. Lost productivity because of incarceration was the
annual production value of the U.S. non-institutional popula-
tion®* multiplied by authors’ average estimated number of years
IPV perpetrators are incarcerated (2.3 years) (Table 1, Table 2,
Appendix Tables 2, 4, and 5, available online).

Statistical Analysis

Authors multiplied the marginal probability of selected outcomes
by associated unit costs to estimate the per-person lifetime cost of
IPV for females and males. The sex-specific, per-person estimated
cost of IPV was multiplied by the estimated number of females
and males with lifetime IPV exposure to estimate the total U.S.
lifetime economic burden of IPV. Government costs were assessed

as total criminal justice costs plus the estimated government share
65

of all medical spending (i.e., 59.8%).”

RESULTS

The present-value, per-victim IPV lifetime cost was
$81,960, or $3.6 trillion for all victims, based on 32 mil-
lion U.S. females and 12 million males with any lifetime
victimization (Table 1). The per-victim cost was
$103,767 for females and $23,414 for males, representing
outcomes differences (e.g., rape-related pregnancy) and
differences in the proportion of affected victims by sex
for particular outcomes (Table 1).

The economic burden estimate included $2.1 trillion
(59% of total) in medical costs, $1.3 trillion (37%) in lost
productivity among victims and perpetrators, $73 billion
(2%) in criminal justice activities, and $62 billion (2%)
in other costs, including victim property loss or damage.
Government sources pay an estimated $1.3 trillion
(37%) of the economic burden (Table 1).

DISCUSSION

The per-victim lifetime cost ($103,767 for females,
$23,414 for males) is the estimated cost of IPV exposure.
A recent study using NISVS data and similar methods
estimated the lifetime per-victim cost of rape, including
intimate partner perpetrators, to be $122,461 (2014
US$).” Other comparative cost estimates include the life-
time per-victim cost of nonfatal child maltreatment®®
($210,012 as 2010 US$, or $225,408 as 2014 US$”) and
smoking™ ($219,889 for males and $106,050 for females
as 2000 USS$, or $292,010 and $139,119 as 2014 US$,’
respectively).

The per-victim estimate could change with new
information about victim outcomes or unit costs.
Barring substantial changes to the per-victim cost, the
lifetime economic burden estimate ($3.6 trillion) will
remain relatively stable, as it is based on the number
of U.S. adults with lifetime IPV victimization and IPV-
related impact; such a large population experiences
modest incremental demographic changes. The esti-
mated number of victims with IPV exposure in the
past 12 months (5,244,000 females and 2,150,000
males') had a lesser effect on the economic burden—
only through criminal justice and fatalities costs. The
economic burden represents costs over adult victims’

www.ajpmonline.org
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Table 2. Estimated Criminal Justice Costs Related to IPV Among U.S. Adults (2012 US$)

Attributable to IPV
Per convicted
Proportion of perpetrator
Measure Input Unit cost, $° total, % Annual cost, $ lifetime cost, $
Annual IPV victims 80,632
Females, n 5,244,000* - - - —
Males, n 2,150,000" - - - -
Total U.S. Government justice system annual spending, $ 265,160,340,000*° — — 5,739,944,705™ -
Police protection
Annual spending, $ 126,434,125,000"° 11,283¢ 21" 2,633,042,810"
Annual arrests, all offenses, n 11,205,833 — — _ _
Annual arrests, intimate partner perpetrators, n 233,366 — - — —
Judicial and legal
Annual spending, $ 57,935,169,000° 5,170" 21" 1,206,523,794"
Annual arrests, all offenses, n 11,205,833°° — = — —
Estimated intimate partner perpetrators, n 233,336 — — — —
Annual arrests, murder offense, n 10,571°° = — — -
Estimated intimate partner perpetrators, n 1,256141° — — — —
Annual arrests, rape offense, n 21,007°° _ _ _ _
Estimated intimate partner perpetrators, % 7t - — — _
Annual arrests, robbery offense, n 94,403° — — = =
Estimated intimate partner perpetrators, % 12t — — — —
Annual arrests, aggravated assault offense, n 372,685° — — — —
Estimated intimate partner perpetrators, % 15°* — — — _
Annual arrests, simple assault offense, n 1,093,258°° — — — —
Estimated intimate partner perpetrators, % 15°% — — — _
Corrections
Annual spending, $ 80,791,046,000%° 11,641 1.0' 1,900,378,101° -
Total corrections population, n ° 6,940,500°° = — — _
Corrections spending per intimate partner perpetrator, $ - 26,969 — - —
Convicted intimate partner perpetrators (annual), all offenses, n 71,187°¢ — — = =
IPV victims with corrections-sentenced perpetrator, % 1.0 — — — —
Average corrections duration per convicted intimate partner 2.3° — — — =
perpetrator, all offenses, years®

@Unit cost refers to per arrest or person in the corrections population.

PTotal corrections population refers to individuals in prison, jail, probation, parole, not limited to intimate partner perpetrators. Parole defined in source as a period of conditional supervised release in
the community following a prison term.

°Estimated corrections duration per IPV perpetrator calculated as the sum of parole, prison, and probation terms for the estimated proportion of selected offense types (murder, rape, robbery aggravated
assault, simple assault) committed by intimate partners. Includes estimated years in prison, rather than prison sentence received (Appendix Table 2, available online, provides details).

dCalculated from number or proportion of arrests for murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault estimated as intimate partner perpetrators (e.g., 7% of rape offenses).
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lifetimes; therefore, it includes costs already experi-
enced among older living adult victims and future
costs among younger living adult victims. Although it
is unknown what proportion of victims in the previous
12 months were first-time victimizations, applying this
study’s per-victim cost estimate yields an approximate
annual economic burden of $594 billion. A compara-
tive study estimated the annual economic burden of
child maltreatment was $124—$585 billion (2010 USS$;
or $133—$628 billion as 2014 US$”).°°

Limitations

This study used outcome data from observational studies
but assumed IPV was the cause of victims' higher
observed prevalence of various outcomes; the status of
these outcomes as risk factors for, correlates with, or out-
comes of IPV is complex.”® This means if victims and
perpetrators experiencing costs related to IPV would
have incurred the same costs because of other risk fac-
tors, then this study has overstated the cost attributable
to IPV. Future longitudinal analysis of IPV and health
outcomes might address this issue, along with issues
related to timing of IPV exposure and the effects of mul-
tiple victimizations. This study did not include non-
monetary elements, sometimes presented as intangible
costs—a monetized version of victims’ pain and suffer-
ing.”” Costs to victims’ and perpetrators’ friends and
families were not included. Costs to employers and
insurance companies were not measured. Government
costs were underestimated because reduced tax revenue
due to victims’ lost work productivity was not included.

The lifetime cost of some outcomes was inferred from
annual cost data (Appendix Table 5, available online),
which is a major limitation; this assumes an accurate distri-
bution of patients at all stages of a particular outcome (i.e.,
acute, recurring, remission) in reference studies’ annual
estimates and, when applied to individuals, may overstate
lifetime medical costs. For example, the annual cost of
depression and other conditions was uniformly applied to
affected victims for multiple years. Based on available data,
it was not possible to assign costs by victim demographics
or time since IPV exposure. The depression cost estimate
referred to major depressive disorder, which represents
severe depression. Reference cost studies on non-IPV pop-
ulations were used for unit costs; such populations may dif-
fer in demographic distribution from the IPV victim
population. This study did not address the possibility that
incarcerating perpetrators could result in fewer IPV victims
or victimizations.

Health outcomes that could be linked to specific costs
were included, though authors did not attempt to assign
a cost to increased risk factors (e.g., IPV victims have
higher prevalence of activity limitations and HIV risk

7,394,000) divided by the estimated number of convicted intimate partner perpetrators (71,187) annually.

ICorrections spending per IPV perpetrator calculated as average annual spending per person in the corrections population ($11,641) multiplied by the estimated average corrections duration per inti-

mate partner violence perpetrator (2.3 years), with annual costs after the first year discounted to present value by 3% (Appendix Table 2, available online, provides details).

kCalculated as the estimated number of intimate partner perpetrator arrests (233,336) among total arrests (11,205,833).
°Calculated as estimated annual number of convicted intimate partner perpetrators (71,187) multiplied by total estimated discounted corrections cost per intimate partner perpetrator ($26,969).

PCalculated as estimated total annual justice system spending attributable to IPV ($5.7 billion) divided by annual number of convicted intimate partner perpetrators (71,187).

'Calculated as the estimated annual number of convicted intimate partner perpetrators (71,187) as a proportion of the total annual corrections population (6,940,500).
IPV, intimate partner violence.

MCalculated as sum of annual police protection, judicial and legal, and corrections spending attributable to IPV.

'Calculated as total annual corrections spending ($81 billion) divided by total annual corrections population (6,940,500).
"Calculated as total annual spending by category multiplied by estimated proportion attributable to IPV.

ECalculated as total annual police protection spending ($126 billion) divided by total annual arrests (11,205,833).
_“Calculated as total annual judicial and legal spending ($58 billion) divided by total annual arrests (11,205,833).

fCalculated as the estimated annual number of IPV victims (5,244,000 + 2,150,000

®Calculations and sources reported in Appendix Table 2 (available online).
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factors™**). The cost of nonfatal suicide attempts was not

included independent of anxiety and depression costs.**
The model applied a unit cost of illicit drugs to the mar-
ginal prevalence of cannabis use among IPV victims;
state-based legalization of non-medical cannabis use
(first occurred in late 2012) may decrease the applicabil-
ity of this unit cost for this outcome in future years. This
analysis focused on the prevalence and cost of formally
defined health conditions as assessed in previous studies,
such as anxiety (including PTSD) defined by the Com-
posite International Diagnostic Interview 2.1.°° How-
ever, a much higher proportion of IPV victims have
reported individual symptoms of PTSD (e.g., night-
mares, feeling numb or detached'). Several lost produc-
tivity unit estimates included employed respondents
only, and valued respondents’ productivity using the
human capital approach (ie., lost wages)—rather than
value per statistical life approach—which undervalues
lost productivity. Several lost productivity estimates
from previous studies did not include mortality. Long-
term lost productivity among IPV victims not diagnosed
with any of the analyzed outcomes was not included.

Discounting assumed victims’ mean age at first IPV
victimization was 25 years, which underestimates costs
among victims with first victimization at less than 25
years and overestimates costs among victims with first
victimization at more than 25 years. First victimization
occurs in adolescence for some IPV victims." If first IPV
exposure age was instead 18 years, the estimated lifetime
cost would increase (per victim: female=$104,238,
male=$24,298; data not shown). At an alternative 7%
discount rate, the present value cost per victim would be
lower (female=$73,378, male=$19,812; data not shown).

Too few reference studies met quality and reporting
criteria for a meaningful deterministic sensitivity analysis
(e.g., range test per outcome), and too few reported meas-
ures of dispersion for a meaningful probabilistic sensitiv-
ity analysis (e.g., distribution test based on CIs; Appendix
Table 3, available online). Identifiable cost double-count-
ing includes: HIV costs appear in both STT and illicit drug
use unit costs, and some anxiety and substance use costs
are included in the depression cost (Appendix Tables 3
and 4, available online). A small portion of the illicit drug
and excess alcohol unit costs comprised research and pre-
vention activities.”**>*”** Some reference studies focused
on outcomes among adults who experienced current or
recent IPV or recent outcomes (e.g., STI) rather than life-
time assessment (Appendix Table 3, available online).
The short-term lost productivity estimate included life-
time stalking and sexual violence victimizations by non-
—intimate partners.9

This study is notably limited by inexact timelines
related to intimate partner victimizations during victims’

October 2018

lifetimes, number of victimizations per victim, number
of victims per perpetrator, onset of attributable health
outcomes, and treatment of those outcomes and related
conditions. This study’s acute cost estimates (e.g., short-
term medical care) are per victim, rather than per vic-
timization, which underestimates consequences among
victims with multiple victimizations.”® Owing to avail-
able data, this study did not address costs among specific
subpopulations of IPV victims, including men who have
sex with men. This study did not include IPV effects on
non-rape pregnancies (e.g., higher prevalence of preterm
birth®”) or on children exposed to IPV (e.g., child abuse
and neglect’’) because population prevalence data are
lacking.”' Some health outcomes measured to be more
prevalent among female victims have not been assessed
among male victims (e.g., blindness).

CONCLUSIONS

Despite limitations, this study’s estimate of IPV per-vic-
tim lifetime cost ($103,767 for females, $23,414 for
males) included more comprehensive information on
victims’ lifetime mental and physical health compared
with previous estimates and provides IPV cost estimates
by impact category. Findings on the cost of IPV can sup-
port the need for prevention programs and inform inter-
vention  evaluations,  identifying  cost-effective
approaches to eliminate IPV and its substantial impact
on public health and public safety. The Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention’s technical packages help
communities use the best available evidence on strategies
to stop sexual partner violence and IPV before it starts,
including prevention efforts among adolescents and
young adults, and support survivors to lessen harms.”*””
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